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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Richard Henry Spencer Langton 7 Occupation, Freehold, Leasehold Category 1

C-6/21, C-6/24, C-6/24, C-6/27, 

C-6/34, C-6/34, C-6/36, C-6/40, 

C-6/40

C-2/137, C-5/10, C-5/10, C-5/10, C-5/11, C-5/11, C-5/11, C-

5/13, C-5/13, C-4/46, C-4/46, C-4/47, C-4/47, C-3/107, C-

3/107, C-3/109, C-3/109, C-5/24, C-5/24, C-5/25, C-5/25, C-

5/26, C-5/26, C-4/17, C-4/17, C-4/18, C-4/18, C-4/21, C-4/21, 

C-4/23, C-4/23, C-4/25, C-4/25, C-4/27, C-4/27, C-4/29, C-

4/29, C-6/12, C-6/12, C-6/20, C-6/20, C-6/22, C-6/22, C-5/33, 

C-5/33, C-4/2, C-4/2, C-4/3, C-4/3, C-4/7, C-4/7, C-4/26, C-

4/26, C-4/32, C-4/32, C-6/4, C-6/4, C-6/6, C-6/6, C-7/3, C-

6/29, C-6/29, C-6/39, C-5/17, C-5/17, C-5/18, C-5/27, C-5/27, 

C-5/28, C-5/28, C-5/30, C-5/30, C-5/35, C-5/36, C-4/65, C-

4/65

C-6/11, C-6/11, C-6/13, C-6/13, C-

6/19, C-6/19, C-6/23, C-6/25, C-

6/25, C-5/16, C-5/16, C-5/19, C-

5/19, C-5/20, C-5/20, C-5/29, C-

5/29, C-5/31, C-5/31, C-5/32, C-

5/32, C-5/34, C-5/34, C-4/30, C-

4/30, C-4/41, C-4/41, C-6/16, C-

6/16, C-8/9, C-7/2, C-5/22, C-

5/22, C-5/23, C-5/23, C-4/13, C-

4/13, C-3/88, C-3/88

C-2/137, C-5/10, C-5/10, C-5/10, C-5/11, C-5/11, C-5/11, C-

5/13, C-5/13, C-4/46, C-4/46, C-4/47, C-4/47, C-3/107, C-

3/107, C-3/109, C-3/109, C-5/24, C-5/24, C-5/25, C-5/25, C-

5/26, C-5/26, C-4/17, C-4/17, C-4/18, C-4/18, C-4/21, C-4/21, 

C-4/23, C-4/23, C-4/25, C-4/25, C-4/27, C-4/27, C-4/29, C-

4/29

C-5/21, C-5/21, C-6/28, C-6/28, C-

6/30, C-6/30, C-6/31, C-6/31

RR-3063 REP1-452

OFH1

Objection to compulsory purchase of a field for the start of the Dedham Vale underground section. Project will cause harm to family farming business, livelihoods and 

family's mental and physical wellbeing. The pylon route will cut the farm in half and pylons will alter character of landscape. Construction phase will disrupt business 

operations by significantly damaging soil structure and drainage systems and restricting ability to management crops. Pylons will restrict use of agriculture machinery. 

Threat to income, viability of farm and food security. Major adverse effcet on the best and most versatile agricultural land. Significant mental health impact. Has not been 

enough impact assessment on how project will impact businesses and property owners, particularly during construction. Compensation package offered, especially per 

pylon, is inadequate and does not account for full diminution in productive and commercial value of landscape, loss of earnings and business disruption during 

construction. National Grid should revisit HVDC underground cables option, especially off-shore. Planning authority should require changes to route and design and 

proper assessment of undergrounding, especially offshore. Consultation has been inadequate and National grid have force fed a predetermined outcome. Project is 

introducing high carbon infrastructure to the countryside. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-

8.8.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Written%20

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Engagemetn ongoing. 

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber

Brian Steven Knock 30 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-8/10, B-8/10, B-8/12, B-8/12, B-8/15, B-8/15, B-8/16, B-

8/16

B-8/9, B-8/9, B-8/11, B-8/11, B-

8/13, B-8/13, B-8/14, B-8/14, B-

8/17, B-8/17, B-8/19, B-8/19

RR-0399 REP1-300 Will be unable to access 3 of their 5 fields during construction and involves construction of two pylons on productive agricultural land. Compaction of land and addition 

of foreign materials will make the land harder to be productive on and manoeuvring machinery and managing crops will be more difficult. Will also remove ability to grow 

straw for dairy operation, causing direct impact on economics of livestock production. Chatostrophic for family business. Landscape will be marked by the removal of 

ancient and veteran oak trees and will not recover for hundreds of years. Habitats and wildlife will be impossible to replace. Narrow country roads cannot support 

weight of lorry flow. Way of life in a small village will be disrupted. There are better options which have not be properly considered. Impact on ancient deer corridor 

between Gipping and Thornham Woods as well as buzzards, red kites and owls. Public access will be adversely affected, impacting recreation and physical and mential 

wellbeing. Proposed compensation is inadequate and does not reflect the loss of productive farmland, reduced flexibility and operational costs. Severe visual impact and 

impact on house prices and quality of life. Potential health impacts of high-voltage infrastructure. Route crosses key local transport routes. Communication and 

engagement has been poor and not transparent. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

their agent (Brooks 

Leney) on15 April 

2026 and 6 May 2026 

to discuss the HoTs, 

with actions taken 

away.

Amber

Carole Lesley Handy 64 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-4/36, C-4/36, C-4/37, C-4/39, C-4/39, C-4/43 C-4/36, C-4/36, C-4/37, C-4/39, C-4/39, C-4/43 RR-0456 Impact on landscape and views, environment and residential value and enjoyment. Impacts of construction traffic and machinery on roadside land, vegetation and 

landscape. Impact on tranquility of the area. Impacts on wildlife during construction and operation. Scale of pylons is inappropraite for setting and would impact 

emvironment, residential value, tourism and land-based diversification opportunities. More direct route between JC10/JC11 and JC32/JC33 is more logical and would 

reduce impact on landscape, propery and tourism. Interactive map is inadequate and very little meaningful consulttaion have been undertaken on alternative routes, 

undergrounding or offshore options. Significant impact on public footpaths, harming community wellbeing and historic amenity. Increased separation from footpaths 

should be introduced. No high-voltage infrastructure should be situated within 500m of residential property until there is definitive scientific proof there is no human or 

animal health risk. Noise impact from electric fields and construction would impact mental wellbeing and property value. Alternative route with lower environmental 

impact and reduced disruption is needed. General stress and anxiety impacts. If the project goes ahead, full compensation must be privided to all residents within 500m 

for EMF concerns, visual impact, loss of property value, opportunity loss, loss of tranquility, mental health impact, noise impact. Where land within 500m is privately 

owned, National Grid or the Government should offer to purchase at fair market value plus the loss in value already incurred and additional compensation for distress 

and loss of amenity. Short-term financial considerations should not outweigh permanent harm to landscpae and environment. Government commitments to 

sustainability and protecting countryside/green belt should be upheld. If pylons are unavoidable they should be smaller, quieter, visually neutral and proven to have no 

health risk. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Latest meeting held 

with their agent 

(Whirledge & Nott) on 

20th April to discuss 

HOTs, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

2026.

Amber

Suzanna Charlotte Longden Willis 85 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

C-7/56, C-2/21 C-2/27 C-7/56, C-2/21 C-2/27 C-7/62, C-7/62, C-7/63, C-7/63, C-

7/54

Disproportionate impact on a Grade II listed building

Lark Hall (15th‑century, timber‑framed, shallow foundations) is highly vulnerable to vibration and ground disturbance.

Construction activities within c.10 m of the house create a serious risk of structural damage and irreversible harm to heritage value.

The Environmental Statement (ES) acknowledges risk but fails to specify adequate or enforceable mitigation.

Severe residential amenity and health impacts

The property lies entirely within the draft Order Limits and would be surrounded by construction activity for several years.

Noise, vibration, dust and air quality impacts are inadequately assessed, especially given single‑glazed leaded windows.

Prolonged noise exposure poses serious health risks, particularly due to an occupier’s existing tinnitus and hearing loss, which has already been exacerbated during trial 

works.

Unsafe and unacceptable transport impacts

Sandpits Lane is a narrow, single‑track rural road unsuitable for HGVs.

Proposed road crossings are located near a blind bend, creating safety risks.

Planned road closures could prevent access to the property and disrupt daily activities (school runs, work), with insufficient mitigation or alternative access 

arrangements.

Failure to assess cumulative effects

The combined impact of noise, vibration, dust, access restrictions, health impacts, and heritage risk would create a significant adverse effect on wellbeing.

These cumulative impacts have not been assessed in the ES, contrary to policy expectations.

Permanent harm to the setting of the listed building

Lark Hall’s rural setting is integral to its historic significance and has remained largely unchanged since early Ordnance Survey mapping.

Prolonged construction, potential failure to reinstate land levels accurately, and visible new pylons risk lasting damage to that setting.

Visual screening and long‑term landscape impacts are inadequately addressed.

Unjustified draft Order Limits affecting private land

The Order Limits run directly along the southern boundary of the garden, just 10 m from the house, despite ample space in adjacent agricultural land.

This proximity is unnecessary, increases harm, and creates avoidable need for land acquisition.

Informal assurances that limits could be moved have not been reflected in the DCO plans.

Insufficient and uncertain mitigation

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Engagement on the 

11th May to continue 

negotiations. 

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
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Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)
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“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)
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Simon Robert Brice 87
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

E-3/36, E-3/36, E-3/36, E-3/37, E-3/37, E-3/37, E-3/39, E-3/39, 

E-3/39, E-3/51, E-3/51, E-3/52, E-3/68, E-3/68, E-3/68, E-3/69, 

E-3/69, E-3/69, E-3/70, E-3/70, E-3/70, E-3/71, E-3/71, E-3/71, 

E-3/72, E-3/72, E-3/75, E-3/77, E-3/77, E-3/77, E-3/81, E-3/82, 

E-3/83, E-3/83, E-3/83, E-3/84, E-3/86, E-3/87, E-3/90, E-3/91, 

E-3/92, E-3/92, E-3/93, E-3/101, E-3/102, E-4/17, E-4/17, E-

4/19, E-4/19, E-4/19, E-4/20, E-4/20, E-4/20, E-4/21, E-4/21, E-

4/22, E-4/22, E-4/23, E-4/24, E-4/25, E-4/25, E-4/26, E-4/26, E-

4/26, E-4/29, E-4/29, E-4/29, E-4/31, E-4/31, E-4/31, E-4/32, E-

4/33, E-4/33, E-4/33, E-4/34, E-4/34, E-4/34, E-4/36, E-4/36, E-

4/36, E-4/37, E-4/38, E-4/38, E-4/39, E-4/39, E-4/40, E-4/40, E-

4/63, E-4/63, E-4/63, E-4/65, E-4/69, E-4/71, E-4/71, E-4/71, E-

4/72, E-4/74, E-4/75, E-4/76, E-4/76, E-4/79, E-4/80, E-4/80, E-

3/56, E-3/76, E-3/95, E-4/5, E-4/19, E-4/20, E-4/26, E-4/29, E-

4/31, E-4/33, E-4/34, E-4/40, E-4/49, E-4/63, E-4/65, E-4/69, E-

4/71, E-4/72, E-4/74, E-4/75, E-4/76, E-4/79, E-4/80, E-3/32, E-

3/32, E-3/32, E-3/35, E-3/35, E-3/35, E-3/38, E-3/38, E-3/38, E-

3/41, E-3/41, E-3/41, E-3/47, E-3/47, E-3/47, E-3/49, E-3/49, E-

3/50, E-3/55, E-3/55, E-3/55, E-3/79, E-3/79, E-3/79, E-3/96, E-

3/96, E-3/97, E-3/103, E-4/6, E-4/6, E-4/10, E-4/10, E-4/10, E-

4/13, E-4/13, E-4/13, E-4/15, E-4/15, E-4/16, E-4/16, E-4/16, E-

4/28, E-4/28, E-4/28, E-4/30, E-4/30, E-4/30, E-4/41, E-4/41, E-

4/41, E-4/43, E-4/43, E-4/45, E-4/47, E-4/47, E-4/47, E-4/48, E-

4/48, E-4/51, E-4/51, E-4/51, E-4/53, E-4/53, E-4/53, E-4/54, E-

4/54, E-4/54, E-4/55, E-4/55, E-4/55, E-4/56, E-4/56, E-4/56, E-

4/58, E-4/58, E-4/58, E-4/62, E-4/73, E-4/2, E-4/10, E-4/13, E-

4/15, E-4/16, E-4/28, E-4/30, E-4/50, E-4/51, E-4/54, E-4/55, E-

4/56, E-4/58, E-4/62, E-4/73

E-3/34, E-3/34, E-3/34, E-3/40, E-

3/40, E-3/40, E-3/42, E-3/42, E-

3/45, E-3/45, E-3/45, E-3/46, E-

3/46, E-3/46, E-3/57, E-3/57, E-

3/57, E-3/58, E-3/58, E-3/59, E-

3/59, E-4/27, E-4/27, E-4/27, E-

4/35, E-4/35, E-4/35, E-4/46, E-

4/46, E-4/46, E-4/57, E-4/57, E-

4/57, E-4/59, E-4/59, E-4/59, E-

4/60, E-4/60, E-4/60, E-4/61, E-

4/64, E-4/64, E-4/64, E-3/60, E-

3/62, E-3/63, E-3/67, E-4/27, E-

4/35, E-4/44, E-4/59, E-4/61, E-

4/64

E-3/36, E-3/36, E-3/36, E-3/37, E-3/37, E-3/37, E-3/39, E-3/39, 

E-3/39, E-3/51, E-3/51, E-3/52, E-3/68, E-3/68, E-3/68, E-3/69, 

E-3/69, E-3/69, E-3/70, E-3/70, E-3/70, E-3/71, E-3/71, E-3/71, 

E-3/72, E-3/72, E-3/75, E-3/77, E-3/77, E-3/77, E-3/81, E-3/82, 

E-3/83, E-3/83, E-3/83, E-3/84, E-3/86, E-3/87, E-3/90, E-3/91, 

E-3/92, E-3/92, E-3/93, E-3/101, E-3/102, E-4/17, E-4/17, E-

4/19, E-4/19, E-4/19, E-4/20, E-4/20, E-4/20, E-4/21, E-4/21, E-

4/22, E-4/22, E-4/23, E-4/24, E-4/25, E-4/25, E-4/26, E-4/26, E-

4/26, E-4/29, E-4/29, E-4/29, E-4/31, E-4/31, E-4/31, E-4/32, E-

4/33, E-4/33, E-4/33, E-4/34, E-4/34, E-4/34, E-4/36, E-4/36, E-

4/36, E-4/37, E-4/38, E-4/38, E-4/39, E-4/39, E-4/40, E-4/40, E-

4/63, E-4/63, E-4/63, E-4/65, E-4/69, E-4/71, E-4/71, E-4/71, E-

4/72, E-4/74, E-4/75, E-4/76, E-4/76, E-4/79, E-4/80, E-4/80, E-

3/56, E-3/76, E-3/95, E-4/5, E-4/19, E-4/20, E-4/26, E-4/29, E-

4/31, E-4/33, E-4/34, E-4/40, E-4/49, E-4/63, E-4/65, E-4/69, E-

4/71, E-4/72, E-4/74, E-4/75, E-4/76, E-4/79, E-4/80

E-3/64, E-3/64, E-3/64 RR-3626 REP1-302, REP1-227

REP1-301

Effect on the interests held in land and property and on continuity of business. Part of property identified within the Project's Order Limits is subject to an Option 

Agreement for the installation of a solar farm and associated development which is currently undergoing a financing process and is scheduled to start construction in 

2026 and has the benefit of a grid connection offer in support of this - the location of TB94 creates a conflict between the Project and the Brice Family's existing legal and 

contractual commitments and compromises the deliverability of the scheme.Request to remove TB94 from the Solar Option Area or amend the scheme to safeguard the 

consented solar development.  Lack of consultation regarding re-location of TB94 within the Option Area prior to submission of DCO. No meaningful engagement. Lack of 

evidenced soil management plans for areas affected on a temporary basis. Lack of information on the nature of rights sought over the Brice Family's land, having only 

provided Generic Heads of Terms for voluntary deed of easement. Failure to communicate with appointed agent - request to properly re-engage. Hanson Quarry 

Products Europe Limited (owners of the minerals and associated working rights under the Brice Family's property) have not been consulted. Sterilisation of any minerals 

will cause significant financial loss. Further detail of proposed enabling works required. Detrimental impact on farming business during construction and operation. 

Access severance, construction distubance, drainage disruption, loss of productive acreage and operational constraints. 

General response from land agend on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Gary and Julie Sharp 153 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-1/22, G-1/22, G-1/23, G-1/23, G-1/24, G-1/24, G-1/17, G-

1/19, G-1/19, G-1/25, G-1/25, G-1/26, G-1/26, G-1/30, G-

1/30, G-1/33, G-1/33, G-1/38, G-1/38, G-1/40, G-1/40, G-

1/43

G-1/1, G-1/2, G-1/2, G-1/3, G-1/4, 

G-1/5, G-1/6, G-1/6, G-1/18, G-

1/27, G-1/27, G-1/29, G-1/29, G-

1/32, G-1/32, G-1/34, G-1/34, G-

1/35, G-1/35, G-1/36, G-1/36, G-

1/37, G-1/37, G-1/39, G-1/39

G-1/22, G-1/22, G-1/23, G-1/23, G-1/24, G-1/24 G-1/8, G-1/8, G-1/12, G-1/12 RR-1170 REP3-152 Unacceptable impact on Margaretting Hall (a grade II listed building) - affected pylons TB184-TB188, associated construction works, a pulling location, a temporary haul 

road and overhead line crossing protection works. National Grid's assessment of the impact on the heritage asset (Mid Less Than Substantial Harm) does not adequately 

reflect the harm the scheme would have. No alternative routes or undergrounding with less impact have been considered. Does not comply with local and national policy 

regarding heritage assets. Unacceptable impact on livestock/ and specific style of agriculture operations, including on livestock welfare and roaming. Impact of new 

electromagnetic fields on cattle is unknown and uncertain. Impact on residential development potential of land. National Grid unwilling to meet reasonable meeting costs 

to discuss. Has been no further attempt by National Grid to engage in a meaningful way. Pylons will be harmful to appearance of existing reservoirs at Margaretting Hall 

and East Hanningfield and interfere with species and habitats, particularly migrating birds and wildfowl. Latent humitidy from reservoirs will result in additional crackling 

from the power lines. No justification for the complusory acquisition of rights over the property. Public benefits do not outweigh private harm if compulsory acquisition 

powers are confirmed. Current proposals interfere with human rights and ability to manage property. National Grid have failed to justify why such extensive areas of the 

property are required for temporary use. Concerns about the likely quality of any reinstatement of the property. A generic response, not informed by case-specific 

assessment or engagement, is inadequate to demonstrate lawful decision making. No meaningful direct engagement has taken place. Is not clear why there is no 

alternative to running the line across the estate. Justification fir the extensive amount of land proposed to be taken temporarily had not been provided. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting has been 

arranged for the 18th 

May 2026

Amber

Margaret Gillian Thompson 226
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

A-5/4, A-5/7, A-5/20, A-5/50, A-5/50, A-5/54, A-5/59, A-5/59, 

A-5/61, A-5/65, A-5/66, A-5/68, A-5/77, A-5/79, A-5/80, A-

5/82, A-5/83, A-5/83, A-5/42, A-5/47, A-5/52, A-5/23, A-5/58, 

A-5/58, A-5/60, A-5/64, A-5/67, A-5/81, A-5/31, A-5/37

A-5/51, A-5/22, A-5/49, A-5/49, A-

5/55, A-5/62, A-5/69, A-5/70, A-

5/33

A-5/4, A-5/7, A-5/20, A-5/50, A-5/50, A-5/54, A-5/59, A-5/59, 

A-5/61, A-5/65, A-5/66, A-5/68, A-5/77, A-5/79, A-5/80, A-

5/82, A-5/83, A-5/83, A-5/42, A-5/47, A-5/52

A-5/51 RR-2281 Designated site for pylon, standing area and haul road at Elm Farm lies directly opposite farmhouse and coincides with location of an Anglo-Saxon villa. Site holds 

significant historical value and warrants careful consideration and protection. Impact on already diminishing agricultural resources, disruption to farming operations and 

permanent loss of productive land which will affect food production and rural livelihoods. Risk to property values and compensation is currently inadequate. Increased 

electromagnetic interference and noise due to high-voltage overhead lines in close proximity to property. Request for cables to be buried underground. Damage to 

hedgerows and mature trees during construction and maintenance as well as local wildlife habitats including for hares. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

their agent (Chris 

Bond of Bidwells) to 

discuss the wider 

HoTs, with actions 

taken away.

Amber

Derek Mark Heasman 241 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-18/54, C-18/54, C-18/22, C-18/22, C-18/67, C-18/67 C-18/54, C-18/54 RR-0910 Impact on listed properties and their context. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber

Louise Waterson 242 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

D-5/16, D-5/17, D-5/18, D-5/2, D-5/10, D-5/14 D-5/8, D-5/11, D-5/13 D-5/16, D-5/17, D-5/18 RR-2213 Communication with National Grid and TerraQuest has been made deliberately difficult. House will have view of 12 pylons, all in view of the Dedham Vale AONB. Pylons 

to be built on geese migration route and compound area on land where they collect for weeks every year before their long flight. Risk of bird strikes. Other cheaper and 

more environmentally sympathetic options have not been considered. The scheme is a money making project at the cost of the countryside and wildlife. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Cat 2 Easement. 

Discussions 

continuing with 

Freeholder

Amber

Celia Ann Open 256 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/27, F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/36, F-8/37, F-8/47, 

F-8/23, F-8/24, F-8/29

F-8/32, F-8/42 F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/27, F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/36, F-8/37, F-8/47 RR-0514 Should be routed under sea. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Category 2 landowner 

with rights contained 

wtihin a transfer. 

Discussions ongoing 

with Freeholder
Amber

Sylvia Margaret Ludwig 292
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

G-4/31, G-4/31, G-4/7, G-4/15, G-4/24, G-4/30, G-4/34, G-

4/35, G-4/37, G-4/43, G-4/21, G-4/11

G-4/5, G-4/8, G-4/12, G-4/22, G-

4/9

G-4/31, G-4/31, G-4/7, G-4/15, G-4/24, G-4/30, G-4/34, G-

4/35, G-4/37, G-4/43

G-4/21, G-4/5, G-4/8, G-4/12, G-

4/22

G-4/32, G-4/32 RR-3589 HVDC undergrounding or an offshore grid have not be properly considered. Visual impact of pylons and cables. Request that existing pylons are left in place and new 

cables are buried. Property devalued by 30% when the pylons are in place. Can only claim compensation if development is actually on your land. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Mark Passmore 471 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

D-4/65, D-4/74, D-4/74 D-4/68, D-4/68, D-4/69, D-4/69, D-

4/70, D-4/70

RR-2355 REP1-411

REP3-167 

Consultation has been legally deficient, with representations frequently misleading or untrue, no credible alternatives (including offshore) presented, and National Grid 

repeatedly ignoring representations that do not accord with its position. The proposals would cause significant damage to communities, landscapes, and wellbeing. They 

breach the Holford Rules by routing the development through areas of the highest amenity, including the Dedham Vale AONB, whose defining qualities of tranquillity, 

historic open landscapes and nationally important views would be permanently harmed by 50‑metre‑high pylons that would be dominant and overbearing across wide 

areas. The impacts on the Dedham Vale, Colne Valley and Stour Valley have been understated, with National Grid’s landscape and visual assessments challenged as 

misleading and downplaying effects that cannot reasonably be described as minor or insignificant.The long construction period would result in extensive environmental 

damage, habitat loss, disruption to rural communities, tourism, recreation and mental wellbeing, with many impacts irreversible. Haul roads have not been properly 

costed or assessed, and there has been no adequate assessment of the consequences of increased road usage and construction logistics. Archaeologically sensitive areas 

and public rights of way would be seriously harmed, which is considered unacceptable. Areas without formal designations should not be treated as of lesser value or 

consequence. Wildlife and habitats would be damaged, and the social and environmental fabric of affected areas eroded for future generations. Impacts could be 

substantially reduced by burying cables, including alongside haul road construction, using the most up‑to‑date technology, or by selecting an offshore route, which is 

presented as a less damaging alternative. The current proposals are characterised as unnecessarily destructive and as seeking to bulldoze through the planning system 

rather than avoid harm altogether, particularly to nationally protected landscapes and their settings.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held on site 

with landowner on 16 

April 2026.

Amber

Farrukh Shamshad 506 Freehold Category 1

C-12/60 RR-1108 Disruptions which have not been captured, and delays. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Subsoil Rights only.

Amber

Paul Raymond Lanham 539 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-6/122, G-6/122, G-6/138, G-6/138, G-6/121, G-6/121, G-

6/123, G-6/123, G-6/124, G-6/124, G-6/130, G-6/130

G-6/119, G-6/119, G-6/120, G-

6/120, G-6/136, G-6/136, G-

6/139, G-6/139

G-6/122, G-6/122, G-6/138, G-

6/138, G-6/119, G-6/119

RR-2824 REP1-434

REP1-435

OFH2 

Will place permanent pylon on land at Dukes Farm, run overhead lines directly across fishing lake, construct trunk road access across approximately half of grazing land 

for up to 7 years and create permanent access route through private residential driveway. Project will stop fishing lake activity (visual impact and pollution risk), make 

cattle business non viable, cancel 4,000-bird turkey business (impact biosecurity compliance), remove established income stream and alter residential setting and value. 

Will have no choice but to stop farming as Dukes Farm would become financially unsustainable. Fisher German have not followed up with answers to questions asked. 

Expected to sign an agreement but have no input into the agreement. National Grid is stalling for time and keeping people in the dark. Request to realign overhead lines to 

avoid fishing lake and trunk road to reduce grazing loss as well as an alternative access route to avoid residential driveway and avoide using Dukes Farm as an access 

point entirely. Request for a reinstatement and pollution strategy. 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to deadline

3. Negotiations 

ongoing

Meeting to be held 

with agent at Brooks 

Leney 11 May 2026 to 

discuss HoTs.

Amber

Harry Ivison Macadam 554 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

C-6/36, C-6/38, C-6/38, C-6/42, 

C-6/42, C-6/52, C-6/52, C-6/34, 

C-6/40

C-6/39, C-6/39 C-6/41, C-6/41 C-6/28, C-6/30, C-6/31 RR-0427 REP1-302

REP1-227

See also Richard Davies - RR-3058

REP1-450 

Estate includes a Grade I Listed, scheduled monument (Little Wenham Castle which is one of the most important heritage assets in Eastern England), a Grade I Listed 

church (St Lawrence Church), a Grade II* Listed medieval tithe barn and a number of Grade II Listed traditional buildings which will be affected by pylons, overhead lines 

and altered underground cable corridor as it exits the cable sealing end compound. National Grid have not provided appropriate responses to representations. Lack of 

engagementand consideration with regard to the impact of the Project on the nationally significant heritage asset. Visual impact of pylon route on heritage assets and 

landscape. Angle tower (JC27) will further harm the visual setting, contravening the Holford Rules. Current route would irreversibly change Little Wenham's vulnerable 

setting. Unclear why changes have been made to cable sealing end compound and underground cable corridor and believe the route should exit the CSE compound to the 

west, not the east. National Grid has not provided significant explanation for the discounting of alternatives. Current design does not satisfy the requirement to approach 

projetcs with a holistic view of the network or suggest rationalisation and reconfiguration opportunities have been given consideration. Have highlighted the existence of 

existing natural features which would help to mitigate the impact of the new infrastructure, including Brimlin Wood - the route could be divereted north of this wood to 

provide better screening of the pylons. 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Regular ongoing 

conversation with AP, 

most recently at CAH2 

on 30th April. Next 

meeting planned for 

25 May 2026.

Amber

Victoria Alison Wilson Owen 561 Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege, Restrictive Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62, D-7/4, D-7/8, D-7/9, D-7/16, D-6/39, D-6/43, D-

6/55, D-7/1, D-7/1, D-7/1

D-7/5, D-6/59, D-6/61, D-6/63, D-

6/64, D-6/65

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62

Severe landscape and visual harm

The proposed pylons between TB047 and TB052 would be placed on elevated ground, dominating the Colne Valley and permanently altering long‑established rural views 

from homes, footpaths, lanes, churches, and villages.

Harm to the setting of historic villages and heritage assets

The overhead pylons would damage the rural setting that is integral to the significance of Aldham and Fordham, including their listed buildings, churches, conservation 

areas, and historic character.

Inappropriate industrialisation of an unchanged historic landscape

The valley has remained largely unchanged for generations. Introducing very tall pylons and overhead wires would fundamentally erode its historic landscape character 

and identity.

Negative impacts on farming and productive land

Pylons, access tracks, compounds, and construction activity would disrupt carefully managed farmland, interfere with agricultural operations, and cause lasting harm 

that cannot be fully reversed.

Ecological harm

Construction would require removal of hedgerows and trees, fragment habitats, and disturb wildlife including birds and bats, with impacts that would extend well 

beyond the construction period.

Threat to archaeological remains

The valley contains evidence of Roman archaeology, which could be damaged or lost through excavation for pylon foundations.

Disruption to village life and rural roads

Narrow rural lanes are unsuitable for heavy construction traffic and abnormal loads, leading to safety risks, congestion, and loss of tranquillity during prolonged 

construction.

Failure to adequately assess alternatives

There is insufficient evidence that less harmful options—such as undergrounding sensitive sections, using lower ground, or alternative routes—have been properly or 

transparently considered, contrary to national policy requirements.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting to discuss 

HOTs arranged with 

their agent (Clarke & 

Simpson) for the 13th 

May 2026. 

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Gavin Peter Moore 624 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-8/96, A-8/96, A-8/99, A-8/99, A-8/64, A-8/65, A-8/67, A-

8/71, A-8/71, A-8/72, A-8/74, A-8/74, A-8/75, A-8/76, A-8/76, 

A-8/77, A-8/77, A-8/79, A-8/79, A-8/80, A-8/80, A-8/84, A-

8/85, A-8/85, A-8/86, A-8/86, A-8/90, A-8/91, A-8/91, A-8/92, 

A-8/92, A-8/97, A-8/97, A-8/98, A-8/98, A-8/100, A-8/100, A-

8/78, A-8/78, A-8/83, A-8/83

A-8/95, A-8/95, A-8/101, A-8/101, 

A-8/102, A-8/102, A-8/69, A-8/70, 

A-8/70, A-8/89, A-8/89, A-8/93

A-8/96, A-8/96, A-8/99, A-8/99, A-8/64, A-8/65, A-8/67, A-

8/71, A-8/71, A-8/72, A-8/74, A-8/74, A-8/75, A-8/76, A-8/76, 

A-8/77, A-8/77, A-8/79, A-8/79, A-8/80, A-8/80, A-8/84, A-

8/85, A-8/85, A-8/86, A-8/86, A-8/90, A-8/91, A-8/91, A-8/92, 

A-8/92

A-8/94, A-8/94 REP1-453 Richard Prentice Severe financial harm to a family farming business

The installation of a large high‑voltage pylon would permanently remove the farm’s primary productive growing field, causing serious financial loss and threatening the 

viability of a fourth‑generation family farm.

Irreversible damage to agricultural land and drainage

Construction would destroy established soil structure and land drainage systems, with a high risk that farmland would never be restored to its original productivity or 

condition.

Significant ecological harm

The affected fields support wildlife including barn owls, badgers, deer and bats. Pylon construction and long‑term presence would damage habitats and disrupt 

established wildlife patterns.

Loss of use and enjoyment of farmyard and home

The presence of a very large pylon would make farming beneath it undesirable and impractical, directly affecting the relationship between the farmyard, dwelling, and 

surrounding land.

Residential amenity and property value impacts

The pylon would cause substantial visual intrusion in a flat, open landscape, alongside ongoing noise and perceived health concerns, leading to devaluation of the family 

home.

Serious mental health and wellbeing impacts

Prolonged uncertainty and anticipated harm over several years has already caused significant distress, anxiety and loss of confidence in the family’s future.

Aviation safety concerns

The site lies beneath flight paths associated with nearby airstrips, including historic Tibenham airfield. Emergency landings by gliders have previously occurred on the 

farmland, and new pylons introduce an increased risk of catastrophic accidents.

Failure of consultation and consideration of alternatives

The project is perceived to have inadequately considered objections or genuinely explored alternative approaches that would reduce harm to livelihoods, health, and 

safety.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Next agent meeting to 

continue HOTs 

negotiation scheduled 

for 13 May 2026.

Amber

Alison Jane Pope 633 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

D-3/97, D-3/98 RR-0094 Breach of National Policy and Statute NPS-EN5 (paragraphs 2.9.12 & 2.9.21) and Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023 with regards to impact on the Dedham Vale 

National Landscape. Request that the route be moved away from the National Landscape and use brownfield sites. EAS1 is a more appropriate route. No appropriate 

consultation in respect of meaningful alternatives has been held, breaching the Planning Act and Gunning Principles. Scheme would create a ring of steel around the 

National Landscape. More than 10km of hedgerows and 500 acres of farmland between TB1 and TB49 would be destroyed, fragmenting habitats. Corridor lies within 

East Atlantic Flyway, one of seven UK sites proposed for UNESCO World Heritage status. Bronze-Age urnfields and Saxon and Roman remains have ben found beside the 

proposed Western Sealing End Compound. Visual impact on Listed Buildings. Irreversible cultural, visual and ecological harm. Visual impact of EACN and associated 

pylons across the National Landscape. Presence of the EACN has already attracted further industrialisation (e.g., Tarchon) and is bound to continue. Request to remove 

any pylons with impact on Dedham Vale and relocate the EACN. Underground cables should be used instead of pylons here. Section between TB15 and TB34 at Great 

Horkesley which includes Eastern Cable Sealing End Compound would introduce a major industrial structure into an area of open farmland forming the northern gateway 

to the National Landscape. Compound would be visible from the Essex Way and from numerous dwellings including Listed Buildings. Visual impact contravenes NPS-EN1 

and NPS-EN5 paragraph 2.9.19. Visual impact of Western Sealing End Compound on the National Landscape, contravening Holford Rules 1 and 3, Horlock Rule 2 and NPS-

EN5 2.9.21. Alternative route to the south of the current TB40-TB42 would reduce visability from the Vale. Western Sealing End Compound must be relocated from 

TB35/36 to beyond TB40 and undergrounding extended accordingly. Visual, heritage and landscape impacts on Fordham Valley, an area of equivalent beauty and value 

as Dedham Vale. Works would dominate settings of Listed Buildings. Proposed alignment through Fordham Valley conflicts with Holford Rule 1 and Rule 4. All pylons 

within Fordham Valley should be removed or undergrounded. NPS-EN5 2.9.22 does not allow cost to influence decisions on National Landscapes but National Grid have 

repeatedly invoked cost as justification for rejecting undergrounding. National Grid repeatedly state policy in selective terms or seek to extend it beyond actual meaning 

and visual-impact evidence is selective. Offshore grid should be adopted to protect countryside and heritage. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Category 2 

landowner. 

Conversations 

ongoing with 

Freeholder.

Amber

William Thomas Black 634 Freehold, Occupation, Mortgage Category 1, Category 2

B-7/46, B-7/47, B-7/47, B-7/48, B-7/49, B-7/49, B-7/54, B-

7/55, B-7/55, B-7/53a, B-6/97, B-6/98, B-6/100, B-6/104, B-

6/105, B-6/107, B-7/17, B-7/17, B-7/26, B-7/29, B-7/29, B-

7/31, B-7/32, B-7/32, B-7/51, B-7/51, B-7/57, B-7/57, B-7/59, 

B-7/60, B-7/61, B-7/61, B-6/96, B-6/101, B-7/1, B-7/4, B-7/14, 

B-7/18

B-7/9, B-7/25, B-7/28, B-7/28, B-

7/36, B-7/50, B-7/50, B-7/56, B-

7/56, B-7/58, B-7/58, B-7/63, B-

7/63, B-7/64, B-7/64, B-6/99, B-

6/102, B-6/106, B-6/110, B-7/2, B-

7/5, B-7/6, B-7/7, B-7/8, B-7/13, B-

7/21

B-7/46, B-7/47, B-7/47, B-7/48, B-7/49, B-7/49, B-7/54, B-

7/55, B-7/55, B-7/53a, B-6/97, B-6/98, B-6/100, B-6/104, B-

6/105, B-6/107

B-7/27, B-7/27, B-7/35, B-7/35, B-

7/37, B-7/37, B-7/39, B-7/39, B-

7/40, B-7/40, B-7/41, B-7/41, B-

7/62, B-7/62, B-7/10, B-7/12

RR-3849 Bodies involved in procuring engagement have been 'deaf' to what could have been a useful consultation. All suggestions on routing made during an on-site meeting 

within Fisher German were rejected. Simple changes to access and corrections to named interested parties have been ignored. Draft Heads of Terms agreements do not 

name the correct parties. Refusal to engage with any suggestion that might improve overall delivery of the project. No thought given to how local population, 

environment or businesses might benefit from the project and its construction process. Appears National Grid is reliant on the fact that it can fall back on its statutory 

rights and will impose its solution rather than enter any meaningful negotiation. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Recent meetings held 

with their agent 

(Brooks Leney) on 15 

April 2026 and 6 May 

2026 to discuss the 

wider HoTs. Actions 

taken away from 

meeting.

Amber

Adam William George Dixon-Smith 789 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

D-9/136, D-9/136, D-9/136, D-9/147, D-9/147, D-9/147, D-

9/148, D-9/148, D-9/149, D-9/149, D-9/151, D-9/151, D-

9/152, D-9/152, D-9/153, E-1/3, E-1/3, E-1/3, E-1/4, E-1/4, E-

1/6, E-1/6, E-1/7, E-1/8, E-1/11, E-1/12, E-1/13, E-1/19, E-

1/19, E-1/19, E-1/25, E-1/25, E-1/25, E-1/35, E-1/35, E-1/35, E-

1/62, E-1/90, E-1/90

E-1/52, E-1/1, E-1/2, E-1/5, E-1/5, 

E-1/5, E-1/15, E-1/15, E-1/15, E-

1/23, E-1/24, E-1/24, E-1/26, E-

1/27, E-1/27, E-1/34, E-1/34, E-

1/34, E-1/48

E-1/52 RR-0015 REP1-227 Lack of response to queries raised. A 11,794 sq ft compound on land means two areas of severed land of awkward shape for practical farming. Have received no 

explanation for why this compound has been moved to this location. Proposed access road from Houchins Lane goes through a newly planted belt of trees and they do 

not believe access is required here so request it is removed from DCO application or a full explanation be provided on why it is required. Request a full drainage scheme is 

designed and approved by the landowner in advance of any works. Significant impact on underlying soils from haul road and tower sites on field drains. Request 

commitment that the irrigation main around the farm is retained and not damaged by the works. Location of TB69 means that new access will need to be secured to farm 

the land. 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or undergrounding 

proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary Heads of Terms 

issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, no confirmed amendments 

have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little better than relying on statutory powers. 

Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners 

face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of 

writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and 

compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently 

progressed voluntary agreements, and has not adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

HoTs meeting held:

27th January 2026

HoTs V2 Issued 2nd 

April 2026

Call with agent for 

meeting request on 

16th April 2026

Amber

William Howard Rix 806
Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege, Restrictive Covenant, 

Occupation

Category 1, Category 2

D-3/1, D-3/2, D-3/12, D-3/1, D-

3/1

D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49, D-3/17, D-3/18, D-

3/19, D-3/21, D-3/25, D-3/26, D-2/39, D-2/46, D-2/47, D-

2/55, D-2/60, D-2/60, D-2/61, D-2/61, D-2/62, D-2/62, D-3/6, 

D-3/10, D-3/15, D-3/20, D-3/22, D-3/28, D-1/32, D-1/36, D-

2/60, D-2/60, D-3/10, D-3/10, D-3/15, D-3/15

D-2/50, D-2/56, D-3/11, D-3/13, D-

3/16, D-3/23, D-3/24, D-3/30

D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49, D-3/17, D-3/18, D-

3/19, D-3/21, D-3/25, D-3/26

D-3/14, D-3/8 RR-3841 Directly affected by underground cables, cable sealing end coumpound Work No.10 and oylons TB31 and TB34. National Grid have failed to demonstrate a public need 

which outweighs the affected parties existing interests, consider alternative routes, consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative technologies, 

provide adequate information relating to the safe delivery of the project and consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts. They have also failed to 

consider the impact on soils and biosecurity, account for the full impact on private losses, consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties mental health, consider 

the impact on the landscape and heritage, demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised, engage with professionally and adequately with affected 

parties and fulfill their obligation to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. Public benefit does not outweigh the 

harmful impacts. Need to reconsider undergrounding and alternative routing. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Latest meeting on 

20th April to discuss 

HOTs clauses, next 

meeting planned for 

13 May 2026 with 

their agent (Whirledge 

& Nott) to discuss the 

HoTs.

Amber

Doreen Mary Wrinch 815 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-11/54, B-11/54, B-11/56, B-11/56, B-11/58, B-11/58, B-

11/60, B-11/60, B-11/61, B-11/61, B-11/63, B-11/63, B-11/64, 

B-11/64, B-11/66, B-11/66, B-11/76, B-11/76, B-11/77, B-

11/77, B-11/78, B-11/78, B-11/79, B-11/79, B-11/80, B-11/80, 

B-11/81, B-11/81, B-11/38, B-11/38, B-11/40, B-11/40, B-

11/42, B-11/45, B-11/48, B-11/48, B-11/50, B-11/50, B-11/59, 

B-11/59, B-11/65, B-11/65, B-11/67, B-11/67, B-11/68, B-

11/68, B-11/71, B-11/71, B-11/73, B-11/73, B-12/1, B-12/1, B-

12/2, B-12/2

B-11/34, B-11/34, B-11/39, B-

11/39, B-11/41, B-11/41, B-11/43, 

B-11/43, B-11/44, B-11/44, B-

11/46, B-11/47, B-11/47, B-11/49, 

B-11/49, B-11/52, B-11/52, B-

11/57, B-11/57, B-11/62, B-11/62, 

B-11/69, B-11/69, B-11/70, B-

11/70, B-11/74, B-11/74, B-11/75, 

B-11/75

B-11/54, B-11/54, B-11/56, B-11/56, B-11/58, B-11/58, B-

11/60, B-11/60, B-11/61, B-11/61, B-11/63, B-11/63, B-11/64, 

B-11/64, B-11/66, B-11/66, B-11/76, B-11/76, B-11/77, B-

11/77, B-11/78, B-11/78, B-11/79, B-11/79, B-11/80, B-11/80, 

B-11/81, B-11/81

RR-0943 Pylons will devalue house and farm. Noise, upheaval, visual pollution and disruption will impact lives during and after construction. EMF concerns. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting arranged 

with agent (Brooks 

Leney) to discuss the 

HoTs on 20 May 

2026.

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Stuart Wright 957 Freehold Category 1

E-2/115 RR-3511 Project is of no benefit to East Anglia and the people affected. Offshore cables dismissed because of cost without the public being given any firm details. Permanent scar 

on the landscape which will affect thousands of lives. Will devalue property. Fisher German refuse to put their verbal placating explanations in writing, making meetings 

pointless. National Grid are silent on health implications of EMF exposure. Offshore network is the only solution. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Subsoil Rights only.

Amber

Christopher William Courtenay 

Tregoning
1018 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-11/42, A-11/42, A-11/43, A-11/43, A-11/44, A-11/44, A-

11/45, A-11/45, A-11/46, A-11/46, A-11/47, A-11/47, A-

11/48, A-11/48, A-11/50, A-11/50, A-11/52, A-11/52, A-

11/56, A-11/56, A-11/40, A-11/40, A-11/41, A-11/41, A-

11/49, A-11/49, A-11/51, A-11/51, A-11/54, A-11/54, A-

11/55, A-11/55

A-11/39, A-11/39, A-11/53, A-

11/53, A-11/57, A-11/57

A-11/42, A-11/42, A-11/43, A-11/43, A-11/44, A-11/44, A-

11/45, A-11/45, A-11/46, A-11/46, A-11/47, A-11/47, A-

11/48, A-11/48, A-11/50, A-11/50, A-11/52, A-11/52, A-

11/56, A-11/56

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.
Amber

Benjamin Richard Coode-Adams 1030 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/122, E-2/122, E-2/123, E-2/124, E-

2/115, E-2/96, E-2/96, E-2/97, E-2/97, E-2/99, E-2/99, E-

2/100, E-2/100, E-2/101, E-2/101, E-2/103, E-2/103, E-2/105, 

E-2/105, E-2/106, E-2/106, E-2/109, E-2/109, E-2/114, E-

2/114, E-2/108

E-2/118, E-2/118, E-2/87, E-

2/102, E-2/102, E-2/104, E-2/104, 

E-2/112, E-2/112

E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/122, E-2/122, E-2/123, E-2/124 E-2/93, E-2/93, E-2/94, E-2/94 RR-1251 REP1-253 Direct impact on Category 1 landowners

The objectors own and occupy land within the Order Limits and are directly affected by proposed pylons TB79–TB81, resulting in significant interference with land use 

and business operations.

Risk to critical irrigation infrastructure and crop viability

The farm relies on four interconnected underground irrigation systems serving extensive blackcurrant cultivation. Damage to any part of these systems could have 

devastating farm‑wide consequences. National Grid has failed to properly assess these systems or commit to accommodation works, crop loss compensation, or 

guaranteed ongoing access.

Severe ecological and biodiversity harm

The land supports high-value habitats created through long‑term investment, including woodlands, wetlands, ponds, hedgerows and wildflower areas, supporting rare 

and protected species. The project would result in the loss of substantial habitat with long-term, potentially irreversible impacts.

Failure to demonstrate need for the scheme

The applicant has not clearly demonstrated that this specific overhead line is essential to meet national energy objectives, or that the same objectives could not be 

achieved through less harmful solutions.

Inadequate consideration of alternatives

Options such as undergrounding, HVDC, offshore grid integration, enhanced use of existing infrastructure, or less visually intrusive pylon designs (including T‑pylons) 

have not been properly or independently assessed.

Health and safety concerns

The presence and construction of overhead pylons raise concerns regarding EMF exposure, construction hazards, and significant mental health impacts on residents and 

agricultural workers.

The proposals risk long-term degradation of soil structure and productivity, including on high-quality Grade 1 and Grade 2 agricultural land, without firm commitments to 

soil testing, remediation, or long-term restoration.

Unmanaged biosecurity risks

No robust biosecurity plan has been presented, creating risks of spreading invasive species, pests and crop diseases that could cause permanent damage to agricultural 

productivity.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025 

HoTs meeting 

confirmed with agent 

(Grace Gardiner) 15th 

January 2026  

V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

May 2026. 

Amber

Toby Michael Ormsby Redgrave 1153 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62, D-7/1, D-7/1, D-7/3, D-7/2, D-7/4, D-7/8, D-7/9, 

D-6/39, D-6/43, D-6/55

D-7/5, D-6/59, D-6/61, D-6/63, D-

6/65

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62

RR-3704 There has been proper consultation - a line of 50 metre high pylons was presented as the only possible solution. Pylons are ugly, damage amenity and destroy property 

value. Offshore or underground would be less damaging and are technically possible. Undergrounding is feasible since the scheme already proposes to transmit power 

underground through the Dedham Vale AONB and in the vicinity of Great Horkesley. Pylons are not the cheapest option when costs are correctly assessed. 

Undergrounding would have far less public objection so would be achieved quicker and save costs as well as having practical benefits. No account has been taken in the 

costings for the financial loss which will be sustained by landowners along the route as a result of the pylons crossing or adjacent to their land. Infrastructure should be 

installed at the public expense and not on the backs of the landowners affected who contribute very large sums. No adequate account has been taken of the continuing 

maintenance costs of overhead power lines which are vulnerable to windstorms which are forecast to increase. Pylon line would dominate Colne Valley, rivers Colne and 

Stour, the Essex Way and surrounding villages. Pylons have been laid out across the tops of ridges without any apparent consideration given to minimising their visual 

impact so would be visible for many miles and intrusive in every direction. Undergrounding is the right solution for the Colne Valley. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Engagement on the 

11th May to continue 

negotiations. 

Amber

Nicholas Charles Gowing 1246 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-1/36, A-1/37, A-1/39, A-2/29, A-2/29, A-2/30, A-2/30, A-

2/32, A-2/32, A-2/33, A-2/33, A-2/35, A-2/35, A-2/37, A-2/37, 

A-2/39, A-2/39, A-2/40, A-2/41, A-2/41, A-2/42, A-2/42, A-

2/43, A-2/43, A-2/45, A-2/45, A-2/46, A-2/46, A-1/41, A-1/42, 

A-1/42, A-1/44, A-1/44, A-2/1, A-2/1, A-2/14, A-2/14, A-2/15, 

A-2/15, A-2/17, A-2/17, A-2/19, A-2/21, A-2/24, A-2/25, A-

2/25, A-2/26, A-2/26, A-2/36, A-2/36, A-2/38, A-2/38

A-1/43, A-1/43, A-1/45, A-1/45, A-

1/46, A-1/46, A-2/12, A-2/12, A-

2/16, A-2/16, A-2/18, A-2/18, A-

2/20, A-2/22, A-2/22, A-2/27, A-

2/27, A-2/31

A-1/36, A-1/37, A-1/39, A-2/29, A-2/29, A-2/30, A-2/30, A-

2/32, A-2/32, A-2/33, A-2/33, A-2/35, A-2/35, A-2/37, A-2/37, 

A-2/39, A-2/39, A-2/40, A-2/41, A-2/41, A-2/42, A-2/42, A-

2/43, A-2/43, A-2/45, A-2/45, A-2/46, A-2/46

RR-0966 REP1-338 Object to the route of the cable line, the positioning and use of pylons, the lack of consideration towards their business when designing the means of work delivery and 

the lack of communication with the Applicant. Also object to the lack of consultation and substantive feedback to proposals on the route, pylon location and proposed 

works, visual intrusion, noise from transmission lines and pylons and construction, poorly thought out working arrangements with haul roads and compounds illogically 

located, significant burden on a property already impacted by existing infrastructure and a lack of consideration for impact on residential property and other business 

interests within the primary farmstead. Suggests a new 'Purple Option' which moves pylon RG008, access/haul roads, RG11 and RG12. Need to protect the setting og a 

Grade II Listed Building and associated traditional farmyard. Haul road going through paddocks and close to protected farmstead will mean the closure during works of 

the livery business. Need to address interaction between Bloys Grove solar farm and the haul road to the south of the existing solar farm. Moving RG014 adds to the 

burden of the farm. Property is already crossed by existing 4YM line and N2T will add 5 pylons on the property, 2 pylons on the periphery and 1064m of oversail. Feel 

they are bearing an unreasonable degree of burden and the proposals result in a position that is neither fair nor reasonable. They are one of only 4 owners in Norfolk 

with both pylon lines and the ones with the largest exposure to pylons and cables. Suggest an alternative 'Blue Route'. Pylon close to proximity will be a dominant feature 

in the landscape and directly visible from home and garden and is likely to cause ongoing stress and anxiety. Impact on property values and diversified equestrian livery 

business. They have planning permission on four barn conversions which the presence of pylons will impact. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent (Brown & Co) to 

discuss the HoTs on 

23 April 2026 and 11 

May 2026. Actions 

taken.

Amber

Joanna Petersen 1253 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

D-4/42, D-4/43 D-4/76, D-4/1, D-4/4, D-4/6, D-4/11, D-4/18, D-4/30, D-4/81, 

D-3/105

D-4/2, D-4/3, D-4/5, D-4/7, D-4/8, 

D-4/9, D-4/10, D-4/13, D-4/28, D-

4/29, D-4/31, D-4/32, D-4/33, D-

4/35, D-4/36, D-4/37, D-4/38, D-

4/44, D-3/104

D-4/76 D-4/12, D-3/97, D-3/98 RR-1739 Proposals breach national policy, fail statutory duties and cannot lawfully or ethically be approved. Damage to landscape, wildlife, biodiversity, listed buildings and 

resident's lives and wellbeing. Offshore solution is cheaper and credible solution. 
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Category 2 landowner- 

conversations 

ongoing with 

Freeholder

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Lord Rayleigh`s Farms Limited 1275 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Leasehold
Category 1, Category 2

E-6/48, E-6/48, E-6/55, E-6/55, 

E-6/60, E-6/63, E-6/63, E-6/66, 

E-6/66, E-6/48, E-6/55, E-6/63, 

E-6/66

E-6/31, E-6/31, E-6/32, E-6/32, E-6/38, E-6/38, E-6/43, E-6/43, 

E-6/49, E-6/49, E-6/50, E-6/50, E-6/52, E-6/52, E-6/54, E-6/54, 

E-6/56, E-6/56, E-6/57, E-6/58, E-6/59, E-6/59, E-6/62, E-6/64, 

E-6/65, E-6/65, E-7/1, E-7/1, E-7/4, E-7/4, E-7/9, E-7/12, E-

7/12, E-7/15, E-7/15, E-6/50, E-6/52, E-6/54, E-6/56, E-6/59, E-

6/65, E-7/1, E-7/4, E-7/9, E-7/15

E-6/39, E-6/39, E-6/40, E-6/40, E-

6/42, E-6/42, E-6/61, E-7/2, E-7/2, 

E-7/3, E-7/3, E-7/13, E-7/13, E-

7/2, E-7/3, E-7/13

E-6/31, E-6/31, E-6/32, E-6/32 E-6/51, E-6/51, E-6/51 RR-2185 REP1-247  

REP3-124 

REP1-302 

REP1-227

Need to ensure the scheme is designed in a sympathetic way to existing land uses. Did not receive response to responses as part of the Landowner Consultation (as of 20 

October 2025). Were supplied with incorrect and low resolution plans during the Landowner Consultation. Process has caused significant amount of work and stress. 

Works will cause upheaval to the farming operations during and after construction. Wish for land drains to remain intact as per drainage maps they have provided. 

Concern about the ground compaction and mess construction works will make which will impact farming business and reduce yields. Suggest a minimum soil cover of 

1.2m. Staff members will/have been required to carry out negotiations, provision of access, farming the surrounding areas, etc., which are time consuming on top of 

normal day to day activities. Will result in disruption to landscape character. Need for a properly designed scheme and suitable Heads of Terms is highly significant. 

Request that TB116 be moved as far east as possible and TB117 be located at least 40m from the southern field boundary. Request within plan 1275 that the permanent 

access route follow field boundaries rather than into the field. Request that the woodland identified for BNG on plan 1275  is removed from order limits as the estate as 

no desire to sell the woodland for BNG. There is an approved DCO for Longfield Solar Farm on the land so it critical to have early engagement between National Grid, LRF 

and Longfield Solar Farm. Proposals would effect two of the main drives on a commercial shoot, making them potentially unviable. Request that National Grid avoid work 

during shooting seasons or compensation will be needed to the estate for loss of multiple shooting seasons. Need to work with estate to minimise impact on commercial 

farming operations. Concerned about the effect on local listed buildings and their settings - the mitigation measures proposed to date appear insufficient to fully address 

potential harm. Extent of complusory acquisition proposed is considered unnecessary. No clear justification is provided for the decision not to use underground cabling. 

Safety concerns regarding machinery working near overhead cables. Construction phase is expected to have a massive impact on the small rural roads around Fairstead, 

causing disruption, safety issues, and inconvenience to local residents and businesses. Engagement has been very poor and have recieved no substantive response to 

previous submissions, creating considerable stress and operational challenges. Late notification of additional land required for an attenuation pond. Concerned about 

long-term impacts on soil quality and drainage, particularly in haul road areas.

General response from land agend on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing 

with agent regarding 

heads of terms 

alterations. 

Commitments have 

been reviewed and 

alterations to land 

take have been 

confirmed

Amber

Jeannette Ann Lanham 1520 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-6/122, G-6/122, G-6/138, G-6/138, G-6/143, G-6/143, G-

6/121, G-6/121, G-6/123, G-6/123, G-6/124, G-6/124, G-

6/130, G-6/130

G-6/119, G-6/119, G-6/120, G-

6/120, G-6/136, G-6/136, G-

6/139, G-6/139

G-6/122, G-6/122, G-6/138, G-

6/138, G-6/143, G-6/143, G-

6/119, G-6/119

RR-2824 REP1-385 

REP1-434

REP1-302

REP1-227 

Will place permanent pylon on land at Dukes Farm, run overhead lines directly across fishing lake, construct trunk road access across approximately half of grazing land 

for up to 7 years and create permanent access route through private residential driveway. Permanent access route would mean ongoing vehicle movement beside 

house, loss of privacy, security concerns, safeguarding concerns and change to feel and function of home. Overhead lines will make fishing lake commercialy 

unattractive, undermine confidence and safety perception and remove a valuable income stream. Has been no detailed pollution prevention strategy for the fishing lake. 

Trunk road would remove significant grazing capacity, increase costs, disrupt livestock management, cause soil compaction and potentially result in long-term damage. 

No clear reinstatement detail has been provided. Turkey enterprise contract with Kelly's would be withdrawn if biosecurity standards are impacted. Request that 

alignment is reconsidered to avoid fishing lake, trunk road alignment be revised, detailed reinstatement and pollution protection strategy be provided and alternative 

access route voiding residental driveway be properly assessed. Fisher German have not got back to them with answers to questions they have asked. Are expected to 

sign an agreement but have no input into it. National Grid are stalling for time and keeping them in the dark. Contractor traffic entering the site may require biosecurity 

procedures which creates risks of contamination, health risks and harm to soil, drainage and wildlife habitats. National Grid has provided no plan to manage or mitigate 

these risks. If the project goes ahead they we have to stop farming. Combined financial impact would be catastrophic, including loss of turkey enterprise, essential cattle 

grazing land and fishing lake business. Request for National Grid to pursue a viable alternative route.

General response from land agend on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting to be held 

with agent at Brooks 

Leney to discuss HoTs 

and clauses

Amber

Peter James Hitchcock 1634 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-18/86, B-18/86, B-18/89, B-18/89, B-18/93, B-18/93, B-

18/96, B-18/96, B-18/104, B-18/104, B-18/105, B-18/105, B-

18/109, B-18/109, B-18/111, B-18/111, B-18/113, B-18/113, 

B-18/115, B-18/115, B-18/124, B-18/91, B-18/91, B-18/94, B-

18/94, B-18/95, B-18/95

B-18/112, B-18/112, B-18/116, B-

18/116

B-18/86, B-18/86, B-18/89, B-18/89, B-18/93, B-18/93, B-

18/96, B-18/96, B-18/104, B-18/104, B-18/105, B-18/105, B-

18/109, B-18/109, B-18/111, B-18/111, B-18/113, B-18/113, 

B-18/115, B-18/115, B-18/124

RR-0061 (Clarke & Simpson) REP1-442 Need for more meaningful engagement with land owners. Need for updates relating to white land. Need for clarity on alternative alignments which have been considered 

and potential for Compulsory Acquisition and whether necessary land is realistic as to its extent. Interaction with other major schemes involving utilities for example 

where existing cables cross the proposed route and special consideration is required. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting planned with 

agent (Clarke & 

Simpson) on 13 May 

2026 to discuss HoTs.

Amber

Elizabeth Sarah Wilson Bowler 1725 Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege, Restrictive Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62, D-7/4, D-7/8, D-7/9, D-7/16, D-6/39, D-6/43, D-

6/55, D-7/1, D-7/1, D-7/1

D-7/5, D-6/59, D-6/61, D-6/63, D-

6/64, D-6/65

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62

Severe landscape and visual harm

The proposed pylons between TB047 and TB052 would be placed on elevated ground, dominating the Colne Valley and permanently altering long‑established rural views 

from homes, footpaths, lanes, churches, and villages.

Harm to the setting of historic villages and heritage assets

The overhead pylons would damage the rural setting that is integral to the significance of Aldham and Fordham, including their listed buildings, churches, conservation 

areas, and historic character.

Inappropriate industrialisation of an unchanged historic landscape

The valley has remained largely unchanged for generations. Introducing very tall pylons and overhead wires would fundamentally erode its historic landscape character 

and identity.

Negative impacts on farming and productive land

Pylons, access tracks, compounds, and construction activity would disrupt carefully managed farmland, interfere with agricultural operations, and cause lasting harm 

that cannot be fully reversed.

Ecological harm

Construction would require removal of hedgerows and trees, fragment habitats, and disturb wildlife including birds and bats, with impacts that would extend well 

beyond the construction period.

Threat to archaeological remains

The valley contains evidence of Roman archaeology, which could be damaged or lost through excavation for pylon foundations.

Disruption to village life and rural roads

Narrow rural lanes are unsuitable for heavy construction traffic and abnormal loads, leading to safety risks, congestion, and loss of tranquillity during prolonged 

construction.

Failure to adequately assess alternatives

There is insufficient evidence that less harmful options—such as undergrounding sensitive sections, using lower ground, or alternative routes—have been properly or 

transparently considered, contrary to national policy requirements.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting to discuss 

HOTs with agent 

(Clarke & Simpson) 

arranged for the 13 

May 2026. AP 

associated with the 

same freehold title as 

Victoria Alison Wilson 

Owen.

Amber

Susan Jane Sheppard 1772 Freehold, Leasehold Category 1

F-6/24, F-6/27, F-6/27 F-6/24, F-6/27, F-6/27 RR-3543 Has been no engagement from National Grid or its agents on how to mitigate the impact of any noise or distruption resulting from work undertaken as part of the 

scheme in proximity to the property despite the issue of a disability of one of the residents being clearly stated in the representations made to the 2024 Statutory 

Consultation and to the 2025 Landowner Consultation as well as in meetings with Fisher German. Has been no engagement to set out formally the scope of any work 

intended to take place at the property. Applicant has not made any provision for setlling claims for injurious affection without the physical taking of land. With no 

estimate for the quantum of valid claims, any decisions that rules out alternatives to the proposed route partly or wholly on costs grounds are unreliable. A willingness to 

accept a financial and legal risk that can only be quantified after the preferred proposal has been approved also supports the contention that the proposal has been pre-

determined. Issues with bat activity reports relying on Kaleidoscope Pro software package supplied by Wildlife Acoustics. Misleading survey site (site 61) description and 

poor site selection. Lack of response to offers to provide additional bat activity data. Application omits any reference to the impact or mitigation of fire risk to or from 

pylons and subsequent risk to residential properties and wildlife habitats, particularly in areas with a history of wildfires. Incorrect information in Document 6.14.F2, 

Page 19 which shows a green marker representing a point of negligible noise sensitivity immediately under the proposed pylon route between TB155 and TB156. 

Adjacent property on Mashbury Road that was flagged as “Potential construction noise significant adverse effects (daytime) - without mitigation” in the preliminary 

version of the environmental report is no longer flagged in any way in the submitted version although there has been no change in the route alignment.Concern about 

data quality underlying noise outputs. No detailed information provided to quanitfy the noise impact of the construction or removal of ancillary structures. Information 

for SOAEL buffers has been removed from final version of Document 6.14.F2. 
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Elaine Cullen 1817 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

G-5/10, G-5/10, G-5/17, G-5/17, G-5/19, G-5/19, G-5/33, G-

5/33, G-5/36, G-5/39, G-5/40, G-5/40, G-5/41, G-5/47, G-

5/49, G-5/51, G-5/33, G-5/40, G-5/11, G-5/15, G-5/15, G-

5/20, G-5/20, G-5/24, G-5/24, G-5/34, G-5/34, G-5/34, G-

5/35, G-5/43, G-5/44, G-5/45, G-5/46, G-5/52, G-5/53, G-

5/53, G-5/53, G-5/54, G-5/54, G-5/54, G-5/55, G-5/56, G-

5/57, G-5/59, G-5/59, G-5/59, G-5/34a, G-5/20, G-5/24

G-5/14, G-5/14, G-5/21, G-5/21, G-

5/22, G-5/22, G-5/23, G-5/23, G-

5/25, G-5/25, G-5/26, G-5/26, G-

5/27, G-5/27, G-5/29, G-5/32, G-

5/32, G-5/37, G-5/37, G-5/37, G-

5/38, G-5/38, G-5/38, G-5/48, G-

5/50, G-5/58, G-5/58, G-5/58, G-

5/60, G-5/60, G-5/60, G-5/38a, G-

5/25, G-5/26, G-5/27, G-5/32

G-5/10, G-5/10, G-5/17, G-5/17, G-5/19, G-5/19, G-5/33, G-

5/33, G-5/36, G-5/39, G-5/40, G-5/40, G-5/41, G-5/47, G-

5/49, G-5/51, G-5/33, G-5/40

G-5/30, G-5/30, G-5/30, G-5/31, G-

5/31, G-5/31

Direct impact on a Category 1 affected person

The objector owns and occupies land within the proposed Order Limits and is directly affected by the scheme.

Failure to address site‑specific impacts

National Grid has not adequately considered site‑specific issues affecting residential properties and nearby airfield operations, raising safety and amenity concerns.

Lack of demonstrated overriding public need

The applicant has not shown that the public benefits of the scheme outweigh the significant harm to private interests, contrary to the requirements for compulsory 

acquisition.

Inadequate consideration of alternative routes

Less harmful route options have not been properly assessed or transparently justified.

Failure to properly assess undergrounding and alternative technologies

The long‑term benefits of undergrounding or alternative transmission technologies have not been meaningfully evaluated.

Insufficient information on safe delivery of the project

The applicant has not provided adequate detail to demonstrate that the scheme can be delivered safely.

Environmental, ecological and biodiversity harm

The impacts on the environment, habitats and biodiversity have not been fully considered or mitigated.

Soils and biosecurity risks

Potential damage to soil structure, land productivity and biosecurity has not been adequately assessed or safeguarded.

Unaccounted private losses

The full extent of private losses—financial, operational, and long‑term—has not been properly identified or balanced against claimed public benefits.

Mental health impacts ignored

The scheme’s effects on the mental health and wellbeing of affected parties have not been considered.

Landscape and heritage harm

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting held with 

their agent (Whirledge 

& Nott) to discuss 

HoTs on 20 April 2026 

and one planned for 

13 May 2026.

Amber

Elizabeth Birgitta Harris 1837 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-14/109, C-14/109, C-14/1, C-

14/1, C-14/7, C-14/7, C-14/103, 

C-14/110, C-14/116, C-14/117, 

C-14/120

C-13/107, C-13/107, C-14/10, C-14/19, C-14/24, C-14/26, C-

14/26, C-14/27, C-14/28, C-14/29, C-14/38, C-14/38, C-14/41, 

C-14/41, C-14/43, C-14/45, C-14/52, C-14/53, C-14/54, C-

14/56, C-14/56, C-14/61, C-14/78, C-14/78, C-14/79, C-14/82, 

C-14/87, C-14/87, C-14/88, C-14/88, C-13/65a, C-14/11, C-

14/11, C-14/15, C-14/15, C-14/16, C-14/16, C-14/58, C-14/58, 

C-14/73, C-14/73, C-14/92, C-14/92, C-14/93, C-14/93, C-

14/14, C-14/36, C-14/36, C-14/47, C-14/47, C-14/48, C-14/49, 

C-14/60, C-14/60, C-14/62, C-14/62, C-14/83, C-14/85, C-

14/85, C-14/96, C-14/96, C-14/100, C-14/106, C-14/106, C-

14/107, C-14/108, C-14/108, C-14/112, C-14/113, C-14/114, 

C-14/116a, C-14/117a

C-14/6, C-14/6, C-14/90, C-14/90, 

C-14/97, C-14/97, C-14/119, C-

14/119, C-17/140, C-17/145, C-

14/18

C-14/109, C-14/109 C-13/107, C-13/107, C-14/10, C-14/19, C-14/24, C-14/26, C-

14/26, C-14/27, C-14/28, C-14/29, C-14/38, C-14/38, C-14/41, 

C-14/41, C-14/43, C-14/45, C-14/52, C-14/53, C-14/54, C-

14/56, C-14/56, C-14/61, C-14/78, C-14/78, C-14/79, C-14/82, 

C-14/87, C-14/87, C-14/88, C-14/88, C-13/65a

Severe landscape and visual harm

The proposed overhead pylons would cause irreversible damage to the Fordham/Colne Valley, a high‑quality and valued landscape, fundamentally degrading its 

character, natural beauty, and tranquillity.

Harm to heritage assets and their setting

The route passes close to Grade I and Grade II listed buildings. Overhead pylons would introduce significant visual intrusion, harming the setting and significance of these 

irreplaceable heritage assets.

Environmental and ecological impacts

The scheme would negatively affect local wildlife and habitats, with long‑term environmental consequences extending beyond the construction period.

Construction traffic and road safety impacts

Heavy construction traffic would use narrow village roads and rural lanes unsuitable for such vehicles, creating safety risks, inconvenience to residents, and damage to 

local infrastructure.

Wider transport network disruption

Increased construction traffic would exacerbate congestion and reliability issues on already heavily trafficked strategic routes, including the A12 and A120, with wider 

economic implications.

Inappropriate choice of technology

Overhead pylons are opposed as an outdated and unnecessarily harmful solution. Less damaging alternatives—such as underground HVDC cabling, coordinated 

offshore transmission, and upgrading existing infrastructure—have not been adequately pursued.

Failure to properly consider alternatives

Consultation has not demonstrated genuine consideration of non‑pylon solutions. Cheaper and less intrusive options, particularly offshore alternatives, appear to have 

been dismissed without proper justification.

Inadequate consultation and response to feedback

Feedback provided during consultation has not been meaningfully addressed, undermining confidence in the decision‑making process.

Unacceptable impacts on communities and quality of life

The scheme would harm residents, tourism, and community wellbeing by permanently compromising the landscape that underpins local identity and amenity.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

EACN land now 

owned by National 

Grid as of January 

2026.

Small of strip with 

rights required still 

under negotiation. V2 

HOTs sent out prior to 

Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13 May 

2026 to continue 

discussion.

Amber

Stephen Anthony Chantry 1857 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

G-4/19, G-4/19 G-4/10 RR-3471 REP1-474 National Grid have failed to mitigate impacts to ancient oak trees and horse stables on property, demonstrate a public need which outweighs the affected parties existing 

interests, consider alternative routes, consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative technologies, provide adequate information relating to the safe 

delivery of the project and consider the environmental, ecological and biodiversity impacts. Have also failed to consider the impact on soils and biosecurity, account for 

the full impact on private losses, consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties mental health, consider the impact on the landscape and heritage, demonstrate 

they have considered and addressed concerns raised, engage professionally and adequately with affected parties and fulfil their obligation to reach agreements with 

affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulory powers. Suggested viability of the scheme is questionable. Support the alternative route and design suggestions 

put forward by Essex & Suffolk pylons group. Prospect of unsightly pylons is troubling. Pylons would disrupt local community and narrow road which regularly floods. 

Traffic noise, pollution and potential health implications (e.g., cancer). Property is a listed building. Estimated depreciation in value by 30-40%. Pylon TB208 at front of 

property, TB207 at side of property and TB206 at back of property. Propose the project go underground or offshore alternatives are looked at and the existing pylons 

near the house which have been proposed as being put underground be upgraded instead. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

their agent (Whirledge 

& Nott) on 20 April 

2026 and one planned 

for 13 May 2026.

Amber

Patricia Jane Gooding 1936 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

D-1/46, D-1/46, D-1/47, D-1/48, D-1/48, D-1/50, D-1/53, D-

1/53, D-1/55, D-1/22, D-1/22, D-1/28, D-1/28, D-1/29, D-

1/29, D-1/37, D-1/37, D-1/39, D-1/39, D-1/40, D-1/40, D-

1/41, D-1/41, D-1/43

D-1/23, D-1/23, D-1/24, D-1/24, D-

1/27, D-1/27, D-1/38, D-1/38, D-

1/45, D-1/45, D-1/60, D-1/60, D-

1/65

D-1/46, D-1/46, D-1/47, D-1/48, D-1/48, D-1/50, D-1/53, D-

1/53, D-1/55

RR-2812 REP1-490

REP1-491 

Residential property is less than 200 metres from TB023 and TB024 and other asset 270 metres from TB023. Close proximity of works to properties and barn with 

planning permission to convert to residential use raises significant concerns regarding impact on residential amenity. Rural business park 150 metres from TB023 also 

faces significant risk from the proposed pylons. Has been no response from National Grid or reference in the Design Development Reports to feedback during 

consultation periods highlighting concerns and suggesting measures to reduce impacts and losses. Scheme will destroy Ancient Woodland and Hedges, affect tourism, 

affect the environment and devalue housing. 5 pylons on a long, narrow field which mean it will be no longer farmable and impact farm's viability. Wider impact on 

farming industry and nation's food security. Plans will destroy the landscape, peoples' livelihood and wildlife. Need to reconsdier offshore or underground options. 

National Grid has failed to consider site-specific issues relating to residential properties, business park, development opportunities and farming operations,

demonstrate a public need which outweighs the affected parties existing interests, consider alternative routes, consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or 

alternative technologies, provide adequate information relating to the safe delivery of the project, consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts and 

consider the impact on soils and biosecurity. Have also failed to account for the full impact on private losses, consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties 

mental health, consider the impact on the landscape and heritage, demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised, engage professionally and 

adequately with affected parties and fulfil their obligation to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. Public benefit does 

not outweigh harmful impacts. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting to discuss 

HOTs arranged for the 

13 May 2026.

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
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Martin Edward Pope 1994 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

D-3/97, D-3/98 RR-2384 Breach of National Policy and Statute NPS-EN5 (paragraphs 2.9.12 & 2.9.21) and Levelling-up and Regeneration Act 2023 with regards to impact on the Dedham Vale 

National Landscape. Request that the route be moved away from the National Landscape and use brownfield sites. EAS1 is a more appropriate route. No appropriate 

consultation in respect of meaningful alternatives has been held, breaching the Planning Act and Gunning Principles. Scheme would create a ring of steel around the 

National Landscape. More than 10km of hedgerows and 500 acres of farmland between TB1 and TB49 would be destroyed, fragmenting habitats. Corridor lies within 

East Atlantic Flyway, one of seven UK sites proposed for UNESCO World Heritage status. Bronze-Age urnfields and Saxon and Roman remains have ben found beside the 

proposed Western Sealing End Compound. Visual impact on Listed Buildings. Irreversible cultural, visual and ecological harm. Visual impact of EACN and associated 

pylons across the National Landscape. Presence of the EACN has already attracted further industrialisation (e.g., Tarchon) and is bound to continue. Request to remove 

any pylons with impact on Dedham Vale and relocate the EACN. Underground cables should be used instead of pylons here. Section between TB15 and TB34 at Great 

Horkesley which includes Eastern Cable Sealing End Compound would introduce a major industrial structure into an area of open farmland forming the northern gateway 

to the National Landscape. Compound would be visible from the Essex Way and from numerous dwellings including Listed Buildings. Visual impact contravenes NPS-EN1 

and NPS-EN5 paragraph 2.9.19. Visual impact of Western Sealing End Compound on the National Landscape, contravening Holford Rules 1 and 3, Horlock Rule 2 and NPS-

EN5 2.9.21. Alternative route to the south of the current TB40-TB42 would reduce visability from the Vale. Western Sealing End Compound must be relocated from 

TB35/36 to beyond TB40 and undergrounding extended accordingly. Visual, heritage and landscape impacts on Fordham Valley, an area of equivalent beauty and value 

as Dedham Vale. Works would dominate settings of Listed Buildings. Proposed alignment through Fordham Valley conflicts with Holford Rule 1 and Rule 4. All pylons 

within Fordham Valley should be removed or undergrounded. NPS-EN5 2.9.22 does not allow cost to influence decisions on National Landscapes but National Grid have 

repeatedly invoked cost as justification for rejecting undergrounding. National Grid repeatedly state policy in selective terms or seek to extend it beyond actual meaning 

and visual-impact evidence is selective. Offshore grid should be adopted to protect countryside and heritage. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Category 2 

landowner. 

Discussions ongoing 

with Freeholder.

Amber

David Michael Gillon Lewis 1997 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

D-4/1, D-4/1, D-4/4, D-4/4, D-4/6, D-4/6, D-4/18, D-4/18, D-

4/19, D-3/105, D-3/105

D-4/2, D-4/2, D-4/3, D-4/3, D-4/5, 

D-4/5, D-4/7, D-4/7, D-4/8, D-4/8, 

D-4/9, D-4/9, D-3/104, D-3/104

RR-0820 Concern about how the project will affect land at farm. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting booked with 

agent for 19 May 

2026. Amber

Emma Rouse 2226
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

D-2/23, D-2/24, D-2/24, D-2/32, D-2/32, D-2/36, D-2/36 D-2/22, D-2/25, D-2/25, D-2/37, D-

2/37

RR-1069 National Grid have ignored concerns about proposed access route that runs across land and through only entrance and exit immediately in from of stables for 3 horses. 

National Grid have not attended home to visualise what they are proposing or discuss the impact. New fencing will have to be disrupted. Dogs and competition horses 

will be affected. Car parking and Horsebox will have to be relocated to create the access. Environmental wildlife visits have been ignored. Various species will be affected. 

Property value to be affected by £200k by the erection of a pylon and by permanent easement for access. Request that access route runs directly and away from 

property has been ignored. Worry and anxiety for what is to come and impact on home. Road will become increasingly busy and will mean horses cannot ride on them. It 

was cited that the project would not affect residential properties. Plans to use the property for access are unrealistic. Compulsory purchase should be on the cards to 

leave individuals totally unaffected financially. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting booked for 

13th May with agent 

to discuss HOTs

Amber

Paul Graham Torrington 2239 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

C-8/34 C-8/18, C-8/19, C-8/30, C-8/34a C-8/29, C-8/29 RR-2843 Consultation process has been inadequate and has not compleied with the required standards under the Gunning Principles. Consultation was not at a time when 

proposals are still at a formative stage, sufficient reasons have not been given for proposals to permite intelligent consideration and response, the pylon option was 

chosen on the basis of cost and the product of consultation has not been conscientiously taken into account in finalising the proposals. Proposed construction works 

would severely impact the small village of Holton St Mary. Current route selection is inappropriate. Alternative routes, such as those north of Capel St Mary using better 

existing infrastructure and a slip road off the A12 which is far more suitable than the B1070 junction, and affecting very few households, would be far less disruptive and 

should be considered.  A haul road could then be put into place from that point on the A12 to connect with the route of the pylons north of Raydon airfield. The planned 

construction sites including storage sites and haul roads would create very significant disruption to the village of Holton St Mary. Project poses a serious threat to local 

wildlife, including within the fields affected by the haul roads around Holton St Mary. Proposals would unnecessarily disrupt existing footpaths, affectin locals and 

visitors who use them for recreation and access. HVDC underground cables and offshore cables must be fully explored and prioritised. Support for Essex Suffolk Norfolk 

Pylons action group. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Sliver of land adjacent 

to A12.

Amber

Stephen Mugliston 2253
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

C-11/54, C-11/54, C-11/64, C-11/62, C-11/76, C-11/67 C-11/69, C-11/74 C-11/54, C-11/54, C-11/64, C-11/62, C-11/76 RR-3458 Project has not fully considered the impact on local communities and individuals. Has been no full cost benefit analysis which includes loss in property values, loss of 

amenity, costs imposed on local communities, social and pyschological impact of living nearby and loss of local trade and business. Also no consideration of costs to local 

communities during the construction period or to local communities in responding to a mass of constantly updated information during the consultation process. Main 

criteria used to design the project is the impact on National Grid's profit. Environmental impact of the proposal including destruction of habitats and ecosystems, 

increased visual blight and potential negative effects on biodiversity. National Grid failing to provide full and timely information during the rushed consultation and 

scheme design process. Delayed notice on compulsory purchase proceedings. National grid need more time to consult, redesign the scheme and provide full information 

to local communities. There are better and less damaging options including offshore and upgrading the existing grid. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

UKPN continuing own 

negotiations for rights

Amber

Thomas James Brenton 2276 Freehold Category 1

D-3/72 D-3/74 RR-3656 Do not ruin beautiful countryside with horrendous looking overhead power lines. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Subsoil rights only. 

Amber

Richard Newman Minns 2364 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-13/46, A-13/46 A-13/46, A-13/46 RR-3070 Concern about value of property within 50 metres of proposed pylons and the ability to sell property as many local residents are struggling to sell property and are 

having to reduce value signifcantly. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

UKPN interaction only.

Amber
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Henrietta Mary Guest 2386 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/122, E-2/122, E-2/123, E-2/124, E-

2/115, E-2/96, E-2/96, E-2/97, E-2/97, E-2/99, E-2/99, E-

2/100, E-2/100, E-2/103, E-2/103, E-2/105, E-2/105, E-2/106, 

E-2/106, E-2/109, E-2/109, E-2/114, E-2/114, E-2/108

E-2/118, E-2/118, E-2/102, E-

2/102, E-2/104, E-2/104, E-2/112, 

E-2/112

E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/122, E-2/122, E-2/123, E-2/124 RR-1410 REP1-253 Impacted by pylons TB79 and TB81. National Grid have failed to address site-specific issues related to blackcurrant cropping and environmental schemes, demonstrate a 

public need which outweighs the affected parties existing interests, consider alternative routes, consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative 

technologies, provide adequate information relating to the safe delivery of the project, consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts and consider the 

impact on soils and biosecurity. They have also failed to account for the full impact on private losses, consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties mental 

health, consider the impact on the landscape and heritage, demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised, engage professionally and adequately 

with affected parties and fulfil their obligation to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. The public benefit does not 

outweigh the harmful impacts. Should reconsider undergrounding and alternative routing. The suggetsed viability of the scheme is questionable. Should reconsider 

undergrounding and alternative routing. 

Objects to the continued inclusion of the eastern route / “Redundant Leg” within the Order Limits and seeks its removal. Questions the justification for retaining Order 

Limits for pylons in this location when the route appears to be a dismissed or unnecessary alternative. Raises concern about interaction with other consented and 

forthcoming projects in the area and the cumulative land take. States that the routing of pylons (RG03–RG06) would sterilise significant mineral resources, referencing 

former mineral allocation MIN79 and estimated reserves. Notes that the lapse of a previous minerals allocation does not negate the need to safeguard minerals for 

potential future extraction. Argues that, if retained, pylons RG03, RG04 and RG05 should be moved closer to field boundaries to minimise sterilisation of mineral reserves 

and land use impacts. Overall position: the Order Limits should be revised and the eastern route removed, or impacts materially reduced.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent (Whirledge & 

Nott) on 20 April 2026 

and one planned for 

13 May 2026.

Amber

William Nicholas Bird 2394 Freehold, Occupation, Restrictive 

Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

B-18/82, B-18/82, B-18/87, B-18/87, B-17/46, B-17/48, B-

17/48, B-17/49, B-17/49, B-17/50, B-17/50, B-17/52, B-17/52, 

B-17/63, B-17/63, B-17/64, B-17/64, B-17/65, B-17/65, B-

17/67, B-17/67, B-17/71, B-17/71, B-17/74, B-17/74, B-17/80, 

B-17/80, B-17/82, B-17/82, B-17/84, B-17/84, B-17/85, B-

17/85, B-17/86, B-17/86, B-17/88, B-17/89, B-17/89, B-17/97, 

B-17/97, B-17/106, B-17/106, B-17/108, B-17/108, B-17/38, B-

17/39, B-17/39, B-17/79, B-17/79, B-18/46, B-18/47, B-18/47, 

B-18/62, B-18/62, B-18/75, B-18/75, B-18/83, B-18/83, B-

17/53, B-17/53, B-17/54, B-17/54, B-17/70, B-17/70, B-17/75, 

B-17/75, B-17/78, B-17/78, B-17/81, B-17/81, B-17/90, B-

17/90, B-17/92, B-17/92, B-17/93, B-17/93, B-17/99, B-17/99, 

B-17/104, B-17/104

B-17/55, B-17/55, B-17/59, B-

17/59, B-17/60, B-17/60, B-17/69, 

B-18/39, B-18/40, B-18/40, B-

18/40, B-18/41, B-18/41, B-18/48, 

B-18/48, B-18/57, B-18/57, B-

18/59, B-18/59, B-17/58, B-17/58, 

B-17/61, B-17/61, B-17/62, B-

17/62, B-17/66, B-17/66, B-17/76, 

B-17/76, B-17/94, B-17/94, B-

17/96, B-17/96, B-17/101, B-

17/101

B-18/82, B-18/82, B-18/87, B-18/87, B-17/46, B-17/48, B-

17/48, B-17/49, B-17/49, B-17/50, B-17/50, B-17/52, B-17/52, 

B-17/63, B-17/63, B-17/64, B-17/64, B-17/65, B-17/65, B-

17/67, B-17/67, B-17/71, B-17/71, B-17/74, B-17/74, B-17/80, 

B-17/80, B-17/82, B-17/82, B-17/84, B-17/84, B-17/85, B-

17/85, B-17/86, B-17/86, B-17/88, B-17/89, B-17/89, B-17/97, 

B-17/97, B-17/106, B-17/106, B-17/108, B-17/108

B-17/38, B-17/39, B-17/39, B-

17/79, B-17/79, B-17/55, B-17/55, 

B-17/59, B-17/59, B-17/60, B-

17/60, B-17/69

REP1-302

REP1-227 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Grace Elizabeth Cole 2457 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

H-7/56, H-7/56, H-7/56, H-7/68, H-7/68, H-7/68, H-6/65, H-

6/65, H-7/72, H-7/72, H-7/72, H-7/73, H-7/73, H-7/74, H-

7/88, H-7/90, H-7/90, H-7/94, H-7/94, H-7/101, H-7/101, H-

7/101, H-7/134

H-6/47, H-6/47, H-6/52, H-6/52, H-

6/77, H-6/77, H-7/17, H-7/17, H-

7/17, H-7/140, H-7/141, H-7/141, 

H-7/141

H-7/17a, H-7/17a, H-7/17a RR-3629 REP1-484 - under 'The Cole Family' Effect on the interests held in land and property and on continuity of business. Applicant has failed to provide adequate, meaningful, or timely consultation opportunities. 

Fisher German has consistently been unable to address fundamental queries concerning the nature and extent of the impacts on the landholdings, the expected 

construction programme and phases and how the scale and duration of construction activities will directly influence the level of disruption. The Applicant engaged with 

consultation feedback only three days before the consultation deadline. Represents a procedural deficiency to discharge consultation duties under Planning Act 2008 and 

associated guidance. Applicant has failed to take into account existing Option Agreement to Bloor Homes for residential development and has not sought further 

information on the emerging residential development despite being made aware. Location of proposed temporary apparatus will create an unavoidable and severe 

conflict with existing legal commitments and the planned residential scheme. Change request to relocate TB245 has not been implemented and there has been no 

explanation why. Applicant has failed to communicate through agreed channels which has caused fragmented, inconsistent and delayed dissemination of key project 

information. Absense of a clear and reliable communication protocol. Lack of evidenced soil management plans for areas of land affected temporarily. Object to 

compulsory acquisition of land to replace environmental mitigation land to be taken over from the Lower Thames Crossing Development Consent Order. Lack of 

information on the nature of rights sought, having only provided Generic Heads of Terms for voluntary deed of easement. Further detail required regarding dust and air 

pollution. Further detail of the proposed enabling works is required. Order Limits affect a significant portion of the Coles agricultural land which will cause a detrimental 

effect to the farming businesses during and after construction. Applicant’s slow and insufficient attempts to acquire rights by agreement and on reasonable terms 

demonstrates that powers of compulsory purchase are not required or justified. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting held with 

their agent to dicuss 

HoT terms on 5 May 

2026.

Amber

Edward Llewellyn Marriage 2500 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-6/62, F-6/63, F-6/63, F-7/10, F-7/10, F-7/13, F-7/13, F-7/14, 

F-7/14, F-7/20, F-7/22, F-7/22

RR-2568 REP1-227 Pylon TB158 will be located within their land. Due to the scale of temporary works, it will not be viable to farm the parcel within which Pyon TB158 is sited during 

construction. Installation of haul road will dramatically reduce future productivity of the soil. Once completed the presence of the pylon will further impact the viability of 

the parcel. Future access arrangements for maintenance will follow a convoluted route over adjoining land that prejudices security and impacts ongoing farming 

operations. Future farming operations may be compromised by cross contamination of soils, pests and diseases due to the location of the haul road which crosses 

between fields and different land holdings/ farms. National Grid have failed to address the temporary and permanent impact of the scheme on farm operations, 

demonstrate a public need which outweighs the affected parties existing interests, consider alternative routes, consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or 

alternative technologies, provide adequate information relating to the safe delivery of the project, consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts and 

consider the impact on soils and biosecurity. Have also failed to account for the full impact on private losses, consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties 

mental health, consider the impact on the landscape and heritage, demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised, engage professionally and 

adequately with affected parties and fulfil their obligation to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. Public benefit does 

not outweigh the harmful impacts and the suggested viability of the scheme is questionable.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or undergrounding 

proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary Heads of Terms 

issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, no confirmed amendments 

have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little better than relying on statutory powers. 

Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners 

face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of 

writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and 

compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently 

progressed voluntary agreements, and has not adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

HoTs Sent out in 

October 2025

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025 

HoTs meeting held at 

W+N offices 25th 

February 2026

V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

May 2026. 

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Andrew Keith Bullock 2554 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/32, B-8/34, B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/35, B-

8/36, B-8/47, B-8/47, B-8/48, B-8/48, B-8/50, B-8/50, B-8/51, 

B-8/51, B-8/52, B-8/52, B-8/58, B-8/58, B-8/59, B-8/59, B-

8/60, B-8/60, B-8/62, B-8/62, B-8/64, B-8/64, B-8/65, B-8/65, 

B-8/67, B-8/67, B-8/69, B-8/69, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-

8/78, B-8/79, B-8/79, B-8/80, B-8/80, B-8/83, B-8/83, B-9/3, B-

9/3, B-9/6, B-9/6, B-9/9, B-9/10, B-9/10, B-9/11, B-9/11, B-

9/16, B-9/16, B-9/17, B-9/17, B-9/18, B-9/22, B-9/22, B-9/23, 

B-9/23, B-9/24, B-9/25, B-9/25, B-9/30, B-9/30, B-9/38, B-

9/38, B-9/47, B-9/47, B-9/49, B-9/49, B-9/50, B-9/50, B-9/51, 

B-9/51, B-9/52, B-9/52, B-9/54, B-9/54, B-9/55, B-9/55, B-

9/59, B-9/62, B-9/62, B-9/64, B-9/64, B-9/66, B-9/66, B-9/68, 

B-9/73, B-9/74, B-8/38, B-8/38, B-8/40, B-8/41, B-8/41, B-

8/44, B-8/53, B-8/53, B-8/54, B-8/54, B-8/56, B-8/56, B-8/63, 

B-8/63, B-8/81, B-9/2, B-9/2, B-9/7, B-9/7, B-9/14, B-9/14, B-

9/48, B-9/48

B-9/26, B-9/26, B-9/28, B-9/28, B-

8/37, B-8/37, B-8/39, B-8/42, B-

8/42, B-8/43, B-8/43, B-8/55, B-

8/55, B-8/57, B-8/57, B-8/61, B-

8/61, B-8/70, B-8/70, B-8/73, B-

8/73, B-8/82, B-8/82, B-9/5, B-

9/5, B-9/13, B-9/13, B-9/19, B-

9/19

B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/32, B-8/34, B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/35, B-

8/36, B-8/47, B-8/47, B-8/48, B-8/48, B-8/50, B-8/50, B-8/51, 

B-8/51, B-8/52, B-8/52, B-8/58, B-8/58, B-8/59, B-8/59, B-

8/60, B-8/60, B-8/62, B-8/62, B-8/64, B-8/64, B-8/65, B-8/65, 

B-8/67, B-8/67, B-8/69, B-8/69, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-

8/78, B-8/79, B-8/79, B-8/80, B-8/80, B-8/83, B-8/83, B-9/3, B-

9/3, B-9/6, B-9/6, B-9/9, B-9/10, B-9/10, B-9/11, B-9/11, B-

9/16, B-9/16, B-9/17, B-9/17, B-9/18, B-9/22, B-9/22, B-9/23, 

B-9/23, B-9/24, B-9/25, B-9/25, B-9/30, B-9/30, B-9/38, B-

9/38, B-9/47, B-9/47, B-9/49, B-9/49, B-9/50, B-9/50, B-9/51, 

B-9/51, B-9/52, B-9/52, B-9/54, B-9/54, B-9/55, B-9/55, B-

9/59, B-9/62, B-9/62, B-9/64, B-9/64, B-9/66, B-9/66, B-9/68, 

B-9/73, B-9/74

B-9/26, B-9/26, B-9/28, B-9/28 RR-0147 REP1-295 

OFH1 

Objection in relation to proposed pylons RG131 - RG139. Project will take five fields out of production from mixed farm in the parishes of Cotton and Mendlesham, route 

is sited on the second highest plateau in Suffolk and a pylon was originally sited on top of National Grid's own high pressure gas main. Proposal has affected family's 

emotional and mental health considerably. Evident that National Grid are just following all the relevant procedures, jumping through all of the hoops and ticking boxes to 

achieve their end goal. Were told at the first non-statutory consultation that the current proposal was the only option that could be delivered by the target date of 2030. 

National Grid has not offered to explain their reasoning or logic behind the sitings of the pylons or the haul road route. Three questions which have asked on numerous 

occasions but have not been answered: 1. Why, when the existing 400KV line and the proposed new line come so close together (within a few hundred metres) on their 

land are they not going to be parallelled? 2. Why the pylons cannot be placed along field boundaries. 3. Why is it necessary to construct a haul road along the whole 

length of the line when along their stretch of proposed route there is already an existing track. Risk of damage to soils. Project will leave a massive visual scar across the 

countryside. National Grid providing replicated responses from other projects. Request that National Grid visit them. There are much better alternatives.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting planned with 

agent (Clarke & 

Simpson) on 13 May 

2026 to discuss HoTs.

Amber

Paul John Whittle 2599 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-14/9, C-14/9, C-14/10, C-14/20, C-14/20, C-14/13 C-14/9, C-14/9, C-14/10, C-14/20, C-14/20 RR-2847 REP1-438

REP2-098

OFH1

Support Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group. Consultation has been legally deficient since 2022. No alternatives have been presented and have not been listened to 

by National Grid. Ardleigh substation site is 10 metres from boundary of property and 25 metres from home at Bounds Farm. Meeting with National Grid and Fisher 

German on 19th June 2024 felt like a box-ticking exercise and have receieved no timely response and no offer to change the plans or soften impact to listed property was 

given at subsequent meeting with Fisher German on 16th July 2025.  No proposals were made as to the recompense that might be made for access to that part of 

property which is under direct threat. Surrounded to west, south and east by the Order Limits. No response to email sent or these meetings held (as of 21st November 

2025). Property is the worst affected receptor in the area but no offer has been made to site the substation underground and reduce noise or move the substation 300 

metres to the east to reduce noise and visual impact. Visual and structural impact on Grade II Listed home. There are bats present in immediate area surrounding house, 

flights of geese and swans adjacent to house and historic trees and hedgerows on Hungerdown Lane to the immediate south of property will be removed for haul road, 

pylons and power lines. National Grid has not produced any visualisation of the proposed Ardleigh substation site or the four 50 metre high pylons around property. 

Ardleigh substation and Pylons TB1, TB2, TB3 and TB4 will be visible from Dedham Vale AONB. Breaches of Holford Rules as have not chosen the most direct line for 

cables and overhead lines are positioned against tree and hill backgrounds. Both the powerlines to the immediate south of property should be buried underground due 

to their proximity to the Dedham Vale AONB. Breach of Horlock Rules regarding the siting of the proposed substation and keeping visual, noise and other environmental 

effects to a minimum. Space required for the substations and other industrial facilities appears to be excessive. Access to Little Bromley Road and Waterhouse Lane will 

be cut off by the haul road proposed and there will be overloading of commercial vehicles at the single lane hump back bridge over the main railway line. National Grid's 

plans have prevented the sale of property. Impact on personal lives. National Grid has failed to make any suggestion as to how the damage to Bounds Farm can be 

minimised or what compensation they intend to make to the owners. No discretionary purchase scheme offered. In its February 2026 response to oral submission, 

National Grid has not addressed the fact that the creation of a large area of wirescape is a breach of the Holford and Horlock Rules, has ignored the effect on a nearby 

Grade II Listed Building, has failed to consider the impact of the substation noise on the Listed Building, has refused to consider moving the EACN further east and has 

failed to say how they will minimise any blockage to Hungerdown Lane or provide alternative routes for public access. Safety concern regarding the concentration of 

cables into and out of the EACN. National Grid application does not show an existing UK power networks 132kV overhead line which runs along the eastern edge of the 

propsoed substation site or the existing Little Bromley substation immediately to the south. Also no reference to close proximity of other substations. Suggest a site visit 

would be useful. 
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EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

No continued 

negotiation as no 

rights being sought by 

NG.

Amber

Leonard Ernest George 

Ramsbottom
2651 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-13/45, A-13/45 A-13/45, A-13/45 RR-2118 Support Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group. Pylons going behind and to side of house on Snow Street. Loss of trees and village green in front of house will be 

damaged. Difficult dealing with National Grid and plans regarding undergrounding in garden were unclear. Project will destroy their life. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-
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The landowner will 

receive HoTs from 

UKPN in due course

Amber

Mary Rose Mann 2671 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-11/42, A-11/42, A-11/43, A-11/43, A-11/44, A-11/44, A-

11/45, A-11/45, A-11/46, A-11/46, A-11/47, A-11/47, A-

11/48, A-11/48, A-11/50, A-11/50, A-11/52, A-11/52, A-

11/56, A-11/56, A-11/40, A-11/40, A-11/41, A-11/41, A-

11/49, A-11/49, A-11/51, A-11/51, A-11/54, A-11/54, A-

11/55, A-11/55

A-11/39, A-11/39, A-11/53, A-

11/53, A-11/57, A-11/57

A-11/42, A-11/42, A-11/43, A-11/43, A-11/44, A-11/44, A-

11/45, A-11/45, A-11/46, A-11/46, A-11/47, A-11/47, A-

11/48, A-11/48, A-11/50, A-11/50, A-11/52, A-11/52, A-

11/56, A-11/56

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.
Amber

John Giles Selby Coode-Adams 2676
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/122, E-2/122, E-2/123, E-2/124, E-2/43, 

E-2/56, E-2/66, D-9/147, D-9/148, D-9/149, D-9/151, D-

9/152, D-9/153, E-2/115, E-2/96, E-2/96, E-2/97, E-2/97, E-

2/99, E-2/99, E-2/100, E-2/100, E-2/103, E-2/103, E-2/105, E-

2/105, E-2/106, E-2/106, E-2/109, E-2/109, E-2/114, E-2/114, 

E-1/90, E-2/28, E-2/39, E-2/53, E-2/71, E-2/81, E-2/88, E-

2/101, E-2/101, E-2/108

E-2/118, E-2/118, E-2/102, E-

2/102, E-2/104, E-2/104, E-2/112, 

E-2/112, E-2/40, E-2/63, E-2/64, E-

2/68, E-2/69, E-2/72, E-2/80

E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/122, E-2/122, E-2/123, E-2/124, E-2/43, 

E-2/56, E-2/66

E-2/67, E-2/91, E-2/93, E-2/93 RR-1251 REP1-253 National Grid have failed to: 1. address site-specific issues related to blackcurrant cropping and environmental schemes 2. demonstrate a public need which outweighs 

the affected parties existing interests 3. consider alternative routes 4. consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative technologies 5. provide adequate 

information relating to the safe delivery of the project 6. consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts 7. consider the impact on soils and biosecurity 

8. account for the full impact on private losses 9. consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties mental health 10. consider the impact on the landscape and 

heritage 11. demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised 12. engage professionally and adequately with affected parties 13. fulfil their obligation 

to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. Public benefit does not outweigh the harmful impacts. 

Objects to the continued inclusion of the eastern route / “Redundant Leg” within the Order Limits and seeks its removal. Questions the justification for retaining Order 

Limits for pylons in this location when the route appears to be a dismissed or unnecessary alternative. Raises concern about interaction with other consented and 

forthcoming projects in the area and the cumulative land take. States that the routing of pylons (RG03–RG06) would sterilise significant mineral resources, referencing 

former mineral allocation MIN79 and estimated reserves. Notes that the lapse of a previous minerals allocation does not negate the need to safeguard minerals for 

potential future extraction. Argues that, if retained, pylons RG03, RG04 and RG05 should be moved closer to field boundaries to minimise sterilisation of mineral reserves 

and land use impacts. Overall position: the Order Limits should be revised and the eastern route removed, or impacts materially reduced.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

HoTs Sent out in 

October 2025

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025 

V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

May 2026. Amber

Alexandra Camilla Macadam 2785 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

C-6/36, C-6/38, C-6/38, C-6/42, 

C-6/42, C-6/52, C-6/52, C-6/34, 

C-6/40

C-6/39, C-6/39 C-6/41, C-6/41 C-6/28, C-6/30, C-6/31 RR-0427 REP1-292 

REP2-065 

REP3-145

OFH1

REP1-302

REP1-227

See also Richard Davies - RR-3058, 

REP1-50

Estate includes a Grade I Listed, scheduled monument (Little Wenham Castle which is one of the most important heritage assets in Eastern England), a Grade I Listed 

church (St Lawrence Church), a Grade II* Listed medieval tithe barn and a number of Grade II Listed traditional buildings which will be affected by pylons, overhead lines 

and altered underground cable corridor as it exits the cable sealing end compound (J35) 0.9 miles away. Archaeological surveys identified in the area of the proposed 

sealing end compound span a range of Romano British periods. National Grid maps only show two of eight listed buildings, don't show the castle as scheduled and 

February 2026 update misrecorded several heritage assets. Project update 17th February 2026 section C failed to treat Wenham Hamlet as a cluster of medieval 

buildings. National Grid have not provided appropriate responses to representations. Lack of engagement and consideration with regard to the impact of the Project on 

the nationally significant heritage asset. Visual impact of pylon route on heritage assets and landscape. Angle tower (JC27) will further harm the visual setting, 

contravening the Holford Rules. Current route would irreversibly change Little Wenham's vulnerable setting. Request for proper assessment of heritage issues and a 

Landscape and Visual Impact assessment. Unclear why changes have been made to cable sealing end compound and underground cable corridor and believe the route 

should exit the CSE compound to the west, not the east. National Grid has not provided significant explanation for the discounting of alternatives, have ignored the 

possibility of using T-pylons and have not taken account of the higher levels of care required by Ancient Monuments and Archaeology Act 1979. Current design does not 

satisfy the requirement to approach projects with a holistic view of the network or suggest rationalisation and reconfiguration opportunities have been given 

consideration. Have highlighted the existence of existing natural features which would help to mitigate the impact of the new infrastructure, including Brimlin Wood - the 

route could be divereted north of this wood to provide better screening of the pylons. Request for site visit to estate and Raydon Airport and reference to Savills 

alternative route from J35 northward which National Grid have not responded to.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Regular ongoing 

conversation with AP, 

most recently at CAH2 

on 30th April. Next 

meeting planned for 

25th May. 

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Jane Sarah Bird 2820 Freehold, Occupation, Restrictive 

Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

B-18/82, B-18/82, B-18/87, B-18/87, B-17/46, B-17/48, B-

17/48, B-17/49, B-17/49, B-17/50, B-17/50, B-17/52, B-17/52, 

B-17/63, B-17/63, B-17/64, B-17/64, B-17/65, B-17/65, B-

17/67, B-17/67, B-17/71, B-17/71, B-17/74, B-17/74, B-17/80, 

B-17/80, B-17/82, B-17/82, B-17/84, B-17/84, B-17/85, B-

17/85, B-17/86, B-17/86, B-17/88, B-17/89, B-17/89, B-17/97, 

B-17/97, B-17/106, B-17/106, B-17/108, B-17/108, B-17/38, B-

17/39, B-17/39, B-17/79, B-17/79, B-18/46, B-18/47, B-18/47, 

B-18/62, B-18/62, B-18/75, B-18/75, B-18/83, B-18/83, B-

17/53, B-17/53, B-17/54, B-17/54, B-17/70, B-17/70, B-17/75, 

B-17/75, B-17/78, B-17/78, B-17/81, B-17/81, B-17/90, B-

17/90, B-17/92, B-17/92, B-17/93, B-17/93, B-17/99, B-17/99, 

B-17/104, B-17/104

B-17/55, B-17/55, B-17/59, B-

17/59, B-17/60, B-17/60, B-17/69, 

B-18/39, B-18/40, B-18/40, B-

18/40, B-18/41, B-18/41, B-18/48, 

B-18/48, B-18/57, B-18/57, B-

18/59, B-18/59, B-17/58, B-17/58, 

B-17/61, B-17/61, B-17/62, B-

17/62, B-17/66, B-17/66, B-17/76, 

B-17/76, B-17/94, B-17/94, B-

17/96, B-17/96, B-17/101, B-

17/101

B-18/82, B-18/82, B-18/87, B-18/87, B-17/46, B-17/48, B-

17/48, B-17/49, B-17/49, B-17/50, B-17/50, B-17/52, B-17/52, 

B-17/63, B-17/63, B-17/64, B-17/64, B-17/65, B-17/65, B-

17/67, B-17/67, B-17/71, B-17/71, B-17/74, B-17/74, B-17/80, 

B-17/80, B-17/82, B-17/82, B-17/84, B-17/84, B-17/85, B-

17/85, B-17/86, B-17/86, B-17/88, B-17/89, B-17/89, B-17/97, 

B-17/97, B-17/106, B-17/106, B-17/108, B-17/108

B-17/38, B-17/39, B-17/39, B-

17/79, B-17/79, B-17/55, B-17/55, 

B-17/59, B-17/59, B-17/60, B-

17/60, B-17/69

REP1-302

REP1-227 General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

See response for 

William Nicholas Bird. 

The PILs are on the 

same land holding.

Amber

Dick Lanham 2823 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-6/163, G-6/165, G-6/165 G-6/163, G-6/165, G-6/165 RR-0925 REP1-317 

REP1-331

Proposed access route enters home environment, destroys the viability of poultry,  cattle enterprises and fiishing lakes, and has catastrophic implications for family, 

business, welfare of livestock and residential amenity. No justification for using Dukes Farm to access pylons on located on the land. Request that National Grid remove 

access route entirely and pursue an alternative solution. Access route is incompatible with poultry biosecurity and contract with Kelly's Bronze would be terminated. 

Plans would remove essential grazing land, increase labour and stress, create welfare and safety issues, disrupt herd movements and daily management and cause long 

term reduction in viability of enterprise. Damage to habitats, landscape character and field structure by access road. Poor engagement and inadequate consultation. No 

robust consideration of alternative access points, routing that avoids livestock areas, undergrounding, offshore routing and HVDC alternatives. Safeguarding and safety 

concerns for children. Impact on future development potential of the land (have received an option offer from a developer) and loss of property value. Poor 

engagement.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting held with 

agent at Brooks Leney 

11 May 2026 to 

discuss HoTs.

Amber

Claire Lincoln-White 99 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-6/40, F-6/46, F-6/46, F-6/49, F-6/50, F-6/47, F-6/47 F-6/40, F-6/46, F-6/46, F-6/49, F-6/50 F-6/54, F-6/54 RR-0637 Property would be directly affected by the project, with National Grid failing to address previously raised inaccuracies and concerns (including at pylon TB154). These 

include incorrect boundary and address information and misleading visual impact drawings. Scheme would cause significant environmental impacts on trees, hedgerows 

and wildlife, noise impacts affecting residential amenity and a nightshift worker, and interference with broadband relied upon for a home-based business. Wider impacts 

include reduced property value and saleability, disruption from haul roads and unsuitable heavy traffic on rural roads, road closures affecting traffic, cyclists and local 

businesses, impacts on mental health, loss of high‑quality agricultural land, and harm to public rights of way. Requests to relocate the pylon or haul road and to engage in 

discussions have not been answered, indicating inadequate consultation. Alternative options with lower impacts have not been properly assessed and that National Grid 

has overstated benefits and understated costs and impacts to justify the project. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

HoTs sent out in 

October 2025 HoTs 

meeting held 3rd 

December 2025 - 

agent stated he will 

not recommend 

signature due to value 

& 5 year 

restriction.V2 HOTs 

sent out 2nd April, 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Suffolk County Council 2889
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Leasehold, 

Restrictive Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

C-8/35, C-8/36, C-8/36, C-8/42, 

C-8/45, C-8/47, C-6/27, C-6/27, 

C-6/36, C-6/36, B-20/160, B-

20/160, B-20/161, B-20/161, B-

20/162, B-20/163, B-20/163, B-

20/164, B-20/164, B-20/167, B-

20/167, B-20/168, B-20/168, B-

20/176, B-20/185, B-20/185, B-

20/188, B-20/198, B-20/203, B-

20/208, B-20/215, B-20/216, B-

21/2, B-21/2, B-21/6, B-21/6, B-

21/8, B-21/8, B-21/9, B-21/9, B-

21/9, B-21/9, B-21/11, B-21/11, 

B-21/11, B-21/12, B-21/12, B-

21/14, B-21/14, B-21/15, B-

21/15, B-21/16, B-21/16, B-

21/16, B-21/17, B-21/17, B-

21/17, B-21/18, B-21/19, B-

21/19, B-21/20, B-21/20, B-

21/20, B-21/21, B-21/21, B-

21/26, B-21/26, B-21/27, B-

21/27, B-21/28, B-21/28, B-

21/28, B-21/29, B-21/29, B-

21/30, B-21/30, B-21/33, B-

21/34, B-21/35, B-21/35, B-

21/36, B-21/36, B-21/37, B-

21/37, B-21/38, B-21/38, B-

21/39, B-21/39, B-21/40, B-

21/40, B-21/40, B-21/41, B-

21/41, B-21/42, B-21/42, B-

21/43, B-21/43, B-21/44, B-

21/44, B-21/45, B-21/45, B-

C-2/114, C-2/128, C-18/20, C-2/120, C-2/129, C-2/137, C-

2/137, C-5/1, C-5/4, C-4/46, C-4/48, C-4/48, C-4/50, C-4/54, C-

4/55, C-4/55, C-4/56, C-4/59, C-3/13, C-3/14, C-3/16, C-3/18, 

C-3/23, C-3/25, C-3/31, C-3/33, C-3/75, C-3/107, C-3/109, C-

2/30, C-2/31, C-2/31, C-7/72, C-7/72, C-9/10, C-9/10, C-9/15, 

C-9/15, C-9/22, C-9/22, C-7/17, C-7/17, C-7/17, C-7/25, C-

7/55, C-7/55, C-5/25, C-5/26, C-4/15, C-4/15, C-4/16, C-4/16, 

C-4/19, C-4/20, C-4/20, C-4/22, C-4/22, C-4/24, C-4/24, C-

4/28, C-4/28, C-4/31, C-4/31, C-4/33, C-4/33, C-4/34, C-4/37, 

C-4/37, C-4/42, C-4/42, C-4/43, C-4/43, C-3/2, C-3/2, C-3/116, 

C-2/17, C-2/17, C-2/20, C-2/20, C-2/33, C-2/33, C-2/34, C-

2/34, C-2/42, C-2/42, C-2/43, C-2/43, C-2/46, C-2/46, C-2/46, 

C-2/46, C-2/47, C-2/47, C-2/49, C-2/49, C-2/50, C-2/50, C-

2/88, C-2/88, C-2/90, C-2/90, C-2/90, C-2/91, C-2/91, C-2/95, 

C-2/95, C-2/95, C-2/98, C-2/102, C-2/104, C-1/11, C-1/11, C-

13/56a, C-13/56a, B-5/24, B-5/24, B-5/26, B-5/26, B-1/18, B-

1/19, B-1/22, B-8/28, B-8/28, B-8/30, B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/31, 

B-8/67, B-8/67, B-8/72, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-

8/75, B-8/78, B-8/78, B-20/97, B-20/97, B-20/98, B-20/98, B-

20/103, B-20/103, B-20/111, B-20/111, B-20/120, B-20/120, 

B-20/123, B-20/123, B-20/130, B-20/130, B-20/132, B-

20/132, B-20/269, B-20/270, B-4/77, B-21/94, B-21/107, B-

21/108, B-21/110, B-21/111, B-21/112, B-21/112, B-21/117, 

B-21/118, B-18/3, B-18/5, B-18/5, B-18/14, B-18/14, B-18/26, 

B-18/26, B-18/50, B-18/50, B-18/54, B-18/54, B-18/63, B-

18/63, B-18/65, B-18/65, B-18/80, B-18/81, B-18/81, B-18/90, 

B-18/90, B-18/90, B-18/103, B-18/103, B-18/108, B-18/108, B-

18/109, B-18/109, B-18/109, B-18/111, B-18/113, B-18/117, 

B-18/117, B-18/120, B-18/120, B-18/121, B-18/121, B-

18/124, B-18/124, B-18/125, B-18/126, B-15/2, B-15/2, B-

15/5, B-15/15, B-15/15, B-15/21, B-15/21, B-15/27, B-15/27, 

B-16/6, B-16/17, B-16/22, B-16/25, B-16/26, B-16/41, B-

C-2/68, C-2/68, C-2/113, C-2/115, 

C-2/116, C-2/122, C-2/134, C-

2/134, C-2/138, C-2/138, C-2/140, 

C-2/140, C-2/28, C-2/28, C-2/119, 

C-2/123, C-2/125, C-3/1, C-3/1, C-

3/7, C-3/7, C-2/14, C-2/14, C-

2/15, C-2/15, C-2/23, C-2/23, C-

2/24, C-2/24, C-2/26, C-2/26, C-

2/29, C-2/29, C-2/61, C-2/66, C-

2/66, C-2/67, C-2/67, C-2/70, C-

2/87, C-2/87, C-2/89, C-2/89, C-

2/89, C-2/92, C-2/92, C-2/94, C-

2/94, C-2/96, C-2/97, C-2/97, C-

2/97, C-2/99, C-2/99, C-2/99, C-

2/100, C-2/100, C-2/101, C-2/101, 

C-2/101, C-2/103, C-2/103, C-

2/105, C-2/105, C-2/106, C-2/107, 

C-2/107, C-2/107, C-2/108, C-

2/109, C-2/109, C-2/110, C-2/110, 

C-2/110, C-2/111, C-2/112, C-

2/117, B-20/265, B-20/266, B-

20/266, B-21/92, B-21/92, B-

21/92, B-21/92, B-21/97, B-

21/116, B-21/122, B-18/6, B-18/6, 

B-18/6, B-18/7, B-18/7, B-18/8, B-

18/10, B-18/10, B-18/11, B-18/11, 

B-18/17, B-18/17, B-18/19, B-

18/22, B-18/23, B-18/23, B-18/32, 

B-18/32, B-18/34, B-18/35, B-

18/56, B-18/72, B-16/106, B-

16/106, B-16/107, B-16/107, B-

16/109, B-16/109, B-16/113, B-

C-2/114, C-2/128, C-18/20, C-2/120, C-2/129, C-2/137, C-

2/137, C-5/1, C-5/4, C-4/46, C-4/48, C-4/48, C-4/50, C-4/54, C-

4/55, C-4/55, C-4/56, C-4/59, C-3/13, C-3/14, C-3/16, C-3/18, 

C-3/23, C-3/25, C-3/31, C-3/33, C-3/75, C-3/107, C-3/109, C-

2/30, C-2/31, C-2/31, C-7/72, C-7/72, C-9/10, C-9/10, C-9/15, 

C-9/15, C-9/22, C-9/22, C-7/17, C-7/17, C-7/17, C-7/25, C-

7/55, C-7/55, C-5/25, C-5/26, C-4/15, C-4/15, C-4/16, C-4/16, 

C-4/19, C-4/20, C-4/20, C-4/22, C-4/22, C-4/24, C-4/24, C-

4/28, C-4/28, C-4/31, C-4/31, C-4/33, C-4/33, C-4/34, C-4/37, 

C-4/37, C-4/42, C-4/42, C-4/43, C-4/43, C-3/2, C-3/2, C-3/116, 

C-2/17, C-2/17, C-2/20, C-2/20, C-2/33, C-2/33, C-2/34, C-

2/34, C-2/42, C-2/42, C-2/43, C-2/43, C-2/46, C-2/46, C-2/46, 

C-2/46, C-2/47, C-2/47, C-2/49, C-2/49, C-2/50, C-2/50, C-

2/88, C-2/88, C-2/90, C-2/90, C-2/90, C-2/91, C-2/91, C-2/95, 

C-2/95, C-2/95, C-2/98, C-2/102, C-2/104, C-1/11, C-1/11, C-

13/56a, C-13/56a, B-5/24, B-5/24, B-5/26, B-5/26, B-1/18, B-

1/19, B-1/22, B-8/28, B-8/28, B-8/30, B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/31, 

B-8/67, B-8/67, B-8/72, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-

8/75, B-8/78, B-8/78, B-20/97, B-20/97, B-20/98, B-20/98, B-

20/103, B-20/103, B-20/111, B-20/111, B-20/120, B-20/120, 

B-20/123, B-20/123, B-20/130, B-20/130, B-20/132, B-

20/132, B-20/269, B-20/270, B-4/77, B-21/94, B-21/107, B-

21/108, B-21/110, B-21/111, B-21/112, B-21/112, B-21/117, 

B-21/118, B-18/3, B-18/5, B-18/5, B-18/14, B-18/14, B-18/26, 

B-18/26, B-18/50, B-18/50, B-18/54, B-18/54, B-18/63, B-

18/63, B-18/65, B-18/65, B-18/80, B-18/81, B-18/81, B-18/90, 

B-18/90, B-18/90, B-18/103, B-18/103, B-18/108, B-18/108, B-

18/109, B-18/109, B-18/109, B-18/111, B-18/113, B-18/117, 

B-18/117, B-18/120, B-18/120, B-18/121, B-18/121, B-

18/124, B-18/124, B-18/125, B-18/126, B-15/2, B-15/2, B-

15/5, B-15/15, B-15/15, B-15/21, B-15/21, B-15/27, B-15/27, 

B-16/6, B-16/17, B-16/22, B-16/25, B-16/26, B-16/41, B-

C-2/3, C-2/3, C-2/3, C-2/9, C-2/9, 

C-2/38, C-2/38, C-2/45, C-2/45, C-

3/6, C-1/2, C-1/2, C-1/2, C-1/2, B-

4/8, B-4/8, B-4/26, B-4/26, B-

4/28, B-4/28, B-14/2, B-14/2, B-

20/3, B-20/3, B-20/12, B-20/223, 

B-4/30, B-4/30, B-4/32, B-4/32, B-

4/34, B-4/34, B-21/100, B-21/100, 

B-21/100, B-21/100, B-21/121, B-

18/25, B-18/28, B-18/29, B-18/29, 

B-18/36, B-18/36, B-16/95, B-

16/116, B-16/116, B-19/5, B-

19/71, B-19/74, B-19/119, B-

19/123, B-19/129, B-5/1, B-5/1, B-

5/34, B-5/34, B-5/46, B-5/85, B-

5/89, B-5/89, B-5/95, B-5/95, B-

2/108, B-2/108, B-2/110, B-2/110, 

B-14/38, B-14/92, B-14/96, B-

14/96, B-14/97, B-17/1, B-17/1, B-

17/22, B-17/22, B-17/23, B-17/23, 

B-17/38, B-17/38, B-17/38, B-

17/39, B-17/39, B-17/72, B-17/73, 

B-17/73, B-3/120, B-3/120, B-

3/121, B-3/121, B-4/3, B-4/43, B-

3/68, B-3/101, B-3/103, B-3/104, 

B-3/117, C-3/53, C-3/60, C-3/6, C-

3/46, C-3/47, C-2/68, C-2/68, C-

2/113, C-2/115, C-2/116, C-2/122, 

C-2/134, C-2/134, C-2/138, C-

2/138, C-2/140, C-2/140, C-2/28, 

C-2/28, C-2/119, C-2/123, C-

2/125, C-3/1, C-3/1, C-3/7, C-3/7, 

C-3/22, C-3/83, C-3/83, B-20/99, B-

20/99, B-6/22, B-6/22, B-22/3, B-

22/3, C-3/22

RR-3520 REP1-177

REP1-178

REP1-179

REP1-180

REP2-040

REP3-085

REP3-086 

 Overarching concerns that, while network reinforcement is accepted in principle, the proposals are driven by an insufficiently evidenced urgency case and a flawed need 

date of 2030, with SCC arguing that reinforcement may not be required until around 2035, allowing time to properly consider lower‑impact alternatives such as full 

undergrounding and strategic HVDC options. SCC disputes the Applicant’s reliance on Critical National Priority policy, emphasising that it does not override the need to 

fully apply the mitigation hierarchy and address unacceptable residual impacts. The Council maintains that impacts on human health and wellbeing, construction working 

hours, public rights of way, highways, flood risk, heritage assets, archaeology, landscape and ecology have been understated and inadequately mitigated, and that Limits 

of Deviation could result in materially different impacts without sufficient control or reassessment. SCC also objects to the late and under‑developed drainage strategy, 

weaknesses in archaeological assessment and protection (particularly in sensitive river valleys), and the lack of clarity and robustness in cost, constraint and alternatives 

analysis. Overall, SCC concludes that the scheme, as currently drafted, fails to demonstrate that significant and cumulative harms have been avoided, reduced or 

appropriately compensated in line with national policy and the Planning Act 2008.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Latest meeting held 

7th May to discuss 

specific HOTs. AP to 

revert following 

conversation with 

tenants. 

Amber

Jeremy Nicholas John Sheppard 2976 Freehold, Leasehold Category 1

F-6/24, F-6/27, F-6/27 F-6/24, F-6/27, F-6/27 RR-1699 Property lies very close to a proposed pylon and temporary scaffolding, with its main access and part of the garden within the DCO boundary and subject to compulsory 

acquisition. Despite repeated consultations, there has been no engagement from National Grid on mitigating noise and disruption for a disabled resident, nor clarity on 

the scope of works affecting property access or risks to essential infrastructure such as the culverted sewer drain. Scheme fails to provide for injurious affection claims 

under the Land Compensation Act 1973, undermining cost-based route decisions and suggesting pre-determination. Raises detailed concerns over bat survey 

methodology, particularly the over‑reliance on Kaleidoscope Pro software without adequate expert verification, insufficient sampling, flawed site selection, and failure to 

engage with extensive bat data he offered. Omission of wildfire risk in an area with a history of serious fires, inaccuracies and inconsistencies in noise assessment data, 

removal of information presented at consultation stage, and inadequate assessment of noise impacts from ancillary construction structures such as scaffolding located 

closer to homes than pylons.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Please see Row with 

Susan Jane Sheppard.

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
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(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 
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Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)
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Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)
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Representation

Written 
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Deadline 2)
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James Robert Pearce 2988 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-3/66, E-3/66, E-4/18, E-4/18, E-4/6, E-4/6, E-4/8, E-4/8 E-4/1, E-4/1, E-4/7, E-4/7, E-4/9, E-

4/9, E-4/11, E-4/11, E-4/14, E-

4/14

E-3/66, E-3/66, E-4/18, E-4/18 RR-2880

REP1-302 

REP1-227

Severe and unjustified harm to the Pearce family’s land, farming operations, and residential amenity. Direct effects of pylons and overhead lines, including loss of 

productive agricultural land, disruption to day‑to‑day farming, soil damage, biosecurity risks, and long‑term constraints on land management. National Grid has failed to 

demonstrate a clear public need that outweighs these existing private interests, has not adequately considered alternative routes, undergrounding, or alternative 

technologies, and has not properly assessed the long‑term benefits of such options. Concerns are raised about insufficient information on safe project delivery, failure to 

fully assess environmental, ecological, biodiversity, landscape, and heritage impacts, and an underestimation of private losses.  mental health impacts on affected 

parties, shortcomings in consultation, a lack of professional and meaningful engagement, and a failure to show that concerns raised have been addressed or that 

reasonable efforts have been made to reach voluntary agreements as an alternative to compulsory powers. Public benefits do not outweigh the harmful impacts. 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent (Whirledge & 

Nott) to discuss the 

HoTs on 20 April 2026 

and one planned for 

13 May 2026.

Amber

Geoffrey Norman William Stevens 2997 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-6/51, A-6/51 A-6/50 A-6/51, A-6/51 RR-2762 REP1-432

REP2-097 

OFH3

Has been driven by a predetermined decision to construct large overhead pylons, with consultation failing to genuinely assess or compare less harmful alternatives such 

as undergrounding. National Grid is prioritising cost and convenience over people, place and environment, and presenting misleading or selective visual information that 

understates the true cumulative impact alongside existing pylons. In the Forncett area, the proposals would cause severe and irreversible harm to landscape character 

and residential amenity, with villages such as Forncett St Peter and Forncett St Mary effectively encircled by pylons, creating an extensive wirescape contrary to the 

Holford Rules. National Grid’s own documents acknowledge significant adverse landscape effects, yet these harms are not accepted as justified. The scheme would 

damage the setting of numerous listed buildings, ancient churches, historic farmsteads, and a settlement pattern that has changed little since the medieval period. 

Inadequately assessed archaeological risk in an area with known Roman, Saxon and medieval remains, including nationally significant finds. The project threatens 

biodiversity through the loss of mature trees, hedgerows and wildlife habitat, with particular harm to protected and declining species. Risks to the River Tas, a rare chalk 

stream, from pollution, drainage disruption and haul road construction are considered unacceptable. The proposals would also permanently remove large areas of 

productive agricultural land, undermining local farming and wider food security. Construction impacts would be extensive and prolonged, disrupting footpaths, 

bridleways, long‑distance walking routes, village traditions, and countryside access, while road closures and heavy construction traffic on narrow single‑track lanes 

would pose serious safety risks. Local businesses, tourism, equestrian activity and aviation uses (including gliding and recreational flying) would be adversely affected, 

with insufficient evidence that safety concerns have been properly addressed. The proposals would cause significant harm to mental and physical health, residential 

enjoyment and property values for those living close to the route. Cumulative, unjustified and disproportionate impacts of the pylon scheme have not been adequately 

mitigated or outweighed by need, particularly given the availability of less damaging alternatives.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Mandy Margaret Rix 3006 Freehold Category 1

D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49, D-2/39, D-2/46, D-

2/47, D-2/55, D-1/32, D-1/36

D-2/50, D-2/56 D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49 RR-3841 Directly affected by underground cables, cable sealing end compound Work No. 10 and pylons TB31 to TB34. National Grid have failed to: 1. demonstrate a public need 

which outweighs the affected parties existing interests 2. consider alternative routes 3. consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative technologies 4. 

provide adequate information relating to the safe delivery of the project 5. consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts 6. consider the impact on 

soils and biosecurity 7. account for the full impact on private losses 8. consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties mental health 9. consider the impact on the 

landscape and heritage 10. demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised 11. engage professionally and adequately with affected parties 12. fulfil 

their obligation to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. Public benefit of this proposed development does not 

outweigh the harmful impacts 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 20th 

April, next meeting 

planned 13th May to 

progress negotiations. 

Amber

3059 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

E-6/15, E-6/16, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/53, E-5/59, 

E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-

5/113, E-5/114, E-6/1, E-6/2, E-6/9, E-6/10, E-5/33, E-5/41, E-

5/44, E-5/52, E-5/57, E-5/60, E-5/66, E-5/69, E-5/75, E-5/92, E-

5/93, E-5/98, E-5/100, E-5/102, E-5/105, E-5/106, E-5/108, E-

5/110

E-6/3, E-6/4, E-6/5, E-6/6, E-6/8, E-

6/11, E-6/12, E-6/13, E-5/50, E-

5/51, E-5/56, E-5/65, E-5/68, E-

5/70, E-5/86, E-5/96, E-5/99, E-

5/101, E-5/104, E-5/111, E-5/116, 

E-5/118, E-5/121

E-6/15, E-6/16, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/53, E-5/59, 

E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-

5/113, E-5/114

E-5/119 RR-2463 Would cause significant and unnecessary harm to prime agricultural land, the rural economy, and local amenity. Concerns about prolonged loss of farmland, increased 

heavy lorry traffic causing noise, dust, pollution and disturbance, and the temporary loss of a public footpath. Construction impacts will adversely affect livestock 

welfare, particularly pregnant cows and calves, and disrupt a local football club by placing pylons on either side of its pitches, harming community life. The cumulative 

environmental, landscape, heritage and community impacts on the village are severe, and National Grid has failed to properly consider less harmful alternatives such as 

offshore coordination, underground HVDC cables, or upgrading existing infrastructure. Consultation has been legally deficient since 2022 and local concerns have not 

been genuinely addressed. Support the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Amber

Donna Wenden 3080 Freehold Category 1

C-12/63 RR-0940 Communication has been worrying. Unclear communication regarding compulsory purchase. Offshore option is the best. Impact on next generation. Eeven though 

cables are underground near home, front hedge will be removed and a service road to the side is being built. Months of mud and dust. Property value impact. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

Amber

Martin Charles Musgrave Bashall 3223
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

D-5/22, D-5/25, D-5/25, D-5/26, D-5/26, D-5/31, D-5/31, D-

5/25, D-5/26, D-5/31

D-5/22, D-5/25, D-5/25, D-5/26, D-5/26, D-5/31, D-5/31, D-

5/25, D-5/26, D-5/31

RR-2379 REP1-413 Would cause unacceptable and irreversible harm to the countryside, which is already heavily affected by existing transmission infrastructure. Impact on sensitive 

landscapes, including rural Essex, Fordham, and the Colne Valley, which are valued for their unspoilt character and ecological importance. Will fragment habitats, harm 

wildlife, damage rural tourism, and permanently scar the landscape. Serious adverse effects on local communities, including visual intrusion, reduced quality of life, and 

predicted devaluation of nearby properties. Significant impacts on farmers, including disruption to agricultural operations, loss of productive land, soil and crop damage, 

and long-term economic harm. Construction traffic and heavy machinery will damage unsuitable local roads, creating safety risks and increased maintenance burdens. 

National Grid’s chosen approach relies on outdated, environmentally damaging pylons rather than modern solutions. National Grid has been misleading on costs and has 

failed to properly consult on credible alternatives, despite offshore subsea routes and underground HVDC cables being established, efficient, and less harmful options. 

Support for the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber
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(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)
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Robert Jardine 3280 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

B-12/8, B-12/25, B-12/41 RR-3119 Would unnecessarily blight large areas of countryside across Norfolk, Suffolk and Essex when an offshore cabling alternative is available and already widely used in the 

UK and Europe. National Grid has not provided evidence to justify claims that subsea cabling is uneconomic, while the proposed scheme would incur significant costs 

through prolonged planning, archaeological investigations and construction. Proposal would cause serious and permanent visual and environmental harm, including to 

valued landscapes near Creeting St Peter, historic water meadows, the River Gipping towpath and a nearby medieval settlement, as well as some of the country’s most 

productive farmland. Concern that the pylons would facilitate future additional infrastructure, such as solar connections. Scheme is described as unnecessary, 

short‑sighted and damaging, with long‑term harm to communities and landscapes despite the availability of less harmful alternatives.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-
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Amber

Antony Francis Goddard 3302 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-13/29, A-13/29, A-13/31, A-13/31, A-13/34, A-13/34, A-

13/30, A-13/30, A-13/32, A-13/32

A-13/29, A-13/29, A-13/31, A-13/31, A-13/34, A-13/34

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.
Amber

John Stephen Fletcher 3325 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/68, B-6/88, B-6/88, B-6/91, B-6/91, B-

6/93, B-6/93

B-6/64, B-6/67, B-6/67, B-6/70, B-

6/70, B-6/84, B-6/84, B-6/90, B-

6/90, B-6/92, B-6/92, B-6/94, B-

6/94, B-6/95, B-6/95

B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/68 B-6/69, B-6/69, B-6/69, B-6/71, B-

6/71, B-6/71 EN020027-002115-8.5.5 

Applicant's Response to the 

Oral Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. Amber

Alan Bruce Marshall 3513 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-13/85, C-13/85, C-13/88, C-13/88, C-13/102, C-13/102, C-

13/159, C-13/159, C-13/169, C-13/83, C-13/83, C-13/86, C-

13/86, C-13/101, C-13/101, C-13/117, C-13/117, C-13/121, C-

13/122, C-13/122, C-13/126, C-13/137, C-13/141, C-13/141, 

C-13/144, C-13/144, C-13/146, C-13/157, C-13/158, C-

13/158, C-13/56a, C-13/78a, C-13/55, C-13/55, C-13/58, C-

13/58, C-13/62, C-13/62, C-13/66, C-13/66, C-13/71, C-13/71, 

C-13/75, C-13/75, C-13/79, C-13/79, C-13/106, C-13/106, C-

13/109, C-13/109, C-13/160, C-13/160, C-13/164, C-13/164, 

C-13/166, C-13/167, C-13/171, C-13/59, C-13/59, C-13/72, C-

13/72, C-13/81, C-13/81, C-13/82, C-13/82, C-13/90, C-13/94, 

C-13/94, C-13/98, C-13/99, C-13/100, C-13/103, C-13/103, C-

13/110, C-13/110, C-13/127, C-13/138, C-13/148, C-13/148, 

C-13/150, C-13/154, C-13/162, C-13/163, C-13/163, C-

13/170, C-13/174, C-13/176, C-13/41a, C-13/42a, C-13/77a

C-13/61, C-13/61, C-13/73, C-

13/73, C-13/80, C-13/80, C-13/93, 

C-13/93, C-13/123, C-13/123, C-

13/53

C-13/85, C-13/85, C-13/88, C-13/88, C-13/102, C-13/102, C-

13/159, C-13/159, C-13/169, C-13/83, C-13/83, C-13/86, C-

13/86, C-13/101, C-13/101, C-13/117, C-13/117, C-13/121, C-

13/122, C-13/122, C-13/126, C-13/137, C-13/141, C-13/141, 

C-13/144, C-13/144, C-13/146, C-13/157, C-13/158, C-

13/158, C-13/56a, C-13/78a

RR-0418 REP3-147 Farm will be devastated. Common sense has been overruled for profit for the shareholders. Now have no say in the protection of their land. Support for Essex Suffolk 

Norfolk Pylons action group. Farm will be devastated by a 200m wide swathe of underground cables coming into the proposed sub-station from Dedham and a line of 

overheads going back out to Tilbury. Proposed on 80% of farmable land, leaving one small field which would be difficult to get a contractor to service. Farm is on some of 

the best most versatile Grade 1 land. No reason why a brownfield site was not chosen instead. Trees and hedges proposed to be ripped out are unneccesary. Wildlife 

would be devastated. National Grid have only ever offered one option where there are obvious better, quicker options available. Undergrounding would have less visual 

impact that pylons. Other options include upgrading existing infrastructure, offshore grid and HVDC undergrounding. National Grid contradicted themselves by releasing 

a video of a cheaper offshore grid. Have asked for all proposals on one map. Detailed proposed plan of the destruction of farm doesn't show any of the surrounding area 

so they can make constructive comments. Project is already harming the mental health and wellbeing of friends and family. If National Grid had listened to any 

comments from previous consultations they would have looked at and costed other schemes. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 20th 

April, next meeting 

planned 13th May to 

progress negotiations. 

Amber

Stuart Henry James Harris 3539 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

D-4/15, D-4/15, D-4/24, D-3/87, D-3/88, D-3/90, D-3/90, D-

3/101, D-3/101, D-4/15, D-3/90, D-3/101

D-4/14, D-4/14, D-4/16, D-4/16, D-

4/17, D-4/17, D-4/21, D-4/22, D-

4/22, D-4/23, D-4/25, D-4/26, D-

4/26, D-4/27, D-4/27, D-3/84, D-

3/89, D-3/89, D-3/92, D-3/93, D-

3/93, D-3/95, D-3/95, D-3/100, D-

3/100, D-3/102, D-3/102, D-

3/103, D-3/103, D-4/14, D-4/16, 

D-4/17, D-4/26, D-4/27, D-3/89, D-

3/102, D-3/103

D-4/20, D-4/20, D-4/20 REP1-302 

REP1-227 General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 6th May, 

Next meeting planned 

13th May to progress 

conversation on HOTs

Amber

Yvonne Marie Rann 3646 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

D-7/91, D-7/91 D-7/91, D-7/91 RR-3864 Village will be wrecked by 13 pylons. Construction will cause chaos. Farmers will not be able to grow food. Wildlife will lose habitat. Harm to countryside is not being 

considered. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

UKPN handaling own 

negotiations.
Amber

Jane Caroline March 3717
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

D-4/42, D-4/42, D-4/43, D-

4/43, D-4/41

D-4/59, D-4/73, D-4/77, D-4/94, D-4/95, D-4/97, D-4/97, D-

4/11, D-4/11, D-4/24, D-4/30, D-4/30, D-4/40, D-4/45, D-

4/93, D-4/101, D-4/101, D-5/1, D-5/1, D-5/3, D-5/3, D-5/5, D-

5/5, D-4/64, D-4/72, D-4/75, D-4/85, D-4/85, D-4/81, D-5/4

D-4/10, D-4/10, D-4/13, D-4/13, D-

4/21, D-4/23, D-4/25, D-4/25, D-

4/28, D-4/28, D-4/29, D-4/29, D-

4/31, D-4/31, D-4/32, D-4/32, D-

4/33, D-4/33, D-4/34, D-4/35, D-

4/35, D-4/36, D-4/36, D-4/37, D-

4/37, D-4/38, D-4/38, D-4/39, D-

4/44, D-4/44, D-4/46, D-4/65, D-

4/86, D-4/86, D-4/52, D-4/54, D-

4/62, D-4/66, D-4/80, D-4/83, D-

4/96

D-4/59, D-4/73, D-4/77, D-4/94, D-4/95, D-4/97, D-4/97 D-4/12, D-4/12, D-4/78, D-4/90, D-

4/90

RR-1600 Proposals unlawfully breach national policy and statutory duties and should not be recommended. NPS‑EN5 requires National Landscapes such as the Dedham Vale to be 

avoided entirely, or otherwise protected through undergrounding unless this is technically infeasible or causes greater harm; cost is not a relevant consideration. The 

proposals admit visible and avoidable harm to the Dedham Vale, failing both policy and the Levelling‑up and Regeneration Act 2023 duty to conserve and enhance natural 

beauty. National Grid failed to consult properly on reasonable alternatives, including a cheaper southern route (EAS1) that avoids the Vale, rendering the process flawed. 

The scheme would cause extensive, irreversible landscape, ecological, archaeological and heritage harm, cumulatively industrialising the Vale and surrounding sensitive 

areas (Ardleigh, Great and Little Horkesley, and the Fordham Valley).  Calls for rejection or major amendment: adopting an alternative route away from the Dedham Vale; 

relocating compounds; extensive undergrounding wherever the Vale is affected; removing pylons from the Fordham Valley; and properly protecting archaeology. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Latest meeting held 

16th April to discuss 

HOTs, next meeting 

planned for 12th May.

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf


Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Kerry Louise Harris 3719 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

D-4/15, D-4/15, D-4/24, D-3/87, D-3/88, D-3/90, D-3/90, D-

3/101, D-3/101, D-4/15, D-3/90, D-3/101

D-4/14, D-4/14, D-4/16, D-4/16, D-

4/17, D-4/17, D-4/21, D-4/22, D-

4/22, D-4/23, D-4/25, D-4/26, D-

4/26, D-4/27, D-4/27, D-3/84, D-

3/89, D-3/89, D-3/92, D-3/93, D-

3/93, D-3/95, D-3/95, D-3/100, D-

3/100, D-3/102, D-3/102, D-

3/103, D-3/103, D-4/14, D-4/16, 

D-4/17, D-4/26, D-4/27, D-3/89, D-

3/102, D-3/103

D-4/20, D-4/20, D-4/20 REP1-302

REP1-227 General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 6th May, 

Next meeting planned 

13th May to progress 

conversation on HOTs

Amber

Gillian Ann Whittle 3768 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-14/9, C-14/9, C-14/10, C-14/20, C-14/20, C-14/13 C-14/9, C-14/9, C-14/10, C-14/20, C-14/20 RR-1255 REP1-356

REP2-076

REP3-153

OFH1 

Not NIMBYs, stressing clear support for the need to expand electricity infrastructure and decarbonise the energy system, but strong opposition to National Grid’s 

reliance on outdated overhead pylon technology when more coordinated, lower‑impact alternatives exist. Assertion that National Grid’s consultation has been 

fundamentally undermined by a predetermined decision to use pylons, with alternatives repeatedly deflected through vague and dismissive responses, demonstrating 

that consultation outcomes could not influence the scheme design. Evidence of consultation failure and procedural manipulation, including poorly scheduled local 

consultation events (notably one coinciding with a major local show causing traffic congestion), which are alleged to have discouraged public attendance and 

engagement. Significant and disproportionate impacts on Ardley village, including the introduction of approximately 20 pylons within the parish, visible from around 40 

listed buildings, the village centre and surrounding dwellings, and extending visual harm into the Dedham Vale AONB, located approximately one mile away. Failure to 

adequately respond to or address sustained community objections, reinforcing concerns that local views have been disregarded throughout the process. Severe 

cumulative harm to agricultural land and food security, with an estimated 195 hectares (nearly 500 acres) of prime farmland affected, transforming a rural farming area 

into what is described as a large‑scale industrial corridor, conflicting with national food resilience objectives. Substantial stress and mental health impacts on affected 

residents arising from perceived indifference, prolonged uncertainty and lack of meaningful engagement, emphasised as a serious and material consideration rather than 

an incidental effect. Persistent failures by National Grid and its agents to communicate effectively, including unmet commitments following meetings in June 2024 and 

subsequent meetings where representatives lacked the necessary information to answer landowner queries, rendering engagement exercises ineffective. Objection to 

the siting of the Ardley substation, with the proposal said to breach the Horlock Rules in their entirety and at least three of the Holford Rules, particularly in respect of 

minimising visual intrusion, environmental effects and impacts on settlements and heritage assets. Overall conclusion that National Grid’s approach demonstrates 

systemic consultation failure, predetermined decision‑making, and inadequate assessment of harm, particularly in relation to heritage, landscape, agriculture and human 

wellbeing, warranting further consideration of alternatives and a fundamental reconsideration of the proposed approach.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Negotiations not 

continuing as no 

rights being sought at 

this time. 

Amber

Ann Louise Cole 3817 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

H-5/120, H-5/122, H-5/122, H-5/127, H-5/127, H-5/128, H-

5/129, H-5/129, H-5/130, H-5/130, H-5/131, H-5/131

H-5/123, H-5/123, H-5/124, H-

5/125, H-5/125

RR-3629 REP1-484 Significant impacts on Cole Family's land, property interests and the continuity of their farming and commercial businesses. They have engaged throughout multiple 

rounds of statutory and non‑statutory consultation (2022, 2024 and 2025), including meetings with National Grid and its agent Fisher German. Despite this, consultation 

has been inadequate, fragmented and untimely. Fundamental information on the nature and extent of land take, construction phasing and duration, and operational 

impacts has not been provided. National Grid has responded to consultation feedback only days before deadlines, preventing meaningful assessment and constituting a 

procedural failure to comply with consultation duties under the Planning Act 2008. Key objection relates to land between assets YYJ129 and YYJ120, proposed for cable 

sealing end compounds and temporary diversions, which is subject to an existing option agreement for residential development. National Grid was aware of this 

agreement but failed to take it into account or assess reasonable alternatives, despite the site contributing to Thurrock’s housing supply. This creates an avoidable 

conflict with existing legal commitments, threatens development viability, delays housing delivery and causes significant financial loss, contrary to DCO guidance on 

planned development and proportionality of land‑take. National Grid also invited, but failed to implement or transparently assess, a change request to relocate asset 

TB245. The absence of any explanation demonstrates poor engagement and a failure to properly consider alternatives. Poor and inconsistent communication, lack of 

agreed engagement channels, and insufficient information on soil management, dust and air pollution, enabling works, utilities diversions and the precise nature of rights 

sought (with only generic heads of terms provided). Particular concern about dust and contamination risks to high‑value crops grown for human consumption, which 

could result in loss of commercial agreements and potential prosecution, and seek full indemnification. Object to compulsory acquisition powers, including land 

proposed to replace environmental mitigation land taken by the Lower Thames Crossing DCO, arguing that the Applicant has failed to demonstrate equivalent 

environmental principles or habitat connectivity. The Order Limits affect a substantial proportion of their agricultural land, disrupting access, machinery movements, 

crop rotations and productivity during and after construction, with impacts inadequately assessed. Project is inadequately developed and unjustified in its current form, 

and request that compulsory acquisition powers be restricted, reasonable alternatives properly assessed, consultation failures remedied, and full mitigation, clarity on 

rights and protections for their agricultural and commercial interests secured before consent can be contemplated.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting held with 

agent on 05/05 to 

discuss HoT terms and 

clauses 

Amber

Elisabeth Ann Tolhurst 3932
Restrictive Covenant, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 2

C-9/100, C-11/27, C-11/28, C-10/1, C-10/1, C-10/4, C-10/4, C-

10/6, C-10/8, C-10/8

C-11/29, C-11/30, C-11/32, C-

11/33, C-11/34, C-10/2, C-10/3, C-

10/7, C-10/9, C-10/9, C-9/84, C-

11/11, C-11/14, C-11/39, C-10/5, 

C-10/5, C-9/103

RR-1007 Beautiful landscape will be damaged with no advantage to community. Destroying countryside to save the planet when clearly China and the USA will not comply. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Negotiations 

continuing with 

Freeholder.

Amber

Linda Jane Goddard 3980 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-13/29, A-13/29, A-13/31, A-13/31, A-13/34, A-13/34, A-

13/30, A-13/30, A-13/32, A-13/32

A-13/29, A-13/29, A-13/31, A-13/31, A-13/34, A-13/34 REP1-453 Land agent states that despite numerous meetings with Fisher German and repeated requests to reposition pylons to reduce land impacts, no direct responses or 

explanations have been received from the Applicant. While Fisher German have been helpful and transparent, they have been left without instructions or feedback from 

their client, leaving landowners unsupported and with no direct engagement from the applicant despite attempts to meet. Heads of Terms issued in 2025 considered 

unfit for purpose. Although comments were provided and a meeting held in January 2026, there is still no clarity on whether revisions will be accepted, meaning 

landowners are unwilling to sign ahead of the examination decision and instead may rely on statutory compensation. Lack of engagement from UK Power Networks 

regarding the re-routing of existing infrastructure, leaving landowners unaware of plans or timings despite an anticipated project start in 2027.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Sharon Mary Budd 3989 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-10/49, B-10/49, B-10/52, B-10/52, B-10/57, B-10/57, B-

10/58, B-10/58, B-11/1, B-11/1, B-11/4, B-11/4, B-11/5, B-

11/5, B-11/14, B-11/14, B-11/15, B-11/21, B-11/22, B-11/27, 

B-11/27, B-11/33, B-10/60, B-10/60, B-10/61, B-10/61, B-

10/68, B-10/69, B-10/69, B-10/75, B-10/75

B-11/9, B-11/10, B-11/10, B-

11/11, B-11/11, B-11/12, B-11/12, 

B-11/24, B-11/25, B-11/25, B-

11/26, B-11/26, B-11/28, B-11/28, 

B-11/30, B-11/30, B-11/32, B-

11/32, B-11/35, B-11/35, B-10/59, 

B-10/59, B-10/63, B-10/67, B-

10/67, B-10/70, B-10/70, B-10/71, 

B-10/72, B-10/73, B-10/73, B-

10/74, B-10/74, B-10/78, B-10/78, 

B-10/80, B-10/80

B-10/49, B-10/49, B-10/52, B-10/52, B-10/57, B-10/57, B-

10/58, B-10/58

B-10/76, B-10/76, B-10/77, B-

10/77

REP1-302

REP1-227 General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

William Patrick Maturin-Baird 4062 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-11/47, C-11/47, C-11/50, C-11/50, C-11/59, C-11/59, C-

11/61, C-11/61, C-11/63, C-11/63, C-11/65, C-11/65, C-11/58, 

C-11/58, C-11/52, C-11/52, C-11/53, C-11/53, C-11/60, C-

11/60, C-11/66, C-11/66, C-11/26, C-11/27, C-11/27, C-11/28, 

C-11/28

C-11/29, C-11/29, C-11/30, C-

11/30, C-11/32, C-11/32, C-11/33, 

C-11/33, C-11/34, C-11/34, C-

11/49, C-11/49, C-11/73, C-11/73, 

C-11/7, C-11/11, C-11/14, C-

11/14, C-11/39, C-11/39

C-11/47, C-11/47, C-11/50, C-11/50, C-11/59, C-11/59, C-

11/61, C-11/61, C-11/63, C-11/63, C-11/65, C-11/65, C-11/58, 

C-11/58

RR-3836 Extensive environmental damage and there has been insufficient consideration of alternative methods of delivery, particularly offshore. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 6th May, 

Next meeting planned 

13th May to progress 

conversation on HOTs

Amber

Robert Moore 4235 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-5/72, A-5/72, A-5/74, A-5/74, A-5/75, A-5/75, A-5/76, A-

5/76, A-5/73, A-5/73, A-5/78, A-5/78

A-5/84, A-5/84 A-5/72, A-5/72, A-5/74, A-5/74, A-5/75, A-5/75, A-5/76, A-

5/76

RR-3125 REP1-454 Visual and economic impact of the proposed Fundenhall pylon(s), particularly on diversified rural businesses, particulalry wedding venue and glamping site that rely on 

open views, unspoilt countryside, and landscape character. Siting pylons on hilltops and ridgelines would industrialise the skyline, irreversibly damage the setting, deter 

bookings, and undermine years of personal investment, threatening long‑term business viability and the local tourism economy. The landscape is not an amenity but a 

core part of livelihoods, carefully stewarded over generations, and that once views are lost they cannot be recovered. Strongly opposes overhead lines in principle, 

arguing they cause unnecessary harm to countryside character, productive farmland, and the rural environment. Supports alternatives including HVDC underground 

cabling, offshore coordination, upgrading the existing grid, and—at a minimum—routing infrastructure through valley bottoms rather than prominent ridgelines, 

consistent with the Holford Rules. Alternative valley route preferred by at least seven landowners and farmers was wrongly dismissed by National Grid based on 

misleading claims about floodplains and unstable ground, which are disputed. Inadequate and dismissive consultation, decisions are predetermined and engagement has 

been reduced to a box‑ticking exercise. Concern about the unfairness of hosting major transmission infrastructure that serves wider areas while local landowners and 

businesses bear permanent harm with little meaningful compensation. Proposal undermines government‑encouraged farm diversification and threatens the long‑term 

stewardship and legacy of family farms. Requests reconsideration of the route, serious assessment of undergrounding, adherence to Holford principles, and a site 

inspection to properly understand the landscape impacts beyond what mapping can show. Support for the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Robert Andrew Wrinch 4264
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-8/46, B-8/46, B-8/49, B-8/49, B-11/54, B-11/54, B-11/56, B-

11/56, B-11/58, B-11/58, B-11/60, B-11/60, B-11/61, B-11/61, 

B-11/63, B-11/63, B-11/64, B-11/64, B-11/66, B-11/66, B-

11/76, B-11/76, B-11/77, B-11/77, B-11/78, B-11/78, B-11/79, 

B-11/79, B-11/80, B-11/80, B-11/81, B-11/81, B-8/45, B-8/45, 

B-11/38, B-11/38, B-11/40, B-11/40, B-11/42, B-11/42, B-

11/45, B-11/45, B-11/48, B-11/48, B-11/50, B-11/50, B-11/59, 

B-11/59, B-11/65, B-11/65, B-11/67, B-11/67, B-11/68, B-

11/68, B-11/71, B-11/71, B-11/73, B-11/73, B-12/1, B-12/1, B-

12/2, B-12/2, B-12/3, B-11/50

B-11/24, B-11/34, B-11/34, B-

11/39, B-11/39, B-11/41, B-11/41, 

B-11/43, B-11/43, B-11/44, B-

11/44, B-11/46, B-11/46, B-11/47, 

B-11/47, B-11/49, B-11/49, B-

11/52, B-11/52, B-11/57, B-11/57, 

B-11/62, B-11/62, B-11/69, B-

11/69, B-11/70, B-11/70, B-11/74, 

B-11/74, B-11/75, B-11/75

B-8/46, B-8/46, B-8/49, B-8/49, B-11/54, B-11/54, B-11/56, B-

11/56, B-11/58, B-11/58, B-11/60, B-11/60, B-11/61, B-11/61, 

B-11/63, B-11/63, B-11/64, B-11/64, B-11/66, B-11/66, B-

11/76, B-11/76, B-11/77, B-11/77, B-11/78, B-11/78, B-11/79, 

B-11/79, B-11/80, B-11/80, B-11/81, B-11/81

RR-3136 De-valuation of farm and surrounding properties and environmental impact on ancient oak trees. Extra time it will take to farm around 8 proposed pylons will not be 

compensated. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Terrence Leonard Nichols 4308 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-6/31, G-6/31, G-6/32, G-6/32, G-6/35, G-6/35 REP1-482 

OFH2 

Concern about current positioning of Pylon TB224 and impact on home and garden. Overhead lines connected to the pylon will run directly across garden and will impact 

enjoyment and use of property as well as value. Request that pylon is repositioned so that the lines pass over adjacent lay-by.  Not opposing project as a whole. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting held on site 

to discuss pylons and 

impact on landowner 

on 20/04

Amber

Copyhold Vermogensverwaltungs 

Gmbh
4316 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-4/69, G-4/69, G-4/81, G-4/81, G-4/88, G-4/88, G-4/89, G-

4/89, G-4/91, G-4/91, G-4/95, G-4/95, G-4/97, G-4/97, G-

4/100, G-4/100, G-4/103, G-4/103, G-4/107, G-4/107, G-

4/116, G-4/116, G-4/123, G-4/123, G-4/124, G-4/124, G-

4/125, G-4/125, G-4/126, G-4/126, G-4/135, G-4/135, G-

4/138, G-4/138, G-4/78, G-4/78, G-4/83, G-4/83, G-4/85, G-

4/85, G-4/93, G-4/93, G-4/98, G-4/98, G-4/104, G-4/104, G-

4/108, G-4/108, G-4/110, G-4/110, G-4/79, G-4/79, G-4/92, G-

4/92, G-4/94, G-4/94, G-4/101, G-4/101, G-4/106, G-4/106, G-

4/114, G-4/114, G-4/118, G-4/118, G-4/119, G-4/119, G-

4/120, G-4/120, G-4/127, G-4/127, G-4/128, G-4/128, G-5/1, 

G-5/1, G-5/3, G-5/3

G-4/68, G-4/68, G-4/74, G-4/74, G-

4/90, G-4/90, G-4/96, G-4/96, G-

4/99, G-4/99, G-4/111, G-4/111, 

G-4/112, G-4/112, G-4/113, G-

4/113, G-4/115, G-4/115, G-

4/129, G-4/129, G-4/130, G-

4/130, G-4/131, G-4/131, G-

4/132, G-4/132, G-4/134, G-

4/134, G-4/137, G-4/137, G-

4/139, G-4/139, G-4/140, G-

4/140, G-4/71, G-4/71, G-4/87, G-

4/87, G-4/102, G-4/102, G-4/105, 

G-4/105, G-4/109, G-4/109, G-

4/117, G-4/117, G-4/121, G-

4/121, G-4/142, G-4/142, G-5/2, 

G-5/2, G-5/5, G-5/5, G-5/7, G-5/7

G-4/69, G-4/69, G-4/81, G-4/81, G-4/88, G-4/88, G-4/89, G-

4/89, G-4/91, G-4/91, G-4/95, G-4/95, G-4/97, G-4/97, G-

4/100, G-4/100, G-4/103, G-4/103, G-4/107, G-4/107, G-

4/116, G-4/116, G-4/123, G-4/123, G-4/124, G-4/124, G-

4/125, G-4/125, G-4/126, G-4/126, G-4/135, G-4/135, G-

4/138, G-4/138

G-4/78, G-4/78, G-4/83, G-4/83, G-

4/85, G-4/85, G-4/93, G-4/93, G-

4/98, G-4/98, G-4/104, G-4/104, 

G-4/108, G-4/108, G-4/110, G-

4/110, G-4/68, G-4/68, G-4/74, G-

4/74, G-4/90, G-4/90, G-4/96, G-

4/96, G-4/99, G-4/99, G-4/111, G-

4/111, G-4/112, G-4/112, G-

4/113, G-4/113, G-4/115, G-

4/115, G-4/129, G-4/129, G-

4/130, G-4/130, G-4/131, G-

4/131, G-4/132, G-4/132, G-

4/134, G-4/134, G-4/137, G-

4/137, G-4/139, G-4/139, G-

4/140, G-4/140

RR-0697 REP1-227,  [note duplicate REP1-

240]

REP1-246 

National Grid has failed to meaningfully engage on site‑specific issues (including pylons TB209–TB213 and associated UKPN undergrounding works), demonstrate a 

public need that outweighs existing private interests, or adequately consider alternative routes, undergrounding, or alternative technologies. Insufficient information has 

been provided on the safe delivery of the project and that there has been inadequate assessment of environmental, ecological and biodiversity effects, impacts on soils 

and biosecurity, landscape and heritage harm, private losses, and effects on mental health.  Concerns raised have not been properly addressed, engagement has been 

unprofessional and inadequate, and National Grid has failed to pursue agreements with affected parties as an alternative to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. 

Direct and long‑term impacts of the scheme on agricultural land and operations, including land take, disruption to farming activities, soil management and biosecurity 

risks, and the adequacy of proposed mitigation and compensation. Challenges the necessity of above‑ground infrastructure where undergrounding or alternative routing 

could reduce harm, and questions whether the balance between public benefit and private harm has been properly assessed. The public benefits of the scheme do not 

outweigh its adverse impacts. 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or undergrounding 

proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary Heads of Terms 

issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, no confirmed amendments 

have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little better than relying on statutory powers. 

Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners 

face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of 

writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and 

compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently 

progressed voluntary agreements, and has not adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

HoT issued to agent 

along with meeting 

offer 

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Sonia Elizabeth Coode-Adams 4319
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/122, E-2/122, E-2/123, E-2/124, E-2/43, 

E-2/56, E-2/66, D-9/147, D-9/148, D-9/149, D-9/151, D-

9/152, D-9/153, E-2/115, E-2/96, E-2/96, E-2/97, E-2/97, E-

2/99, E-2/99, E-2/100, E-2/100, E-2/103, E-2/103, E-2/105, E-

2/105, E-2/106, E-2/106, E-2/109, E-2/109, E-2/114, E-2/114, 

E-1/90, E-2/28, E-2/39, E-2/53, E-2/71, E-2/81, E-2/88, E-

2/101, E-2/101, E-2/108

E-2/118, E-2/118, E-2/102, E-

2/102, E-2/104, E-2/104, E-2/112, 

E-2/112, E-2/40, E-2/63, E-2/64, E-

2/68, E-2/69, E-2/72, E-2/80

E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/122, E-2/122, E-2/123, E-2/124, E-2/43, 

E-2/56, E-2/66

E-2/67, E-2/91, E-2/93, E-2/93 RR-1251 REP1-227 

REP1-253

National Grid have failed to: 1. address site-specific issues related to blackcurrant cropping and environmental schemes 2. demonstrate a public need which outweighs 

the affected parties existing interests 3. consider alternative routes 4. consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative technologies 5. provide adequate 

information relating to the safe delivery of the project 6. consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts 7. consider the impact on soils and biosecurity 

8. account for the full impact on private losses 9. consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties mental health 10. consider the impact on the landscape and 

heritage 11. demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised 12. engage professionally and adequately with affected parties 13. fulfil their obligation 

to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. Public benefit does not outweigh the harmful impacts. 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or undergrounding 

proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary Heads of Terms 

issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, no confirmed amendments 

have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little better than relying on statutory powers. 

Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners 

face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of 

writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and 

compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently 

progressed voluntary agreements, and has not adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

Objects to the continued inclusion of the eastern route / “Redundant Leg” within the Order Limits and seeks its removal. Questions the justification for retaining Order 

Limits for pylons in this location when the route appears to be a dismissed or unnecessary alternative. Raises concern about interaction with other consented and 

forthcoming projects in the area and the cumulative land take. States that the routing of pylons (RG03–RG06) would sterilise significant mineral resources, referencing 

former mineral allocation MIN79 and estimated reserves. Notes that the lapse of a previous minerals allocation does not negate the need to safeguard minerals for 

potential future extraction. Argues that, if retained, pylons RG03, RG04 and RG05 should be moved closer to field boundaries to minimise sterilisation of mineral reserves 

and land use impacts. Overall position: the Order Limits should be revised and the eastern route removed, or impacts materially reduced.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

HoTs Sent out in 

October 2025

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025 

V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

May 2026. Amber

Catherine Hilary Rayner 4369
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

D-9/67, D-9/67, D-9/69, D-9/69, D-9/73, D-9/73, D-9/79, D-

9/79, D-9/80, D-9/80, D-9/81, D-9/81, D-9/83, D-9/83, D-

9/85, D-9/85, D-9/86, D-9/89, D-9/89, D-9/90, D-9/94, D-

9/94, D-9/98, D-9/98, D-9/99, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-

9/103, D-9/104, D-9/105, D-9/106, D-9/106, D-9/107, D-

9/109, D-9/109, D-9/111, D-9/113, D-9/113, D-9/117, D-

9/117, D-9/119, D-9/119, D-9/132, D-9/132, D-9/128, D-

9/128, D-9/128, D-9/130, D-9/131, D-9/34, D-9/34, D-9/49, D-

9/49, D-9/61, D-9/61, D-9/70, D-9/70, D-9/72, D-9/72, D-

9/76, D-9/76, D-9/78, D-9/78, D-9/82, D-9/82, D-9/84, D-

9/84, D-9/88, D-9/91, D-9/100, D-9/139, D-9/139

D-9/38, D-9/38, D-9/53, D-9/53, D-

9/60, D-9/60, D-9/64, D-9/64, D-

9/68, D-9/68, D-9/74, D-9/74, D-

9/75, D-9/75, D-9/77, D-9/77, D-

9/87, D-9/126, D-9/126, D-9/135, 

D-9/135, D-9/138, D-9/138, D-

9/141, D-9/141, D-9/144, D-

9/144

D-9/67, D-9/67, D-9/69, D-9/69, D-9/73, D-9/73, D-9/79, D-

9/79, D-9/80, D-9/80, D-9/81, D-9/81, D-9/83, D-9/83, D-

9/85, D-9/85, D-9/86, D-9/89, D-9/89, D-9/90, D-9/94, D-

9/94, D-9/98, D-9/98, D-9/99, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-

9/103, D-9/104, D-9/105, D-9/106, D-9/106, D-9/107, D-

9/109, D-9/109, D-9/111, D-9/113, D-9/113, D-9/117, D-

9/117, D-9/119, D-9/119, D-9/132, D-9/132, D-9/128, D-

9/128, D-9/128, D-9/130, D-9/131

RR-0502 REP1-306 

REP1-245 

OFH1

 Pylons are planned to be built on four fields: - Front Field (Pylon TB69) - Second Russells (TB68) - Whiteshots (TB67) - Pit Field (TB66). Pylon route cuts right through the 

centre of farm and approx. 70 acres will be unfarmable. Still don’t have answers to specific questions about major problems that can see arising, including main farm 

access, drainage, managing field operations, and how they will operate farming business. Consultation has not been genuine, with the route and use of overhead pylons 

predetermined and key local problems left unaddressed. Engagement since public meetings in May 2022 has failed to resolve practical, on‑the‑ground issues, particularly 

relating to access. Loss of safe, reliable access to the home, farm and associated operations during construction. Object to the route of the haul road and its impact on 

farming land and operations. Object to the proposed route because it impacts on use of land to the north of the main farm access road for straw bale storage. 

Temporary closure of Salmons Lane would affect access to home, another home at the farm, twelve business units and 140,000 chicken unit, another 11 houses and a 

business centre at East Gores. East Gores Road also unsuitable. Poor understanding of local conditions by project representatives. Have objected to the siting of a large 

compound on Pit Field and have received no explanation what it is needed for. Ongoing uncertainty and lack of clear access solutions causing significant stress, with 

identified risks including serious livestock welfare issues, damage to business viability, compromised emergency access and difficulties accessing the home. Have already 

raised with National Grid representatives that water mains pipe (1 ½ inch alkathene) runs along the eastern side of the Paddock, with two pipes going off this to the east, 

to supply farm buildings and the haul road will impact on drainage. Consistent 24/7 mains water supply to the farm is critical as there is a unit rearing broiler chicken 

(approx. 150,000 birds) yet have not had anything more than vague reassurances about how this will be guaranteed during the construction of the haul road and pylons. 

The red lines around the planned haul road route encroach into the bio secure area surrounding the 150,000 broiler chicken unit (tenanted by S Kelly Farms Ltd). Every 8 

weeks the chicken sheds are cleared and muck is carted away along the track to the north east. Have limited options for where muck is piled (to meet environmental 

regulations) and despite raising the issue with National Grid have had no meaningful response to how this impact will be addressed. Based on the current pylon plans 

there will be: - Permanent loss of farmable land due to pylon sites - Land taken out of use during project (because it is within red lines or we cannot access it) - Long term 

damage to soil structure and crop yield from removal and heaping of topsoil & compaction on haul road and pylon access areas. Natinal Grid have failed to discuss or 

negotiate the impacts to the many trees and hedgerows that are to be removed or damaged by the proposed construction of the haul route. Failure to engage, or answer 

valid and significant questions guarantees major problems if and/or when the construction begins. Has already been extremely stressful and depressing as  have spent 

55 years making a farm business which is viable and has improved wildlife habitats, much of which will be destroyed by the route.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 1st May 

with positive 

discussions regarding 

HOTs, next meeting to 

be confirmed shortly.

Amber

Robert John Noel Willis 4384 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

C-7/56, C-2/21 C-2/27 C-7/56, C-2/21 C-2/27 C-7/62, C-7/62, C-7/63, C-7/63, C-

7/54

RR-3135 OFH1 Impacts on Lark Hall, Grade II Listed Building, which lies within the Order Limits and would be surrounded by construction works, impacting living conditions. 

Environmental Statement fails to adequately assess or mitigate construction vibration, noise, dust, access disruption and health effects, creating risks to the building’s 

structure, heritage value and residential amenity. Works would also cause significant and potentially permanent harm to the hall’s rural setting, through landscape 

change and visible pylons. Request route realignment away from the property, amendments to the draft Order Limits, alternative construction methods, robust noise 

and vibration controls, and landscape reinstatement to reduce unacceptable harm. Also request site visit. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Engagement on the 

11th May to continue 

negotiations. 

Amber

Glyn Mitchell Cullen 4477 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

G-5/10, G-5/10, G-5/17, G-5/17, G-5/19, G-5/19, G-5/33, G-

5/33, G-5/36, G-5/39, G-5/40, G-5/40, G-5/41, G-5/47, G-

5/49, G-5/51, G-5/33, G-5/40, G-5/11, G-5/15, G-5/15, G-

5/20, G-5/20, G-5/24, G-5/24, G-5/34, G-5/34, G-5/34, G-

5/35, G-5/43, G-5/44, G-5/45, G-5/46, G-5/52, G-5/53, G-

5/53, G-5/53, G-5/54, G-5/54, G-5/54, G-5/55, G-5/56, G-

5/57, G-5/59, G-5/59, G-5/59, G-5/34a, G-5/20, G-5/24

G-5/14, G-5/14, G-5/21, G-5/21, G-

5/22, G-5/22, G-5/23, G-5/23, G-

5/25, G-5/25, G-5/26, G-5/26, G-

5/27, G-5/27, G-5/29, G-5/32, G-

5/32, G-5/37, G-5/37, G-5/37, G-

5/38, G-5/38, G-5/38, G-5/48, G-

5/50, G-5/58, G-5/58, G-5/58, G-

5/60, G-5/60, G-5/60, G-5/38a, G-

5/25, G-5/26, G-5/27, G-5/32

G-5/10, G-5/10, G-5/17, G-5/17, G-5/19, G-5/19, G-5/33, G-

5/33, G-5/36, G-5/39, G-5/40, G-5/40, G-5/41, G-5/47, G-

5/49, G-5/51, G-5/33, G-5/40

G-5/30, G-5/30, G-5/30, G-5/31, G-

5/31, G-5/31

RR-1274 REP1-360

REP1-361 

 Positioning of pylons TB217 to TB222 mean Chase Farm Airfield will no longer be able to operate. An Obstacle

Limitation Surfaces Assessment has been provided by an aviation consultant who has identified that the pylon placementwould pose a critical safety risk. The Airfield 

would no longer be able to operateSite visit is required. There is no evidence that the public benefits clearly outweigh private losses, which include reductions 

in property values, impact on business operation and viability, crop losses, costs of reinstatement, professional fees, lost development potential, loss of mineral 

extraction, and other significant detriments all of which represents an unacceptable interference with landowners’ management of and enjoyment of their own property.  

National Grid have failed to: 1. consider site-specific issues relating to residential properties and airfield operations 2. demonstrate a public need which outweighs the 

affected parties existing interests 3. consider alternative routes 4. consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative technologies 5. provide adequate 

information relating to the safe delivery of the project 6. consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts 7. consider the impact on soils and biosecurity 

8. account for the full impact on private losses 9. consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties mental health 10. consider the impact on the landscape and 

heritage 11. demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised 12. engage professionally and adequately with affected parties 13. fulfil their obligation 

to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

HoT issued to agent 

with offer for meeting

 In regards to the 

Chase Farm Airstrip 

HoTs / a settlement 

agreement for the 

reorientation was 

issued on the 17th 

April 26. Applicant 

awaiting a response.

Updated SoCG also 

issued on the 13th 

April 26. 

8th May 26 Applicant 

received confirmation 

from APs agent that 

the AP was still 

considering their 

options and would 

come back was 

confirmed. 

Amber

Susan Debra Edwards 4519 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-6/39, B-6/39, B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/68, B-6/43, B-6/43, B-

6/65, B-6/65, B-6/72, B-6/72, B-6/86, B-6/86, B-6/88, B-6/88, 

B-6/91, B-6/91, B-6/93, B-6/93

B-6/64, B-6/67, B-6/67, B-6/70, B-

6/70, B-6/75, B-6/75, B-6/84, B-

6/84, B-6/90, B-6/90, B-6/92, B-

6/92, B-6/94, B-6/94, B-6/95, B-

6/95

B-6/39, B-6/39, B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/68 RR-3531 REP1-478

OFH1

Lack of genuine consultation, with pylons presented as the only option and no meaningful assessment of alternatives such as offshore or underground HVDC cables. The 

project was initially promoted as “green”, but this claim was later dropped. National Grid’s justification is inconsistent, particularly given its promotion elsewhere of 

offshore interconnector grids to reduce community impacts. Cost comparisons between pylons and undergrounding are misleading, with lifecycle costs, maintenance, 

security, and long‑term value not properly assessed. Holford Rules have not been followed, with the route forming a horseshoe around the village of Gislingham. The 

process is criticised as desk‑based, poorly communicated, and procedurally unfair, including late submission of large volumes of evidence and  GDPR breaches. Severe 

and understated environmental impacts. Tree and hedgerow plans are misleading, exaggerating retained trees while downplaying the loss of large, mature specimens. 

The scheme is considered destructive to wildlife and habitats, beyond what BNG can compensate. Gislingham is identified as a major pinch point, facing disproportionate 

impacts on housing, footpaths, roads, air quality, visual amenity, health and wellbeing. Local infrastructure is incapable of handling construction traffic. Health effects 

(including EMFs), mental wellbeing, heritage impacts, and property devaluation. The downgrading of impacts on listed buildings in later assessments is strongly disputed. 

Alternative easterly alignment is supported as more compliant with the Holford Rules, reducing harm to residents, heritage assets, trees and carbon impacts. Request for 

site visit. Offshore or undergrounding solutions should be pursued, suggesting joint funding by National Grid and Eco‑Suffolk to underground this pinch point and avoid 

disproportionate harm to Gislingham.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

David John Parrish 4558 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

G-4/7, G-4/7, G-4/15, G-4/15, G-4/24, G-4/24, G-4/34, G-

4/34, G-4/34, G-4/35, G-4/35, G-4/35, G-4/37, G-4/37, G-

4/37, G-4/38, G-4/39, G-4/40, G-4/46, G-4/50, G-4/51, G-

4/52, G-4/54, G-4/57, G-4/58, G-4/27, G-4/21, G-4/21, G-

4/47, G-4/11, G-4/11, G-4/36, G-4/49

G-4/5, G-4/5, G-4/8, G-4/8, G-

4/12, G-4/12, G-4/22, G-4/22, G-

4/55, G-4/16, G-4/18, G-4/9, G-

4/9

G-4/7, G-4/7, G-4/15, G-4/15, G-4/24, G-4/24, G-4/34, G-

4/34, G-4/34, G-4/35, G-4/35, G-4/35, G-4/37, G-4/37, G-

4/37, G-4/38, G-4/39, G-4/40, G-4/46, G-4/50, G-4/51, G-

4/52, G-4/54, G-4/57, G-4/58, G-4/27

G-4/21, G-4/21, G-4/47, G-4/5, G-

4/5, G-4/8, G-4/8, G-4/12, G-4/12, 

G-4/22, G-4/22, G-4/55, G-4/16, G-

4/18

RR-0802

RR-0827 

Section of route would cut directly through land with existing pylons to be taken underground works directly to front of land. Was not made properly aware of this in 

meetings. Property holds personal and generational value. Pylons would cause permanent damage to landscape and disrupt peaceful environment. Impact on wildlife 

and habitats during construction and operation. Livery business had been affected already. Mental wellbeing impact. Will interfere with daily life. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting to be held 12 

May 2026 with UKPN 

on site to discuss HoT 

and UKPN impacts Amber

Christopher John Vermont 4594 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

C-14/35, C-14/59, C-14/22, C-14/33, C-13/175, C-13/181, C-

13/182

C-14/35, C-14/59 RR-0607 REP1-315

REP2-073

OFH1 

Lack of genuine consultation. National Grid use Fisher German to deflect enquiries they do not wish to engage with. Have not received information requested at 

consultation events. Should formulate a Plan B for the HVDC option at the very least or explain why not. Despite requests, their property (listed building about 200m 

from proposed EACN site with a celebrated garden) has not been properly reflected in mapping or heritage assessments, and National Grid and Fisher German have 

declined site visits. Request for house to be included in National Grid's Heritage Assessment ignored. In June 2024 land agent requested i) further information on the 

possibility of moving the substation further away to reduce the noise disturbance (indicated by NG as + 10db over background noise) or mitigating options such as part 

burying of the substation site, building of bunds or enclosing equipment - have received no further information. Repeated requests for response on the whole life carbon 

issue, a response on the NESO conclusion that HVDC undergrounding could be cheaper and clarification whether the Northfalls project could connect to Sealink. No 

response on these matters. Community Newsletters are really just propaganda. Planning uncertainty and the prospect of an extended construction period with noise, 

dust and restricted use of local roads, makes house virtually unsaleable. Life is on hold and blighted for next 5 years at least. Unfair that society's gain should be at the 

expense of a few who suffer. Have raised issue of compensation for the last 3 years and have been told that it is under discussion. National Grid refuse to consult and 

respond. National Grid  has no interest in genuine consultation, improving its projects, mitigating impacts or compensating for harms inflicted. Disappointing that 

National Grid have chosen to lump their responses into themes. National Grid has made no meaningful attempt to work with affected landowners. Lack of response from 

National Grid has impacted mental health and wellbeing. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

Easement 

negotiations ongoing 

with Freeholder

Amber

Personal Representative to the 

Estate of Philip James Hutley
4656 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

E-6/46 E-6/14, E-6/17, E-6/18, E-6/21, E-6/23, E-6/27, E-6/30, E-6/7, 

E-6/19, E-6/20, E-6/22, E-6/25, E-6/28, E-6/29, E-6/35, E-6/36, 

E-6/37, E-6/41, E-6/44, E-6/53

E-6/24, E-6/26, E-6/33, E-6/34, E-

6/45

E-6/14, E-6/17, E-6/18, E-6/21, E-6/23, E-6/27, E-6/30 Excessive concentration of infrastructure

The proposal would introduce approximately 16 pylons, including two underground tunnel sections, between White Notley and Fairstead, resulting in an unacceptable 

level of infrastructure in a single locality.

Failure to consider consultation responses

Detailed submissions were made during consultations, but no changes have been made to the scheme and no explanation has been provided as to why these 

representations were disregarded.

Inadequate route inspection and assessment

The route inspection undertaken did not properly assess this section of the route, with inspections carried out only from a vehicle and failing to consider on-the-ground 

impacts.

Lack of meaningful engagement

The approach to consultation gives the impression that representations have been ignored and that objections have not been genuinely considered.

Inappropriate routing strategy

The transmission of electricity to London could be achieved through less harmful means, including offshore routes or connection to the disused Bradwell-on-Sea power 

station.

Failure to consider underground alternatives

High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) underground cabling has not been adequately considered as an alternative to overhead pylons, despite offering significantly reduced 

landscape and community impacts.

Support for wider community objections

The objector supports the concerns raised by the Essex Suffolk Pylons action group regarding the overall approach, routing, and technology selection for the scheme.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Janet Lesley Masterson 4757 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-5/120, E-5/120 E-5/117 RR-1635 OFH attendance, no formal 

submission

16 metre pylons within a stone's throw of property, including one 64 yards from back gate. Impact on property value. Impacted by 9 haul roads. Should go underground 

and save farmland and wildlife. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Charles Courtenay Tritton 4814 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/25, F-2/26, 

F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/38, F-2/39, 

F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/47, F-2/50, 

F-1/6, F-1/6, F-1/7, F-1/7, F-1/8, F-1/14, F-1/14, F-1/17, F-

1/17, F-1/18, F-1/18, F-1/20, F-1/21, F-1/25, F-1/27, F-1/27, F-

1/28, F-1/32, F-1/32, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/88, E-7/79, E-7/80, F-

3/2, F-3/3, F-2/1, F-2/4, F-2/5, F-2/6, F-2/8, F-2/9, F-2/12, F-

2/13, F-2/18, F-2/23, F-2/29, F-2/35, F-2/51, F-2/53, F-2/55, F-

1/1, F-1/2, F-1/4, F-1/4, F-1/12, F-1/12, F-1/24, F-1/24, F-

1/26, F-1/26, F-1/31, F-1/31, F-1/36, F-1/36, E-7/65, E-7/65, E-

7/68, E-7/68, E-8/24, E-7/85, E-7/85, F-3/2

F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/92, F-3/5, F-

2/2, F-2/3, F-2/7, F-2/10, F-2/19, 

F-2/22, F-2/27, F-2/28, F-2/30, F-

2/52, F-2/54, F-2/56, F-2/57, F-

2/58, F-2/59, F-2/60, F-2/61, F-

2/62, F-1/15, F-1/15, F-1/16, F-

1/22, F-1/23, F-1/29, F-1/29, F-

1/30, F-1/33, F-1/33, F-1/34, F-

1/34, F-1/35, F-1/35, F-1/38, F-

1/38, F-1/39, F-1/39, F-1/40, F-

1/40, F-1/42, F-1/42, F-1/45, E-

7/67, E-7/67, E-7/70, E-7/71, E-

7/71, E-7/72, E-7/73, E-7/74, E-

7/74, E-7/75, E-7/76, E-7/76, E-

7/77, E-7/78, E-7/78, E-7/81, F-

3/5

F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/25, F-2/26, 

F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/38, F-2/39, 

F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/47, F-2/50, 

F-1/6, F-1/6, F-1/7, F-1/7, F-1/8, F-1/14, F-1/14, F-1/17, F-

1/17, F-1/18, F-1/18, F-1/20, F-1/21, F-1/25, F-1/27, F-1/27, F-

1/28, F-1/32, F-1/32, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/88, E-7/79, E-7/80

F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/92 REP2-071

OFH2 

Sterilisation of part of the proposed 10 million tonne mineral site directly under the pylon route promoted with Brett Aggregates to Essex County Council. Sterilisation of a 

proposed 1,500 housing scheme adjoining the mineral site and directly under the pylon route submitted to Chelmsford City Council for the future Local Plan.  Discussions 

are ongoing with National Grid. Area is a growth are and Chelmsford Garden community is less than 1km away. Infrastructure means it is likely could only farm 2 fields 

out of 50. First material meeting was in November 2025. Propose inspection of other local routes including Great Waltham route and Option 4 proposed by TFP. In 

EN020027-001975-8.5.4 Applicant's Response to the Open Floor Hearings National Grid state that Tritton Farming Partnership LLP, its members and related Parties 

(“TFP”) raised several themes on Pages 43 & 44. However, in addition to those stated TFP, in written  submission, raised other points including: Alternatives at Great & 

Little Waltham, Devaluation of properties, Consultation of Alternatives and Impact of Haul Roads, which are not marked on this report. There are two additional vehicle 

crossover points over Protected Lanes on TFP land not stated in Page 94 EN020027-001967-8.4.1, these are Paulk Hall Lane and Goodmans Lane in Great Leighs. 

Question whether compensation has only increased by 2.6% over the last 5 years. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Please see Row 222.

Amber

Sheila Hodson 4868 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

H-5/120, H-5/122, H-5/122, H-5/127, H-5/127, H-5/128, H-

5/129, H-5/129, H-5/130, H-5/130, H-5/131, H-5/131

H-5/123, H-5/123, H-5/124, H-

5/125, H-5/125

RR-3629 REP1-484 Effect on the interests held in land and property and on continuity of business. Applicant has failed to provide adequate, meaningful, or timely consultation opportunities. 

Fisher German has consistently been unable to address fundamental queries concerning the nature and extent of the impacts on the landholdings, the expected 

construction programme and phases and how the scale and duration of construction activities will directly influence the level of disruption. The Applicant engaged with 

consultation feedback only three days before the consultation deadline. Represents a procedural deficiency to discharge consultation duties under Planning Act 2008 and 

associated guidance. Applicant has failed to take into account existing Option Agreement to Bloor Homes for residential development and has not sought further 

information on the emerging residential development despite being made aware. Location of proposed temporary apparatus will create an unavoidable and severe 

conflict with existing legal commitments and the planned residential scheme. Change request to relocate TB245 has not been implemented and there has been no 

explanation why. Applicant has failed to communicate through agreed channels which has caused fragmented, inconsistent and delayed dissemination of key project 

information. Absense of a clear and reliable communication protocol. Lack of evidenced soil management plans for areas of land affected temporarily. Object to 

compulsory acquisition of land to replace environmental mitigation land to be taken over from the Lower Thames Crossing Development Consent Order. Lack of 

information on the nature of rights sought, having only provided Generic Heads of Terms for voluntary deed of easement. Further detail required regarding dust and air 

pollution. Further detail of the proposed enabling works is required. Order Limits affect a significant portion of the Coles agricultural land which will cause a detrimental 

effect to the farming businesses during and after construction. Applicant’s slow and insufficient attempts to acquire rights by agreement and on reasonable terms 

demonstrates that powers of compulsory purchase are not required or justified. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Sara Catherine Eley 4874 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-9/10, C-9/11, C-9/11, C-9/85, C-9/87, C-9/88, C-9/90, C-

9/90, C-9/92, C-9/92, C-9/94, C-9/94, C-9/98, C-9/99, C-9/99, 

C-9/68, C-9/69, C-9/69, C-9/72, C-9/73, C-9/73, C-9/75, C-

9/91, C-9/91, C-9/96, C-9/96

C-9/89, C-9/89, C-9/93, C-9/93, C-

9/97, C-9/97, C-9/102, C-9/81, C-

9/82, C-9/82

C-9/10, C-9/11, C-9/11 RR-3270 Impact on land within the AONB is too intrusive. Although the cables will be underground, there must be a better way of tunneling them rather than the huge area that 

will be dug up to get cables needed buried under the River Stour. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

William Alan Kemp 4898 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold
Category 2, Category 1

B-6/68, B-6/72, B-6/65, B-6/86 B-6/67, B-6/70, B-6/75, B-6/84 B-6/68 RR-3820 Lacking a long‑term, joined‑up national energy strategy. If energy security were genuinely the aim, the infrastructure would be offshore or underground using HVDC, 

rather than overhead pylons. Cost comparisons between overhead and underground options are misleading, relying on outdated pylon costs and inappropriate 

assumptions for undergrounding, and significant public money is being spent unnecessarily damaging the countryside. The scheme reflects reactive decision‑making or 

commercial exploitation benefiting National Grid and bill payers’ expense, rather than the public interest. Property is located within c.70m of the route and is identified in 

the Planning Statement as experiencing “Major and Significant (adverse)” effects during construction (noise, vibration and dust), with no compensation offered. Health 

and wellbeing impact. Concerns about EMF exposure, particularly risks to children and older people, and the long‑term implications this may have for the future viability 

of a small family farm. Operational effects are described as non‑significant despite earlier baseline assessments identifying significant impacts, and other nearby 

properties appear to have been similarly downgraded without clear justification. Objection is taken to the use of the term “NIMBY,” which is viewed as prejudicial, noting 

that the family has engaged constructively, including offering land to relocate an additional pylon to move infrastructure further from the village. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C
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Amber

Christopher Hay Gurney 4935 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-9/10, C-9/11, C-9/11, G-2/37, G-2/39, G-2/41, G-2/43, G-

2/51, G-2/52, C-9/85, C-9/87, C-9/88, C-9/90, C-9/90, C-9/92, 

C-9/92, C-9/94, C-9/94, C-9/98, C-9/99, C-9/99, C-9/68, C-

9/69, C-9/69, C-9/72, C-9/73, C-9/73, C-9/75, C-9/91, C-9/91, 

C-9/96, C-9/96, G-2/42, G-2/50

C-9/89, C-9/89, C-9/93, C-9/93, C-

9/97, C-9/97, C-9/102, C-9/21, C-

9/37, C-9/81, C-9/82, C-9/82, G-

2/47

C-9/10, C-9/11, C-9/11, G-2/37, G-2/39, G-2/41, G-2/43, G-

2/51, G-2/52

C-9/48 RR-0605

RR-2565

Significant detrimental impact on landscape and the environment. Overhead lines, pylons and tunnelling around Higham would cause irreversible damage to visual 

character and natural beauty of affected areas, disrupting ecosystems and harming wildlife habitats. Less ahrmful alternatives are available, including HVDC 

underground cables, offshore connections and upgrading existing grid infrastructure. Support for Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons Action group. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 6th May, 

Next meeting planned 

13th May to progress 

conversation on HOTs
Amber

Ann Kathleen Bullock 4997 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-8/28, B-8/30, B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/31, B-8/32, B-8/32, B-

8/34, B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/35, B-8/36, B-8/36, B-8/47, B-8/47, 

B-8/48, B-8/48, B-8/50, B-8/50, B-8/51, B-8/51, B-8/52, B-

8/52, B-8/58, B-8/58, B-8/59, B-8/59, B-8/60, B-8/60, B-8/62, 

B-8/62, B-8/64, B-8/64, B-8/65, B-8/65, B-8/67, B-8/67, B-

8/69, B-8/69, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-8/78, B-8/79, B-8/79, 

B-8/80, B-8/80, B-8/83, B-8/83, B-9/3, B-9/3, B-9/6, B-9/6, B-

9/9, B-9/10, B-9/10, B-9/11, B-9/11, B-9/16, B-9/16, B-9/17, B-

9/17, B-9/18, B-9/22, B-9/22, B-9/23, B-9/23, B-9/24, B-9/25, 

B-9/25, B-9/30, B-9/30, B-9/38, B-9/38, B-9/47, B-9/47, B-

9/49, B-9/49, B-9/50, B-9/50, B-9/51, B-9/51, B-9/52, B-9/52, 

B-9/54, B-9/55, B-9/55, B-9/59, B-9/62, B-9/62, B-9/64, B-

9/64, B-9/66, B-9/66, B-9/68, B-9/73, B-9/74, B-8/20, B-8/20, 

B-8/21, B-8/21, B-8/29, B-8/38, B-8/38, B-8/40, B-8/40, B-

8/41, B-8/41, B-8/44, B-8/53, B-8/53, B-8/54, B-8/54, B-8/56, 

B-8/56, B-8/63, B-8/63, B-8/81, B-9/2, B-9/2, B-9/7, B-9/7, B-

9/14, B-9/14, B-9/48, B-9/48

B-9/26, B-9/26, B-9/28, B-9/28, B-

8/22, B-8/22, B-8/25, B-8/27, B-

8/27, B-8/27, B-8/33, B-8/37, B-

8/37, B-8/39, B-8/39, B-8/42, B-

8/42, B-8/43, B-8/43, B-8/55, B-

8/55, B-8/57, B-8/57, B-8/61, B-

8/61, B-8/70, B-8/70, B-8/73, B-

8/73, B-8/82, B-8/82, B-9/5, B-

9/5, B-9/13, B-9/13, B-9/19, B-

9/19

B-8/28, B-8/30, B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/31, B-8/32, B-8/32, B-

8/34, B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/35, B-8/36, B-8/36, B-8/47, B-8/47, 

B-8/48, B-8/48, B-8/50, B-8/50, B-8/51, B-8/51, B-8/52, B-

8/52, B-8/58, B-8/58, B-8/59, B-8/59, B-8/60, B-8/60, B-8/62, 

B-8/62, B-8/64, B-8/64, B-8/65, B-8/65, B-8/67, B-8/67, B-

8/69, B-8/69, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-8/78, B-8/79, B-8/79, 

B-8/80, B-8/80, B-8/83, B-8/83, B-9/3, B-9/3, B-9/6, B-9/6, B-

9/9, B-9/10, B-9/10, B-9/11, B-9/11, B-9/16, B-9/16, B-9/17, B-

9/17, B-9/18, B-9/22, B-9/22, B-9/23, B-9/23, B-9/24, B-9/25, 

B-9/25, B-9/30, B-9/30, B-9/38, B-9/38, B-9/47, B-9/47, B-

9/49, B-9/49, B-9/50, B-9/50, B-9/51, B-9/51, B-9/52, B-9/52, 

B-9/54, B-9/55, B-9/55, B-9/59, B-9/62, B-9/62, B-9/64, B-

9/64, B-9/66, B-9/66, B-9/68, B-9/73, B-9/74

B-9/26, B-9/26, B-9/28, B-9/28 see Richard Bullock OFH1 - RR-

3042

Severe impact on farm viability

Construction would take five fields out of production, representing approximately 30% of the farm’s arable land, causing major disruption to a mixed dairy, beef and 

arable farming business both during construction and for a long period thereafter.

Irreparable damage to soil structure and drainage

Proposed haul roads and construction activity across heavy clay soils would cause long‑term soil compaction and structural damage, adversely affecting productivity for 

future generations. Previous utility works demonstrate that such damage can persist for decades.

Unnecessary duplication of infrastructure

The proposed line runs within a few hundred metres of an existing 400kV line, yet no explanation has been provided as to why the lines are not paralleled, resulting in 

avoidable additional landscape and land‑take impacts.

Poor siting of pylons

Pylons are not proposed along field boundaries, increasing disruption to farming operations and the risk of damage to field drainage systems.

Unjustified construction haul road

A new haul road is proposed across farmland despite the presence of existing tracks and the availability of access from public roads, creating unnecessary land 

disturbance and long‑term harm.

Failure to address interactions with existing utilities

Multiple smaller overhead electricity lines would require diversion or undergrounding, yet National Grid has declined responsibility for resolving these issues, creating 

uncertainty and operational risk.

Landscape and environmental harm

The project would leave a substantial and permanent visual scar across the countryside and cause significant damage to flora and fauna.

Mental and emotional health impacts

The scale of the disruption and the perceived inevitability of the proposals have caused significant distress and frustration, with serious impacts on the wellbeing of the 

farming family.

Lack of transparency and meaningful engagement

National Grid has failed to explain the logic behind pylon siting, route selection or construction methods, and has not meaningfully responded to repeated, specific 
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Robert Open 5098 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/27, F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/36, F-8/37, F-8/47, 

F-8/23, F-8/24, F-8/29

F-8/32, F-8/42 F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/27, F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/36, F-8/37, F-8/47 RR-3127 Objects to land route, should be under the sea around the coast https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Amber

Diana Mary Cole 5240 Freehold, Occupation, Leasehold, 

Easement Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

H-6/23, H-6/23, H-6/19, H-

6/19, H-6/20, H-6/20, H-6/21, 

H-6/25, H-6/36, H-6/62, H-

6/85, H-6/85, H-6/86, H-5/79, 

H-5/79, H-5/81, H-5/85, H-

5/87, H-6/30a, H-6/30a, H-

6/21a, H-5/79a, H-5/79a, H-

5/79b, H-5/79b, H-5/79c, H-

5/79c, H-5/81a, H-5/79d, H-

5/79d, H-5/79e, H-5/79e, H-

5/79f, H-5/79f, H-5/79g, H-

5/79g

H-2/29, H-2/29, H-2/30, H-2/30, H-2/31, H-2/31, H-2/31, H-

2/32, H-2/32, H-2/33, H-2/33, H-2/36, H-2/36, H-2/37, H-

2/37, H-4/2, H-4/2, H-4/3, H-4/3, H-4/5, H-4/5, H-4/7, H-4/7, 

H-4/10, H-4/10, H-3/5, H-3/5, H-3/9, H-3/9, H-3/10, H-3/10, H-

3/13, H-3/13, H-3/14, H-3/14, H-3/15, H-3/15, H-3/16, H-

3/16, H-3/17, H-3/17, H-3/18, H-3/18, H-3/19, H-3/19, H-

3/20, H-3/20, H-3/21, H-3/21, H-3/30, H-3/30, H-3/31, H-

3/31, H-3/32, H-3/32, H-3/39, H-3/39, H-3/42, H-3/42, H-

3/43, H-3/43, H-3/46, H-3/46, H-3/49, H-3/49, H-3/50, H-

3/50, H-3/52, H-3/52, H-3/53, H-3/53, H-3/54, H-3/54, H-

3/55, H-3/55, H-3/58, H-3/58, H-7/56, H-7/56, H-7/56, H-

7/68, H-7/68, H-7/68, H-3/61, H-3/61, H-3/62, H-3/62, H-2/2, 

H-2/2, H-2/3, H-2/3, H-2/8, H-2/8, H-2/9, H-2/9, H-6/51, H-

6/51, H-6/65, H-6/65, H-6/74, H-6/79, H-6/79, H-7/72, H-

7/72, H-7/72, H-7/73, H-7/73, H-7/74, H-7/88, H-7/90, H-

7/90, H-7/94, H-7/94, H-7/101, H-7/101, H-7/101, H-7/134, H-

4/1, H-4/1, H-4/4, H-4/4, H-4/6, H-4/6, H-4/9, H-4/9, H-4/12, 

H-4/12, H-4/13, H-4/13, H-5/86, H-5/88, H-5/89, H-5/89, H-

5/91, H-5/91, H-5/95, H-5/95, H-5/97, H-5/102, H-5/102, H-

5/104, H-5/104, H-5/107, H-5/107, H-5/110, H-5/110, H-

5/120, H-5/122, H-5/122, H-5/127, H-5/127, H-5/128, H-

5/129, H-5/129, H-5/130, H-5/130, H-5/131, H-5/131, H-3/3, 

H-3/3, H-3/7, H-3/7, H-3/12, H-3/12, H-3/22, H-3/22, H-3/24, 

H-3/24, H-3/25, H-3/25, H-3/26, H-3/26, H-3/27, H-3/27, H-

3/28, H-3/35, H-3/35, H-3/37, H-3/37, H-3/38, H-3/38, H-

3/40, H-3/40, H-3/44, H-3/44, H-3/45, H-3/45, H-3/47, H-

3/47, H-3/51, H-3/51, H-2/40, H-2/40

H-2/5, H-2/5, H-2/6, H-2/6, H-2/7, 

H-2/7, H-2/10, H-2/10, H-2/11, H-

2/11, H-2/28, H-2/28, H-2/34, H-

2/34, H-2/35, H-2/35, H-2/38, H-

2/38, H-6/30, H-6/30, H-6/47, H-

6/47, H-6/52, H-6/52, H-6/69, H-

6/77, H-6/77, H-6/78, H-6/78, H-

6/80, H-6/80, H-6/81, H-7/17, H-

7/17, H-7/17, H-7/140, H-7/141, 

H-7/141, H-7/141, H-4/8, H-4/8, H-

4/11, H-4/11, H-5/92, H-5/93, H-

5/93, H-5/96, H-5/96, H-5/99, H-

5/99, H-5/105, H-5/105, H-5/106, 

H-5/106, H-5/108, H-5/108, H-

5/109, H-5/109, H-5/123, H-

5/123, H-5/123, H-5/124, H-

5/124, H-5/125, H-5/125, H-3/4, 

H-3/4, H-3/11, H-3/11, H-3/23, H-

3/23, H-3/34, H-3/36, H-3/36, H-

3/41, H-3/41, H-3/48, H-3/48, H-

3/59, H-3/59, H-2/39, H-2/39, H-

2/41, H-2/41, H-2/43, H-2/44, H-

2/44, H-2/48, H-2/50, H-2/51, H-

2/51, H-1/89, H-1/89

H-6/23, H-6/23 H-2/29, H-2/29, H-2/30, H-2/30, H-2/31, H-2/31, H-2/31, H-

2/32, H-2/32, H-2/33, H-2/33, H-2/36, H-2/36, H-2/37, H-

2/37, H-4/2, H-4/2, H-4/3, H-4/3, H-4/5, H-4/5, H-4/7, H-4/7, 

H-4/10, H-4/10, H-3/5, H-3/5, H-3/9, H-3/9, H-3/10, H-3/10, H-

3/13, H-3/13, H-3/14, H-3/14, H-3/15, H-3/15, H-3/16, H-

3/16, H-3/17, H-3/17, H-3/18, H-3/18, H-3/19, H-3/19, H-

3/20, H-3/20, H-3/21, H-3/21, H-3/30, H-3/30, H-3/31, H-

3/31, H-3/32, H-3/32, H-3/39, H-3/39, H-3/42, H-3/42, H-

3/43, H-3/43, H-3/46, H-3/46, H-3/49, H-3/49, H-3/50, H-

3/50, H-3/52, H-3/52, H-3/53, H-3/53, H-3/54, H-3/54, H-

3/55, H-3/55, H-3/58, H-3/58

H-6/15, H-6/15, H-6/18, H-3/33, H-

3/33, H-2/42, H-2/42, H-2/49, H-

2/49, H-7/17a, H-7/17a, H-7/17a, 

H-2/49

RR-3629 REP1-484 Adverse impacts on landholdings, property interests, business continuity and long‑term agricultural integrity. Cole Family engaged with all statutory and non‑statutory 

consultations in 2022, 2024 and 2025, and attended meetings with NGET and its agent (Fisher German). Despite this, their concerns have not been addressed and no 

meaningful progress has been made. Consultation has been untimely, fragmented and ineffective, failing to meet the standards required by the Planning Act 2008. 

Fundamental questions on construction scale, duration, phasing and practical land impacts remain unanswered. Updated information was routinely issued shortly 

before deadlines, preventing informed participation and preparation of representations. Temporary cable diversions and compounds are proposed on land subject to a 

legally binding Option Agreement for residential development, contributing to Thurrock’s housing supply. The Applicant was informed during the 2024 consultation but 

failed to assess this constraint or explore reasonable alternatives, risking: compromised viability and deliverability of the housing scheme, delay or loss of housing 

delivery, significant and direct financial harm to the Cole Family. This failure demonstrates non‑compliance with DCO guidance on avoiding conflicts with planned 

development. The Applicant invited and received a change request to relocate TB245 to reduce land impacts. No confirmation of consideration or justification for 

rejection has been provided, preventing transparency and demonstrating inadequate assessment of alternatives. The Applicant has not communicated through agreed 

channels, resulting in inconsistent, delayed and unclear information. There is insufficient detail on: rights sought (only generic Heads of Terms provided), enabling works 

and utilities diversions and voluntary easement negotiations, which have been presented on a “take it or leave it” basis. This undermines any justification for compulsory 

acquisition. The Applicant has failed to provide evidence‑based soil management plans, creating risks of compaction, drainage damage and long‑term soil degradation. 

Dust and airborne contaminants pose serious risks to high‑value, unprocessed food crops, potentially resulting in loss of contracts, financial damage and regulatory 

exposure. The Applicant should provide robust mitigation and fully indemnify the Cole Family. Objection is raised to the proposed compulsory acquisition of land 

intended to replace environmental mitigation lost from the Lower Thames Crossing DCO, without evidence that equivalent environmental principles, functionality or 

habitat connectivity will be achieved. The Order Limits affect a significant proportion of the Cole Family’s agricultural land. Prolonged multi‑season construction will 

disrupt access, cropping rotations, machinery movements and drainage networks, reduce productivity and cause long‑term harm to the viability of the farming 

businesses. These impacts have not been properly assessed. The Applicant has not demonstrated that rights cannot be acquired by reasonable agreement or that 

compulsory acquisition powers are proportionate or necessary. 
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Jacqueline Lorraine Thompson 5257 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-1/68, E-1/68, E-1/57 E-1/68, E-1/68 E-1/71, E-1/71 Severe mental health and wellbeing impacts

Prolonged uncertainty and the perceived inevitability of the scheme have caused serious and ongoing mental health distress, significantly affecting personal wellbeing 

and family relationships.

Loss of amenity and enjoyment of property

The proposal would remove unspoilt views across open countryside that were fundamental to the decision to purchase the property, permanently altering its character 

and setting.

Disruption to equestrian use and access

Construction would result in closure of bridleways and horse‑riding routes, with remaining alternatives requiring crossings of major roads such as the A120, creating 

unacceptable safety risks.

Significant property devaluation and financial loss

The presence of the proposed pylons has materially affected property marketability and value, with sales collapsing directly due to buyer concerns about the scheme and 

perceived health risks. This has placed retirement plans at serious risk.

Loss of planning opportunity and sunk costs

Planning permission for a replacement dwelling is time‑limited and at risk of expiring, despite substantial expenditure already incurred, due to the inability to sell the 

existing property.

Inadequate engagement and dismissive conduct

National Grid has failed to engage constructively with the objectors’ circumstances and has provided responses perceived as dismissive rather than solutions‑focused.

Unaddressed environmental harm

The scheme would result in loss of hedgerows, mature trees, wildlife habitats and agricultural land, undermining the project’s stated environmental credentials.

Wider economic impacts

The project is expected to negatively affect rural businesses, tourism and the local property market, shifting the economic burden onto local communities.

Failure to assess full social and economic costs

The true social, mental health, environmental and economic impacts have not been properly evaluated in accordance with accepted appraisal principles.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Keith Williams Bullock 5301 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-8/28, B-8/30, B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/31, B-8/32, B-8/32, B-

8/34, B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/35, B-8/36, B-8/36, B-8/47, B-8/47, 

B-8/48, B-8/48, B-8/50, B-8/50, B-8/51, B-8/51, B-8/52, B-

8/52, B-8/58, B-8/58, B-8/59, B-8/59, B-8/60, B-8/60, B-8/62, 

B-8/62, B-8/64, B-8/64, B-8/65, B-8/65, B-8/67, B-8/67, B-

8/69, B-8/69, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-8/78, B-8/79, B-8/79, 

B-8/80, B-8/80, B-8/83, B-8/83, B-9/3, B-9/3, B-9/6, B-9/6, B-

9/9, B-9/10, B-9/10, B-9/11, B-9/11, B-9/16, B-9/16, B-9/17, B-

9/17, B-9/18, B-9/22, B-9/22, B-9/23, B-9/23, B-9/24, B-9/25, 

B-9/25, B-9/30, B-9/30, B-9/38, B-9/38, B-9/47, B-9/47, B-

9/49, B-9/49, B-9/50, B-9/50, B-9/51, B-9/51, B-9/52, B-9/52, 

B-9/54, B-9/55, B-9/55, B-9/59, B-9/62, B-9/62, B-9/64, B-

9/64, B-9/66, B-9/66, B-9/68, B-9/73, B-9/74, B-8/20, B-8/20, 

B-8/21, B-8/21, B-8/29, B-8/38, B-8/38, B-8/40, B-8/40, B-

8/41, B-8/41, B-8/44, B-8/53, B-8/53, B-8/54, B-8/54, B-8/56, 

B-8/56, B-8/63, B-8/63, B-8/81, B-9/2, B-9/2, B-9/7, B-9/7, B-

9/14, B-9/14, B-9/48, B-9/48

B-9/26, B-9/26, B-9/28, B-9/28, B-

8/22, B-8/22, B-8/25, B-8/27, B-

8/27, B-8/27, B-8/33, B-8/37, B-

8/37, B-8/39, B-8/39, B-8/42, B-

8/42, B-8/43, B-8/43, B-8/55, B-

8/55, B-8/57, B-8/57, B-8/61, B-

8/61, B-8/70, B-8/70, B-8/73, B-

8/73, B-8/82, B-8/82, B-9/5, B-

9/5, B-9/13, B-9/13, B-9/19, B-

9/19

B-8/28, B-8/30, B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/31, B-8/32, B-8/32, B-

8/34, B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/35, B-8/36, B-8/36, B-8/47, B-8/47, 

B-8/48, B-8/48, B-8/50, B-8/50, B-8/51, B-8/51, B-8/52, B-

8/52, B-8/58, B-8/58, B-8/59, B-8/59, B-8/60, B-8/60, B-8/62, 

B-8/62, B-8/64, B-8/64, B-8/65, B-8/65, B-8/67, B-8/67, B-

8/69, B-8/69, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-8/78, B-8/79, B-8/79, 

B-8/80, B-8/80, B-8/83, B-8/83, B-9/3, B-9/3, B-9/6, B-9/6, B-

9/9, B-9/10, B-9/10, B-9/11, B-9/11, B-9/16, B-9/16, B-9/17, B-

9/17, B-9/18, B-9/22, B-9/22, B-9/23, B-9/23, B-9/24, B-9/25, 

B-9/25, B-9/30, B-9/30, B-9/38, B-9/38, B-9/47, B-9/47, B-

9/49, B-9/49, B-9/50, B-9/50, B-9/51, B-9/51, B-9/52, B-9/52, 

B-9/54, B-9/55, B-9/55, B-9/59, B-9/62, B-9/62, B-9/64, B-

9/64, B-9/66, B-9/66, B-9/68, B-9/73, B-9/74

B-9/26, B-9/26, B-9/28, B-9/28 See Richard Bullock OFH1 - RR-

3042

Severe impact on farm viability

Construction would take five fields out of production, representing approximately 30% of the farm’s arable land, causing major disruption to a mixed dairy, beef and 

arable farming business both during construction and for a long period thereafter.

Irreparable damage to soil structure and drainage

Proposed haul roads and construction activity across heavy clay soils would cause long‑term soil compaction and structural damage, adversely affecting productivity for 

future generations. Previous utility works demonstrate that such damage can persist for decades.

Unnecessary duplication of infrastructure

The proposed line runs within a few hundred metres of an existing 400kV line, yet no explanation has been provided as to why the lines are not paralleled, resulting in 

avoidable additional landscape and land‑take impacts.

Poor siting of pylons

Pylons are not proposed along field boundaries, increasing disruption to farming operations and the risk of damage to field drainage systems.

Unjustified construction haul road

A new haul road is proposed across farmland despite the presence of existing tracks and the availability of access from public roads, creating unnecessary land 

disturbance and long‑term harm.

Failure to address interactions with existing utilities

Multiple smaller overhead electricity lines would require diversion or undergrounding, yet National Grid has declined responsibility for resolving these issues, creating 

uncertainty and operational risk.

Landscape and environmental harm

The project would leave a substantial and permanent visual scar across the countryside and cause significant damage to flora and fauna.

Mental and emotional health impacts

The scale of the disruption and the perceived inevitability of the proposals have caused significant distress and frustration, with serious impacts on the wellbeing of the 

farming family.

Lack of transparency and meaningful engagement

National Grid has failed to explain the logic behind pylon siting, route selection or construction methods, and has not meaningfully responded to repeated, specific 
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John Edwin Cranmer Rayner 5341
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

D-9/67, D-9/67, D-9/69, D-9/69, D-9/73, D-9/73, D-9/79, D-

9/79, D-9/80, D-9/80, D-9/81, D-9/81, D-9/83, D-9/83, D-

9/85, D-9/85, D-9/86, D-9/89, D-9/89, D-9/90, D-9/94, D-

9/94, D-9/98, D-9/98, D-9/99, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-

9/103, D-9/104, D-9/105, D-9/106, D-9/106, D-9/107, D-

9/109, D-9/109, D-9/111, D-9/113, D-9/113, D-9/117, D-

9/117, D-9/119, D-9/119, D-9/132, D-9/132, D-9/128, D-

9/128, D-9/128, D-9/130, D-9/131, D-9/34, D-9/34, D-9/49, D-

9/49, D-9/61, D-9/61, D-9/70, D-9/70, D-9/72, D-9/72, D-

9/76, D-9/76, D-9/78, D-9/78, D-9/82, D-9/82, D-9/84, D-

9/84, D-9/88, D-9/91, D-9/100, D-9/139, D-9/139

D-9/38, D-9/38, D-9/53, D-9/53, D-

9/60, D-9/60, D-9/64, D-9/64, D-

9/68, D-9/68, D-9/74, D-9/74, D-

9/75, D-9/75, D-9/77, D-9/77, D-

9/87, D-9/126, D-9/126, D-9/135, 

D-9/135, D-9/138, D-9/138, D-

9/141, D-9/141, D-9/144, D-

9/144

D-9/67, D-9/67, D-9/69, D-9/69, D-9/73, D-9/73, D-9/79, D-

9/79, D-9/80, D-9/80, D-9/81, D-9/81, D-9/83, D-9/83, D-

9/85, D-9/85, D-9/86, D-9/89, D-9/89, D-9/90, D-9/94, D-

9/94, D-9/98, D-9/98, D-9/99, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-

9/103, D-9/104, D-9/105, D-9/106, D-9/106, D-9/107, D-

9/109, D-9/109, D-9/111, D-9/113, D-9/113, D-9/117, D-

9/117, D-9/119, D-9/119, D-9/132, D-9/132, D-9/128, D-

9/128, D-9/128, D-9/130, D-9/131

OFH 1 Have engaged with National Grid since 2022 but says key issues affecting the viability of farm remain unanswered, including main access, drainage, field operations and 

ongoing farm management. Argue information is being deliberately withheld, preventing them from planning ahead, and that engagement does not amount to 

meaningful consultation. The proposed route cuts through the centre of the farm, rendering around 70 acres effectively unfarmable, with unresolved questions about 

how farm vehicles and tractors will cross the haul road. Project manager came to a meeting unprepared. Objects to construction compound on one of their fields and 

says requests to relocate it were rejected after two years, based on impacts to nearby houses. Feel excluded from decision‑making and unable to discuss alternatives 

with those responsible, undermining confidence in the consultation process. Significant environmental impacts, including the loss of over 2 km of hedgerow and mature 

trees (including hybrid elms). The scheme shows insufficient regard for the realities of running a viable farm and concludes that the process has not involved genuine 

two‑way consultation.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Met on 1st May, 

postiive discussion 

regarding HOTs, next 

meeting to be 

confirmed shortly. 

Amber

Robert Leonard Porch 5390 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-10/49, B-10/49, B-10/52, B-10/52, B-10/57, B-10/57, B-

10/58, B-10/58, B-11/1, B-11/1, B-11/4, B-11/4, B-11/5, B-

11/5, B-11/14, B-11/14, B-11/15, B-11/21, B-11/22, B-11/27, 

B-11/27, B-11/33, B-10/60, B-10/60, B-10/61, B-10/61, B-

10/68, B-10/69, B-10/69, B-10/75, B-10/75, B-11/4, B-11/5, B-

11/14

B-11/9, B-11/10, B-11/10, B-

11/11, B-11/11, B-11/12, B-11/12, 

B-11/24, B-11/25, B-11/25, B-

11/26, B-11/26, B-11/28, B-11/28, 

B-11/30, B-11/30, B-11/32, B-

11/32, B-11/35, B-11/35, B-10/59, 

B-10/59, B-10/63, B-10/67, B-

10/67, B-10/70, B-10/70, B-10/71, 

B-10/72, B-10/73, B-10/73, B-

10/74, B-10/74, B-10/78, B-10/78, 

B-10/80, B-10/80, B-11/10, B-

11/12

B-10/49, B-10/49, B-10/52, B-10/52, B-10/57, B-10/57, B-

10/58, B-10/58

B-10/76, B-10/76, B-10/77, B-

10/77

REP1-302

REP1-227

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.
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Angela Mary Wilson D`Angibau 5497 Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege, Restrictive Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62, D-7/4, D-7/8, D-7/9, D-7/16, D-6/39, D-6/43, D-

6/55, D-7/1, D-7/1, D-7/1, D-7/2

D-7/5, D-6/59, D-6/61, D-6/63, D-

6/64, D-6/65

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62

RR-0202 REP1-220 Has lived in Aldham for many years in a Grade II listed house overlooking the Colne Valley, which forms the historic rural setting of Aldham and Fordham and is 

fundamental to the area’s character and identity. Overhead line would cross a valley that has remained largely unchanged for generations and is valued for its open 

views, historic field patterns, hedgerows and quiet rural character. Pylon proposed in their farmland. The siting of very tall pylons on higher ground would dominate the 

valley, skyline and views from homes, footpaths, lanes and churchyards. The proposal would cause significant harm to landscape character, visual amenity and the 

setting of listed buildings, conservation areas and historic villages, eroding their rural backdrop. Construction and operation would permanently disrupt productive 

farmland through pylons, compounds and access tracks, interfere with agricultural operations and result in irreversible change to land that has been carefully managed 

for decades. The valley supports increasing levels of wildlife supported by connected hedgerows and habitats; tree and hedge removal and ongoing disturbance would 

damage habitats for birds, bats and other species, with impacts lasting generations. The area contains archaeological interest, including evidence of Roman remains, 

which could be lost or damaged through foundation works and ground excavation. Narrow rural lanes are unsuited to heavy construction traffic; abnormal loads would 

significantly disrupt village life, pedestrians, church users and everyday travel during construction.  Consultation has failed to demonstrate a genuine or transparent 

assessment of less harmful alternatives, such as undergrounding sensitive sections, using lower ground rather than ridge tops, or rerouting onto less sensitive land, 

contrary to national policy requirements. Inadequate engagement from National Grid, with key information repeatedly requested but not provided despite claims to the 

contrary at hearings. No meaningful progress on voluntary acquisition or negotiations: only one meeting has taken place, with no substantive follow‑up, and agents 

lacked authority to negotiate landowners’ concerns. Proposed voluntary heads of terms are described as unacceptable and inferior to compulsory purchase terms, 

offering minimal and delayed incentives subject to third‑party actions beyond landowners’ control. Uncertainty regarding diversion, undergrounding and timing of 

third‑party infrastructure (e.g. utilities), despite the examination being underway. National Grid has not provided clear information on pylon siting, soil handling, drainage 

remediation or construction methodology, increasing stress and uncertainty for landowners. Concerns are raised about potential use of soil stabilisation products in 

access tracks, due to unknown long‑term effects on soil quality and food chain risks.
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Trevor Austin Cullum 5577 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-7/16, A-7/16, A-7/18, A-7/27, 

A-7/28, A-7/28, A-7/39, A-7/39

A-6/86, A-7/21, A-7/21, A-7/24, A-7/24, A-7/29, A-7/29, A-

7/32, A-7/32, A-7/41, A-7/41, A-7/42, A-7/42, A-6/58, A-6/58, 

A-6/70, A-6/70, A-6/73, A-6/77, A-6/77, A-6/81, A-7/26, A-

7/26, A-7/31, A-7/31, A-7/35, A-7/35, A-7/40, A-7/40, A-7/44, 

A-7/44, A-7/46, A-7/46, A-7/48, A-7/48

A-6/89, A-6/89, A-6/59, A-6/59, A-

6/60, A-6/60, A-6/61, A-6/61, A-

6/63, A-6/74, A-6/74, A-6/78, A-

6/78, A-6/79, A-6/79, A-6/80, A-

6/82, A-6/83, A-6/84, A-7/1, A-

7/2, A-7/2, A-7/4, A-7/4, A-7/5, A-

7/6, A-7/11, A-7/11, A-7/12

A-6/86, A-7/21, A-7/21, A-7/24, A-7/24, A-7/29, A-7/29, A-

7/32, A-7/32, A-7/41, A-7/41, A-7/42, A-7/42

A-6/89, A-6/89 A-7/9, A-7/9 RR-3592 REP1-302

REP1-227

REP1-279

Limited clarity and inadequate consultation to date prevent informed decision‑making and meaningful engagement. Meaningful engagement has been minimal and lacks 

substantive detail. The refusal to cover reasonable professional fees for landowner representation risks undermining effective consultation. In the case of T A Cullum 

Contracting Limited, constructive engagement has been ongoing, with proportionate alternatives proposed, including undergrounding and alternative alignments to 

reduce harm, but these have not been meaningfully considered. Significant changes to the red line boundary were introduced without explanation or dialogue, and 

requests for clarification have gone unanswered. Direct landowner engagement has been replaced with referrals to extensive public documents, which is considered 

insufficient given the scale of impacts. The siting of pylons within productive arable fields would have significant and lasting impacts on farming operations. Pylons should 

be sited along field boundaries wherever possible. For the Cullum holding, multiple pylons, haul roads, compounds, attenuation features and utility diversions are 

proposed across land farmed as a single operational unit, with some infrastructure appearing to fall outside the stated working corridor. Alternative alignments designed 

to maintain agricultural efficiency and reduce severance have not been properly assessed or justified as unacceptable. Key technical information remains unclear, 

including working corridor dimensions, access and crossings to severed land, pylon spacing, and the interaction of electric and magnetic fields with modern agricultural 

equipment and precision farming technology. The lack of certainty prevents proper assessment of operational impacts on the farming business. There is a lack of detail 

on construction methodology, including drainage strategy, soil stripping and handling, dewatering, dust mitigation, hedgerow removal and reinstatement, biosecurity 

measures, haul road construction, attenuation features, and decommissioning obligations. Requires agreed practices to be secured within the CEMP, including soil 

management, drainage protection, reinstatement standards, and the role of an Agricultural Liaison Officer. Biodiversity Net Gain proposals remain insufficiently 

addressed, particularly in relation to long‑term land use impacts on productive farmland. 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 
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Rex Webster 5622 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-4/16, A-4/16, A-4/21, A-4/21, A-4/22, A-4/22, A-4/23, A-

4/23, A-4/24, A-4/24, A-4/27, A-4/27, A-4/29, A-4/29, A-4/34, 

A-4/37, A-4/51, A-4/51, A-4/52, A-4/52, A-4/53, A-4/54, A-

4/60, A-4/60, A-4/61, A-4/61, A-4/69, A-4/69, A-4/71, A-3/26, 

A-3/26, A-3/27, A-3/27, A-3/32, A-3/32, A-3/33, A-3/33, A-

4/29a, A-4/29a, A-4/9, A-4/9, A-4/14, A-4/14, A-4/17, A-4/17, 

A-4/18, A-4/26, A-4/26, A-4/28, A-4/28, A-4/30, A-4/30, A-

4/48, A-4/50, A-4/50, A-4/55, A-4/58, A-4/58, A-4/62, A-4/62, 

A-4/63, A-4/70, A-4/70, A-4/75, A-3/13, A-3/13, A-3/16, A-

3/16, A-3/20, A-3/28, A-3/28, A-3/29, A-3/29, A-3/31, A-3/31

A-4/3, A-4/10, A-4/10, A-4/12, A-

4/12, A-4/13, A-4/15, A-4/15, A-

4/19, A-4/19, A-4/20, A-4/20, A-

4/25, A-4/25, A-4/36, A-4/36, A-

4/49, A-4/49, A-4/57, A-4/57, A-

4/59, A-4/59, A-3/11, A-3/17, A-

3/17, A-3/21, A-3/21, A-3/30, A-

3/30

A-4/16, A-4/16, A-4/21, A-4/21, A-4/22, A-4/22, A-4/23, A-

4/23, A-4/24, A-4/24, A-4/27, A-4/27, A-4/29, A-4/29, A-4/34, 

A-4/37, A-4/51, A-4/51, A-4/52, A-4/52, A-4/53, A-4/54, A-

4/60, A-4/60, A-4/61, A-4/61, A-4/69, A-4/69, A-4/71, A-3/26, 

A-3/26, A-3/27, A-3/27, A-3/32, A-3/32, A-3/33, A-3/33, A-

4/29a, A-4/29a

A-4/35, A-4/35 RR-3028 REP1-239 

REP1-426

Severe agricultural, residential, landscape, and heritage impacts, particularly from pylons and overhead lines. Substantial land severance, threaten the viability of farming 

operations, and harm the setting of listed buildings. The design of construction access and haul routes is poorly considered, with feasible alternatives not adopted. 

Challenges the need, extent, and proportionality of compulsory acquisition, with doubts raised over whether a compelling public interest case has been made.
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Daniel James Bickford 5663 Freehold Category 1

G-4/53 RR-0725 REP1-322

REP1-323

REP3-151 

The Works Plans indicate temporary rights only (yellow – Land Plans) are required over plot G-4/53 for the purpose of construction, mitigation, maintenance, access and 

or dismantling of redundant infrastructure for Work 17 (overhead transmission line from Fairstead to Tilbury North), Work 32 (replacement of existing overhead 

distribution electric line) and Work 40 (construction compound). The Scheme documents show that the overhead pylon swathe will pass to the north and west of 

Property and that underground cabling will also be provided to the west and south of Property, with additional areas in the vicinity required for temporary use, access 

drainage etc.  Plot G-4/53 will be used for temporary construction compound, adjacent to home. Construction operations will create unacceptable impacts on family 

home. National Grid is under an obligation (the Public Sector Equality Duty) to take reasonable steps to minimise harm to those with protected characteristics. There is a 

need for mitigation works to reduce unacceptable impacts on family home / to consider alternative location for relevant works away from residential property. There is 

no National Grid discretionary purchase scheme to support landowners with a genuine need to sell. Use of compulsory purchase powers is not justified in these 

circumstances. Object to the siting of the proposed compound because of highway safety risks, unsuitable and constrained road layout, proximity to residential 

properties,  proximity to sensitive receptors and households with protected characteristics, significant level differences and topographical constraints, lack of clarity 

regarding the compound’s exact use, absence of evidence demonstrating that this location is necessary and potential for unacceptable hours of operation (including 24-

hour working). A site inspection is required to properly assess these matters. National Grid has responded to generic concerns, not fact-specific matters requiring site-

specific assessment. No direct engagement has taken place. Occupiers are present at the property for the majority of the day meaning exposure to impacts would 

therefore be continuous and unavoidable. Noise, vibration, lighting and activity disruption to home from proposed compound. Property is unsellable as a result of the 

scheme. Have never been contacted by National Grid to understand their situation, particularly protected characteristics. Equality Impact Assessment is generic and does 

not reflect the specific circumstances of the household and the Public Sector Equality Duty requirement for informed, case-specific assessment has not occurred. Has 

been no discussion or reasoning as to alternative sites/locations for the proposed compound. Inadequate consultation. Any assumptions or conclusions in the Equality 

Impact Assessment will be unsound, if not outright wrong. Proposal represents a serious interference with family’s right to private and family life (Article 8 - Right to 

Home). 
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Joanne Lesley Elliott 5688 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

D-4/42, D-4/43 D-4/97, D-4/97, D-4/59, D-4/73, D-4/77, D-4/94, D-4/95, D-

4/79, D-4/85, D-4/85, D-4/30, D-4/64, D-4/72, D-4/75, D-

4/81

D-4/87, D-4/89, D-4/92, D-4/29, D-

4/31, D-4/32, D-4/33, D-4/35, D-

4/36, D-4/37, D-4/38, D-4/44, D-

4/52, D-4/54, D-4/62, D-4/66, D-

4/80, D-4/83, D-4/96

D-4/97, D-4/97, D-4/59, D-4/73, D-4/77, D-4/94, D-4/95 D-4/90, D-4/90, D-4/78 RR-1751 REP1-302

REP1-227

REP1-389

REP2-084

REP3-157

OFH1

Directly affected by the proposed route due to the proximity of pylons and overhead lines to a private rural property and associated land interests. National Grid have 

been disingenuous from the outset, with early project branding portraying a misleadingly “green” development that failed to reflect the reality of extensive steel 

structures, large‑scale tree and hedgerow loss, and substantial landscape change. The consultation process described as a sham, with multiple consultations, detailed 

submissions, and meetings failing to result in answers to key questions or any meaningful changes to the scheme. Significant adverse impacts on residential amenity, 

views, noise, and the enjoyment and operation of the property are insufficiently assessed, including concerns about conductor noise and wind noise amplified by local 

valley topography. The route would introduce prominent steel infrastructure into a sensitive valley landscape on the edge of a National Landscape, visible over long 

distances and in close proximity to listed buildings. Serious environmental concerns include impacts on ancient woodland, wildlife corridors, wildfowl flight paths, and 

protected species, including bat and owl nesting sites and badger setts, with survey work acknowledged as necessary but not carried out. Functional and engineering 

impacts are inadequately addressed, including the effects of large volumes of concrete, pylon foundations, and access tracks on sloping land above a watercourse. 

Increased surface water runoff and altered drainage are expected to exacerbate flooding of a private access route, increase erosion, and worsen highway safety during 

heavy rainfall. Tree removal has been proposed to underground existing infrastructure in areas where less harmful alternatives appear available, raising further concerns 

about unnecessary environmental harm. The applicant has approached the scheme as a foregone conclusion, with affected parties informed that decisions have 

effectively already been made. No genuine alternatives have been presented, with undergrounding and alternative technologies dismissed without transparent or 

evidence‑based justification. It is noted that an underground HVDC option has been identified elsewhere as deliverable at comparable cost, with lower long‑term impacts 

on landscape, biodiversity, communities, resilience, and security, yet this has not been taken forward. The justification for compulsory acquisition is weak, with private 

losses, environmental degradation, and long‑term harm not properly balanced against the claimed public benefit. Overall, the proposal is considered unjustified and 

unacceptable in its current form, with National Grid failing to demonstrate that the benefits outweigh the extensive and inadequately addressed harms, and should be 

fundamentally reconsidered, including serious reassessment of undergrounding and alternative routing options.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

John Stacey 5698 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

E-4/76, E-4/76, E-4/77, E-4/77, E-4/78, E-4/78, E-4/80, E-4/80, 

E-4/81, E-4/81, E-4/82, E-4/82, E-4/83, E-4/83, E-4/84, E-4/84, 

E-5/1, E-5/1, E-5/2, E-5/2, E-5/4, E-5/4, E-5/7, E-5/7, E-5/8, E-

5/8, E-5/9, E-5/9, E-5/1, E-5/2, E-5/4, E-5/7, E-5/8, E-5/9, E-

5/32, E-5/32, E-5/37, E-4/85, E-4/85, E-4/86, E-4/86, E-4/87, E-

4/87, E-4/88, E-4/91, E-4/91, E-4/92, E-4/92, E-5/3, E-5/3, E-

5/10, E-5/10, E-5/12, E-5/12, E-5/14, E-5/14, E-5/18, E-5/18, E-

5/19, E-5/19, E-5/21, E-5/21, E-5/29, E-4/87, E-4/91, E-5/3, E-

5/10, E-5/12, E-5/18, E-5/21, E-5/32

E-5/35, E-4/89, E-4/89, E-4/90, E-

4/90, E-4/93, E-4/93, E-4/94, E-

4/94, E-5/5, E-5/5, E-5/6, E-5/6, E-

5/11, E-5/11, E-5/13, E-5/13, E-

5/15, E-5/15, E-5/16, E-5/16, E-

5/22, E-5/22, E-5/28, E-4/93, E-

4/94, E-5/5, E-5/6, E-5/11, E-5/13, 

E-5/15, E-5/16, E-5/22

E-4/76, E-4/76, E-4/77, E-4/77, E-4/78, E-4/78, E-4/80, E-4/80, 

E-4/81, E-4/81, E-4/82, E-4/82, E-4/83, E-4/83, E-4/84, E-4/84, 

E-5/1, E-5/1, E-5/2, E-5/2, E-5/4, E-5/4, E-5/7, E-5/7, E-5/8, E-

5/8, E-5/9, E-5/9, E-5/1, E-5/2, E-5/4, E-5/7, E-5/8, E-5/9

RR-1812

RR-1813 

REP1-276 

REP1-394 

REP2-086 

REP3-159 

REP3-160 

OFH1 

The farm is directly and severely affected, with four pylons and overhead lines crossing the holding, including alignments over horse paddocks and within approximately 

160 metres of the residential dwelling. These impacts raise serious concerns for residential amenity, equestrian use, farm safety and the continued effective operation of 

the holding. Consistent failure to engage meaningfully with affected landowners. Engagement has largely been routed through land agents (Fisher German), which is 

perceived as a deliberate buffer to avoid direct dialogue. No genuine two‑way discussion has occurred. Consultation is fundamentally flawed and pre‑determined. No 

routing or alignment options were presented, contrary to National Grid’s assertions that consultation complied with the Gunning Principles. Instead, was presented with 

a narrowly defined corridor, indicating that routing decisions had already been taken before consultation commenced. Challenges National Grid’s reliance on the Holford 

Rules to dismiss alternative alignments. National Grid had previously acknowledged, during early project webinars, that the Holford Rules could not be applied rigidly 

along the entire route and that options should still be considered. Despite this, no alternatives were offered in practice. Significant procedural failings in relation to 

environmental and land surveys. Intrusive and non‑intrusive survey licences were signed on the basis that raw data would be provided within agreed timescales, yet 

National Grid repeatedly refused to release this information. Survey data was only provided after sustained pressure, undermining transparency and confidence in the 

assessment process. Failure to provide survey data is considered materially prejudicial, as it prevented them from substantiating requests to move the line away from 

sensitive receptors. This is particularly important because National Grid’s own walkover survey recommended moving the alignment away from the horse paddock, 

which would have supported a less harmful alternative. The Applicant has failed to adequately demonstrate how best and most versatile (BMV) land has been avoided or 

minimised, particularly given earlier project documents which acknowledged soil constraints during route scoping. National Grid’s assertions that there would be no 

significant residual construction noise impacts are challenged. Raise that the Environmental Statement itself identifies a substantial number of sensitive receptors that 

would experience significant adverse noise effects in the absence of mitigation, calling into question the robustness of the Applicant’s conclusions. Applicant’s lack of 

engagement, prolonged uncertainty, failure to consider alternatives, and the prospect of several years of construction noise, dust, disruption and financial stress have 

already caused significant anxiety, contrary to claims that effects on wellbeing are negligible. National Grid has failed to demonstrate that the project is wholly 

independent of public finance considerations, questioning the Applicant’s dismissal of wider public value and funding principles when justifying its approach and choices. 

The cumulative impacts of routing decisions, poor engagement, wide limits of deviation, extensive compulsory acquisition and temporary possession powers, and 

prolonged project timelines are considered to place an unreasonable and distressing burden on affected landowners, with insufficient weight given to site‑specific harm 

minimisation. National Grid has not demonstrated that impacts on residential amenity, agricultural operations, soils, health and wellbeing, and private land interests have 

been reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable level, and that these matters should be afforded significantly greater weight in the planning balance.
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Rupert Edward Mann 5715 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-11/42, A-11/42, A-11/43, A-11/43, A-11/44, A-11/44, A-

11/45, A-11/45, A-11/46, A-11/46, A-11/47, A-11/47, A-

11/48, A-11/48, A-11/50, A-11/50, A-11/52, A-11/52, A-

11/56, A-11/56, A-11/40, A-11/40, A-11/41, A-11/41, A-

11/49, A-11/49, A-11/51, A-11/51, A-11/54, A-11/54, A-

11/55, A-11/55

A-11/39, A-11/39, A-11/53, A-

11/53, A-11/57, A-11/57

A-11/42, A-11/42, A-11/43, A-11/43, A-11/44, A-11/44, A-

11/45, A-11/45, A-11/46, A-11/46, A-11/47, A-11/47, A-

11/48, A-11/48, A-11/50, A-11/50, A-11/52, A-11/52, A-

11/56, A-11/56

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.
Amber

David William Salmon 5741 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-15/17, C-15/17, C-15/18, C-

15/18, C-15/20, C-15/20, C-

15/21, C-15/21, C-15/13, C-

15/16, C-15/16, C-15/22, C-

15/22, C-15/23, C-15/23

C-17/25, C-17/38, C-17/23, C-17/23, C-17/39, C-17/39, C-

17/40, C-17/40, C-17/41, C-17/83, C-17/93, C-17/93, C-

17/133

C-17/44, C-17/44, C-17/75, C-

17/75, C-17/95, C-17/95, C-

17/107, C-17/107, C-17/51, C-

17/51, C-17/112, C-17/112, C-

17/113, C-17/136, C-15/24, C-

15/24, C-15/25, C-15/27

C-17/25, C-17/38 RR-0834 

RR-3595

REP1-280 

REP1-328

Project would place pylons (TB013 and TB014) on their farmland in Ardleigh and introduce a permanent EACN access road and temporary/shared haul roads close to Hall 

Farm House in Little Bromley. The scheme would cause severe and long‑term harm to the East Anglian landscape and rural character. Although additional electricity grid 

capacity for renewable energy is accepted in principle, the inland location of the EACN and associated pylon route is considered fundamentally flawed. Viable 

alternatives—such as an offshore grid or a coastal EACN—have not been properly assessed. The EACN will act as a magnet for multiple third‑party schemes (e.g. North 

Falls, Five Estuaries wind farms and the Tarchon interconnector), each bringing additional pylons, substations, access roads and construction impacts. These projects are 

progressing independently, leading to significant cumulative effects that have not been adequately assessed, potentially resulting in decades of near‑continuous 

construction in the Tendring area. A coordinated strategy is requested, such as a single consolidated route or coastal connection point for third‑party connections, to 

reduce cumulative harm. Pylons TB013 and TB014 would be located on productive agricultural land, adversely affecting farming operations and land value. There are 

serious concerns regarding the oversailing of a reservoir used for both irrigation and a commercially let angling enterprise. The consultation process is criticised as 

misleading and inconsistent, particularly where National Grid initially downplayed impacts on angling, later stating that angling would effectively be precluded. 

Oversailing could lead to the closure of the angling club, causing permanent financial loss and loss of future use, for which compensation would be required. The pylon 

locations would split fields, rendering parts of them unsuitable for irrigated root crops and significantly disrupting efficient farm management. Re‑siting pylons closer to 

field boundaries or the reservoir edge is requested to reduce agricultural impacts. The proposed permanent access road between Ardleigh Road and Bentley Road would 

cut through the objector’s land, but details remain unclear and contradictory. The access road’s existence was previously denied in meetings, followed by inconsistent 

and confusing information once formally consulted upon. Successive route changes have increased land sterilisation and worsened impacts on farm operations. There is 

still uncertainty over whether the road would be a permanent fenced land take or an easement, with serious implications for access, drainage and field viability. In 

addition to the permanent access road, a temporary or shared wind farm haul road is proposed, meaning the property could be dissected by two separate haul roads. 

Hall Farm House would be located approximately 100–150m from the temporary/shared haul road and around 500m from the EACN access road, resulting in significant 

noise, dust and visual intrusion in an otherwise quiet rural location. The combined and overlapping construction activities would severely disrupt harvesting, irrigation 

and drainage systems and increase delays and costs to farming operations. There is no clarity on responsibility for drainage, land reinstatement, site management, or 

compensation, particularly where multiple organisations use the same haul roads. The cumulative impacts of at least three major infrastructure projects operating 

concurrently or sequentially have not been properly assessed. A single organisation should take responsibility for construction management and land impacts to ensure 

consistency. A site visit to Hall Farm is requested to properly understand the cumulative impacts of the proposals.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Latest meeting held 

20th April, next 

meeting planned for 

13th May.

Amber

Terence John Apps 5771 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

D-2/38, D-2/38 RR-3609 REP1-481 Pylon and haul road proposed immediately adjacent to the dwelling, effectively within the rear garden/equestrian field. Field is registered equestrian land, used for 

grazing and exercising a pony; development would make it unsafe and unfit for its lawful use. Severe residential amenity harm: dominant visual impact, loss of privacy, 

noise, dust and prolonged disturbance from construction and haul road activity. Property devaluation due to proximity of high‑voltage infrastructure. Ecological harm to 

established pasture, wildlife habitat, soils and drainage, with no adequate site‑specific assessment. Animal welfare, safety and health concerns, including EMF exposure 

risks and construction-related hazards. Construction impacts inadequately mitigated (traffic, vibration, security, boundary damage, flooding/soil degradation). Failure to 

properly assess alternatives, including rerouting or undergrounding away from residential and equestrian land, contrary to stated avoidance principles. Inadequate 

consultation, with generic materials and insufficient property‑specific engagement. Cumulative and irreversible harm to rural landscape character. A legally buried horse 

is located within the affected field close to the proposed pylon/haul road alignment. Disturbance would raise DEFRA animal by‑product and groundwater protection 

issues and cause significant personal distress. Request that the burial site is formally recorded as a design constraint and avoided through alignment changes. Request 

for Removal of the pylon from this location and rerouting or undergrounding through non‑residential land.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 26th 

March to discuss 

HOTs and project. 

Awaiting confirmation 

of next meeting. 

Amber

Nicholas William Beesley 5856 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

B-16/77, B-16/78, B-16/79, B-16/82, B-16/100, B-16/101, B-

16/102, B-16/103, B-16/104, B-17/3, B-16/91, B-16/95, B-

16/98, B-16/80, B-16/85, B-16/92, B-16/93, B-16/96, B-16/97, 

B-16/105

B-16/90, B-16/99, B-16/130, B-

16/134, B-16/84, B-16/86, B-

16/94

B-16/77, B-16/78, B-16/79, B-16/82, B-16/100, B-16/101, B-

16/102, B-16/103, B-16/104, B-17/3

B-16/91, B-16/95, B-16/98, B-

16/90, B-16/99, B-16/130, B-

16/134

RR-2694 Severe and irreversible harm to the countryside, landscape character, and valued views of woodland and rural scenery. Concern about the need to identify ownership of, 

and seek access to, their front and back garden, questioning the necessity and implications for property rights and privacy. Rights of way would be affected and that 

construction would cause major disruption to their peaceful way of life, with impacts extending to the wider local community. Significant environmental concerns, 

including damage to mature trees, wildlife habitats, and long‑established ecosystems, resulting in unacceptable biodiversity loss. Overhead pylons represent an 

unmitigable visual intrusion and long‑term eyesore. Less harmful alternatives exist, including underground HVDC cabling, offshore solutions, and upgrades to the existing 

electricity grid. Support for the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Category 2 landowner

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

James Victor Chave Nainby-

Luxmoore
5867 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-17/83, B-17/87, B-17/91, B-17/95, B-17/98, B-17/100, B-

17/102, B-17/102, B-17/103, B-17/103, B-17/105, B-17/112, 

B-17/112, B-17/113, B-17/113, B-17/48, B-17/49, B-17/50, B-

17/52, B-17/63, B-17/64, B-17/65, B-17/67, B-17/85, B-17/72, 

B-17/73, B-17/39, B-17/39, B-17/54, B-17/70

B-17/55, B-17/59, B-17/59, B-

17/60, B-17/60, B-17/58, B-17/61, 

B-17/62, B-17/66, B-17/76

B-17/83, B-17/87, B-17/91, B-17/95, B-17/98, B-17/100, B-

17/102, B-17/102, B-17/103, B-17/103, B-17/105, B-17/112, 

B-17/112, B-17/113, B-17/113, B-17/48, B-17/49, B-17/50, B-

17/52, B-17/63, B-17/64, B-17/65, B-17/67, B-17/85

B-17/72, B-17/73, B-17/39, B-

17/39, B-17/55, B-17/59, B-17/59, 

B-17/60, B-17/60

RR-1571 OFH1 Three pylons would be located within approximately 100–150 metres of home and National Grid intends to use and potentially close  private drive, which is only means 

of access. National Grid repeatedly refused to provide siting details for pylons (including RG192 and RG193), asserting they were not an “interested party” despite the 

track crossing their land and the likelihood of compulsory acquisition of rights over the drive or potentially the property itself. National Grid and its representatives were 

misleading, relied on predetermined scripts rather than genuine dialogue, and failed to conduct meaningful consultation. National Grid has ignored legal and policy 

requirements, refused to consider reasonable alternatives, and failed to properly assess or cost options such as undergrounding, offshore or HVDC routing.  The scheme 

is pre‑determined, with inaccurate costings and timescales, and work has already commenced elsewhere without proper justification. Severe environmental impacts - 

the proposals would devastate a 17‑acre wildlife-rich property and surrounding countryside used by the public, supporting numerous bird species and mammals that the 

objector believes would be displaced or lost. Loss of access, property and land rights impacts, lack of transparency, inadequate consultation, failure to assess 

alternatives, and significant harm to wildlife, landscape and rural communities.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Further information 

provided to the AP 

13th Feb 26 and an 

offer to meet to 

disscuss the Project.

Following no response 

a further offer to meet 

was made 20th April 

26. 

Amber

John Mather 5872 Freehold, Occupation, Restrictive 

Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

C-11/61, C-11/61, C-11/63, C-11/63, C-11/64, C-11/64, C-

11/62, C-11/62, C-11/76, C-11/76, C-11/77, C-11/62a, C-

11/62a, C-11/64, C-11/62, C-11/76, C-11/66, C-11/66, C-

11/67, C-11/67, C-11/67

C-11/69, C-11/69, C-11/73, C-

11/73, C-11/74, C-11/74, C-11/69, 

C-11/74

C-11/61, C-11/61, C-11/63, C-11/63, C-11/64, C-11/64, C-

11/62, C-11/62, C-11/76, C-11/76, C-11/77, C-11/62a, C-

11/62a, C-11/64, C-11/62, C-11/76

RR-1252 REP1-355 Request a site visit in connection with impact of the project and the unsuitability of the site for laying of cables. Had not received any specification for the work showing 

how it is going to be achieved. Consultation has been inadequate and legally deficient since 2022, with representations ignored and no meaningful alternatives 

presented. targeted consultation (February 2025) affecting Hill House and land parcel OS 1242 was never received, despite expanding the draft Order limits over the 

land. No explanation was provided. Survey results from licensed non-intrusive surveys (April 2024) were never shared. National Grid failed to consult on, or justify, a 

change from previously indicated trenchless cabling (2023) to trenched cabling across OS 1242, despite earlier recognition that trenchless methods were required at the 

Black Brook crossing. Strong support for alternatives not properly assessed, including: a fully integrated offshore grid, HVDC connection from Norwich to Tilbury 

(underground or subsea), with fewer cables, narrower working width, and lower cost and risk and reconductoring the existing grid using TS Conductors. Significant harm 

is predicted to the Dedham Vale AONB, its tranquillity, landscape quality, biodiversity, heritage assets and public enjoyment. Prolonged construction, haul roads, lighting, 

noise and traffic would cause lasting landscape damage and loss of tranquillity. Adverse impacts are identified on ecology, farming, tourism, drainage, soil structure, and 

public access, with risks of pollution, pests and weeds. Langham would experience major disruption from heavy construction traffic. Trenched cabling through wide 

working swathes would result in widespread tree, habitat and landscape loss. The transition between trenchless sections (River Stour and A12) should logically also be 

trenchless to avoid unnecessary devastation. OS 1242 is a highly sensitive, landscaped site with significant level changes, mature trees and ecological value. Trenched 

cabling would require removal of hundreds of mature trees and extensive earthworks. National Grid has never explained how trenched cabling would be delivered across 

the highly undulating site, particularly in relation to the Black Brook Stream and a high‑pressure gas main to the south. Requests for an engineering site visit were 

refused; a later site meeting provided no technical clarity. The lack of a viable construction methodology renders the application premature. Unresolved questions include 

whether works would require: large-scale levelling of land and removal of spoil, culverting or diverting the Black Brook Stream, or permanent raising of surrounding land 

levels, fundamentally altering the landscape. Severe impacts anticipated during and after construction, including: loss of amenity (noise, dust, pollution), security risks 

from construction activity and haul roads, loss of access to Hill House, with no practical alternative access, potential inability of emergency services to reach the property, 

disruption to utilities, including risk of power cuts, safety concerns from works near an operational high‑pressure gas main, devaluation of the property and difficulties 

selling during construction, insurance, taxation and valuation concerns and impacts on wildlife, biodiversity, drainage, soil structure, and potential EMF and signal 

interference effects.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent on 6th May to 

discuss HOTs, next 

meeting to be held on 

13th May. 

Amber

Jayne Bridget Marshall 5883 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-13/85, C-13/85, C-13/88, C-13/88, C-13/102, C-13/102, C-

13/159, C-13/159, C-13/169, C-13/83, C-13/83, C-13/86, C-

13/86, C-13/101, C-13/101, C-13/117, C-13/117, C-13/121, C-

13/122, C-13/122, C-13/126, C-13/137, C-13/141, C-13/141, 

C-13/144, C-13/144, C-13/146, C-13/157, C-13/158, C-

13/158, C-13/56a, C-13/78a, C-13/55, C-13/55, C-13/58, C-

13/58, C-13/62, C-13/62, C-13/66, C-13/66, C-13/71, C-13/71, 

C-13/75, C-13/75, C-13/79, C-13/79, C-13/106, C-13/106, C-

13/109, C-13/109, C-13/160, C-13/160, C-13/164, C-13/164, 

C-13/166, C-13/167, C-13/171, C-13/59, C-13/59, C-13/72, C-

13/72, C-13/81, C-13/81, C-13/82, C-13/82, C-13/90, C-13/94, 

C-13/94, C-13/98, C-13/99, C-13/100, C-13/103, C-13/103, C-

13/110, C-13/110, C-13/127, C-13/138, C-13/148, C-13/148, 

C-13/150, C-13/154, C-13/162, C-13/163, C-13/163, C-

13/170, C-13/174, C-13/176, C-13/41a, C-13/42a, C-13/77a

C-13/61, C-13/61, C-13/73, C-

13/73, C-13/80, C-13/80, C-13/93, 

C-13/93, C-13/123, C-13/123, C-

13/53

C-13/85, C-13/85, C-13/88, C-13/88, C-13/102, C-13/102, C-

13/159, C-13/159, C-13/169, C-13/83, C-13/83, C-13/86, C-

13/86, C-13/101, C-13/101, C-13/117, C-13/117, C-13/121, C-

13/122, C-13/122, C-13/126, C-13/137, C-13/141, C-13/141, 

C-13/144, C-13/144, C-13/146, C-13/157, C-13/158, C-

13/158, C-13/56a, C-13/78a

RR-1658 REP1-384

REP3-156 

 Installation of overhead high voltage (400,000v) alternating current (HVAC) lines, through family farm, would cause significant destruction and unnecessary harm to 

land, livelihood and well-being. Proposals currently before the Examining Authority fail to identify the best and least harmful alternatives. Have responded to every 

National Grid consultation (non statutory and statutory) and attended most drop-in sessions, but feel that comments and highlighted concerns have been totally ignored 

and that the entire consultation process has been wholly deficient. Presence of 50m high pylons, overhead cables and 200m swathes of underground cabling would 

irreparably damage the agricultural use of land, which is grade 1 quality (less than 3% in the UK) and best most versatile, as is most of the land in the affected area. 

Would see 80% of their prime land irreparably damaged by 200m swathes of underground HVAC cabling works, pylon construction and permanent access areas. Village 

of Ardleigh will lose its rural and historic identity and that tree and hedge-lined country lanes will disappear. Construction and maintenance of overhead pylons require 

heavy vehicles and equipment that will damage narrow rural roads in and around Ardleigh, cause erosion, and increase traffic hazards in communities that will be 

unprepared for such disruption. Removal and fragmentation of hedgerows. Disruption to rural infrastructure is unneccessary and avoidable. Alternatives such as high-

voltage direct current (HVDC) underground cables, offshore coordination, and upgrading the existing grid with the latest technologies offer far less harmful solutions, but 

have not been appropriately considered by National Grid. Negative harmful impact on health and well-being to local residents. Presence of large overhead high-voltage 

lines near homes and farms raises serious concerns about health risks, both physically and mentally. Affected landowners have not been given data from surveys carried 

out on their land and are now being bribed into signing Heads of Terms which are premature. National Grid have failed to provide transparency. National Grid has failed 

to consider cumulative effect on local communities. Risk for food security and national security in terms of defending major infrastructure from terrorist attacks. Object 

to site of EACN. Support Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group and Ardleigh Parish Council's position. Concerned about flooding due to soil compaction. Concerned 

about local road closures and increased traffic. Disruption to local communities. Decimation of ancient hedgerows and trees. Proposed project would be detrimental to 

the ongoing work they are doing as part of the RSPB’s ‘Operation Turtle Dove’ . Concerned about noise and dust pollution. Does not align with Ardleigh Neighbourhood 

Plan, Gunning Principles, Holford and Horlock Rules, The Green Book and 1989 Electricity Act. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting with agent 

held on 20th April, 

next meeting planned 

for 13th May to 

further negotiations. 

Amber

Graham William Moore 5938 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-8/96, A-8/96, A-8/99, A-8/99, A-8/64, A-8/64, A-8/65, A-

8/67, A-8/71, A-8/71, A-8/72, A-8/74, A-8/74, A-8/75, A-8/76, 

A-8/76, A-8/77, A-8/77, A-8/79, A-8/79, A-8/80, A-8/80, A-

8/84, A-8/85, A-8/85, A-8/86, A-8/86, A-8/90, A-8/91, A-8/91, 

A-8/92, A-8/92, A-8/97, A-8/97, A-8/98, A-8/98, A-8/100, A-

8/100, A-8/78, A-8/78, A-8/83, A-8/83

A-8/95, A-8/95, A-8/101, A-8/101, 

A-8/102, A-8/102, A-8/69, A-8/70, 

A-8/70, A-8/89, A-8/89, A-8/93

A-8/96, A-8/96, A-8/99, A-8/99, A-8/64, A-8/64, A-8/65, A-

8/67, A-8/71, A-8/71, A-8/72, A-8/74, A-8/74, A-8/75, A-8/76, 

A-8/76, A-8/77, A-8/77, A-8/79, A-8/79, A-8/80, A-8/80, A-

8/84, A-8/85, A-8/85, A-8/86, A-8/86, A-8/90, A-8/91, A-8/91, 

A-8/92, A-8/92

A-8/94, A-8/94 RR-1299 REP1-453 Richard Prentice

REP1-365

REP2-079

OFH3

Severe and lasting financial harm, threatening the continued viability of small arable and multi‑generation family farms and associated rural businesses. Pylons would be 

routed directly through main productive fields, resulting in permanent loss of agricultural land, long‑term soil damage, and disruption to land drainage, with constraints 

that land may never return to its original condition. Permanent access is being sought across a landowner’s primary growing field to serve a different farm’s pylon, which 

the Applicant has acknowledged is an error. Despite assurances that the mistake would be corrected, it remains unresolved, with later meetings indicating it may no 

longer be addressed due to time pressures in finalising plans. Concerns about proposed construction and access arrangements lasting up to seven years, including 

continuous access through residential driveways and farmyards. This is said to prevent use or alteration of driveways and outbuildings, restrict business growth, and 

halt farm expansion for the duration of the works. The claimed seven‑year access period is unjustified, particularly where existing overhead lines must first be removed, 

and reflects a lack of coordination between National Grid and UK Power Networks, which is reported not to have engaged meaningfully with requests to resolve these 

issues. The approach is characterised as poorly organised and dismissive of locally raised issues, with landowners stating that mistakes and practical concerns identified 

by those with long‑term knowledge of the area have not been properly addressed. Significant residential amenity impacts are identified, including severe visual intrusion 

from large‑scale pylons in flat, open landscapes, operational and noise impacts, reduced flexibility in how farmyards and homes can be used, and substantial devaluation 

of property. Wildlife impacts are highlighted, with concerns for species such as barn owls, bats, badgers and deer, and the degradation and fragmentation of established 

habitats. Aviation safety concerns are raised due to proximity to active airfields and glider flight paths, including Tibenham airfield. Objectors report that emergency 

glider landings have previously occurred on affected land and contend that new pylons would materially increase the risk of serious accidents. Prolonged uncertainty and 

lack of resolution are reported to have caused significant mental health impacts over several years, creating stress, anxiety and a sense of being left without a viable 

future for their farm, business or home.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3.  

Voluntary 

negotiations ongoing 

with agent around 

HOTs, next meeting 

scheduled 13th May 

2026.

Amber

Kim Bradbury 5950 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

A-1/22, A-1/24 A-1/22, A-1/24 RR-2048 Object to private companies filling their boots with taxpayer money by installing the easiest infrastructure at the expense of wildlife and communities. There is evidence 

to show that undergrounding the cables is no more expensive than installing pylons and once the work is complete the countryside will recover quickly. Experience of the 

project so far has been very poor. The land agent involved is incompetent and failed to provide essential information despite a personal visit. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf


Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

John Gordon Rix 6036
Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege, Restrictive Covenant, 

Occupation

Category 1, Category 2

D-3/1, D-3/2, D-3/12, D-3/1, D-

3/1

D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49, D-3/17, D-3/18, D-

3/19, D-3/21, D-3/25, D-3/26, D-2/39, D-2/46, D-2/47, D-

2/55, D-2/60, D-2/60, D-2/61, D-2/61, D-2/62, D-2/62, D-3/6, 

D-3/10, D-3/15, D-3/20, D-3/22, D-3/28, D-1/32, D-1/36, D-

1/36, D-2/60, D-2/60, D-3/10, D-3/10, D-3/15, D-3/15

D-2/50, D-2/56, D-3/11, D-3/13, D-

3/16, D-3/23, D-3/24, D-3/30

D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49, D-3/17, D-3/18, D-

3/19, D-3/21, D-3/25, D-3/26

D-3/14, D-3/8 RR-1807 Directly affected by underground cables, cable sealing end compound Work No. 10 and pylons TB31 to TB34. National Grid have failed to: 1. demonstrate a public need 

which outweighs the affected parties existing interests 2. consider alternative routes 3. consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative technologies 4. 

provide adequate information relating to the safe delivery of the project 5. consider the environmental, ecological, and biodiversity impacts 6. consider the impact on 

soils and biosecurity 7. account for the full impact on private losses 8. consider the impact of the scheme on affected parties mental health 9. consider the impact on the 

landscape and heritage 10. demonstrate they have considered and addressed concerns raised 11. engage professionally and adequately with affected parties 12. fulfil 

their obligation to reach agreements with affected parties as an alternative to utilising compulsory powers. Public benefit does not outweigh the harmful impacts. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Latest meeting held 

20th April, next 

meeting planned for 

13th May.

Amber

Peter Tubby 6120 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-6/49, F-6/52, F-6/52, F-6/57, F-6/57 F-6/49, F-6/52, F-6/52, F-6/57, F-6/57 RR-2929 A scar on the countryside that is avoidable. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Amber

James Andrew Cole 6205 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

H-6/25, H-6/34, H-6/41, H-

6/41, H-6/43, H-6/43, H-6/43, 

H-6/44, H-6/44, H-6/45, H-

6/45, H-6/46, H-6/46, H-6/50, 

H-6/50, H-6/54, H-6/54, H-

6/57, H-6/57, H-6/67, H-6/67, 

H-6/70, H-6/70, H-6/71, H-

6/71, H-6/72, H-6/72, H-6/84, 

H-6/84, H-6/86, H-6/87, H-

6/87, H-6/95, H-6/95, H-6/96, 

H-6/96, H-5/78, H-5/78, H-

5/80, H-5/80, H-5/81, H-5/84, 

H-5/84, H-5/85, H-6/61a, H-

6/61a, H-6/61a, H-6/63a, H-

6/63a, H-6/60a, H-6/60a, H-

6/60a, H-6/71a, H-6/71a, H-

6/71b, H-6/71b, H-6/71c, H-

6/71c, H-6/71d, H-6/71d, H-

6/71e, H-6/71e, H-6/84a, H-

6/84a, H-6/84b, H-6/84b, H-

6/84c, H-6/84c, H-6/71f, H-

6/71f, H-6/84d, H-6/84d, H-

6/71g, H-6/71g, H-6/84e, H-

6/84e, H-5/75a, H-5/75a, H-

5/75c, H-5/75c

H-2/29, H-2/29, H-2/30, H-2/30, H-2/31, H-2/31, H-2/32, H-

2/32, H-2/33, H-2/33, H-2/36, H-2/36, H-2/37, H-2/37, H-4/2, 

H-4/2, H-4/3, H-4/3, H-4/5, H-4/5, H-4/7, H-4/7, H-4/10, H-

4/10, H-3/5, H-3/5, H-3/9, H-3/9, H-3/10, H-3/10, H-3/13, H-

3/13, H-3/14, H-3/14, H-3/15, H-3/15, H-3/16, H-3/16, H-

3/17, H-3/17, H-3/18, H-3/18, H-3/19, H-3/19, H-3/20, H-

3/20, H-3/21, H-3/21, H-3/30, H-3/30, H-3/31, H-3/31, H-

3/32, H-3/32, H-3/39, H-3/39, H-3/42, H-3/42, H-3/43, H-

3/43, H-3/46, H-3/46, H-3/49, H-3/49, H-3/50, H-3/50, H-

3/52, H-3/52, H-3/53, H-3/53, H-3/54, H-3/54, H-3/55, H-

3/55, H-3/58, H-3/58, H-7/56, H-7/56, H-7/56, H-7/68, H-

7/68, H-7/68, H-3/61, H-3/61, H-3/62, H-3/62, H-6/65, H-

6/65, H-6/74, H-6/75, H-6/75, H-6/75, H-6/76, H-6/76, H-

6/88, H-6/88, H-6/90, H-6/90, H-6/99, H-6/99, H-6/101, H-

6/101, H-6/104, H-6/104, H-7/72, H-7/72, H-7/72, H-7/73, H-

7/73, H-7/74, H-7/88, H-7/90, H-7/90, H-7/94, H-7/94, H-

7/101, H-7/101, H-7/101, H-7/134, H-4/1, H-4/1, H-4/4, H-

4/4, H-4/6, H-4/6, H-4/9, H-4/9, H-4/12, H-4/12, H-4/13, H-

4/13, H-5/68, H-5/68, H-5/72, H-5/72, H-5/75, H-5/75, H-

5/77, H-5/77, H-5/82, H-5/82, H-5/86, H-5/88, H-5/90, H-

5/90, H-5/94, H-5/94, H-5/101, H-5/101, H-5/111, H-5/111, H-

5/113, H-5/113, H-5/114, H-5/114, H-5/118, H-5/118, H-

5/120, H-5/120, H-5/121, H-3/3, H-3/3, H-3/7, H-3/7, H-3/12, 

H-3/12, H-3/22, H-3/22, H-3/24, H-3/24, H-3/25, H-3/25, H-

3/26, H-3/26, H-3/27, H-3/27, H-3/28, H-3/35, H-3/35, H-

3/37, H-3/37, H-3/38, H-3/38, H-3/40, H-3/40, H-3/44, H-

3/44, H-3/45, H-3/45, H-3/47, H-3/47, H-3/51, H-3/51, H-

2/40, H-2/40, H-5/75b, H-5/75b

H-2/28, H-2/28, H-2/34, H-2/34, H-

2/35, H-2/35, H-2/38, H-2/38, H-

6/47, H-6/47, H-6/52, H-6/52, H-

6/56, H-6/56, H-6/58, H-6/58, H-

6/59, H-6/59, H-6/60, H-6/60, H-

6/60, H-6/61, H-6/61, H-6/61, H-

6/63, H-6/63, H-6/66, H-6/66, H-

6/73, H-6/73, H-6/77, H-6/77, H-

6/81, H-6/82, H-6/82, H-6/83, H-

6/83, H-6/83, H-6/89, H-6/89, H-

6/91, H-6/91, H-6/102, H-6/102, 

H-6/103, H-6/103, H-7/17, H-

7/17, H-7/17, H-7/140, H-7/141, 

H-7/141, H-7/141, H-4/8, H-4/8, H-

4/11, H-4/11, H-5/92, H-5/98, H-

5/98, H-5/103, H-5/103, H-5/117, 

H-5/117, H-5/124, H-3/4, H-3/4, H-

3/11, H-3/11, H-3/23, H-3/23, H-

3/34, H-3/36, H-3/36, H-3/41, H-

3/41, H-3/48, H-3/48, H-3/59, H-

3/59, H-2/39, H-2/39, H-2/41, H-

2/41, H-2/43, H-2/44, H-2/44, H-

2/48, H-2/50, H-2/51, H-2/51

H-2/29, H-2/29, H-2/30, H-2/30, H-2/31, H-2/31, H-2/32, H-

2/32, H-2/33, H-2/33, H-2/36, H-2/36, H-2/37, H-2/37, H-4/2, 

H-4/2, H-4/3, H-4/3, H-4/5, H-4/5, H-4/7, H-4/7, H-4/10, H-

4/10, H-3/5, H-3/5, H-3/9, H-3/9, H-3/10, H-3/10, H-3/13, H-

3/13, H-3/14, H-3/14, H-3/15, H-3/15, H-3/16, H-3/16, H-

3/17, H-3/17, H-3/18, H-3/18, H-3/19, H-3/19, H-3/20, H-

3/20, H-3/21, H-3/21, H-3/30, H-3/30, H-3/31, H-3/31, H-

3/32, H-3/32, H-3/39, H-3/39, H-3/42, H-3/42, H-3/43, H-

3/43, H-3/46, H-3/46, H-3/49, H-3/49, H-3/50, H-3/50, H-

3/52, H-3/52, H-3/53, H-3/53, H-3/54, H-3/54, H-3/55, H-

3/55, H-3/58, H-3/58

H-6/49, H-6/49, H-3/33, H-3/33, H-

2/42, H-2/42, H-2/49, H-2/49, H-

7/17a, H-7/17a, H-7/17a

RR-3629 REP1-484 

Adverse impacts on landholdings, property interests, business continuity and long‑term agricultural integrity. Cole Family engaged with all statutory and non‑statutory 

consultations in 2022, 2024 and 2025, and attended meetings with NGET and its agent (Fisher German). Despite this, their concerns have not been addressed and no 

meaningful progress has been made. Consultation has been untimely, fragmented and ineffective, failing to meet the standards required by the Planning Act 2008. 

Fundamental questions on construction scale, duration, phasing and practical land impacts remain unanswered. Updated information was routinely issued shortly 

before deadlines, preventing informed participation and preparation of representations. Temporary cable diversions and compounds are proposed on land subject to a 

legally binding Option Agreement for residential development, contributing to Thurrock’s housing supply. The Applicant was informed during the 2024 consultation but 

failed to assess this constraint or explore reasonable alternatives, risking: compromised viability and deliverability of the housing scheme, delay or loss of housing 

delivery, significant and direct financial harm to the Cole Family. This failure demonstrates non‑compliance with DCO guidance on avoiding conflicts with planned 

development. The Applicant invited and received a change request to relocate TB245 to reduce land impacts. No confirmation of consideration or justification for 

rejection has been provided, preventing transparency and demonstrating inadequate assessment of alternatives. The Applicant has not communicated through agreed 

channels, resulting in inconsistent, delayed and unclear information. There is insufficient detail on: rights sought (only generic Heads of Terms provided), enabling works 

and utilities diversions and voluntary easement negotiations, which have been presented on a “take it or leave it” basis. This undermines any justification for compulsory 

acquisition. The Applicant has failed to provide evidence‑based soil management plans, creating risks of compaction, drainage damage and long‑term soil degradation. 

Dust and airborne contaminants pose serious risks to high‑value, unprocessed food crops, potentially resulting in loss of contracts, financial damage and regulatory 

exposure. The Applicant should provide robust mitigation and fully indemnify the Cole Family. Objection is raised to the proposed compulsory acquisition of land 

intended to replace environmental mitigation lost from the Lower Thames Crossing DCO, without evidence that equivalent environmental principles, functionality or 

habitat connectivity will be achieved. The Order Limits affect a significant proportion of the Cole Family’s agricultural land. Prolonged multi‑season construction will 

disrupt access, cropping rotations, machinery movements and drainage networks, reduce productivity and cause long‑term harm to the viability of the farming 

businesses. These impacts have not been properly assessed. The Applicant has not demonstrated that rights cannot be acquired by reasonable agreement or that 

compulsory acquisition powers are proportionate or necessary.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting held with 

agent on 05/05 to 

discuss HoT terms and 

clauses

Amber

Claire Monica Oxley Fisher 6234 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

E-6/46, E-6/47 E-5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, 

E-6/15, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-6/16, E-5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, E-5/59, 

E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/94, 

E-5/95, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-5/113, 

E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/114, H-4/38, H-4/70, E-6/15, E-6/15, E-

6/16, E-6/16, E-6/17, E-6/18, E-6/21, E-6/23, E-6/27, E-6/30, E-

5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, E-

5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, E-5/59, E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/71, E-

5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-

5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-5/113, E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/114, 

E-5/33, E-5/33, E-5/41, E-5/41, E-5/44, E-5/44, E-6/1, E-6/1, E-

6/2, E-6/2, E-6/9, E-6/9, E-6/10, E-6/10, E-5/52, E-5/52, E-

5/57, E-5/57, E-5/58, E-5/58, E-5/60, E-5/60, E-5/61, E-5/61, E-

5/66, E-5/66, E-5/69, E-5/69, E-5/75, E-5/75, E-5/92, E-5/92, E-

5/93, E-5/93, E-5/98, E-5/98, E-5/100, E-5/100, E-5/102, E-

5/102, E-5/105, E-5/105, E-5/106, E-5/106, E-5/108, E-5/108, 

E-5/110, E-5/110, E-6/1, E-6/1, E-6/2, E-6/2, E-6/9, E-6/9, E-

6/10, E-6/10, E-6/19, E-6/20, E-6/22, E-6/25, E-6/28, E-6/29, E-

6/37, E-6/41, E-6/44, E-6/53, E-5/33, E-5/33, E-5/41, E-5/41, E-

5/44, E-5/44, E-5/52, E-5/52, E-5/57, E-5/57, E-5/60, E-5/60, E-

5/66, E-5/66, E-5/69, E-5/69, E-5/75, E-5/75, E-5/92, E-5/92, E-

5/93, E-5/93, E-5/98, E-5/98, E-5/100, E-5/100, E-5/102, E-

5/102, E-5/105, E-5/105, E-5/106, E-5/106, E-5/108, E-5/108, 

E-5/110, E-5/110

E-6/3, E-6/3, E-6/4, E-6/4, E-6/5, E-

6/5, E-6/6, E-6/6, E-6/8, E-6/8, E-

6/11, E-6/11, E-6/12, E-6/12, E-

6/13, E-6/13, E-5/50, E-5/50, E-

5/51, E-5/51, E-5/56, E-5/56, E-

5/62, E-5/62, E-5/65, E-5/65, E-

5/68, E-5/68, E-5/70, E-5/70, E-

5/81, E-5/86, E-5/86, E-5/96, E-

5/96, E-5/99, E-5/99, E-5/101, E-

5/101, E-5/104, E-5/104, E-5/111, 

E-5/111, E-5/116, E-5/116, E-

5/118, E-5/118, E-5/121, E-5/121, 

E-6/3, E-6/3, E-6/4, E-6/4, E-6/5, E-

6/5, E-6/6, E-6/6, E-6/8, E-6/8, E-

6/11, E-6/11, E-6/12, E-6/12, E-

6/13, E-6/13, E-6/24, E-6/26, E-

6/33, E-6/34, E-6/45, E-5/50, E-

5/50, E-5/51, E-5/51, E-5/56, E-

5/56, E-5/65, E-5/65, E-5/68, E-

5/68, E-5/70, E-5/70, E-5/86, E-

5/86, E-5/96, E-5/96, E-5/99, E-

5/99, E-5/101, E-5/101, E-5/104, E-

5/104, E-5/111, E-5/111, E-5/116, 

E-5/116, E-5/118, E-5/118, E-

5/121, E-5/121

E-5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, 

E-6/15, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-6/16, E-5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, E-5/59, 

E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/94, 

E-5/95, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-5/113, 

E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/114, H-4/38, H-4/70, E-6/15, E-6/15, E-

6/16, E-6/16, E-6/17, E-6/18, E-6/21, E-6/23, E-6/27, E-6/30, E-

5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, E-

5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, E-5/59, E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/71, E-

5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-

5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-5/113, E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/114

E-5/89, E-5/89, E-5/119, E-5/119, 

H-4/72, E-5/119, E-5/119

Excessive concentration of infrastructure

The proposal would introduce approximately 16 pylons, including two underground tunnel sections, between White Notley and Fairstead, resulting in an unacceptable 

level of infrastructure in a single locality.

Failure to consider consultation responses

Detailed submissions were made during consultations, but no changes have been made to the scheme and no explanation has been provided as to why these 

representations were disregarded.

Inadequate route inspection and assessment

The route inspection undertaken did not properly assess this section of the route, with inspections carried out only from a vehicle and failing to consider on-the-ground 

impacts.

Lack of meaningful engagement

The approach to consultation gives the impression that representations have been ignored and that objections have not been genuinely considered.

Inappropriate routing strategy

The transmission of electricity to London could be achieved through less harmful means, including offshore routes or connection to the disused Bradwell-on-Sea power 

station.

Failure to consider underground alternatives

High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) underground cabling has not been adequately considered as an alternative to overhead pylons, despite offering significantly reduced 

landscape and community impacts.

Support for wider community objections

The objector supports the concerns raised by the Essex Suffolk Pylons action group regarding the overall approach, routing, and technology selection for the scheme.

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 18th 

March 2024   

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 5th 

July 2025   

Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

HoTs meeting 

confirmed with agent 

(Grace Gardiner) 15th 

January 2026   

HoTs discussion held 

in 24th February 2026 

(At Whirledge & Nott 

office)    

-     V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026 

Amber

Annette Elsa Redgrave 6268 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62, D-7/1, D-7/1, D-7/3, D-7/2, D-7/4, D-7/8, D-7/9, 

D-6/39, D-6/43, D-6/55

D-7/5, D-6/59, D-6/61, D-6/63, D-

6/65

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62

RR-0273 The consultation was framed around 50 m high pylons as the only option, limiting discussion to minor route adjustments rather than genuine alternatives.Overhead 

pylons are visually intrusive, reduce amenity, devalue property, and remain in place indefinitely. Offshore cabling to Tilbury or undergrounding on land are technically 

feasible, as evidenced by proposed underground sections through Dedham Vale AONB and near Great Horkesley. The claim that pylons are cheapest is disputed, with no 

proper account taken of: faster delivery and reduced opposition from undergrounding, financial losses to landowners (including significant property devaluation) and 

long-term maintenance costs and vulnerability of overhead lines to increasingly severe storms. National infrastructure should be funded collectively, not 

disproportionately at the expense of affected landowners. In Aldham (near Colchester), the pylon route would dominate the Colne Valley—a valued landscape 

comparable to the Dedham Vale, used extensively for recreation and characterised by historic villages. Pylons placed along ridge tops would be visible for miles, 

overwhelming views and harming landscape character. As with Dedham Vale, undergrounding is considered the appropriate solution for the Colne Valley. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Engagement on the 

11th May to continue 

negotiations. 

Amber
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Jane Hannah Porch 6299 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-11/1, B-11/1, B-10/75, B-10/75 B-10/74, B-10/74, B-10/78, B-

10/78, B-10/80, B-10/80

B-10/76, B-10/76, B-10/77, B-

10/77

REP1-302

REP1-227

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

David John Mason 6332 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

C-14/39, C-14/63, C-14/21, C-14/23, C-14/34, C-14/35, C-

14/40, C-14/59, C-14/65, C-14/8, C-14/12, C-14/30, C-14/22, 

C-14/31, C-14/32, C-14/33, C-14/37, C-14/44, C-13/175, C-

13/181, C-13/182

C-14/5, C-14/25 C-14/39, C-14/63, C-14/21, C-14/23, C-14/34, C-14/35, C-

14/40, C-14/59, C-14/65

RR-0800 Acknowledges the need for new electricity transmission infrastructure to support offshore wind and reduce CO₂ emissions. Strongly objects to the proposed 159km 

overground pylon route, describing it as unnecessarily destructive, outdated (50m high mid‑20th‑century technology), and inappropriate for long‑term energy needs. 

Argues that offshore transmission (HVDC offshore “mains”) would provide a more direct, less harmful route to deliver power to London and the East Midlands, 

eliminating the need for a north–south route through East Anglia. Questions why existing infrastructure (e.g. Bradwell pylons) cannot be upgraded, and why more 

northerly wind farms cannot connect closer to Norwich or King’s Lynn. Suggests wind farm developers (North Falls and Five Estuaries) have not freely chosen Ardleigh as 

a connection point and would prefer alternatives such as Sealink. Objects to the siting of a new greenfield substation, arguing brownfield sites (e.g. Bradwell or 

redundant gas power stations in East Anglia) should be prioritised, particularly given programme urgency. Considers the proposal a short‑term “sticking plaster” rather 

than a coherent national strategic solution to offshore wind transmission. Preferred alternatives include offshore transmission network along the East Coast with 

multiple wind farm connections, upgrading existing transmission routes before creating new ones, use of underground HVDC cabling where new lines are required and 

locating substations/connectors on coastal brownfield sites. Ardleigh is disproportionately affected, becoming a hub for multiple connector routes “like spokes of a 

wheel” serving NG, Tarchon, Five Estuaries and North Falls, with potential for further schemes. In addition to a 21‑pylon route, at least three separate HVAC cable routes 

would require trenches up to 120m wide, causing severe environmental and landscape damage.

Significant construction impacts over an estimated at least four years, including:

 Around 400 daily HGV movements for National Grid alone, plus additional traffic from other developers. New access roads, compounds and heavy equipment in a rural 

area with narrow lanes. Anticipated effects include traffic congestion, noise, dust, pollution, and associated health and wellbeing impacts. Long‑term harm includes 

permanent visual intrusion from pylons and the substation, potential transformer noise, loss of farmland, damage to habitats, heritage assets, recreation and amenity 

areas. The substation is viewed as likely to become a future focus for additional energy infrastructure (e.g. battery storage). home is within 1km of the proposed 

substation and approximately 300m from the pylon route and cable works, resulting in severe direct impacts. Construction phase impacts include extreme noise, dust, 

light pollution and traffic, effectively placing the household within an industrial construction zone. Significant uncertainty over construction sequencing and duration, 

with concerns it could extend for many years or over a decade due to overlapping works by multiple developers. Local road disruption would severely restrict access to 

nearby towns (Harwich, Clacton, Colchester) and rural villages. Closure of nearby public footpaths would remove access to local countryside and recreational walking. 

Long‑term impacts expected from transformer hum, security lighting, ongoing traffic and maintenance activity. Anticipates loss of property value, limiting future housing 

options in retirement and potentially leaving them unable to sell. While supportive of renewable energy and having invested personally (EV, electric heating), the objector 

cannot understand why Ardleigh is chosen when offshore alternatives would affect fewer people and less environment.
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Trevor George Musk 6377 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-13/29, A-13/29, A-13/31, A-13/31, A-13/34, A-13/34, A-

13/30, A-13/30, A-13/32, A-13/32

A-13/29, A-13/29, A-13/31, A-13/31, A-13/34, A-13/34 REP1-453 - Richard Prentice Numerous requests have been made (via Fisher German) to relocate pylons short distances (e.g. to field corners or boundaries) to reduce operational and long‑term 

farm impacts. Contrary to the Applicant’s hearing statements, no direct feedback or explanations have been provided on whether such requests can or cannot be 

accommodated. Fisher German are commended for engagement, but are said to be operating without instructions or feedback from the Applicant. Attempts to engage 

directly with the Applicant have not been successful. Generic Heads of Terms issued in 2025 were inadequate for affected landowners.

Feedback was provided in Autumn 2025, with a follow‑up meeting in January 2026, but it remains unclear whether any revisions will be accepted. Landowners are 

unwilling to sign Heads of Terms ahead of the DCO decision without a clear benefit, and may instead rely on statutory compensation provisions. Concern expressed that 

the Applicant lacks incentive to negotiate prior to consent, given the expectation of acquiring statutory powers post‑decision. Many landowners are also affected by the 

diversion or re‑routing of existing UK Power Networks infrastructure (poles and wires). At the time of submission, no engagement had taken place with UKPN, leaving 

landowners uncertain about works, timing, and impacts. This is considered unacceptable given the stated intention for construction to commence in 2027, with some 

UKPN works required in advance. Submits that landowner engagement has been inadequate, mitigation requests have not been transparently considered, commercial 

negotiations are stalled, and there is a lack of coordinated planning for associated utility works, all of which exacerbate uncertainty and impact for affected landowners.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Elizabeth Anne Apps 6408 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

D-2/38, D-2/38 Inappropriate siting of pylon adjacent to a dwelling

The proposed pylon would be located immediately next to a residential property and effectively within a rear garden/equestrian field, representing an unsuitable and 

incompatible location for industrial‑scale infrastructure.

Conflict with established equestrian land use

The affected field is registered and used as equestrian pasture, not agricultural land. The pylon and haul road would make the land unsafe and unviable for lawful 

equestrian use, creating a clear land‑use conflict.

Severe loss of residential amenity

The pylon would dominate views from the house and garden, causing significant visual intrusion, loss of privacy, and erosion of rural character. The associated haul road 

would further introduce prolonged noise, dust and disturbance.

Unacceptable construction impacts

Construction would result in heavy vehicle movements, noise, vibration, dust, loss of privacy, security concerns, and potential damage to ground stability, drainage and 

boundary structures, with no clear mitigation proposed.

Property devaluation and financial loss

The proximity of a high‑voltage pylon and overhead lines would significantly reduce property value and marketability, resulting in uncompensated private loss.

Environmental and ecological harm

The pasture currently provides habitat for wildlife. The pylon and haul road would cause habitat loss, soil compaction, drainage disruption, and long‑term ecological 

degradation, without adequate site‑specific ecological assessment.

Animal welfare concerns

The loss of grazing land and proximity of high‑voltage infrastructure raise animal welfare and safety concerns for equestrian use, including risks associated with EMFs, 

physical hazards, and disturbance.

Health and safety concerns

Close residential proximity to high‑voltage infrastructure gives rise to concerns relating to EMF exposure, personal safety, and increased risk arising from construction 

activity and haul road access.

Failure to consider less harmful alternatives

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held 26th 

March to discuss 

HOTs and project. 

Awaiting confirmation 

of next meeting. 

Amber

Robert Andrew Day 6432 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-12/87, C-12/87 RR-3098 Pylons will decimate the whole area. Other options such as HVDC and offshoring have been ignored. Will mean living in a construction site for years and road closures. 

Impact on historic and natural beauty. 
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Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Clive Drewry 6634 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-11/27, A-11/28, A-11/28 A-11/14 RR-0669 REP1-318 

REP2-074 

OFH1 

Exposure to electromagnetic radiation, reduced land value, wildlife disruption, potential property damage, tree damage. Alternative routes are available and integrated 

offshore grid is a viable alternative. No mention of concerns regarding apiary within 'applicants response to the open floor hearings' report and landowner has not been 

contacted. No site visit has happened.  Route goes diagonally across land from northeast to southwest, then travels further west. Had meeting with Fisher German to ask 

whether possible to move the route to the neighbouring field but have had no response in writing. National Grid are not interested in having a dialogue or finding the best 

route. 

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-
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Alan Leslie Holmes 6669 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

A-11/7, A-11/15, A-11/25, A-11/31 A-11/12, A-11/18, A-11/23, A-

11/26, A-11/29, A-11/30

A-11/13 RR-0052 Objects to the proposal and supports the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons Action Group. Argues consultation has been legally deficient since 2022, with no meaningful 

engagement and no credible alternatives presented by National Grid. Claims the project has not complied with Treasury Green Book requirements to appraise all 

reasonable options with full lifetime costs. Only overhead AC pylons were presented, without transparent assessment of long-term maintenance, repair or 

compensation. Notes National Grid evidence elsewhere (Eastern Green Link) indicating HVDC solutions can have comparable capital costs but significantly lower lifetime 

costs and better performance. Argues the routing fails to apply the Holford Rules rigorously, including avoiding high-amenity landscapes, SSSIs (Shelfanger Meadows), 

and open vistas of East Anglia. Contends that proper application would have favoured offshore or underground HVDC options over overhead pylons. Criticises reliance 

on desk-based assessments in an archaeologically rich area. Calls for comprehensive geophysical surveys and trial trenching for all pylons, haul roads and compounds. 

Identifies a likely medieval moated site close to the proposed route and construction areas. Pylons would cross open, flat countryside on the eastern edge of Shelfanger 

Parish, dominating views over long distances with no realistic scope for mitigation through landscaping or planting. Local access relies on narrow single-track rural roads 

unsuitable for HGVs and essential to farms and businesses. Extended closures or restrictions would severely disrupt daily life. Highlights flood risk at a ford on Heywood 

Road, which can become impassable during heavy rainfall. Numerous farms, homes and rural businesses depend on reliable access. Prolonged construction traffic 

disruption could cause serious financial harm. Route passes close to Shelfanger Meadows SSSI, one of Norfolk’s most important unimproved grasslands. Concerns 

include airborne pollution, hedgerow loss, and impacts on hedgehogs (classified as Vulnerable to Extinction) and bats, all of which are known to be present locally. Raises 

serious concerns about 50m-high pylons in a region with extensive civilian and military low-level flying, including fast jets and helicopters. Argues pylons would present 

significant collision risks with limited opportunity for “see and avoid”, particularly during military training exercises.
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Diana Spencer Tritton 6852 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/25, F-2/26, 

F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/38, F-2/39, 

F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/47, F-2/50, 

F-1/6, F-1/6, F-1/7, F-1/7, F-1/8, F-1/14, F-1/14, F-1/17, F-

1/17, F-1/18, F-1/18, F-1/20, F-1/21, F-1/25, F-1/27, F-1/27, F-

1/28, F-1/32, F-1/32, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/88, E-7/79, E-7/80, F-

3/2, F-3/3, F-2/1, F-2/4, F-2/5, F-2/6, F-2/8, F-2/9, F-2/12, F-

2/13, F-2/18, F-2/23, F-2/29, F-2/35, F-2/51, F-2/53, F-2/55, F-

1/1, F-1/2, F-1/4, F-1/4, F-1/12, F-1/12, F-1/24, F-1/24, F-

1/26, F-1/26, F-1/31, F-1/31, F-1/36, F-1/36, E-7/65, E-7/65, E-

7/68, E-7/68, E-8/24, E-7/85, E-7/85, F-3/2

F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/92, F-3/5, F-

2/2, F-2/3, F-2/7, F-2/10, F-2/19, 

F-2/20, F-2/20, F-2/22, F-2/27, F-

2/28, F-2/30, F-2/52, F-2/54, F-

2/56, F-2/57, F-2/58, F-2/59, F-

2/60, F-2/61, F-2/62, F-1/15, F-

1/15, F-1/16, F-1/22, F-1/23, F-

1/29, F-1/29, F-1/30, F-1/33, F-

1/33, F-1/34, F-1/34, F-1/35, F-

1/35, F-1/38, F-1/38, F-1/39, F-

1/39, F-1/40, F-1/40, F-1/42, F-

1/42, F-1/45, E-7/67, E-7/67, E-

7/70, E-7/71, E-7/71, E-7/72, E-

7/73, E-7/74, E-7/74, E-7/75, E-

7/76, E-7/76, E-7/77, E-7/78, E-

7/78, E-7/81, F-3/5

F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/25, F-2/26, 

F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/38, F-2/39, 

F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/47, F-2/50, 

F-1/6, F-1/6, F-1/7, F-1/7, F-1/8, F-1/14, F-1/14, F-1/17, F-

1/17, F-1/18, F-1/18, F-1/20, F-1/21, F-1/25, F-1/27, F-1/27, F-

1/28, F-1/32, F-1/32, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/88, E-7/79, E-7/80

F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/92 Severe economic harm to a major rural business and estate

The proposed route would cause substantial and long‑term financial damage to one of the largest affected landowners on the project, disrupting farming operations, 

reducing land and property values, and threatening business viability.

Failure to consider viable alternative routes

National Grid has not properly assessed or transparently compared alternative routes in Mid Essex, including options proposed by TFP, despite evidence that these could 

reduce environmental harm and compensation costs.

Unacceptable impact on farming operations

The pylon route cuts diagonally across the estate, affecting at least 22 fields, isolating the farm’s operational centre, and making large‑scale farming impractical during 

and after construction due to haul roads, road closures, and permanent constraints.

Permanent soil damage and reduced land productivity

Construction and haul road activity would lead to soil compaction, drainage damage, weed infestation and reduced yields on high‑quality farmland, with impacts likely to 

last for generations.

Sterilisation of strategically important mineral resources

The route crosses a major sand and gravel resource earmarked for extraction, risking permanent sterilisation of a site of county‑level importance and causing substantial 

commercial loss.

Severe impact on planned housing and economic development

The pylon route threatens a large proposed garden village near Chatham Green, undermining housing delivery, economic growth, and local planning objectives, contrary 

to the Holford Principles.

Landscape and visual harm

Pylons would dominate skylines, protected lanes, public rights of way (including the Essex Way), and open countryside, resulting in extensive and permanent visual 

damage across a wide area.

Harm to heritage assets

The scheme affects multiple Grade I and Grade II listed buildings, historic lanes, and archaeologically sensitive areas, including a key pinch point near Great Waltham.

Significant ecological and environmental damage

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-

8.8.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Written%20

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Please see Row 222.

Amber

Richard James Guy Davies 6865 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

D-4/42, D-4/43 D-4/97, D-4/97, D-4/59, D-4/73, D-4/77, D-4/94, D-4/95, D-

4/79, D-4/85, D-4/85, D-4/30, D-4/64, D-4/72, D-4/75, D-

4/81

D-4/87, D-4/89, D-4/92, D-4/29, D-

4/31, D-4/32, D-4/33, D-4/35, D-

4/36, D-4/37, D-4/38, D-4/44, D-

4/52, D-4/54, D-4/62, D-4/66, D-

4/80, D-4/83, D-4/96

D-4/97, D-4/97, D-4/59, D-4/73, D-4/77, D-4/94, D-4/95 D-4/90, D-4/90, D-4/78 RR-3058 REP1-302

REP1-227

REP1-450

REP1-451 

REP2-103

REP3-157 

OFH1

Strong objection to the industrialisation of the Fordham Valley and Colne Valley, described as valued and attractive countryside. The proposed pylons are said to have a 

devastating effect on the rural landscape, which consider comparable in quality to the Dedham Vale AONB. The area includes ancient woodland (including Hillhouse 

Wood), managed woodland estate land, and valued recreational routes (walking, cycling, and horse riding). A proposed pylon on the overhead line would pass 

immediately adjacent to home and approximately 20 metres from a summer house and garden seating area, giving rise to serious concerns about residential amenity and 

quality of life. Concern about electromagnetic fields from high‑voltage overhead lines so close to their home. The emotional impact is described as progressing from 

alarm to frustration, with ongoing anxiety about potential health implications. Undergrounding is questioned as an alternative but is not considered to have been 

properly addressed. Concern is raised about the concentration of energy infrastructure projects across East Anglia, with the area described as being overburdened by 

existing and proposed schemes, creating uncertainty about the long‑term future of local communities. National Grid is criticised for emphasising community benefits in 

its communications while failing to acknowledge the significant personal, business, financial, and quality‑of‑life losses experienced by those directly affected by the 

scheme. National Grid is criticised for mischaracterising and under‑recording objections, with submission summaries said to capture only a small fraction of the issues 

raised in correspondence and hearings. Responses are described as overly generic, relying on cross‑references to documentation rather than addressing individual 

questions, and perceived as dismissive of personal circumstances. Limited speaking time at hearings is said to have prevented full explanation of impacts, resulting in 

concerns being understated when categorised by the Applicant. Examining Authority is invited to visit the area to better appreciate the proximity of infrastructure to 

homes and the sensitivity of the landscape. Would lead to unnecessary and unjustified harm to countryside character, residential amenity, health and wellbeing, and 

future security, exacerbated by poor engagement and inadequate consideration of cumulative impacts.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent on 6th May to 

discuss HOTs, next 

meeting to be held on 

13th May. 

Amber

Alexander David Robert Micklem 6898
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

F-5/13, F-5/13, F-4/8, F-4/8, F-4/10, F-4/13, F-4/13, F-4/20, F-

4/22, F-4/26, F-4/26, F-4/33, F-4/33, F-4/35, F-4/35, F-4/39, F-

4/39, F-4/40, F-4/40, F-4/42, F-4/42, F-4/43, F-4/43, F-4/44, F-

4/44, F-5/1, F-5/1, F-5/4, F-5/4, F-3/9, F-3/9, F-3/10, F-3/10, F-

3/34, F-3/45, F-3/45, F-3/67, F-4/5, F-4/5, F-4/11, F-4/12, F-

4/12, F-4/15, F-4/15, F-4/29, F-4/29, F-4/30, F-4/30, F-4/31, F-

4/31, F-4/34, F-4/36, F-4/45, F-4/45, F-3/9, F-3/10, F-3/14, F-

3/20, F-3/27, F-3/45, F-4/29, F-4/31

F-3/17, F-3/18, F-3/18, F-3/22, F-

3/24, F-3/24, F-3/26, F-3/26, F-

3/40, F-3/40, F-3/44, F-3/44, F-

3/47, F-3/47, F-3/53, F-3/55, F-

3/55, F-3/61, F-3/68, F-3/68, F-

3/69, F-3/69, F-3/70, F-3/70, F-

3/72, F-3/72, F-2/63, F-2/63, F-

4/14, F-4/14, F-4/28, F-4/28, F-

4/38, F-4/38, F-4/41, F-4/41, F-

3/18, F-3/24, F-3/26, F-3/40, F-

3/44, F-3/47, F-3/52, F-3/55, F-

3/68, F-3/69, F-3/70, F-3/72, F-

2/63

F-5/13, F-5/13, F-4/8, F-4/8, F-4/10, F-4/13, F-4/13, F-4/20, F-

4/22, F-4/26, F-4/26, F-4/33, F-4/33, F-4/35, F-4/35, F-4/39, F-

4/39, F-4/40, F-4/40, F-4/42, F-4/42, F-4/43, F-4/43, F-4/44, F-

4/44

F-3/56, F-3/56, F-3/54, F-3/56, F-

3/64, F-3/74

RR-2560

REP1-302

REP1-227

REP1-289

REP1-290

REP1-291 

Owns and occupies land within the proposed Order Limits at Great Waltham, with the proposed pylon route affecting their land and nearby listed properties. National 

Grid has failed to: Provide clear, coherent and accessible plans, leaving the landowner uncertain about what is proposed on their land. Properly assess and mitigate harm 

to designated heritage assets, including listed buildings and their settings in Great Waltham and Little Waltham. Address impacts on public and private rights of way, 

access arrangements, and long-term land management. Demonstrate a compelling public need that outweighs significant private, heritage, and environmental harm. 

Adequately consider reasonable alternatives, including alternative routing, undergrounding, and other technologies. Provide sufficient information on construction 

methods, safety, biosecurity, and soil protection, particularly for working agricultural land. Properly assess environmental, ecological, biodiversity, landscape, and 

cumulative impacts. Fully account for private losses, land sterilisation, disruption to farming operations, and long-term estate impacts. Consider impacts on the mental 

health and wellbeing of affected landowners. Demonstrate that consultation responses and concerns have been meaningfully considered and addressed. Engage 

professionally and transparently with affected parties. Satisfy the legal expectation to seek negotiated agreements before relying on compulsory acquisition powers. 

Emphasises a lack of meaningful engagement and insufficient opportunity to influence design. Requests continued involvement in the process, including site inspections 

of the affected land and specific pylon locations. Raises concern over the use of compulsory acquisition in the absence of adequate justification or mitigation. Public 

benefits do not outweigh the harms. Request for site visit between pylons TB132-TB144. 

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held on 7 

May 2026 to discuss 

the Heads of Terms 

and concerns raised at 

CAH2. Further 

meeting planned for 

13 May 2026.

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Robert William Wills 6902 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-1/9 B-1/7, B-1/11, B-1/11, B-1/33 REP1-456

OFH1

The property (a Grade II listed building at Holton St Mary) lies entirely within the underground cabling section of the route and is fully enclosed by the construction 

swathe/draft Order Limits, along with neighbouring dwellings. A 100m-wide construction corridor is being forced into a 60m-wide gap, resulting in major construction 

works on all sides of the property. The residents are not adjacent to the construction zone but located within it, forming an “island” surrounded by construction activity. 

As a result, construction impacts will be acute, sustained and unavoidable, and could make living conditions unbearable for several years. Believe their situation is 

exceptional, with very few, if any, comparable properties along the route, and that these severe local impacts risk being missed due to the scale of the overall project. The 

issue must be addressed during the Examination, not deferred to post‑consent mitigation, as it is unclear how the alignment can be delivered without unacceptable 

impacts. Major excavation works present a real and serious risk to the structural integrity of the Grade II listed building. Significant cumulative amenity impacts, 

including: noise and vibration, general disturbance, construction traffic and access impacts and air quality effects. These impacts pose risks to both physical and mental 

health. DCO documents refer to use of the property’s fence line, but no clear justification is provided, and the necessity for this land take is challenged. The 

Environmental Statement continues to underestimate impacts, identifying only moderate adverse effects on setting during construction and failing to account for the full 

range of impacts experienced by a property located within the construction zone. Impacts are assessed in isolation rather than cumulatively, which is inappropriate given 

the surrounding construction on all sides. There is no site‑specific mitigation strategy, only generic references to best practice measures. Repeated requests to National 

Grid for discussion on impacts and mitigation have not received a response.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Peter Leslie Harris 6908 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-14/7, C-14/7 C-13/107, C-13/107, C-13/65a C-17/140, C-17/145 C-13/107, C-13/107, C-13/65a RR-2910 REP1-302

REP1-227

Significant and unnecessary harm to the local environment, heritage assets, and communities. The proposed overhead pylons would severely damage the 

Fordham/Colne Valley landscape, harming visual amenity, wildlife, tourism, and residents’ quality of life. Nearby Grade I and II listed buildings would suffer visual 

intrusion and harm to their historic setting. Construction traffic on narrow village roads and country lanes would create safety risks, disruption, and infrastructure 

damage. Additional construction traffic on already congested routes (A12 and A120) would worsen regional traffic and economic impacts. Strong opposition to overhead 

pylons as outdated and harmful technology; supports alternatives such as underground HVDC cables, offshore transmission, and upgrading the existing grid. Considers 

National Grid’s consultation inadequate, with alternatives not meaningfully assessed; offshore options are viewed as cheaper and less damaging.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber

Janette Upson 7032 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-3/84, F-3/84, F-3/89, F-3/89, F-3/99, F-3/99, F-3/102, F-

3/103, F-3/103, F-3/25, F-3/25, F-3/59, F-3/59, F-3/98, F-

3/98, F-3/100, F-3/100, F-3/104, F-3/104

F-3/58, F-3/58, F-3/62, F-3/62, F-

3/93, F-3/101, F-3/101

F-3/84, F-3/84, F-3/89, F-3/89, F-3/99, F-3/99, F-3/102, F-

3/103, F-3/103

RR-1642 Pylons will disfigure the countryide and the cables would be better under the sea. One pylon within field which will make it unviable and affect future use and cropping. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Nicola Bashall 7057 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

D-5/22, D-5/25, D-5/25, D-5/26, D-5/26, D-5/31, D-5/31, D-

5/25, D-5/26, D-5/31

D-5/22, D-5/25, D-5/25, D-5/26, D-5/26, D-5/31, D-5/31, D-

5/25, D-5/26, D-5/31

Severe and cumulative countryside degradation

The proposed overhead pylons would further industrialise an area already heavily affected by transmission infrastructure, causing significant and irreversible harm to 

the rural landscape and countryside character.

Disproportionate impacts on farming operations

Construction and long‑term presence of pylons would disrupt agricultural activities, reduce usable farmland, restrict land management options, and risk long‑term 

damage to soils and crops, leading to economic harm for farmers along the route.

Damage to local roads and safety concerns

Rural roads are not designed to accommodate heavy construction traffic. Use by large vehicles and machinery would cause road damage, increase maintenance costs, 

and create safety hazards for residents and other road users.

Property devaluation and financial loss to homeowners

Overhead pylons and transmission lines would cause visual intrusion and raise perceived health concerns, leading to reduced property values and financial loss for 

nearby residents.

Lack of transparency over project costs

National Grid is perceived to have misrepresented the comparative costs of different routing options. Internal information suggests offshore alternatives may be less 

expensive than claimed, undermining confidence in the project’s economic justification.

Failure to genuinely consider alternatives

Less harmful and more modern solutions—such as offshore transmission routes and underground HVDC cabling—have not been properly or transparently assessed, 

despite their potential to substantially reduce environmental and community impacts.

Inadequate public consultation and predetermined outcome

Consultation has not demonstrated meaningful engagement or openness to change, creating the perception that the decision to pursue overhead pylons was made in 

advance.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

The cumulative environmental, agricultural, community, and financial harms are not justified by a clear demonstration that the public benefits of the chosen overhead 

route outweigh these impacts.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent on 6th May to 

discuss HOTs, next 

meeting to be held on 

13th May. 

Amber

Writtle University College 7116 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-8/17, F-8/25, F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/26, F-8/27, F-8/27, F-8/30, 

F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/33, F-8/35, F-8/36, F-8/36, F-8/37, F-8/37, 

F-8/38, F-8/47, F-8/47, F-8/48, F-8/23, F-8/23, F-8/24, F-8/24, 

F-8/29, F-8/29, F-8/45

F-8/32, F-8/32, F-8/42, F-8/42 F-8/17, F-8/25, F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/26, F-8/27, F-8/27, F-8/30, 

F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/33, F-8/35, F-8/36, F-8/36, F-8/37, F-8/37, 

F-8/38, F-8/47, F-8/47, F-8/48

REP1-302

REP1-227

Severe disruption to a nationally significant education and research facility

The proposed overhead line and construction access directly affect ARU Writtle’s Equine Unit, which underpins teaching, research, industry collaboration and student 

placements across agriculture, animal sciences and equine studies.

Unacceptable health and safety risks

Construction traffic and works would pass through the Equine Centre, close to stables, teaching rooms, parking areas and riding arenas, creating serious risks to 

students (including under‑18s), staff and horses, and obstructing emergency access and evacuation routes.

Incompatibility with equine welfare and animal safety

Horses are highly sensitive to noise, machinery, vibration and EMFs. Overhead lines above grazing paddocks would render fields unusable, increase stress and health 

risks, force prolonged stabling and compromise animal welfare.

Loss of essential grazing and long‑term operational constraints

Construction and reinstatement would lead to extended loss of safe equine grazing, with paddocks taking 12+ months to become suitable again, causing enduring 

disruption beyond the construction phase.

Irreplaceable educational harm

Practical, hands‑on learning is fundamental to 17 FE, undergraduate and postgraduate programmes. Current proposals would prevent safe delivery of assessments, 

clinical exams and required contact hours, risking non‑compliance with regulatory and accreditation requirements.

Significant financial and reputational damage

Expected losses include reduced tuition income, additional stabling and veterinary costs, disruption to loan horse schemes, cancellation of external clinics and 

competitions, and long‑term reputational harm affecting recruitment, retention and partnerships.

Increased traffic and access pressures

Construction traffic would intensify pressures on narrow single‑track routes (including Cow Watering Lane), exacerbating congestion, safety risks and disruption at peak 

times.

EN020027-002265-8.8.1.1 

Addendum to Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Samantha Louise Piercy 7183 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-8/17, A-8/20, A-8/20, A-8/28, A-8/28, A-8/30, A-8/30, A-

8/9, A-8/11, A-8/11, A-8/26, A-8/26, A-8/29, A-8/29, A-8/32, 

A-8/32

A-8/17, A-8/20, A-8/20, A-8/28, A-8/28, A-8/30, A-8/30 RR-3244 REP1-463 Object that presevation areas in plan within the AONB are not impacting this development. Have not considered the environmental disruption and impact. Request for 

site visit to compare different options through area. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

John Cousins 7314
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-20/155, B-20/155, B-20/158, B-20/158, B-6/66, B-6/68, B-

6/68, B-20/155, B-20/158, B-6/88, B-6/88, B-6/91, B-6/91, B-

6/93, B-6/93

B-6/64, B-6/67, B-6/67, B-6/70, B-

6/70, B-6/84, B-6/84, B-6/90, B-

6/90, B-6/92, B-6/92, B-6/94, B-

6/94, B-6/95, B-6/95

B-20/155, B-20/155, B-20/158, B-20/158, B-6/66, B-6/68, B-

6/68, B-20/155, B-20/158

B-6/69, B-6/69, B-6/69, B-6/71, B-

6/71, B-6/71 EN020027-002115-8.5.5 

Applicant's Response to the 

Oral Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002265-8.8.1.1 Addendum to Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002265-8.8.1.1 Addendum to Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002265-8.8.1.1 Addendum to Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002265-8.8.1.1 Addendum to Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002115-8.5.5 Applicant's Response to the Oral Submissions Made at the Open Floor Hearings.pdf


Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

G Webster & Son Limited 7360 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-4/65, A-4/65, A-4/66, A-4/66, A-4/71, A-4/72, A-4/72, A-

4/78, A-4/78, A-4/79, A-4/79, A-4/80, A-4/80, A-4/82, A-4/82, 

A-4/83, A-4/83, A-4/87, A-4/92, A-4/92, A-4/95, A-4/99, A-

4/112, A-4/115, A-3/18, A-3/18, A-3/19, A-3/19, A-3/23, A-

3/23, A-3/24, A-3/24, A-4/63, A-4/64, A-4/64, A-4/75, A-4/76, 

A-4/76, A-4/94, A-3/20, A-3/22, A-3/22

A-4/65, A-4/65, A-4/66, A-4/66, A-4/71, A-4/72, A-4/72, A-

4/78, A-4/78, A-4/79, A-4/79, A-4/80, A-4/80, A-4/82, A-4/82, 

A-4/83, A-4/83, A-4/87, A-4/92, A-4/92, A-4/95, A-4/99, A-

4/112, A-4/115, A-3/18, A-3/18, A-3/19, A-3/19, A-3/23, A-

3/23, A-3/24, A-3/24

RR-1158 REP1-239 Impact on Flordon Hall Farm. Consultation process considered inadequate, citing a lack of meaningful engagement and response from National Grid despite detailed 

feedback on route options. Proposed pylons (RG21 and RG22) and overhead lines would be highly visible from the Grade II* listed Flordon Hall, causing harm to its 

setting and character, including associated Grade II listed farm buildings. Impacts also identified on nearby dwellings (Hall Cottages and High Hopes), including severe 

effects on primary views, gardens, and outlook. The scheme would adversely affect six dwellings and multiple farm buildings, with four pylons and extensive overhead 

lines affecting the farm and its development potential. Excessive disturbance and to impose an unreasonable burden on the use, operation, and value of the agricultural 

holding. The proposed haul road is described as poorly designed and insensitive, with a high likelihood of land severance, uncropped land, and reduced viability of 

remaining fields. Alternative haul road and pylon access options are suggested that would follow field perimeters, existing tracks, and cropping directions, reducing 

disruption to farming operations. Alternative pylon routes are proposed which: increase separation distances from Flordon Hall and rebalance impacts more equitably 

between historic properties and reduce visual and landscape impacts through better use of terrain, screening, and field edges, while avoiding woodland and sensitive 

areas. Flordon Hall is currently unevenly burdened by the proposed alignment and the suggested alternatives would provide a more balanced and less harmful solution.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Most recent meeting 

with APS agent to 

negotiate HOTs held 

on Monday 11th May, 

in addition meeting 

being arranged to 

discuss APs concerns 

around routeing and 

siting.

Amber

Stephanie Jane Bickford 7371 Freehold Category 1

G-4/53 RR-3431 REP1-470 

REP1-471

REP3-151 

The Works Plans indicate temporary rights only (yellow – Land Plans) are required over plot G-4/53 for the purpose of construction, mitigation, maintenance, access and 

or dismantling of redundant infrastructure for Work 17 (overhead transmission line from Fairstead to Tilbury North), Work 32 (replacement of existing overhead 

distribution electric line) and Work 40 (construction compound). The Scheme documents show that the overhead pylon swathe will pass to the north and west of 

Property and that underground cabling will also be provided to the west and south of Property, with additional areas in the vicinity required for temporary use, access 

drainage etc.  Plot G-4/53 will be used for temporary construction compound, adjacent to home. Construction operations will create unacceptable impacts on family 

home. National Grid is under an obligation (the Public Sector Equality Duty) to take reasonable steps to minimise harm to those with protected characteristics. There is a 

need for mitigation works to reduce unacceptable impacts on family home / to consider alternative location for relevant works away from residential property. There is 

no National Grid discretionary purchase scheme to support landowners with a genuine need to sell. Use of compulsory purchase powers is not justified in these 

circumstances. Object to the siting of the proposed compound because of highway safety risks, unsuitable and constrained road layout, proximity to residential 

properties,  proximity to sensitive receptors and households with protected characteristics, significant level differences and topographical constraints, lack of clarity 

regarding the compound’s exact use, absence of evidence demonstrating that this location is necessary and potential for unacceptable hours of operation (including 24-

hour working). A site inspection is required to properly assess these matters. National Grid has responded to generic concerns, not fact-specific matters requiring site-

specific assessment. No direct engagement has taken place. Occupiers are present at the property for the majority of the day meaning exposure to impacts would 

therefore be continuous and unavoidable. Noise, vibration, lighting and activity disruption to home from proposed compound. Property is unsellable as a result of the 

scheme. Have never been contacted by National Grid to understand their situation, particularly protected characteristics. Equality Impact Assessment is generic and does 

not reflect the specific circumstances of the household and the Public Sector Equality Duty requirement for informed, case-specific assessment has not occurred. Has 

been no discussion or reasoning as to alternative sites/locations for the proposed compound. Inadequate consultation. Any assumptions or conclusions in the Equality 

Impact Assessment will be unsound, if not outright wrong. Proposal represents a serious interference with family’s right to private and family life (Article 8 - Right to 

Home). 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Meeting offered by 

National Grid to 

discuss impact with 

family 

Amber

Richard Percival Marriage 7382 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-6/5, F-6/5, F-6/7, F-6/7, F-6/11, F-6/11, F-5/35, F-5/36, F-

5/37, F-5/37, F-5/40, F-5/40, F-5/41, F-5/42, F-5/46, F-5/47, F-

5/47, F-5/48, F-5/48, F-6/1, F-6/2, F-6/3, F-6/3, F-6/6, F-6/6, F-

6/8, F-6/8, F-6/12, F-6/12, F-5/27, F-5/27, F-5/28, F-5/28, F-

5/29, F-5/45, F-5/49, F-5/49, F-5/53

F-6/4, F-6/4, F-6/9, F-6/9, F-6/13, 

F-6/13, F-6/16, F-6/16, F-6/19, F-

6/19, F-5/31, F-5/31, F-5/32, F-

5/32, F-5/33, F-5/50, F-5/50, F-

5/52, F-5/52, F-5/54, F-5/54, F-

5/55, F-5/55

F-6/5, F-6/5, F-6/7, F-6/7, F-6/11, F-6/11, F-5/35, F-5/36, F-

5/37, F-5/37, F-5/40, F-5/40, F-5/41, F-5/42, F-5/46, F-5/47, F-

5/47, F-5/48, F-5/48

F-5/39, F-5/39 RR-3071 REP1-272

REP1-273

The project would cause significant adverse visual impacts on the land and the wider rural landscape. It would harm local ecology and biodiversity and undermine the 

environmental quality of the area. It would reduce the value of the property and harm the viability of the farming business. Construction would cause long‑term and 

potentially irreparable damage to soil structure, including high‑quality agricultural land (Grade 1 and Grade 2), contrary to national policy protecting best and most 

versatile soils. The project cannot be constructed without pollution risks, including construction waste, runoff and contamination affecting productive farmland. Farming 

operations would be severely disrupted due to loss of land, access constraints, biosecurity risks, and ongoing restrictions on land use around pylons and easements. The 

use of compulsory acquisition is not adequately justified, with insufficient balancing of private loss against public benefit. Alternative solutions, including different routing 

and greater use of undergrounding, have not been properly or transparently assessed. Cost considerations should not outweigh planning policy requirements, 

particularly where significant and permanent harm to agricultural land and rural businesses would result.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

James David Gwyn Morris 7480
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/25, F-2/26, 

F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/38, F-2/39, 

F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/47, F-2/50, 

F-1/6, F-1/6, F-1/7, F-1/7, F-1/8, F-1/14, F-1/14, F-1/17, F-

1/17, F-1/18, F-1/18, F-1/20, F-1/21, F-1/25, F-1/27, F-1/27, F-

1/28, F-1/32, F-1/32, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/88, E-7/79, E-7/80, F-

3/2, F-3/3, F-2/1, F-2/4, F-2/5, F-2/6, F-2/8, F-2/9, F-2/12, F-

2/13, F-2/18, F-2/23, F-2/29, F-2/35, F-2/51, F-2/53, F-2/55, F-

1/1, F-1/2, F-1/4, F-1/4, F-1/12, F-1/12, F-1/24, F-1/24, F-

1/26, F-1/26, F-1/31, F-1/31, F-1/36, F-1/36, E-7/65, E-7/65, E-

7/68, E-7/68, E-7/85, E-7/85, F-3/2

F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/92, F-3/5, F-

2/2, F-2/3, F-2/7, F-2/10, F-2/19, 

F-2/22, F-2/27, F-2/28, F-2/30, F-

2/52, F-2/54, F-2/56, F-2/57, F-

2/58, F-2/59, F-2/60, F-2/61, F-

2/62, F-1/15, F-1/15, F-1/16, F-

1/22, F-1/23, F-1/29, F-1/29, F-

1/30, F-1/33, F-1/33, F-1/34, F-

1/34, F-1/35, F-1/35, F-1/38, F-

1/38, F-1/39, F-1/39, F-1/40, F-

1/40, F-1/42, F-1/42, F-1/45, E-

7/67, E-7/67, E-7/70, E-7/71, E-

7/71, E-7/72, E-7/73, E-7/74, E-

7/74, E-7/75, E-7/76, E-7/76, E-

7/77, E-7/78, E-7/78, E-7/81, F-

3/5

F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/25, F-2/26, 

F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/38, F-2/39, 

F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/47, F-2/50, 

F-1/6, F-1/6, F-1/7, F-1/7, F-1/8, F-1/14, F-1/14, F-1/17, F-

1/17, F-1/18, F-1/18, F-1/20, F-1/21, F-1/25, F-1/27, F-1/27, F-

1/28, F-1/32, F-1/32, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/88, E-7/79, E-7/80

F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/92

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

John Alan Bullock 7531 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/32, B-8/34, B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/35, B-

8/36, B-8/47, B-8/47, B-8/48, B-8/48, B-8/50, B-8/50, B-8/51, 

B-8/51, B-8/52, B-8/52, B-8/58, B-8/58, B-8/59, B-8/59, B-

8/60, B-8/60, B-8/62, B-8/62, B-8/64, B-8/64, B-8/65, B-8/65, 

B-8/67, B-8/67, B-8/69, B-8/69, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-

8/78, B-8/79, B-8/79, B-8/80, B-8/80, B-8/83, B-8/83, B-9/3, B-

9/3, B-9/6, B-9/6, B-9/9, B-9/10, B-9/10, B-9/11, B-9/11, B-

9/16, B-9/16, B-9/17, B-9/17, B-9/18, B-9/22, B-9/22, B-9/23, 

B-9/23, B-9/24, B-9/25, B-9/25, B-9/30, B-9/30, B-9/38, B-

9/38, B-9/47, B-9/47, B-9/49, B-9/49, B-9/50, B-9/50, B-9/51, 

B-9/51, B-9/52, B-9/52, B-9/54, B-9/54, B-9/55, B-9/55, B-

9/59, B-9/62, B-9/62, B-9/64, B-9/64, B-9/66, B-9/66, B-9/68, 

B-9/73, B-9/74, B-8/38, B-8/38, B-8/40, B-8/41, B-8/41, B-

8/44, B-8/53, B-8/53, B-8/54, B-8/54, B-8/56, B-8/56, B-8/63, 

B-8/63, B-8/81, B-9/2, B-9/2, B-9/7, B-9/7, B-9/14, B-9/14, B-

9/48, B-9/48

B-9/26, B-9/26, B-9/28, B-9/28, B-

8/37, B-8/37, B-8/39, B-8/42, B-

8/42, B-8/43, B-8/43, B-8/55, B-

8/55, B-8/57, B-8/57, B-8/61, B-

8/61, B-8/70, B-8/70, B-8/73, B-

8/73, B-8/82, B-8/82, B-9/5, B-

9/5, B-9/13, B-9/13, B-9/19, B-

9/19

B-8/30, B-8/31, B-8/32, B-8/34, B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/35, B-

8/36, B-8/47, B-8/47, B-8/48, B-8/48, B-8/50, B-8/50, B-8/51, 

B-8/51, B-8/52, B-8/52, B-8/58, B-8/58, B-8/59, B-8/59, B-

8/60, B-8/60, B-8/62, B-8/62, B-8/64, B-8/64, B-8/65, B-8/65, 

B-8/67, B-8/67, B-8/69, B-8/69, B-8/72, B-8/74, B-8/75, B-

8/78, B-8/79, B-8/79, B-8/80, B-8/80, B-8/83, B-8/83, B-9/3, B-

9/3, B-9/6, B-9/6, B-9/9, B-9/10, B-9/10, B-9/11, B-9/11, B-

9/16, B-9/16, B-9/17, B-9/17, B-9/18, B-9/22, B-9/22, B-9/23, 

B-9/23, B-9/24, B-9/25, B-9/25, B-9/30, B-9/30, B-9/38, B-

9/38, B-9/47, B-9/47, B-9/49, B-9/49, B-9/50, B-9/50, B-9/51, 

B-9/51, B-9/52, B-9/52, B-9/54, B-9/54, B-9/55, B-9/55, B-

9/59, B-9/62, B-9/62, B-9/64, B-9/64, B-9/66, B-9/66, B-9/68, 

B-9/73, B-9/74

B-9/26, B-9/26, B-9/28, B-9/28 See Richard Bullock OFH1 Severe impact on farm viability

Construction would take five fields out of production, representing approximately 30% of the farm’s arable land, causing major disruption to a mixed dairy, beef and 

arable farming business both during construction and for a long period thereafter.

Irreparable damage to soil structure and drainage

Proposed haul roads and construction activity across heavy clay soils would cause long‑term soil compaction and structural damage, adversely affecting productivity for 

future generations. Previous utility works demonstrate that such damage can persist for decades.

Unnecessary duplication of infrastructure

The proposed line runs within a few hundred metres of an existing 400kV line, yet no explanation has been provided as to why the lines are not paralleled, resulting in 

avoidable additional landscape and land‑take impacts.

Poor siting of pylons

Pylons are not proposed along field boundaries, increasing disruption to farming operations and the risk of damage to field drainage systems.

Unjustified construction haul road

A new haul road is proposed across farmland despite the presence of existing tracks and the availability of access from public roads, creating unnecessary land 

disturbance and long‑term harm.

Failure to address interactions with existing utilities

Multiple smaller overhead electricity lines would require diversion or undergrounding, yet National Grid has declined responsibility for resolving these issues, creating 

uncertainty and operational risk.

Landscape and environmental harm

The project would leave a substantial and permanent visual scar across the countryside and cause significant damage to flora and fauna.

Mental and emotional health impacts

The scale of the disruption and the perceived inevitability of the proposals have caused significant distress and frustration, with serious impacts on the wellbeing of the 

farming family.

Lack of transparency and meaningful engagement

National Grid has failed to explain the logic behind pylon siting, route selection or construction methods, and has not meaningfully responded to repeated, specific 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-

8.8.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Written%20

Representations.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%
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at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
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Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)
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Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)
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Deadline 2)
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David Jonathan Porch 7596 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-10/49, B-10/49, B-10/52, B-10/52, B-10/57, B-10/57, B-

10/58, B-10/58, B-10/57, B-10/58, B-11/1, B-11/1, B-11/4, B-

11/4, B-11/5, B-11/5, B-11/14, B-11/14, B-11/15, B-11/21, B-

11/22, B-11/27, B-11/27, B-11/33, B-10/60, B-10/60, B-10/61, 

B-10/61, B-10/68, B-10/69, B-10/69, B-10/75, B-10/75, B-

10/60, B-10/69

B-11/9, B-11/10, B-11/10, B-

11/11, B-11/11, B-11/12, B-11/12, 

B-11/24, B-11/25, B-11/25, B-

11/26, B-11/26, B-11/28, B-11/28, 

B-11/30, B-11/30, B-11/32, B-

11/32, B-11/35, B-11/35, B-10/59, 

B-10/59, B-10/63, B-10/67, B-

10/67, B-10/70, B-10/70, B-10/71, 

B-10/72, B-10/73, B-10/73, B-

10/74, B-10/74, B-10/78, B-10/78, 

B-10/80, B-10/80, B-10/59, B-

10/67, B-10/73

B-10/49, B-10/49, B-10/52, B-10/52, B-10/57, B-10/57, B-

10/58, B-10/58, B-10/57, B-10/58

B-10/76, B-10/76, B-10/77, B-

10/77

REP1-302

REP1-227

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

Communications to 

date: 

Non-statutory 

consultation April-

June 2022 

Non-statutory 

consultation June- 

August 2023 (draft 

alignment) 

Statutory consultation 

June- July 2024 

Landowner 

consultation June-July 

2025

Meeting Dates: 

- 14 November 2025

- 19 February 2026

- 24 April 2026 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Boxford (Suffolk) Farms Limited 7602 Occupation, Freehold Category 1

C-14/39, C-14/63, C-14/21, C-14/23, C-14/34, C-14/35, C-

14/35, C-14/40, C-14/59, C-14/59, C-14/64, C-14/65, C-14/8, 

C-14/12, C-14/30, C-13/70, C-13/70, C-14/22, C-14/22, C-

14/31, C-14/32, C-14/33, C-14/33, C-14/37, C-14/44, C-

13/175, C-13/175, C-13/181, C-13/181, C-13/182, C-13/182, 

C-13/185

C-14/5, C-14/25 C-14/39, C-14/63, C-14/21, C-14/23, C-14/34, C-14/35, C-

14/35, C-14/40, C-14/59, C-14/59, C-14/64, C-14/65

REP1-207 

REP1-208 

Boxford (Suffolk) Holdings Ltd, Boxford (Suffolk) Farms Ltd and Peake Fruit Ltd object to the Norwich to Tilbury DCO on the basis that the extent of land acquisition and 

rights sought by National Grid is excessive, unjustified and not “required” or “necessary in the circumstances” as required by section 122 of the Planning Act 2008. Land 

has been included within the Order Limits for which no clear or defined purpose has been demonstrated, including overly wide construction corridors and land identified 

for diversion of third‑party electricity apparatus without sufficient detail to justify compulsory acquisition. As such, the Applicant has failed to demonstrate a compelling 

case in the public interest or that the land sought is no more than reasonably required.

The Applicant’s Land Rights Strategy is fundamentally flawed and inequitable, particularly in its treatment of overhead line compensation. The “one‑size‑fits‑all” 

approach, based on a fixed payment per pylon rather than the full easement area and the specific characteristics, productivity and value of the land, fails to reflect the 

true impact on a highly specialised horticultural enterprise. The inconsistency between compensation mechanisms for overhead and underground assets highlights a lack 

of proportionality and fairness, and the Applicant has refused to engage meaningfully in negotiations to address these deficiencies.

The chosen alignment, including the February 2024 switch between overhead and underground infrastructure, has materially worsened the impact on intensive 

horticultural land and the associated packing and distribution business. Despite repeated requests for all infrastructure to be routed south of Little Bromley Road, 

thereby avoiding specialist cropping areas, the Applicant has prioritised mineral safeguarding with insufficient assessment of the resulting socio‑economic harm to an 

established agricultural and food supply business. During construction, there is a serious risk of irreparable damage to soil structure, land fertility and water resources 

due to prolonged heavy trafficking, haul road construction and inadequate soil management proposals. The affected land has unique low‑pH characteristics essential for 

blueberry production and is highly susceptible to compaction and waterlogging. In addition, the proximity of construction works to the farm’s irrigation reservoir 

presents an unacceptable risk of contamination or altered water levels, which would have catastrophic consequences for crop production, food safety and contractual 

supply obligations. In the long term, the scheme would fundamentally restrict land use and the viability of specialist horticulture. Overhead lines and underground 

easements would sterilise land by prohibiting crop protection systems such as poly tunnels and hail netting, which are essential for blueberry production and are 

incompatible with health and safety guidance when located beneath power lines. The underground cable would further restrict irrigation infrastructure development, 

planting depth and normal agricultural operations, resulting in permanent operational inefficiencies that are not fully compensable. The loss of the blueberry plantation 

would have severe knock‑on effects across the integrated farming, packing and marketing businesses, including loss of production, reduced packhouse efficiency, 

contractual risks with major UK retailers and damage to long‑standing commercial relationships. The estimated long‑term financial loss exceeds £26 million over a 

30‑year period and cannot realistically be mitigated due to the scarcity of suitably acidic soils, the capital intensity of blueberry production, and the lack of available 

replacement land. Additional adverse impacts include the permanent loss of a consented airstrip and the sterilisation of diversification opportunities linked to the fishing 

lake, further undermining the sustainability of the rural enterprise.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

landowner and their 

agent on 29 April 

2026. Various actions 

taken from the 

meeting, with NGET to 

follow up with 

mitigation measures.

Amber

Donna Chantry 7604 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

G-4/19, G-4/19 G-4/10 RR-3471 REP1-332 National Grid has failed to adequately mitigate impacts on their property, including ancient oak trees, horse stables, a listed building and its curtilage, landscape 

character, heritage assets, ecology, biodiversity, soils and biosecurity. Particular concern is raised that several 50‑metre pylons would surround the property, causing 

severe visual harm, disruption to the rural setting, and disproportionate effects on a single holding. Risks to animal welfare (including stress and relocation of horses), 

loss of irreplaceable ancient oaks that are keystone ecological features, and damage to wildlife habitats. Concerns about traffic, flooding, noise, pollution and safety 

during construction on narrow rural roads, as well as uncertainty around the safe delivery of the project. Significant adverse effects on health and wellbeing, including 

stress and anxiety caused by the proposal. The proposal is expected to cause substantial private loss, including an estimated 30–40% reduction in property value. 

National Grid has not demonstrated a public need that clearly outweighs these harms, nor properly considered reasonable alternatives, including re‑routing, 

undergrounding, offshore options, or upgrading existing infrastructure. Engagement to date has been inadequate and unprofessional, with concerns insufficiently 

addressed and a failure to pursue agreements in preference to compulsory powers.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

James Hector Blyth 7776 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-17/58, C-17/58, C-17/61, C-17/61, C-17/62, C-17/62, C-

17/71, C-17/71, C-17/89, C-17/89, C-18/26, C-18/26, C-18/41, 

C-18/41, C-18/72, C-18/72, C-18/79, C-18/79, C-18/92, C-

18/92, C-18/93, C-18/93, C-18/94, C-18/94, C-18/96, C-18/96, 

C-18/52, C-18/52, C-18/110, C-18/110, C-18/111, C-18/112, C-

18/112, C-18/96a, C-18/96a, C-18/122, C-17/53, C-17/53, C-

17/73, C-17/73, C-17/94, C-17/94, C-18/30, C-18/30, C-18/71, 

C-18/71, C-18/81, C-18/81, C-18/86, C-18/86, C-18/95, C-

18/95, C-18/23, C-18/23, C-18/35, C-18/35, C-18/63, C-18/63, 

C-18/101, C-18/101, C-18/101, C-17/67, C-17/67, C-17/84, C-

17/84, C-17/91, C-17/102, C-17/139

C-17/50, C-17/50, C-17/54, C-

17/54, C-17/56, C-17/56, C-17/65, 

C-17/65, C-18/44, C-18/44, C-

18/38, C-18/68, C-17/78, C-17/78, 

C-17/100, C-17/105, C-17/108, C-

17/108, C-17/114, C-17/118, C-

17/118, C-17/122, C-17/123, C-

17/137, C-17/141, C-17/144, C-

17/146, C-17/149

C-17/58, C-17/58, C-17/61, C-17/61, C-17/62, C-17/62, C-

17/71, C-17/71, C-17/89, C-17/89, C-18/26, C-18/26, C-18/41, 

C-18/41, C-18/72, C-18/72, C-18/79, C-18/79, C-18/92, C-

18/92, C-18/93, C-18/93, C-18/94, C-18/94, C-18/96, C-18/96, 

C-18/52, C-18/52, C-18/110, C-18/110, C-18/111, C-18/112, C-

18/112, C-18/96a, C-18/96a

C-18/65, C-18/65 RR-1565 REP1-379

REP1-422

REP1-485

REP1-302

REP1-227

Threat to farm viability and generational stewardship

The proposed overhead pylons would place further strain on a long‑established multi‑generation farming business already under pressure from climate extremes, 

threatening its long‑term viability and continuity.

Severe economic and financial harm

The scheme would reduce agricultural productivity and property values, placing an unfair financial burden on the current and future generations of the farming family, 

with potentially significant tax and inheritance implications.

Disproportionate impact on agricultural land and rural livelihoods

The imposition of intrusive overhead infrastructure would compound existing ecological and economic challenges faced by farmers, undermining sustainable land 

management and rural resilience.

Unacceptable landscape and countryside harm

Overhead pylons would permanently damage the rural landscape that farming families have stewarded for generations, eroding its character and environmental value.

Failure to pursue less harmful alternatives

National Grid has not adequately explored or adopted less intrusive options such as underground HVDC cabling, offshore transmission routes, or upgrading existing 

infrastructure, despite their potential to significantly reduce impacts.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

The scale of damage to farming livelihoods, land, heritage and landscape has not been shown to be outweighed by the benefits of the chosen overhead line approach.

Community opposition and lack of confidence in approach

The proposal has generated strong opposition from affected communities, with support expressed for the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group, reflecting 

widespread concern that the approach fails to respect people and places.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent on 21st April, to 

discuss HOTs. Next 

meeting to be 

confirmed with 

landowner. 

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

David Pearce 7809 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-1/3, F-1/10, F-1/10 F-1/3 RR-0828  A proposed pylon would be located within approximately 100 metres of home, resulting in permanent physical, mental, visual and financial harm.  Approximately 8 

metres of their garden lies within the DCO red‑line boundary, leading to: Loss of mature trees and long‑established landscaping. Destruction of outbuildings. Loss of 

acoustic fencing investment exceeding £25,000. Reduction in the functional footprint and value of the property. Their home lies around 5 metres below surrounding land 

levels and would be visually dominated by approximately 50‑metre‑high pylons, creating unacceptable and permanent visual harm and residential blight. Significant 

property devaluation is anticipated, supported by academic evidence indicating substantial value reductions for homes near overhead power lines. This directly affects 

their retirement security and future inheritance for their family. Ongoing uncertainty regarding eligibility for injurious affection compensation and concern that no 

discretionary purchase scheme is available, despite the severity of impacts. National Grid has treated overhead pylons as the only viable solution, failing to properly 

consider reasonable alternatives. Undergrounding and offshore solutions (including modern HVDC technologies) are considered technically feasible, cost‑competitive, 

and successfully delivered elsewhere, including locally through other major buried infrastructure projects. The proposed route risks harm to the East Atlantic Flyway, a 

UNESCO World Heritage Site candidate, and to high‑risk bird species. The route affects protected lanes (including Cole Hill and Paulk Hall Lane), ancient woodland, 

farmland, protected trees, heritage assets, and birds of prey such as red kites and buzzards. The scheme is considered to cause severe and permanent harm to the 

environment, landscape, heritage and communities of East Anglia. Consultation process has been legally deficient since 2022.  Representations have been ignored or 

inadequately addressed, with responses lacking detail and, at times, containing factual inaccuracies relating to land ownership and rights.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Dianne Elizabeth Burridge 7825 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-5/86, A-5/86, A-5/88, A-5/88, A-5/90, A-5/93, A-5/93, A-

5/94, A-5/94

A-5/85, A-5/85, A-5/87, A-5/87, A-

5/89, A-5/89, A-5/92

Worsening of impacts through revised route alignment

The latest submitted pylon route has moved the pylon further into the field it crosses, relocating it from a field corner into the primary cultivation area, increasing 

disruption to agricultural operations.

Unnecessary loss of productive farmland

Siting the pylon within the main cultivated part of the field would significantly interfere with farming efficiency, machinery use, and land management, resulting in 

avoidable harm.

Preferable earlier route option ignored

An earlier iteration of the route and pylon location was considered acceptable by the landowners, but this has been altered without clear justification.

Failure to respond meaningfully to representations

Despite detailed representations regarding pylon siting and cable routing, no substantive or meaningful response has been provided, nor has any explanation been given 

for rejecting the previously acceptable option.

Inadequate engagement and lack of justification

The absence of proper engagement on site‑specific design concerns undermines confidence that landowner interests and practical impacts have been adequately 

considered.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Peter William Colchester 7859 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-8/1, B-8/1, B-8/2, B-8/2, B-8/4, B-8/4, B-8/5, B-8/5 B-7/67, B-7/67, B-8/6, B-8/6, B-

8/8, B-8/8, B-7/65, B-7/65, B-

7/66, B-7/66

RR-2931 The proposed pylon line is causing significant harm to the farming business now, will during construction, and in the long term. Current uncertainty is preventing forward 

planning, diversification and growth, and has already blighted the sale of two consented barns, restricting business income. During construction, between a quarter and 

a third of the farm could be taken up by pylons, haul roads and working areas, with little clarity on compensation or how the remaining farm can operate viably. The 

scheme would result in the loss or degradation of long‑established habitats, including hedgerows, trees, small woods, ponds and meadows, with risks to protected and 

red‑listed species such as grey partridge, owls, bats, grass snakes and great crested newts. Once operational, the pylons would permanently reduce the value of the 

business and land, constrain future diversification, and cause severe visual and landscape harm along the route. Alternative solutions such as undergrounding or 

offshore routing should be pursued to avoid lasting damage to farming, wildlife, landscape and wellbeing.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Michael George Lambert 7888
Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

D-7/119, D-7/125, D-8/4, D-8/9, D-8/11, D-8/13, D-8/15, D-

8/16

D-7/117, D-8/5, D-8/12, D-8/17, D-

8/19

D-7/119, D-7/125 RR-2494 Lines should be placed underground to protected the beauty of Great and Little Waltham. If they must be above ground, the use of taller, slimmer pylons would be less 

intrusive than the shorter but wider ones. Object to placing of pylon only metres away from Chelmsford Road which will affect everyone using the road. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

No rights being 

actively sought, 

Conversation 

continues with 

freeholders. 
Amber

Thomas Gareth Porch 7951 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-10/49, B-10/49, B-10/52, B-10/52, B-10/57, B-10/57, B-

10/58, B-10/58, B-11/1, B-11/1, B-11/4, B-11/4, B-11/5, B-

11/5, B-11/14, B-11/14, B-11/15, B-11/21, B-11/22, B-11/27, 

B-11/27, B-11/33, B-10/60, B-10/60, B-10/61, B-10/61, B-

10/68, B-10/69, B-10/69, B-10/75, B-10/75, B-11/4, B-11/5, B-

11/14

B-11/9, B-11/10, B-11/10, B-

11/11, B-11/11, B-11/12, B-11/12, 

B-11/24, B-11/25, B-11/25, B-

11/26, B-11/26, B-11/28, B-11/28, 

B-11/30, B-11/30, B-11/32, B-

11/32, B-11/35, B-11/35, B-10/59, 

B-10/59, B-10/63, B-10/67, B-

10/67, B-10/70, B-10/70, B-10/71, 

B-10/72, B-10/73, B-10/73, B-

10/74, B-10/74, B-10/78, B-10/78, 

B-10/80, B-10/80, B-11/10, B-

11/12

B-10/49, B-10/49, B-10/52, B-10/52, B-10/57, B-10/57, B-

10/58, B-10/58

B-10/76, B-10/76, B-10/77, B-

10/77

REP1-302

REP1-227

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Lucy Alexandra Nutting 7972 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-3/52, E-3/56, E-3/56, E-3/72, E-3/75, E-3/76, E-3/76, E-3/90, 

E-3/94, E-3/95, E-3/95, E-3/109, E-3/110, E-4/4, E-4/5, E-4/5, 

E-3/78, E-4/2, E-4/2

E-3/59, E-3/60, E-3/60, E-3/62, E-

3/62, E-3/63, E-3/63, E-3/67, E-

3/67

E-3/52, E-3/56, E-3/56, E-3/72, E-3/75, E-3/76, E-3/76, E-3/90, 

E-3/94, E-3/95, E-3/95, E-3/109, E-3/110, E-4/4, E-4/5, E-4/5

RR-2217 REP1-495

REP1-496 

The Project would result in the destruction and permanent harm to established woodland owned by them, through vegetation clearance, construction activity and 

ongoing operational impacts associated with the overhead line. Concerns are raised that adequate ecological surveys have not been undertaken, meaning impacts on 

local wildlife and habitats are not properly understood or mitigated. The absence of robust baseline data undermines confidence in proposed mitigation measures. The 

overhead line would oversail and run through the centre of a dog‑walking field, which supports an active rural business. During construction the land is likely to be 

partially or wholly inaccessible, resulting in loss of income, disruption to operations and potential long‑term harm to business viability. National Grid has not provided 

clear information on construction duration, phasing or land reinstatement, creating uncertainty over how long the dog‑walking field and woodland areas would be 

unavailable and whether they could be satisfactorily restored. The proposals are said to cause harm to the setting of a listed building and result in adverse effects on 

residential amenity, including visual intrusion and change to the character of the surrounding landscape. There has been a lack of meaningful engagement regarding 

accommodation works, including failure to adequately address site‑specific requirements to reduce impacts on woodland, business use and residential amenity, despite 

concerns being raised repeatedly by the objector.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

Engagement has 

been through 

landowner's agent 

Paul Walker & 

Grace Gardiner at 

Whirledge & Nott  

Statutory 

consultation 

meetings held on 

17th June 2025   

David Starling 

emailed in with his 

questionnaire 

feedback response 

17th June 2025 

Email from David 

Stirling confirming 

details of updated 

landownership and 

update of address 

17th June 2025 

Initial Heads of 

Terms sent October 

2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

HoTs meeting 

confirmed via agent 

Amber

Jane Scammell 8051 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-4/135, G-4/135, G-4/136, G-4/136, G-4/138, G-4/138 G-4/132, G-4/132, G-4/133, G-

4/133, G-4/134, G-4/134, G-

4/139, G-4/139, G-4/140, G-

4/140, G-4/141, G-4/141

G-4/135, G-4/135, G-4/136, G-4/136, G-4/138, G-4/138 G-4/132, G-4/132, G-4/133, G-

4/133, G-4/134, G-4/134, G-

4/139, G-4/139, G-4/140, G-

4/140, G-4/141, G-4/141

RR-1621 Danger to health and blight on the landscape. https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Statutory 

consultation 

meetings held on 

17
th

 June 2025   

Amber

Roydon Malcolm Burridge 8142 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-5/86, A-5/86, A-5/88, A-5/88, A-5/90, A-5/93, A-5/93, A-

5/94, A-5/94

A-5/85, A-5/85, A-5/87, A-5/87, A-

5/89, A-5/89, A-5/92

RR-2977 REP1-448

REP1-457

The latest proposed route relocates pylons further into the middle of cultivated fields (including pylon RG32), rather than at field edges or corners as previously 

proposed, causing materially greater disruption to farming operations, land management and drainage. Earlier iterations of the route and pylon siting were considered 

manageable and imposed only moderate impacts on the land; the current proposals are viewed as a backward step and unfairly increase the burden on affected farmers. 

The pylon alignment now runs across higher ground and prominent parts of fields, increasing visual impacts and pylon height, with concerns also raised about aviation 

safety and skyline effects. An alternative edge-of-field, lower-valley alignment is suggested to reduce these impacts. They have made detailed and repeated 

representations on pylon location and routing, including providing plans, but have received no adequate explanation for the changes or any meaningful engagement or 

response from the Applicant.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

David Starling email

ed in with his 

questionnaire 

feedback response 

17
th

 June 2025 

Amber

Ann Ruth Stevens 8159 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-6/51, A-6/51 A-6/50 A-6/51, A-6/51 RR-0236 Supports the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons Action Group and argues that National Grid’s consultations since 2022 have been a presentation of a predetermined overhead 

pylon solution, with no genuine consideration or comparison of alternatives. Consultation events were poorly timed, inaccessible to many residents, and in some 

locations physically inaccessible. The proposed route cuts directly through Forncett St Peter and Forncett St Mary, historic villages with extensive listed buildings 

(including Grade I and II* churches). The scheme would create a “wirescape” by sandwiching properties between existing and new pylons, contrary to the Holford Rules. 

National Grid’s own documents acknowledge significant adverse landscape character effects, including theoretical visibility of up to 70 pylons. Visualisations are 

criticised as misleading and unrepresentative. Footpaths, bridleways and narrow rural lanes would be closed or disrupted for years, affecting walkers, dog walkers, 

horse riders, and established community traditions (such as the annual New Year’s Day walk). Key long-distance routes (Tas Valley Way and Via Beata) would be severed. 

Construction noise and access restrictions would significantly reduce enjoyment of the countryside. The proposals would affect local aviation activity, including a gliding 

club, microlights, hot air balloons, low-flying military aircraft and air show flight paths. The objector considers that aviation safety has not been adequately assessed in 

line with policy and CAA guidance. Forncett is a settlement of documented national historical importance, noted in the Domesday Book and subject to extensive 

archaeological findings, including Roman and Iceni remains (the Forncett Hoard). The scheme risks unassessed damage to known and unknown archaeological assets, 

including former medieval field systems and burial sites. The proximity of pylons (around 150m from the objector’s home) has caused significant stress and harm to 

mental and physical health, diminished enjoyment of home and garden, and is expected to devalue property by 30–40%. Requests for undergrounding at this local pinch 

point have been ignored. The route would threaten habitats and species through loss of mature trees and hedgerows, disturbance to wildlife (including red-listed birds), 

risks of bird strike from overhead lines, and loss of habitat for mammals such as brown hare and roe deer. Construction poses pollution risks to the River Tas, a rare 

chalk stream, via haul roads and drainage ditches. The Order Limits would result in the permanent loss of high-grade agricultural land (including Grade 2), which they 

consider unacceptable given food security concerns. Extensive road and lane closures/diversions would force traffic onto unsuitable single-track lanes, increasing 

accident risk. Concerns are raised about vibration damage to nearby historic buildings from heavy plant, and doubt is expressed over National Grid adhering to 

assurances that local lanes will not be used by construction traffic. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Email from David 

Stirling confirming 

details of updated 

landownership and 

update of address 

17
th

 June 2025 

Amber

Alan George Tritton 8289 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/25, F-2/26, 

F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/38, F-2/39, 

F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/47, F-2/50, 

F-1/6, F-1/6, F-1/7, F-1/7, F-1/8, F-1/14, F-1/14, F-1/17, F-

1/17, F-1/18, F-1/18, F-1/20, F-1/21, F-1/25, F-1/27, F-1/27, F-

1/28, F-1/32, F-1/32, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/88, E-7/79, E-7/80, F-

3/2, F-3/3, F-2/1, F-2/4, F-2/5, F-2/6, F-2/8, F-2/9, F-2/12, F-

2/13, F-2/18, F-2/23, F-2/29, F-2/35, F-2/51, F-2/53, F-2/55, F-

1/1, F-1/2, F-1/4, F-1/4, F-1/12, F-1/12, F-1/24, F-1/24, F-

1/26, F-1/26, F-1/31, F-1/31, F-1/36, F-1/36, E-7/65, E-7/65, E-

7/68, E-7/68, E-8/24, E-7/85, E-7/85, F-3/2

F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/92, F-3/5, F-

2/2, F-2/3, F-2/7, F-2/10, F-2/19, 

F-2/22, F-2/27, F-2/28, F-2/30, F-

2/52, F-2/54, F-2/56, F-2/57, F-

2/58, F-2/59, F-2/60, F-2/61, F-

2/62, F-1/15, F-1/15, F-1/16, F-

1/22, F-1/23, F-1/29, F-1/29, F-

1/30, F-1/33, F-1/33, F-1/34, F-

1/34, F-1/35, F-1/35, F-1/38, F-

1/38, F-1/39, F-1/39, F-1/40, F-

1/40, F-1/42, F-1/42, F-1/45, E-

7/67, E-7/67, E-7/70, E-7/71, E-

7/71, E-7/72, E-7/73, E-7/74, E-

7/74, E-7/75, E-7/76, E-7/76, E-

7/77, E-7/78, E-7/78, E-7/81, F-

3/5

F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/25, F-2/26, 

F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/38, F-2/39, 

F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/47, F-2/50, 

F-1/6, F-1/6, F-1/7, F-1/7, F-1/8, F-1/14, F-1/14, F-1/17, F-

1/17, F-1/18, F-1/18, F-1/20, F-1/21, F-1/25, F-1/27, F-1/27, F-

1/28, F-1/32, F-1/32, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/88, E-7/79, E-7/80

F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/92 Severe economic harm to a major rural business and estate

The proposed route would cause substantial and long‑term financial damage to one of the largest affected landowners on the project, disrupting farming operations, 

reducing land and property values, and threatening business viability.

Failure to consider viable alternative routes

National Grid has not properly assessed or transparently compared alternative routes in Mid Essex, including options proposed by TFP, despite evidence that these could 

reduce environmental harm and compensation costs.

Unacceptable impact on farming operations

The pylon route cuts diagonally across the estate, affecting at least 22 fields, isolating the farm’s operational centre, and making large‑scale farming impractical during 

and after construction due to haul roads, road closures, and permanent constraints.

Permanent soil damage and reduced land productivity

Construction and haul road activity would lead to soil compaction, drainage damage, weed infestation and reduced yields on high‑quality farmland, with impacts likely to 

last for generations.

Sterilisation of strategically important mineral resources

The route crosses a major sand and gravel resource earmarked for extraction, risking permanent sterilisation of a site of county‑level importance and causing substantial 

commercial loss.

Severe impact on planned housing and economic development

The pylon route threatens a large proposed garden village near Chatham Green, undermining housing delivery, economic growth, and local planning objectives, contrary 

to the Holford Principles.

Landscape and visual harm

Pylons would dominate skylines, protected lanes, public rights of way (including the Essex Way), and open countryside, resulting in extensive and permanent visual 

damage across a wide area.

Harm to heritage assets

The scheme affects multiple Grade I and Grade II listed buildings, historic lanes, and archaeologically sensitive areas, including a key pinch point near Great Waltham.

Significant ecological and environmental damage

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-

8.8.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Written%20

Representations.pdf

 -  Initial Heads of 

Terms sent October 

2025   

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Gillian Mather 8424 Freehold, Occupation, Restrictive 

Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

C-11/61, C-11/61, C-11/63, C-11/63, C-11/64, C-11/64, C-

11/62, C-11/62, C-11/76, C-11/76, C-11/77, C-11/62a, C-

11/62a, C-11/64, C-11/62, C-11/76, C-11/66, C-11/66, C-

11/67, C-11/67, C-11/67

C-11/69, C-11/69, C-11/73, C-

11/73, C-11/74, C-11/74, C-11/69, 

C-11/74

C-11/61, C-11/61, C-11/63, C-11/63, C-11/64, C-11/64, C-

11/62, C-11/62, C-11/76, C-11/76, C-11/77, C-11/62a, C-

11/62a, C-11/64, C-11/62, C-11/76

RR-1252 REP1-355 Request a site visit in connection with impact of the project and the unsuitability of the site for laying of cables. Had not received any specification for the work showing 

how it is going to be achieved. Consultation has been inadequate and legally deficient since 2022, with representations ignored and no meaningful alternatives 

presented. targeted consultation (February 2025) affecting Hill House and land parcel OS 1242 was never received, despite expanding the draft Order limits over the 

land. No explanation was provided. Survey results from licensed non-intrusive surveys (April 2024) were never shared. National Grid failed to consult on, or justify, a 

change from previously indicated trenchless cabling (2023) to trenched cabling across OS 1242, despite earlier recognition that trenchless methods were required at the 

Black Brook crossing. Strong support for alternatives not properly assessed, including: a fully integrated offshore grid, HVDC connection from Norwich to Tilbury 

(underground or subsea), with fewer cables, narrower working width, and lower cost and risk and reconductoring the existing grid using TS Conductors. Significant harm 

is predicted to the Dedham Vale AONB, its tranquillity, landscape quality, biodiversity, heritage assets and public enjoyment. Prolonged construction, haul roads, lighting, 

noise and traffic would cause lasting landscape damage and loss of tranquillity. Adverse impacts are identified on ecology, farming, tourism, drainage, soil structure, and 

public access, with risks of pollution, pests and weeds. Langham would experience major disruption from heavy construction traffic. Trenched cabling through wide 

working swathes would result in widespread tree, habitat and landscape loss. The transition between trenchless sections (River Stour and A12) should logically also be 

trenchless to avoid unnecessary devastation. OS 1242 is a highly sensitive, landscaped site with significant level changes, mature trees and ecological value. Trenched 

cabling would require removal of hundreds of mature trees and extensive earthworks. National Grid has never explained how trenched cabling would be delivered across 

the highly undulating site, particularly in relation to the Black Brook Stream and a high‑pressure gas main to the south. Requests for an engineering site visit were 

refused; a later site meeting provided no technical clarity. The lack of a viable construction methodology renders the application premature. Unresolved questions include 

whether works would require: large-scale levelling of land and removal of spoil, culverting or diverting the Black Brook Stream, or permanent raising of surrounding land 

levels, fundamentally altering the landscape. Severe impacts anticipated during and after construction, including: loss of amenity (noise, dust, pollution), security risks 

from construction activity and haul roads, loss of access to Hill House, with no practical alternative access, potential inability of emergency services to reach the property, 

disruption to utilities, including risk of power cuts, safety concerns from works near an operational high‑pressure gas main, devaluation of the property and difficulties 

selling during construction, insurance, taxation and valuation concerns and impacts on wildlife, biodiversity, drainage, soil structure, and potential EMF and signal 

interference effects.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations 

ongoing. Meeting 

held with agent on 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs, next meeting 

to be held on 13th 

May. 

Amber

Carolyn Mason 8559 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

C-14/39, C-14/63, C-14/21, C-14/23, C-14/34, C-14/35, C-

14/40, C-14/59, C-14/65, C-14/8, C-14/12, C-14/30, C-14/22, 

C-14/31, C-14/32, C-14/33, C-14/37, C-14/44, C-13/175, C-

13/181, C-13/182

C-14/5, C-14/25 C-14/39, C-14/63, C-14/21, C-14/23, C-14/34, C-14/35, C-

14/40, C-14/59, C-14/65

RR-0483  Lives within close proximity to the proposed works in Ardleigh, including underground cabling (within 450m), hedge removal on Home Farm Lane (300m), six 50m-high 

pylons (TB004–TB009) in direct view, and within walking distance of three substations. Object to the Project and support the Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons Action Group, 

citing legally deficient consultation since 2022, lack of meaningful engagement, and failure to present alternatives. Key concerns include severe and irreversible impacts 

on landscape character, visual amenity, tranquillity, and enjoyment of the countryside, with the rural area becoming industrialised by pylons, cables, substations and 

associated infrastructure. Fears significant property devaluation and loss of future saleability, particularly given their proximity to the works and the prolonged 

construction period (2027–2031), with no prospect of compensation. Construction impacts are expected to include major disruption from traffic, noise, road closures, 

loss of pedestrian access to the village, closure of public footpaths, and safety concerns associated with passing beneath overhead cables. Home Farm Lane and Little 

Bromley Road, both narrow rural roads, are expected to experience substantial increases in construction traffic, fundamentally changing their character and accessibility. 

Ecological impacts are highlighted, including loss of ancient hedgerows, trees and best agricultural land, and harm to wildlife and protected species, including birds, bats 

and habitats associated with nearby reservoirs and woodland. Strong concerns about cumulative effects, noting Ardleigh is already accommodating mineral extraction, a 

large garden community, industrial development, and is now expected to host multiple substations and an interconnector. Alternatives have long been proposed, 

including offshore routing of power and alternative substation locations, which should have been properly assessed to avoid harm to Ardleigh and the wider Tendring 

district.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Cat 2, easement 

negotiations 

ongoing with 

Freeholder. 

Amber

Priscilla Victoria Latham 8638 Freehold Category 1

A-8/64, A-8/65 A-8/64, A-8/65 RR-2970 Landscape and visual harm, particularly to unspoilt rural areas across south Norfolk, Suffolk and Essex, including historic villages, church towers, parkland, gardens and 

long‑established views. Route shows inconsistent treatment of landscapes, noting that cables are buried in Dedham Vale and parts of north Norfolk, with no clear 

justification for excluding other valued but less well‑known landscapes from similar protection. Highlights harm to heritage assets and designed landscapes, including 

historic buildings, parkland views, and specific gardens such as Sundown in Roydon, where the defining westward sunset view would be lost. Raises aviation safety 

concerns due to the proximity of pylons to Tibenham Airfield (used by the Norfolk Glider Club and private aircraft) and a nearby private airstrip at Priory Farm, describing 

the pylons as an unacceptable risk. Home is within 300 yards of the pylon route, with significant loss of outlook and landscape amenity on three sides. Criticises the 

proposed community compensation scheme as wholly inadequate, citing evidence that properties near pylons may suffer 20–30% value reduction and arguing that 

£2,500 over ten years does not reflect real financial loss, particularly given retirement plans reliant on downsizing. Questions who would benefit from the compensation 

after sale of a depreciated property. Raises concerns over prolonged construction impacts, including months of noise, traffic, fumes, road dirt, restricted access, and 

disruption to daily life, with construction activity surrounding the property on multiple sides. Seeks clarity on appropriate compensation for both permanent and 

temporary impacts, including construction disturbance and loss of residential amenity. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

HoTs meeting 

confirmed via agent 

(Grace Gardiner) 

15th January 

2026    

Amber

Frances Ann Wilson Williams 8663 Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege, Restrictive Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62, D-7/4, D-7/8, D-7/9, D-7/16, D-6/39, D-6/43, D-

6/55, D-7/1, D-7/1, D-7/1

D-7/5, D-6/59, D-6/61, D-6/63, D-

6/64, D-6/65

D-7/6, D-7/7, D-6/36, D-6/40, D-6/41, D-6/56, D-6/58, D-

6/60, D-6/62

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

  V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Meeting arranged 

for 13th May to 

progress 

negotiations with 

agent. 

Amber

Frederica Susan Chisholm Robins 8681 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-2/122, E-2/100, E-2/101, E-2/101, E-2/106, E-2/114 E-2/118, E-2/87, E-2/102, E-2/112 E-2/122 E-2/93, E-2/93, E-2/94, E-2/94 REP1-227,  [note duplicate REP1-

240] General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or undergrounding 

proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary Heads of Terms 

issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, no confirmed amendments 

have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little better than relying on statutory powers. 

Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners 

face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of 

writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and 

compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently 

progressed voluntary agreements, and has not adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

- HoTs discussion 

held in 24th 

February 2026 

(At Whirledge & Nott 

office)    

Amber

Stephen William Kemp 8683 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/68, B-6/65, B-6/65, B-6/72, B-6/86, B-

6/86, B-6/88, B-6/88, B-6/91, B-6/91, B-6/93, B-6/93

B-6/64, B-6/67, B-6/67, B-6/70, B-

6/70, B-6/75, B-6/75, B-6/84, B-

6/84, B-6/90, B-6/90, B-6/92, B-

6/92, B-6/94, B-6/94, B-6/95, B-

6/95

B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/68 RR-3450 Project and access roads will ruin countryside and small family farm. Offshore would be better. Pylons are not 'green. Will devalue farmhouse and farm value. Living near 

pylons is not good for health. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

 

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf


Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

David Burns 8719 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

D-4/42, D-4/43 D-4/30 D-4/29, D-4/31, D-4/32, D-4/33, D-

4/35, D-4/36, D-4/37, D-4/38, D-

4/44

RR-0772 REP1-326 

OFH2

Supports objections to the Norwich–Tilbury Project on grounds of severe visual harm to the Dedham Vale National Landscape and the settings of nearby Grade II listed 

buildings, including historic farmhouses with uninterrupted views into the Vale. Confirms National Grid’s visual assessments significantly understate impacts due to 

poorly chosen viewpoints (e.g. views taken behind tall hedges or in locations with limited visibility), masking the true scale of harm. Refers to National Grid’s own 

“Reverse Zone of Theoretical Visibility” (Figure A13.5.3), which shows the East Anglia Connection Node and multiple pylons would be visible from a substantial 

proportion of the Dedham Vale (up to ~20–25% for some elements), with cumulative effects far greater than acknowledged. Demonstrates that relocating the Western 

Sealing End Compound from Little Horkesley (TB35/36) approximately 500 m south towards TB42 would place it in a natural valley, reducing visibility within the Dedham 

Vale to less than 5% and avoiding harm to historic views. Argues National Grid’s rejection of the TB42 alternative on cost and “transfer of effects” grounds is contrary to 

NPS EN‑5, as cost is not an admissible justification where development impacts a National Landscape. Minor additional undergrounding and relocation south of 

TB40–TB42 would achieve substantial policy compliance and visual mitigation at negligible cost, reinforcing the need to amend or refuse the scheme as currently 

designed.
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Easement 

negotiations 

ongoing with 

Freeholder

Amber

Gary Paul Sharp 8947 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-1/22, G-1/22, G-1/23, G-1/23, G-1/24, G-1/24, G-1/17, G-

1/19, G-1/19, G-1/25, G-1/25, G-1/26, G-1/26, G-1/30, G-

1/30, G-1/33, G-1/33, G-1/38, G-1/38, G-1/40, G-1/40, G-

1/43

G-1/1, G-1/2, G-1/2, G-1/3, G-1/4, 

G-1/5, G-1/6, G-1/6, G-1/18, G-

1/27, G-1/27, G-1/29, G-1/29, G-

1/32, G-1/32, G-1/34, G-1/34, G-

1/35, G-1/35, G-1/36, G-1/36, G-

1/37, G-1/37, G-1/39, G-1/39

G-1/22, G-1/22, G-1/23, G-1/23, G-1/24, G-1/24 G-1/8, G-1/8, G-1/12, G-1/12 RR-1170 REP3-152 Unacceptable impact on Margaretting Hall (a grade II listed building) - affected pylons TB184-TB188, associated construction works, a pulling location, a temporary haul 

road and overhead line crossing protection works. National Grid's assessment of the impact on the heritage asset (Mid Less Than Substantial Harm) does not adequately 

reflect the harm the scheme would have. No alternative routes or undergrounding with less impact have been considered. Does not comply with local and national policy 

regarding heritage assets. Unacceptable impact on livestock/ and specific style of agriculture operations, including on livestock welfare and roaming. Impact of new 

electromagnetic fields on cattle is unknown and uncertain. Impact on residential development potential of land. National Grid unwilling to meet reasonable meeting costs 

to discuss. Has been no further attempt by National Grid to engage in a meaningful way. Pylons will be harmful to appearance of existing reservoirs at Margaretting Hall 

and East Hanningfield and interfere with species and habitats, particularly migrating birds and wildfowl. Latent humitidy from reservoirs will result in additional crackling 

from the power lines. No justification for the complusory acquisition of rights over the property. Public benefits do not outweigh private harm if compulsory acquisition 

powers are confirmed. Current proposals interfere with human rights and ability to manage property. National Grid have failed to justify why such extensive areas of the 

property are required for temporary use. Concerns about the likely quality of any reinstatement of the property. A generic response, not informed by case-specific 

assessment or engagement, is inadequate to demonstrate lawful decision making. No meaningful direct engagement has taken place. Is not clear why there is no 

alternative to running the line across the estate. Justification fir the extensive amount of land proposed to be taken temporarily had not been provided. 
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 09/04/26 - 

Populated Heads of 

Terms (V2) issued.

Meeting arranged 

for 22nd May 26

Amber

Kenneth Ernest Day 9223 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-9/47, C-9/47, C-9/51, C-9/51, C-9/50, C-9/50, C-9/16, C-

9/24, C-9/24

C-9/53, C-9/53, C-9/28, C-9/30, C-

9/36, C-9/36

C-9/47, C-9/47, C-9/51, C-9/51 As the owner of (Redacted) National Grid have not dealt with proposal definitively regarding water aquifers for well water supply, ancient parish boundary removal and 

reinstatement and the road system as property adjacent to underground installations.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Meeting held with 

agent on 6th May, 

next meeting 

planned 13th May to 

progress 

negotiations on 

HOTs.

Amber

Gillian Dawn Parrish 9226
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

G-4/7, G-4/7, G-4/15, G-4/15, G-4/24, G-4/24, G-4/34, G-

4/34, G-4/34, G-4/35, G-4/35, G-4/35, G-4/37, G-4/37, G-

4/37, G-4/38, G-4/39, G-4/40, G-4/46, G-4/50, G-4/51, G-

4/52, G-4/54, G-4/57, G-4/58, G-4/21, G-4/21, G-4/47, G-

4/11, G-4/11, G-4/36, G-4/49

G-4/5, G-4/5, G-4/8, G-4/8, G-

4/12, G-4/12, G-4/22, G-4/22, G-

4/55, G-4/16, G-4/18, G-4/9, G-

4/9

G-4/7, G-4/7, G-4/15, G-4/15, G-4/24, G-4/24, G-4/34, G-

4/34, G-4/34, G-4/35, G-4/35, G-4/35, G-4/37, G-4/37, G-

4/37, G-4/38, G-4/39, G-4/40, G-4/46, G-4/50, G-4/51, G-

4/52, G-4/54, G-4/57, G-4/58

G-4/21, G-4/21, G-4/47, G-4/5, G-

4/5, G-4/8, G-4/8, G-4/12, G-4/12, 

G-4/22, G-4/22, G-4/55, G-4/16, G-

4/18

RR-1264 REP1-359 Objects proposals for new pylons to cross her land and for existing pylons to be rerouted close to home before being undergrounded nearby. Scheme would cause 

severe and unacceptable cumulative impacts on her home, land, livelihood and health. Concerns about impacts on animals and wildlife, including birds, badgers and 

other species that rely on the long‑established farm environment, stating that construction activity and permanent infrastructure would damage habitats and disrupt 

ecosystems. Wider cumulative effects on the farm and rural business. Objects to construction impacts such as heavy vehicle movements, excavation and plant 

operations causing road damage, increased flood risk from soil compaction and drainage disruption, mud and debris on local roads, and long‑term deterioration of 

infrastructure affecting local residents. Uncertainty and land take associated with the project already threaten the viability of livery yard, with further loss of grazing land, 

restricted access, noise and ground instability compromising horse welfare, safety and the sustainability of a long‑standing rural enterprise. Concern that objections have 

been ignored by National Grid and its agents. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Meeting to be held 

with UKPN on 12/02 

to discuss impact of 

NG and UKPN works 

Amber

Joanne Kate Gowing 9263 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-1/36, A-1/37, A-1/39, A-2/29, A-2/29, A-2/30, A-2/30, A-

2/32, A-2/32, A-2/33, A-2/33, A-2/35, A-2/35, A-2/37, A-2/37, 

A-2/39, A-2/39, A-2/40, A-2/41, A-2/41, A-2/42, A-2/42, A-

2/43, A-2/43, A-2/45, A-2/45, A-2/46, A-2/46, A-1/41, A-1/42, 

A-1/42, A-1/44, A-1/44, A-2/1, A-2/1, A-2/14, A-2/14, A-2/15, 

A-2/15, A-2/17, A-2/17, A-2/19, A-2/21, A-2/24, A-2/25, A-

2/25, A-2/26, A-2/26, A-2/36, A-2/36, A-2/38, A-2/38

A-1/43, A-1/43, A-1/45, A-1/45, A-

1/46, A-1/46, A-2/12, A-2/12, A-

2/16, A-2/16, A-2/18, A-2/18, A-

2/20, A-2/22, A-2/22, A-2/27, A-

2/27, A-2/31

A-1/36, A-1/37, A-1/39, A-2/29, A-2/29, A-2/30, A-2/30, A-

2/32, A-2/32, A-2/33, A-2/33, A-2/35, A-2/35, A-2/37, A-2/37, 

A-2/39, A-2/39, A-2/40, A-2/41, A-2/41, A-2/42, A-2/42, A-

2/43, A-2/43, A-2/45, A-2/45, A-2/46, A-2/46

REP1-338 Concerns about the routing of the cable line, pylon siting, construction access arrangements, and a lack of effective engagement with their farming and equine 

businesses. Requests to reposition several pylons (including RG008, RG11, RG12 and RG014) to field boundaries or unproductive corners to reduce intrusion into 

productive farmland and minimise visual impacts, including impacts on the setting of Kenningham Hall and nearby Grade II listed buildings and farmstead. Preference for 

alternative alignments (including the Purple Option and consideration of an orange or blue alignment) to reduce impacts on the holding and allow greater spacing or 

relocation of pylons away from sensitive areas. Concerns about haul roads passing through arable land and high‑value equine livery paddocks, with requests for routes 

to follow field boundaries or utilise undeveloped areas of the adjacent solar farm to limit land take and disruption. Proposed haul road alignment would likely require 

closure of the livery business during construction due to grazing loss and disturbance to horses from noise and activity. The holding is already crossed by an existing 

400kV line. The proposed route would significantly increase pylon presence and cable oversail, resulting in over 3km of oversail across the 149ha property. This places 

an unreasonable and disproportionate burden on their land, noting they are among a very small number of landowners in Norfolk affected by both routes. Insufficient 

consideration of their business operations and inadequate communication when designing the scheme and associated construction methodology.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
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Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)
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Sophie Louise Wilton 9460 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

C-11/86, C-11/83, C-11/93, C-11/96 C-11/87, C-11/95, C-11/88, C-

11/94

C-11/86 C-11/104 RR-3415 Supports the objections raised by Langham Parish Council, Ardleigh Parish Council, Colchester and Tendring District Councils, and the Essex, Suffolk and Norfolk Pylons 

Action Group. Consultation by National Grid has been legally deficient since 2022, with no genuine consideration of alternatives and a failure to listen to local concerns. 

Lives on the proposed route in Langham and is building a family home there; considers the impacts direct and significant. Undergrounding would result in loss of ancient 

trees and hedgerows, destruction of habitats and nesting sites, and impacts on a wide range of protected and notable bird species. Replacement planting is constrained 

by cable depth, leading to permanent biodiversity and carbon loss. Construction, haul roads and compounds would cause long-term damage to soil structure, subsoil 

ecology and drainage, with recovery taking decades, particularly affecting food-producing land. Significant construction traffic, noise, vibration and air quality impacts on 

Langham and surrounding villages; ongoing permanent impacts post-construction from access roads, sterilised land and maintenance activity. Lack of detail on proposed 

A12 closures and timings; unsuitable diversion routes (including single-track Grove Hill) would pose safety risks, particularly to children and pedestrians. Anticipates over 

90 HGV movements through narrow rural roads, necessitating further vegetation removal. Objects to National Grid’s failure to properly assess and cost alternatives 

such as HVDC undergrounding or subsea routes to Tilbury. Considers consultation events poorly informed and believes the route and proposals were predetermined. 
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Easement 

negotiations ongoing 

with Freeholder

Amber

Paul Winston Thompson 9500 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-1/68, E-1/68, E-1/57 E-1/68, E-1/68 E-1/71, E-1/71 RR-2863 REP1-437 

REP1-439 

REP2-099

Severe and ongoing mental health impacts since 2022, including prolonged stress, anxiety, and distress affecting personal and family life. Owns rural properties selected 

for tranquillity, open countryside, and equestrian use. The proposal would result in loss of views, closure of bridleways, disruption to livestock and horses, and unsafe 

alternative access routes. The scheme has fundamentally undermined long‑term financial security and retirement planning. Properties intended to function as pension 

assets are reported to be effectively unsaleable, with mortgage lenders unwilling to lend and buyers withdrawing due to pylons and perceived health risks. Significant 

property devaluation is reported, including reductions running into hundreds of thousands of pounds, placing owners at risk of financial hardship and negative equity. 

Planning permissions for future housing and retirement provision are in jeopardy due to inability to sell existing homes, with substantial sunk costs already incurred. 

National Grid’s engagement is described as aggressive, dismissive, and inflexible, including repeated survey requests due to lapsed surveys, insufficient compensation for 

time off work, and inadequate consideration of impacts on livestock management. Consider pylons to be outdated and unnecessarily destructive infrastructure, causing 

loss of valuable farmland, hedgerows, trees, and wildlife habitats, with wider knock‑on effects on rural and hospitality businesses. Concerns are raised about insufficient 

consideration of both mental and physical health impacts (including EMF), and a failure to account for wider social and economic costs, including housing market collapse 

along the route. National Grid has not demonstrated the true cost of the proposal, nor properly assessed alternatives such as undergrounding, HVDC, or offshore 

solutions used elsewhere in Europe.  The project unfairly transfers environmental, social, and economic harm onto affected communities, with inadequate mitigation or 

compensation, and they request that the proposal be rethought to avoid further damage to lives, livelihoods, and nature.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Graeme Main Piercy 9598 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-8/17, A-8/20, A-8/20, A-8/28, A-8/28, A-8/30, A-8/30, A-

8/9, A-8/11, A-8/11, A-8/26, A-8/26, A-8/29, A-8/29, A-8/32, 

A-8/32

A-8/17, A-8/20, A-8/20, A-8/28, A-8/28, A-8/30, A-8/30 RR-1283 REP1-363 

REP1-364 

Objection to National Grid’s 2025 proposed pylon route through Bunwell Hill / Tas Valley. Professional conservation woodsman specialising in ancient woodland 

restoration, speaking from direct knowledge of the site at Brick Kiln Lane, a private nature reserve that has now been approved as a County Wildlife Site by Norfolk 

Wildlife Trust, with formal registration imminent. The location comprises two species‑rich meadows (one with a potential burial mound), two woodlands (at least one 

likely ancient), adjoining ancient wood pasture, a grazing meadow, and a further County Wildlife Site with a spring‑fed lake, forming a connected ecological network. The 

area includes an ancient right of way (Cow Lane), numerous veteran trees, pollards and ancient hedgerows, and lies within an unspoilt medieval field system associated 

with the rare chalk-bed River Tas. National Grid were made aware of the woodland’s importance during the 2023 non‑statutory consultation, after which the route was 

altered in 2024 to avoid the woodland, before being changed again in 2025 to pass through it. Following a site visit, South Norfolk Council applied a blanket Tree 

Preservation Order in March 2025, confirming the area’s exceptional ecological and landscape value. Norfolk Wildlife Trust directly engaged with National Grid and 

strongly recommended rerouting to avoid the smallest, potentially ancient woodland, but this advice was not acted upon. In April 2025, a specific mitigation was 

proposed: placing pylons RG48 and RG49 on a north–south alignment using deviation pylons to substantially reduce habitat loss. Fisher German acknowledged this 

suggestion on 9 May 2025, stating it was under review, but no substantive response has been provided. National Grid and Fisher German have failed to explain how 

construction would be carried out on this specific site, repeatedly giving generic responses (“it depends on the site”), which is causing distress and uncertainty. The route 

would result in the loss of mature hedgerows, veteran and dying trees, leading to significant habitat loss for insects, birds, owls, bats, and mammals including mice, deer, 

foxes and badgers. Tree replanting cannot compensate for the loss of ancient habitats, that less damaging onshore alternatives exist, and that offshore routing would be 

preferable. Site visit is requested. Clear, practicable alternatives have been ignored. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Simon James Upton 9610 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-9/94, F-9/94, F-9/96, F-9/96, F-9/98, F-9/98, F-9/100, F-

9/100, F-9/103, F-9/103, F-9/105, F-9/105, F-9/106, F-9/106, 

F-9/107, F-9/107, F-9/101, F-9/101, F-9/102, F-9/102, F-

9/110, F-9/110

F-9/99, F-9/99, F-9/108, F-9/108, 

F-9/109, F-9/109

F-9/94, F-9/94, F-9/96, F-9/96, F-9/98, F-9/98, F-9/100, F-

9/100, F-9/103, F-9/103, F-9/105, F-9/105, F-9/106, F-9/106, 

F-9/107, F-9/107

RR-3219 

RR-3220

RR-3393

 Proposal would cause long-term harm to holding, including loss of land value, permanent environmental damage, visual blight, and adverse effects on landscape 

character. There would be significant short- and long-term disruption to the farming business, including major disturbance during construction, potential temporary 

closure of farm operations, reduced profitability, and lasting constraints on future business development opportunities. Construction activities are expected to damage 

soil structure and drainage, with consequential impacts on future agricultural productivity and yields. The scheme would deliver little or no financial benefit to the 

business, while imposing enduring financial and operational burdens. Environmental information has not been provided, including environmental impact assessment 

material and wildlife survey data, despite repeated requests and an asserted legal requirement on National Grid to supply this information. Constructive engagement 

with affected landowners is lacking, with National Grid alleged to have ignored consultation requests and failed to engage transparently throughout the process. There 

has been inadequate consideration of alternative routes, including options proposed by them which are stated to be cheaper and to result in less overall impact. Lack of 

transparency, undermining confidence in route selection and decision-making. The impacts on agriculture and the rural setting are considered to be insufficiently 

assessed, not only from an environmental perspective but also in terms of long-term economic effects on rural businesses. The proposal is alleged to represent a failure 

to comply with the Holford Rules, particularly in minimising effects on land use, landscape, and rural enterprises.
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Various meetings held 

with their agents 

(Whirledge & Nott) to 

discuss the HoTs. 

Meeting planned for 

19 May 2026.

Amber

Eric William James 9621 Freehold Category 1

A-6/51 A-6/50 A-6/51 V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.
Amber
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(NGET)
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Plots Subject to CA of Land 
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(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 
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Sarah Jane Hoare 9625 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-1/4, E-1/4, E-1/6, E-1/6, E-1/7, E-1/11, E-1/12 E-1/1, E-1/2, E-1/23, E-1/24, E-

1/24, E-1/27, E-1/27, E-1/34, E-

1/34, E-1/48

REP1-227

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or undergrounding 

proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary Heads of Terms 

issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, no confirmed amendments 

have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little better than relying on statutory powers. 

Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners 

face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of 

writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and 

compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently 

progressed voluntary agreements, and has not adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

HoTs meeting held:

27th January 2026

HoTs V2 Issued 2nd 

April 2026

Call with agent for 

meeting request on 

16th April 2026

Amber

Jeremy James Fisher 9639 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

E-6/46, E-6/47, E-6/47, E-6/46 E-5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, 

E-6/14, E-6/15, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-6/16, E-6/17, E-6/17, E-6/18, 

E-6/18, E-6/21, E-6/21, E-6/23, E-6/23, E-6/27, E-6/27, E-6/30, 

E-6/30, E-5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, E-5/59, E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, 

E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/95, E-

5/103, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-5/113, E-5/113, E-5/114, 

E-5/114, E-6/14, E-6/17, E-6/18, E-6/21, E-6/23, E-6/27, E-

6/30, E-5/30, E-5/30, E-5/33, E-5/33, E-5/41, E-5/41, E-5/44, E-

5/44, E-6/1, E-6/1, E-6/2, E-6/2, E-6/7, E-6/9, E-6/9, E-6/10, E-

6/10, E-6/19, E-6/19, E-6/20, E-6/20, E-6/22, E-6/22, E-6/25, E-

6/25, E-6/28, E-6/28, E-6/29, E-6/29, E-6/35, E-6/37, E-6/37, E-

6/41, E-6/41, E-6/44, E-6/44, E-6/53, E-6/53, E-5/23, E-5/24, E-

5/26, E-5/26, E-5/29, E-5/52, E-5/52, E-5/57, E-5/57, E-5/60, E-

5/60, E-5/66, E-5/66, E-5/69, E-5/69, E-5/75, E-5/75, E-5/92, E-

5/92, E-5/93, E-5/93, E-5/98, E-5/98, E-5/100, E-5/100, E-

5/102, E-5/102, E-5/105, E-5/105, E-5/106, E-5/106, E-5/108, 

E-5/108, E-5/110, E-5/110, E-6/7, E-6/19, E-6/20, E-6/22, E-

6/25, E-6/28, E-6/29, E-6/35, E-6/36, E-6/37, E-6/41, E-6/44, E-

6/53

E-5/31, E-5/31, E-6/3, E-6/3, E-

6/4, E-6/4, E-6/5, E-6/5, E-6/6, E-

6/6, E-6/8, E-6/8, E-6/11, E-6/11, 

E-6/12, E-6/12, E-6/13, E-6/13, E-

6/24, E-6/24, E-6/26, E-6/26, E-

6/33, E-6/33, E-6/34, E-6/34, E-

6/45, E-6/45, E-5/25, E-5/25, E-

5/27, E-5/27, E-5/28, E-5/50, E-

5/50, E-5/51, E-5/51, E-5/56, E-

5/56, E-5/65, E-5/65, E-5/68, E-

5/68, E-5/70, E-5/70, E-5/86, E-

5/86, E-5/96, E-5/96, E-5/99, E-

5/99, E-5/101, E-5/101, E-5/104, E-

5/104, E-5/111, E-5/111, E-5/116, 

E-5/116, E-5/118, E-5/118, E-

5/121, E-5/121, E-6/24, E-6/26, E-

6/33, E-6/34, E-6/45

E-5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, 

E-6/14, E-6/15, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-6/16, E-6/17, E-6/17, E-6/18, 

E-6/18, E-6/21, E-6/21, E-6/23, E-6/23, E-6/27, E-6/27, E-6/30, 

E-6/30, E-5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, E-5/59, E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, 

E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/95, E-

5/103, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-5/113, E-5/113, E-5/114, 

E-5/114, E-6/14, E-6/17, E-6/18, E-6/21, E-6/23, E-6/27, E-

6/30

E-5/119, E-5/119 RR-1696 REP1-388 Objects to pylons between White Notley and Fairstead (including underground tunnel sections) and the resulting harm to land, landscape and farming activity. Multiple 

detailed submissions have been made during consultation, but no changes have been incorporated and no explanation has been provided as to why the points raised 

were rejected, leading to concerns that consultation has been ineffective. Route inspection was undertaken by car and did not include their section of the route. Supports 

the objections of the Essex Suffolk (Norfolk) Pylons Group and opposes the principle of an overland pylon route to serve London. Faulkbourne Estate is one of the most 

severely affected landholdings, with 11 pylons and associated haul roads and tunnel sections directly affecting around 200 acres of farmland. Significant impacts are 

alleged on agricultural productivity, historic assets, landscape character, residential amenity, village safety and local infrastructure, including prolonged HGV movements 

through small settlements. National Grid has failed to meaningfully engage on alternative routing, pylon siting, haul road alignments or mitigation measures, despite 

detailed, site-specific proposals being submitted. An alternative, preferred solution is proposed: an integrated offshore grid bringing power ashore at the disused 

Bradwell-on-Sea power station, making use of existing brownfield land, substations and transmission corridors, with further transmission via existing infrastructure. If 

the offshore solution is not pursued, undergrounding (including HVDC cables) and/or significant rerouting and reduction in pylons is sought to minimise environmental, 

heritage and agricultural harm. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 18th 

March 2024   

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 5th 

July 2025   

Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

HoTs meeting 

confirmed with agent 

(Grace Gardiner) 15th 

January 2026   

HoTs discussion held 

in 24th February 2026 

(At Whirledge & Nott 

office)    

V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026 

Amber

Switlana Steward 9709 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-1/1, A-1/1, A-1/59 A-1/3, A-1/3, A-1/8, A-1/8, A-1/11, A-1/11, A-1/13, A-1/14, A-

1/14

A-1/5, A-1/5, A-1/9, A-1/9, A-

1/10, A-1/10, A-1/18, A-1/18

A-1/6, A-1/6

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf Meeting held with NGET in attendance to negotiate HOTs on 20th April and further meeting scheduled to continue negotiations with agent on May 13th 2026.

Amber

John Frederick Strutt 9897 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-6/31, E-6/32, E-6/38, E-6/43, E-7/5 F-1/93, F-1/93, E-8/1, E-8/1, E-

8/2, E-8/2, E-8/3, E-8/3, E-6/39, E-

6/40, E-6/42

E-6/31, E-6/32 F-1/93, F-1/93, E-8/1, E-8/1, E-

8/2, E-8/2, E-8/3, E-8/3

RR-3634 REP1-393 

REP3-158 

Views from the Parish Church of St Mary The Virgin at Fairstead will be significant as well as Beauchamps House. The lines should be buried to avoid detraction to the 

rural setting. The project goes near to local wildlife sites at Galley Cable Wood and Troys Spring, where there are significant amounts of ground-nesting birds. The project 

will compound the landscape issues from the existing 400KVA lines. The new lines should follow the old ones where possible. It will significantly reduce the agricultural 

workability of land and also ruin any sporting rights in the area. Breaches of Holford Rules. Access roads will severely impact agricultural output of fields. The connection 

should be either under the sea or under the ground. Need to ensure the scheme is designed in a sympathetic way to existing land uses, particularly the Estate's ongoing 

commercial farming and shooting operations. Request that the construction route be pushed to the field boundary. Request for compensation for lost income from 

cropping corner of field which will not be accessible during construction as well as land National Grid are occupying for construction. No compulsory purchase is 

required. Support for Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group. Consultation has been legally deficient since 2022. Plans provided during consultation were often 

incorrect and low resolution. No alternatives have been presented and have not been listened to by National Grid. Have not receieved any substantive response to 

previous submissions. Two principle drives at commercial shoot could potentially be unviable. Shooting seasons should be avoided during construction and impacts on 

farming operations minimised. Land is subject to an approved DCO for Longfield Solar Farm and there are existing third-party rights. Early engagement with this scheme 

and the Estate is critical. Plan 5111-1: Permanent access should follow the existing track along the field edge, not cut into the field. Plan 5111-2: Permanent access should 

follow the existing track along the field edge, not cut into the field. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Meeting held with 

agent to discuss HOTs 

on 6th May. Follow up 

meeting booked for 

13th May to continue 

negotiations.

Amber

Anne Sarah Day 9933 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-9/47, C-9/47, C-9/51, C-9/51, C-9/50, C-9/50, C-9/16, C-

9/24, C-9/24

C-9/53, C-9/53, C-9/28, C-9/30, C-

9/36, C-9/36

C-9/47, C-9/47, C-9/51, C-9/51 RR-0266 REP1-433

REP1-296 

National Grid have not dealt with the proposal definitively regarding water aquifers for well water supply, ancient parish boundary removal and reinstatement and the 

road system as property is adjacent to proposed underground installations. Having only one option investigated by National Grid is prohibitive to such a vast 

infrastructure planning application. Undemocratic and unfair to the public in East Anglia. Impact on economic growth. East Anglia and countryside of Stour Valley will be 

ruined and wooded areas where underground installationsss are laid will not be able to grow trees. HVDC would cost no more than this proposal. Lack of engagement 

with National Grid and answers regarding initial concerns. Concern regarding usage of a stream for the project which flows into the River Stour. Property lies within a 

Protected Environmental Sensitive Conservation Area within the Dedham Vale Stour Valley Landscapes. National Grid have been vague with details for the public and all 

countryside landowners. Concerns about living in a flight path regarding terrorism, with mains gas pipe in the vicinity of proposed pylons and underground electric 

cabling. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Amber

Robert David Mills 10087 Freehold Category 1

A-1/36 A-1/36 RR-3104 

RR-3124

As per the hard copy notice placed opposite the entrance to property in October ref: S56-UNK-Notice 3 (Including plans UNK-S56-4 UNK-S56-3) there are two areas of 

land marked in green as "Land of interest". These are tiny slivers of land both extremely close to their and neighbour's property. It seems unlikely that such tiny areas of 

land without connection to the public highway would be of any value in this project. Would like to know what the potential of the phrase "Land of interest" means and 

why these two tiny and oddly positioned areas have been selected.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf


Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

E.S. Cole & Sons Limited 10174 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-10/14, A-10/14, A-10/15, A-10/15, A-10/16, A-10/16, A-

10/18, A-10/18, A-10/19, A-10/19, A-10/20, A-10/20, A-

10/28, A-10/2, A-10/2, A-10/4, A-10/4, A-10/7, A-10/7, A-

10/12, A-10/12, A-10/13, A-10/13, A-10/21, A-10/21, A-

10/22, A-10/22, A-10/26, A-11/1, A-11/1, A-11/2, A-11/2, A-

11/3, A-11/8, A-11/8, A-11/11

A-10/36, A-10/36, A-10/5, A-10/5, 

A-10/8, A-10/8, A-10/9, A-10/9, A-

10/10, A-10/10, A-10/11, A-

10/11, A-10/23, A-10/23, A-

10/24, A-10/25, A-10/25, A-10/27

A-10/14, A-10/14, A-10/15, A-10/15, A-10/16, A-10/16, A-

10/18, A-10/18, A-10/19, A-10/19, A-10/20, A-10/20

A-11/6, A-11/6 RR-0969 REP1-229 Issues with landowner consultation and engagement, access for surveys, initial route design and subsequent amendments. State they are among the most heavily 

affected landowners on the route, with nine pylons proposed on their holding from near Winfarthing to the south, accounting for nearly 10% of all pylons in Norfolk. 

They consider this burden excessive and inequitable. Has repeatedly requested that specific pylons (RG061–RG069) be moved slightly east within their own land, which 

they say would reduce landscape, agronomic and environmental impacts by using field corners, boundaries, woodland and hedgerows. These requests have been 

dismissed without proper justification. Criticise National Grid for agreeing to more significant route changes elsewhere—particularly to avoid impacts on a privately 

owned and infrequently used airstrip—while refusing minor adjustments on their land. Consider this inconsistent, unjustified, and more harmful to nearby residential 

communities. There is no clear economic or engineering reason not to accept their proposed amendments. The changes could reduce compensation costs for National 

Grid and better mitigate effects on productive farmland. Farm provides public footpaths and recreational value for the Winfarthing community, which offers greater local 

benefit than the airstrip that appears to have driven route realignment elsewhere. Concerns are raised about the validity of non-intrusive ecology surveys, particularly 

bat surveys. Cameras were installed at an unsuitable location, allegedly based on National Grid instruction rather than ecological judgement, casting doubt on survey 

robustness. Have received limited and delayed communication, learning about route changes only through public disclosures. Offers to meet on site with National Grid 

have not been taken up. They seek significantly improved dialogue and reconsideration of their submitted amendments.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

J and C Rayner Farms Limited 10178
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

D-9/3, D-9/3, D-9/4, D-9/4, D-9/6, D-9/6, D-9/67, D-9/67, D-

9/69, D-9/69, D-9/73, D-9/73, D-9/79, D-9/79, D-9/80, D-

9/80, D-9/81, D-9/81, D-9/83, D-9/83, D-9/85, D-9/85, D-

9/86, D-9/89, D-9/89, D-9/90, D-9/94, D-9/94, D-9/98, D-

9/98, D-9/99, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-9/103, D-9/104, 

D-9/105, D-9/106, D-9/106, D-9/107, D-9/109, D-9/109, D-

9/111, D-9/113, D-9/113, D-9/117, D-9/117, D-9/119, D-

9/119, D-9/132, D-9/132, D-9/128, D-9/128, D-9/128, D-

9/130, D-9/131, D-9/5, D-9/5, D-9/8, D-9/8, D-9/20, D-9/21, 

D-9/21, D-9/34, D-9/34, D-9/49, D-9/49, D-9/61, D-9/61, D-

9/63, D-9/63, D-9/70, D-9/70, D-9/71, D-9/71, D-9/72, D-

9/72, D-9/76, D-9/76, D-9/78, D-9/78, D-9/82, D-9/82, D-

9/84, D-9/84, D-9/88, D-9/88, D-9/91, D-9/100, D-9/139, D-

9/139

D-9/17, D-9/17, D-9/18, D-9/18, D-

9/24, D-9/24, D-9/27, D-9/27, D-

9/38, D-9/38, D-9/53, D-9/53, D-

9/55, D-9/55, D-9/56, D-9/56, D-

9/60, D-9/60, D-9/62, D-9/62, D-

9/64, D-9/64, D-9/65, D-9/65, D-

9/68, D-9/68, D-9/74, D-9/74, D-

9/75, D-9/75, D-9/77, D-9/77, D-

9/87, D-9/126, D-9/126, D-9/135, 

D-9/135, D-9/138, D-9/138, D-

9/141, D-9/141, D-9/144, D-

9/144

D-9/3, D-9/3, D-9/4, D-9/4, D-9/6, D-9/6, D-9/67, D-9/67, D-

9/69, D-9/69, D-9/73, D-9/73, D-9/79, D-9/79, D-9/80, D-

9/80, D-9/81, D-9/81, D-9/83, D-9/83, D-9/85, D-9/85, D-

9/86, D-9/89, D-9/89, D-9/90, D-9/94, D-9/94, D-9/98, D-

9/98, D-9/99, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-9/102, D-9/103, D-9/104, 

D-9/105, D-9/106, D-9/106, D-9/107, D-9/109, D-9/109, D-

9/111, D-9/113, D-9/113, D-9/117, D-9/117, D-9/119, D-

9/119, D-9/132, D-9/132, D-9/128, D-9/128, D-9/128, D-

9/130, D-9/131

D-9/133, D-9/133 RR-1497 Route would harm farm, its business operations and residential use. Haul road would sever the sole farm access, putting at risk 24/7 operation of a large bio‑secure 

poultry unit (150,000 birds), emergency access, day‑to‑day farming activities and access for multiple tenant businesses, with potentially catastrophic welfare and 

financial consequences. Significant impacts on agricultural land through permanent land take for pylons, long‑term soil compaction, loss of productive fields, blocked 

internal farm movements and damage to drainage, water supply and sewage systems. Route intrudes into bio‑secure areas, disrupts muck removal cycles and renders 

land used for straw storage unusable. Hedgerows and mature trees established over decades would be removed or damaged without meaningful discussion. 

Throughout the consultation period, National Grid has consistently failed to engage constructively, providing vague reassurances, contradictory information or no 

response at all to repeated, specific queries. Engagement via agents has not resolved these issues, and no clear or credible proposals have been provided to maintain 

access, protect drainage or safeguard the viability of the farm business. Representatives were sent to meetings with inadequate knowledge and understanding of 

farming impacts. Extreme stess as have spent 55 years making a farm business which is viable and has improved wildlife habitats, much of which will be destroyed by the 

route. 

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held on 1 

May 2026 with 

landowner and agent 

to discuss the HoTs 

and accommodation 

works.

Amber

Richard Long Group Limited 10184 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-3/9 A-4/3, A-4/7, A-4/7, A-3/14, A-

3/15

RR-3064 REP1-269 

REP1-270

Pylons RG18 and RG19 would cross a permitted solar farm at Bracon Ash, Norfolk. National Grid was notified of the solar proposal at an early stage, including through a 

formal Design Change Request in August 2023, and was repeatedly asked to realign this section of the route eastwards to avoid or reduce impacts on the solar site and to 

move the line further away from Bracon Ash village. No alignment change has been made and no meaningful response has been provided. Planning permission for the 

solar farm (ref. 2023/1055F) was granted in July 2025, with construction anticipated from Q3 2026 and operation likely to commence before any physical works for the 

Norwich to Tilbury Project. The objector considers the two schemes incompatible, as the proposed oversail would directly constrain the layout, construction and 

operation of the solar farm and could compromise its viability. Unresolved technical and operational uncertainties, including the need for exclusion corridors, 

confirmation that towers would not be located within the solar site, construction methodology, access arrangements, work duration, and long‑term restrictions on land 

use beneath and adjacent to the overhead line. Significant commercial impacts identified, including loss of generation during installation, shading effects, permanent loss 

of panels, redesign and inefficiency of the EPC layout, reduced economies of scale, outages to facilitate works, and costs of panel removal, disposal, remediation and 

reinstatement. Lack of clear information on plans, programme, design and land-use restrictions, despite repeated attempts to engage with National Grid. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting was held on 

27/04/26. Post 

hearing detail 

provided to Ralos on 

haul road specification 

and reasons behind 

routing and siting. 

Meeting held with 

GGP and NG 11/05/26 

including this site to 

address pulling zone 

area and 

methodology. 

Meeting to be 

arranged once further 

detail received from 

GGP on finer design 

details expected by 

end of May 26.

Amber

Anglian Water Services Limited 10188 Occupation, Freehold Category 1

C-8/34, C-8/35, C-8/36, C-8/42, 

D-4/41, D-4/42, D-4/43, B-21/6, 

B-21/7, B-21/9, B-21/10, B-

21/11, B-21/14, B-21/15, D-3/1, 

A-7/16, A-7/18, A-7/27, H-6/71, 

H-7/21, H-7/44, H-5/87, H-

6/84a, H-5/79a, H-5/79b, H-

6/71f, H-5/79f, H-6/24d, H-

6/24e, H-6/24f, H-6/84e

C-17/57, C-17/57, C-17/60, C-17/72, C-17/72, C-17/79, C-

17/79, C-17/80, C-18/5, C-18/27, C-18/47, C-13/102, C-

13/136, C-2/41, C-18/52, C-13/101, C-18/54, C-17/24, C-

17/25, C-17/27, C-17/31, C-17/34, C-17/34, C-17/35, C-17/35, 

C-17/38, C-17/46, C-17/66, C-17/66, C-17/69, C-17/69, C-

13/115, C-13/117, C-13/120, C-13/121, C-4/18, C-4/25, C-

4/29, C-4/34, C-4/36, C-4/39, C-3/2, C-2/6, C-2/20, C-2/32, C-

2/33, C-2/34, C-2/43, C-2/46, C-2/47, C-2/49, C-2/50, C-2/50, 

C-1/11, A-9/24, A-9/32, A-9/34, D-4/71, D-4/76, A-1/25, A-

1/29, A-1/30, A-1/36, A-1/37, A-1/39, D-9/3, D-9/4, D-9/11, D-

9/12, D-9/13, D-9/16, D-9/25, D-9/33, D-9/35, D-9/46, D-

9/109, D-9/111, D-9/117, B-20/97, B-20/103, B-20/111, A-

8/64, A-8/65, A-8/67, A-8/72, A-8/74, A-8/75, A-8/77, A-8/79, 

A-8/80, A-8/84, A-8/85, A-8/86, A-8/88, A-8/90, A-4/81, A-

4/87, A-4/88, A-4/95, A-4/99, A-4/112, A-4/115, B-18/1, B-

18/16, B-18/82, B-18/84, B-18/86, B-18/93, B-18/104, B-

18/108, B-18/109, B-18/115, B-18/117, B-15/19, B-15/23, B-

15/27, B-15/28, B-16/41, B-16/54, B-16/58, B-16/61, B-16/62, 

B-16/72, B-11/76, B-11/78, D-7/49, D-7/52, D-7/52, D-7/67, D-

7/68, D-7/68, D-7/77, D-7/77, D-7/82, D-7/82, D-7/97, D-

7/99, D-7/101, D-7/112, D-7/114, D-7/115, D-7/124, D-

7/125, D-2/40, A-13/53, A-13/53, A-13/53, A-13/61, A-13/61, 

A-13/65, A-13/68, A-13/68, A-13/68, A-13/68, A-13/69, A-

13/69, A-13/74, A-13/80, A-13/82, B-19/1, B-19/32, B-19/35, 

B-19/38, B-19/50, B-19/55, D-3/18, D-3/21, D-3/26, D-3/26, D-

3/36, D-3/58, D-1/47, D-1/48, D-1/50, D-1/55, D-1/59, D-

1/66, A-7/20, A-7/20, B-17/29, D-6/42, D-6/42, D-6/58, F-4/7, 

F-4/10, F-4/13, E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/123, E-2/124, E-2/127, 

E-3/36, E-3/37, E-3/98, E-3/105, G-4/51, G-4/52, G-4/57, G-

4/58, G-4/59, G-4/61, G-4/69, G-6/153, G-6/168, G-6/173, E-

4/20, E-4/33, G-2/3, G-2/4, G-2/8, G-2/20, G-2/22, G-2/30, G-

2/33, G-2/35, G-2/46, G-3/3, G-3/3, G-3/3, G-3/3, G-3/7, G-

B-20/95, C-2/28, C-3/1, C-2/5, C-

2/7, C-2/14, C-2/14, C-2/15, C-

2/15, C-2/16, C-2/24, C-2/26, C-

2/29, C-2/66, C-2/67, C-2/70, B-

20/101, B-18/20, B-18/23, B-

18/24, B-14/107, B-14/108, B-

14/109, B-17/8, B-17/16, B-17/21, 

G-4/55, G-4/70, G-4/72, G-4/74, G-

6/84, G-6/85, G-6/86, G-6/87, G-

6/151, G-6/157, G-6/157, G-

6/171, G-6/175, G-6/176, G-

6/182, E-1/52, C-17/36, C-17/36, 

C-1/14, C-18/84, C-7/8, C-4/30, C-

18/38, C-18/61, C-18/68, C-18/78, 

C-18/104, C-17/129, C-17/130, C-

17/130, C-17/131, C-17/132, C-

17/132, C-17/134, C-17/134, C-

17/142, C-17/142, C-17/143, C-

17/143, C-17/148, C-17/148, C-

12/60, C-12/61, C-12/63, C-

11/100, C-11/100, C-10/41, C-

9/80, C-8/9, C-8/13, C-8/14, C-

8/23, C-8/30, C-8/32, C-8/33, C-

8/38, C-7/20, C-7/22, C-4/13, C-

3/57, C-3/81, C-3/87, C-3/88, C-

3/90, C-3/92, C-3/101, C-2/40, C-

2/59, C-2/71, C-2/74, C-2/77, C-

2/78, C-2/81, C-1/12, A-10/30, A-

10/31, A-6/85, A-9/46, D-4/37, D-

4/38, D-4/65, D-4/66, A-10/24, A-

10/27, A-1/40, D-9/17, D-9/18, D-

9/24, A-8/69, A-8/93, B-21/1, B-

C-17/57, C-17/57, C-17/60, C-17/72, C-17/72, C-17/79, C-

17/79, C-17/80, C-18/5, C-18/27, C-18/47, C-13/102, C-

13/136, C-2/41, C-18/52, C-13/101, C-18/54, C-17/24, C-

17/25, C-17/27, C-17/31, C-17/34, C-17/34, C-17/35, C-17/35, 

C-17/38, C-17/46, C-17/66, C-17/66, C-17/69, C-17/69, C-

13/115, C-13/117, C-13/120, C-13/121, C-4/18, C-4/25, C-

4/29, C-4/34, C-4/36, C-4/39, C-3/2, C-2/6, C-2/20, C-2/32, C-

2/33, C-2/34, C-2/43, C-2/46, C-2/47, C-2/49, C-2/50, C-2/50, 

C-1/11, A-9/24, A-9/32, A-9/34, D-4/71, D-4/76, A-1/25, A-

1/29, A-1/30, A-1/36, A-1/37, A-1/39, D-9/3, D-9/4, D-9/11, D-

9/12, D-9/13, D-9/16, D-9/25, D-9/33, D-9/35, D-9/46, D-

9/109, D-9/111, D-9/117, B-20/97, B-20/103, B-20/111, A-

8/64, A-8/65, A-8/67, A-8/72, A-8/74, A-8/75, A-8/77, A-8/79, 

A-8/80, A-8/84, A-8/85, A-8/86, A-8/88, A-8/90, A-4/81, A-

4/87, A-4/88, A-4/95, A-4/99, A-4/112, A-4/115, B-18/1, B-

18/16, B-18/82, B-18/84, B-18/86, B-18/93, B-18/104, B-

18/108, B-18/109, B-18/115, B-18/117, B-15/19, B-15/23, B-

15/27, B-15/28, B-16/41, B-16/54, B-16/58, B-16/61, B-16/62, 

B-16/72, B-11/76, B-11/78, D-7/49, D-7/52, D-7/52, D-7/67, D-

7/68, D-7/68, D-7/77, D-7/77, D-7/82, D-7/82, D-7/97, D-

7/99, D-7/101, D-7/112, D-7/114, D-7/115, D-7/124, D-

7/125, D-2/40, A-13/53, A-13/53, A-13/53, A-13/61, A-13/61, 

A-13/65, A-13/68, A-13/68, A-13/68, A-13/68, A-13/69, A-

13/69, A-13/74, A-13/80, A-13/82, B-19/1, B-19/32, B-19/35, 

B-19/38, B-19/50, B-19/55, D-3/18, D-3/21, D-3/26, D-3/26, D-

3/36, D-3/58, D-1/47, D-1/48, D-1/50, D-1/55, D-1/59, D-

1/66, A-7/20, A-7/20, B-17/29, D-6/42, D-6/42, D-6/58, F-4/7, 

F-4/10, F-4/13, E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/123, E-2/124, E-2/127, 

E-3/36, E-3/37, E-3/98, E-3/105, G-4/51, G-4/52, G-4/57, G-

4/58, G-4/59, G-4/61, G-4/69, G-6/153, G-6/168, G-6/173, E-

4/20, E-4/33, G-2/3, G-2/4, G-2/8, G-2/20, G-2/22, G-2/30, G-

2/33, G-2/35, G-2/46, G-3/3, G-3/3, G-3/3, G-3/3, G-3/7, G-

C-3/6, B-17/15, G-4/98, G-6/165, 

C-2/28, C-3/1, C-2/5, C-2/7, C-

2/14, C-2/14, C-2/15, C-2/15, C-

2/16, C-2/24, C-2/26, C-2/29, C-

2/66, C-2/67, C-2/70, B-20/101, B-

18/20, B-18/23, B-18/24, B-

14/107, B-14/108, B-14/109, B-

17/8, B-17/16, B-17/21, G-4/55, G-

4/70, G-4/72, G-4/74, G-6/84, G-

6/85, G-6/86, G-6/87, G-6/151, G-

6/157, G-6/157, G-6/171, G-

6/175, G-6/176, G-6/182, E-1/52

C-18/65, C-11/106, C-11/107, C-

10/39, A-8/94, H-7/138a

RR-0216 REP1-199

REP3-114

Statutory sewerage undertaker across the entire Norwich to Tilbury Order Limits and the statutory water undertaker for parts of Norfolk, Suffolk (Mid Suffolk and 

Babergh), and Essex (Colchester and parts of Braintree). The Applicant must identify and safeguard Anglian Water’s infrastructure within the Order Limits, minimise 

impacts, and avoid asset diversions wherever possible. Numerous above‑ and below‑ground interfaces exist, including impacts on operational WRCs (notably Forncett 

End WRC), where operational safety, maintenance, access, and future expansion could be compromised. Clash detection, utilities protection works, and mitigation for AC 

interference (including cathodic protection) remain under discussion. Maintains an objection to the standard protective provisions for statutory undertakers in Schedule 

16 Part 1 of the draft DCO, which are considered inadequate. Outstanding matters are recorded in the draft SoCG and identified as PMI5 – Impacts on Statutory 

Undertakers. Although described as a “single‑issue” SoCG, Anglian Water notes multiple complex issues arise due to the scale and linear nature of the Project. Updated 

SoCGs will be progressed during examination. The Project interfaces with Anglian Water’s programmed AMP8 schemes, including strategic water mains and 

environmental upgrades at WRCs. These schemes are regulator‑driven, time‑critical, and subject to penalties if delayed. Anglian Water is sharing route and design 

information and seeks coordinated delivery to manage inevitable interfaces. Construction‑phase non‑domestic water demand has not yet been agreed. Anglian Water 

has no statutory duty to supply non‑domestic water where this could compromise domestic supply. Under Anglian Water’s Non‑Domestic Water Requests Policy, 

requests exceeding 20 m³/day require a Water Resource Assessment (WRA). Anglian Water has proposed specific DCO requirement wording to secure a WRA prior to 

construction if agreement is not reached during examination, noting that current CoCP commitments (including W16) are insufficient. Anglian Water seeks a DCO 

requirement to ensure consultation as drainage authority on any Surface Water Management Plan to avoid impacts on sewerage infrastructure. The Book of Reference 

omits some Anglian Water land interests and rights (including rights of way and sewer easements), which must be corrected. 

https://nsip-
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

F H Easton Limited 10198 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

A-8/41, A-8/41, A-8/44, A-8/44, A-8/47, A-8/47, A-8/49, A-

8/49, A-8/54, A-8/54, A-7/56, A-7/56, A-7/57, A-7/57, A-7/58, 

A-7/58, A-7/61, A-7/61, A-7/63, A-7/63, A-7/64, A-7/64, A-

7/67, A-7/67, A-7/62, A-8/4, A-8/9, A-8/39, A-8/39, A-8/40, A-

8/40, A-8/45, A-8/45, A-8/52, A-8/52, A-8/56, A-8/56, A-8/57, 

A-8/58, A-8/58, A-8/59, A-7/54, A-7/54, A-7/60, A-7/60, A-

7/66, A-7/66, A-7/68, A-7/68, A-7/71, A-7/71, A-7/72, A-7/72, 

A-7/74, A-7/75, A-7/75, A-7/43, A-7/45, A-7/47, A-7/49

A-8/43, A-8/43, A-8/55, A-8/55, A-

7/53, A-7/53, A-7/55, A-7/55, A-

7/59, A-7/59, A-7/65, A-7/65, A-

7/69, A-7/69, A-7/70, A-7/70, A-

7/76, A-7/76, A-7/77, A-7/50, A-

7/51

A-8/41, A-8/41, A-8/44, A-8/44, A-8/47, A-8/47, A-8/49, A-

8/49, A-8/54, A-8/54, A-7/56, A-7/56, A-7/57, A-7/57, A-7/58, 

A-7/58, A-7/61, A-7/61, A-7/63, A-7/63, A-7/64, A-7/64, A-

7/67, A-7/67, A-7/62

REP1-227,  [note duplicate REP1-

240] General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or undergrounding 

proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary Heads of Terms 

issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, no confirmed amendments 

have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little better than relying on statutory powers. 

Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners 

face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of 

writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and 

compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently 

progressed voluntary agreements, and has not adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Network Rail Infrastructure 

Limited
10199 Occupation, Freehold Category 1

A-1/56 C-13/89, C-13/91, C-13/95, C-13/95, C-13/95, C-13/95, C-

13/96, C-13/96, C-13/96, C-13/96, C-13/102, C-13/135, C-

13/135, C-13/135, C-13/136, C-13/101, C-13/107, C-13/117, 

C-13/120, B-6/31, B-6/34, B-6/35, B-6/41, B-6/46, B-6/55, B-

6/56, B-6/56, B-6/60, B-6/60, B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/100, B-

6/103, B-6/103, B-6/104, B-12/79, B-12/82, B-12/82, B-12/83, 

B-12/87, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/48, E-5/49, G-6/183, G-6/183, G-

6/183, G-6/183, G-3/47, G-3/49, G-3/51, G-3/52, G-3/52, G-

3/52, G-3/57, G-3/58, G-3/58, G-3/59, G-3/61, G-3/61, G-

3/61, G-3/62, G-3/62, G-3/62, G-3/63, G-3/63, G-3/63, H-1/3, 

H-1/3, H-1/3, G-6/178, G-6/187, C-13/55, C-13/62, C-13/66, C-

13/67, C-13/67, C-13/67, C-13/67, C-13/68, C-13/68, C-13/68, 

C-13/68, C-13/70, C-13/71, C-13/92, C-13/97, C-13/104, C-

13/104, C-13/104, C-13/106, C-13/109, C-13/59, C-13/72, D-

8/4, D-8/6, D-8/6, D-8/6, D-8/6, D-8/8, D-8/9, D-8/11, D-8/14, 

D-8/14, D-8/14, D-8/15, B-6/11, B-6/44, B-6/53, B-6/65, B-

6/73, B-6/76, B-6/76, B-6/78, B-6/83, B-6/85, B-6/87, B-6/87, 

B-6/88, B-13/1, B-13/6, B-12/84, B-12/85, B-12/85, B-12/88, B-

12/100, B-12/100, B-12/103, B-12/103, B-12/103, B-12/104, 

B-12/107, B-12/110, E-5/30, E-5/33, E-5/36, E-5/40, E-5/40, E-

5/40, E-5/40, E-5/41, G-4/1, G-6/180, G-6/188, G-6/189, G-

6/189, G-6/189, G-1/25, G-1/26, G-1/28, G-1/28, G-1/28, G-

1/30, G-3/55, G-3/55, G-3/55, E-5/10, E-5/29, E-5/55, E-5/64, 

E-5/64, E-5/64, E-5/64, E-5/67, H-1/24, H-1/24, H-1/24, H-

1/31, H-1/32

G-6/127, G-6/176, G-6/176, G-

6/182, G-6/182, G-6/182, G-

6/184, G-6/184, G-6/185, G-

6/185, G-6/190, G-6/190, G-

6/190, H-1/27, H-1/27, H-1/27, H-

1/29, H-1/34, C-13/111, C-

13/114, C-13/118, B-6/25, B-6/51, 

B-6/54, B-6/54, B-6/54, B-6/57, B-

6/57, B-6/57, B-6/57, B-6/58, B-

6/58, B-6/58, B-6/62, B-6/62, B-

6/64, B-6/67, B-6/70, B-6/75, B-

6/95, G-1/29, G-1/31, G-1/31, G-

1/31, E-5/22, E-5/25, H-1/28, H-

1/28

C-13/89, C-13/91, C-13/95, C-13/95, C-13/95, C-13/95, C-

13/96, C-13/96, C-13/96, C-13/96, C-13/102, C-13/135, C-

13/135, C-13/135, C-13/136, C-13/101, C-13/107, C-13/117, 

C-13/120, B-6/31, B-6/34, B-6/35, B-6/41, B-6/46, B-6/55, B-

6/56, B-6/56, B-6/60, B-6/60, B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/100, B-

6/103, B-6/103, B-6/104, B-12/79, B-12/82, B-12/82, B-12/83, 

B-12/87, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/48, E-5/49, G-6/183, G-6/183, G-

6/183, G-6/183, G-3/47, G-3/49, G-3/51, G-3/52, G-3/52, G-

3/52, G-3/57, G-3/58, G-3/58, G-3/59, G-3/61, G-3/61, G-

3/61, G-3/62, G-3/62, G-3/62, G-3/63, G-3/63, G-3/63, H-1/3, 

H-1/3, H-1/3

G-6/178, G-6/187, G-6/127, G-

6/176, G-6/176, G-6/182, G-

6/182, G-6/182, G-6/184, G-

6/184, G-6/185, G-6/185, G-

6/190, G-6/190, G-6/190, H-1/27, 

H-1/27, H-1/27, H-1/29, H-1/34

A-1/7, A-1/7, B-6/27, B-6/27, B-

6/28, B-6/28, B-6/61, B-6/61, H-

1/2, H-1/2, H-1/4, H-1/4

RR-2671 REP1-252 Objection in principle to the Norwich to Tilbury DCO unless its standard Railway Protective Provisions are included in the Order and appropriate agreements are secured. 

Over 200 plots are affected (listed in an appendix), comprising operational railway track and associated assets. Objects to the use of compulsory powers to acquire such 

rights without Network Rail consent, citing unacceptable safety risks. The proposals fail section 127 of the Planning Act 2008 because the rights cannot be acquired 

without serious detriment to the railway undertaking and such detriment cannot be made good using other railway land. The proposals also fail section 138, as 

extinguishment or impediment of NR’s existing rights would cause serious detriment. Unregulated third‑party access to operational railway land risks breach of NR’s 

network licence safety obligations and poses public safety risks which are unacceptable.
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Ingrebourne Valley Limited 10209 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

H-4/132, H-4/132, H-5/2, H-

5/4, H-5/4, H-5/13, H-5/24, H-

5/2a, H-5/2b

H-4/70, H-4/88, H-4/88, H-4/89, H-4/89, H-4/91, H-4/95, H-

4/86, H-4/86, H-4/87, H-4/87, H-4/96, H-4/96

H-4/90, H-4/90, H-4/98, H-4/98, H-

4/99

H-4/70, H-4/88, H-4/88, H-4/89, H-4/89, H-4/91, H-4/95 H-4/94, H-4/97, H-4/97, H-4/101, 

H-4/101, H-4/124, H-4/124, H-

4/130, H-5/11, H-5/11, H-5/35, H-

5/35, H-5/38, H-5/38, H-5/40, H-

5/40, H-5/42, H-5/42

RR-1486 REP1-242 Object due to impact on their existing and forthcoming mineral extractions at Orsett Quarry which lies adjacent to the Order Limits. Although a pylon has been moved off 

the quarry site, National Grid’s proposals continue to directly affect quarry operations through the proposed haul road, scaffolding area, wire‑pulling zone and statutory 

undertaker works. These elements overlap with critical parts of the quarry compound, including internal access roads, permanent buildings, planned welfare facilities, 

car parking, solar panels, storage areas, EV chargers, diesel pump infrastructure, and areas proposed for extraction and restoration as an eco park. No information has 

been provided on the nature, purpose or responsibility for the statutory undertaker works, preventing proper assessment of impacts; any use of the compound or its 

access would be highly disruptive. Simultaneous operation of the quarry and National Grid’s works would be unsafe due to traffic conflicts and site activity, potentially 

requiring temporary closure of the quarry and resulting in significant financial losses. The draft Order Limits extend into future extraction areas, risking sterilisation of 

minerals and further financial harm if material cannot be extracted or contractual orders fulfilled. These issues have been raised repeatedly during consultations since 

2022, but without resolution, and therefore maintain a holding objection. An alternative route remaining west of Buckingham Hill Road is proposed, on landfill land, with 

IV arguing that appropriate construction technologies could be used to avoid quarry impacts and highway crossings, even if at greater cost, which would be outweighed 

by avoided operational and financial losses. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Discussions ongoing 

around SOCG 

Amber

Loose Hall Farm Limited 10240
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-15/15, B-15/19, B-15/19, B-15/21, B-15/23, B-15/23, B-

15/27, B-15/28, B-15/28, B-15/39, B-15/39, B-15/40, B-15/40, 

B-14/6, B-14/6, B-14/7, B-14/7, B-14/8, B-14/8, B-14/10, B-

14/10, B-14/12, B-14/12, B-14/13, B-14/13, B-14/14, B-14/14, 

B-14/18, B-14/18, B-14/22, B-14/22, B-13/39, B-14/2, B-14/2, 

B-14/5, B-14/5, B-14/21, B-14/21, B-14/25, B-14/25, B-14/1, B-

14/1, B-15/14, B-15/17, B-15/17, B-15/24, B-15/24, B-15/30, 

B-15/30, B-15/36, B-15/36, B-15/38, B-15/38, B-13/59, B-

13/59, B-13/62, B-13/62, B-14/16, B-14/16, B-14/20, B-14/20, 

B-14/23, B-14/23, B-14/27, B-14/27

B-15/1, B-15/1, B-14/9, B-14/9, B-

14/11, B-14/11, B-14/15, B-14/15, 

B-14/17, B-14/17, B-14/19, B-

14/19, B-14/3, B-14/3, B-14/4, B-

14/4, B-15/10, B-15/13, B-15/13, 

B-15/18, B-15/18, B-15/20, B-

15/20, B-15/22, B-15/22, B-15/29, 

B-15/31, B-15/31, B-15/32, B-

15/32, B-15/34, B-15/34, B-13/60, 

B-13/60, B-13/61, B-13/61, B-

13/63, B-13/63, B-13/64, B-13/64

B-15/15, B-15/19, B-15/19, B-15/21, B-15/23, B-15/23, B-

15/27, B-15/28, B-15/28, B-15/39, B-15/39, B-15/40, B-15/40, 

B-14/6, B-14/6, B-14/7, B-14/7, B-14/8, B-14/8, B-14/10, B-

14/10, B-14/12, B-14/12, B-14/13, B-14/13, B-14/14, B-14/14, 

B-14/18, B-14/18, B-14/22, B-14/22, B-13/39

B-14/2, B-14/2, B-14/5, B-14/5, B-

14/21, B-14/21, B-14/25, B-14/25, 

B-15/1, B-15/1, B-14/9, B-14/9, B-

14/11, B-14/11, B-14/15, B-14/15, 

B-14/17, B-14/17, B-14/19, B-

14/19

RR-2184 Object due to landscape and environmental impact, loss of development potential, inadequate compensation for loss of land and amenity value and nadequate 

consultation process and lack of consideration to impact of the farming business.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

MK Trustees UK Limited 10245 Freehold Category 1

D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49, D-2/39, D-2/46, D-

2/47, D-2/55, D-1/32, D-1/36

D-2/50, D-2/56 D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Negotiations to 

continue following 

request for meeting 

sent 11th May.

Amber

P.G. Rix (Farms) Limited 10285
Occupation, Freehold, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

D-3/1, D-3/12 D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49, D-3/17, D-3/18, D-

3/19, D-3/21, D-3/25, D-2/39, D-2/46, D-2/47, D-2/55, D-3/6, 

D-3/10, D-3/15, D-3/20, D-3/22, D-1/32, D-1/33, D-1/33, D-

1/35, D-1/35, D-1/36, D-1/36, D-1/36

D-2/50, D-2/56, D-3/11, D-3/13, D-

3/16, D-3/23, D-3/24

D-2/40, D-2/41, D-2/42, D-2/48, D-2/49, D-3/17, D-3/18, D-

3/19, D-3/21, D-3/25

D-3/14 RR-2788 

RR-3739 

REP1-433 Directly affected by underground cables, the CSE compound (Work No. 10), and pylons TB31–TB34. Objection is made on the basis that National Grid has failed to 

demonstrate that the public need for the project outweighs the detrimental impacts on affected landowners and occupiers, and has not shown how those impacts are 

justified in the public interest. National Grid has failed to: Properly consider alternative routes, undergrounding, or alternative technologies. Provide adequate 

information on the safe delivery of the project. Address environmental, ecological, biodiversity, soil and biosecurity impacts. Account fully for private losses, mental 

health impacts, and effects on landscape and heritage. Demonstrate that concerns raised by affected parties have been properly considered and addressed. Engage 

adequately and professionally with affected parties or explain how such engagement will be improved. Meet obligations to seek agreements with affected parties before 

reliance on compulsory acquisition powers. The public benefits do not outweigh the harms.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Latest meeting held 

20th April, next 

meeting planned for 

13th May.

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf


Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

The Orsett Golf Club Limited 10292 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

H-6/21, H-6/22, H-6/22, H-

6/25, H-6/26, H-6/26, H-6/27, 

H-6/27, H-6/38, H-6/38, H-

6/40, H-6/40, H-6/48, H-6/48, 

H-5/32, H-5/32, H-6/21a

H-5/21, H-5/21, H-4/129, H-4/129, H-5/1, H-5/1, H-5/3, H-5/3 H-4/128, H-4/128, H-5/8, H-5/8 H-5/21, H-5/21 H-4/129, H-4/129, H-4/128, H-

4/128, H-5/8, H-5/8

H-6/13, H-6/13, H-6/16, H-6/16, H-

6/16, H-6/17, H-6/17, H-6/18, H-

6/53, H-6/53, H-6/64, H-6/64, H-

6/68, H-6/68

RR-2780 REP1-263 Fundamental and potentially irreversible impacts on the golf course and its business operations. Concerns over permanent land take, severance and loss of course 

functionality, which would undermine the designed layout, playability and attractiveness of the course, with serious implications for financial viability. Significant 

construction phase impacts are highlighted, including prolonged disruption, safety risks, operational incompatibility with a live golf course, and constraints on access for 

members, staff and visitors. Concerns regarding visual and landscape harm, noting that the scale and presence of substation infrastructure would materially alter the 

character and setting of the course. Proposals remain insufficiently advanced and lacking certainty so maintain objection pending secured and enforceable mitigation and 

compensation arrangements through the DCO or associated legal agreements. Need for bespoke mitigation and compensation, reflecting the golf course as a 

long‑established commercial recreational asset rather than standard agricultural land.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Paul Reston leading on 

conversations around 

SOCG and pratical site 

measures. Last 

meeting held on 

02/04/26

Amber

M.W. Trustees Limited 10303 Freehold Category 1

D-4/65, D-4/74 D-4/68, D-4/69, D-4/70

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.
Amber

Thatchers Farm Limited 10366
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

F-8/17, F-8/17, F-8/18, F-8/18, F-8/19, F-8/19, F-8/22, F-8/22, 

F-8/31, F-8/31, F-8/34, F-8/35, F-8/25, F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/26, 

F-8/27, F-8/27, F-8/30, F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/33, F-8/36, F-8/36, 

F-8/37, F-8/37, F-8/47, F-8/47, F-7/70, F-7/70, F-7/73, F-7/73, 

F-7/79, F-7/79, F-7/82, F-7/82, F-8/1, F-8/1, F-8/2, F-8/2, F-

8/3, F-8/3, F-8/4, F-8/4, F-8/5, F-8/5, F-8/6, F-8/6, F-8/7, F-

8/7, F-8/8, F-8/8, F-8/9, F-8/9, F-8/10, F-8/11, F-8/11, F-8/11, 

F-8/12, F-8/12, F-8/13, F-8/13, F-8/14, F-8/14, F-8/15, F-8/15, 

F-8/21, F-8/21, F-8/28, F-8/28, F-8/23, F-8/23, F-8/24, F-8/24, 

F-8/29, F-8/29

F-7/61, F-7/61, F-7/62, F-7/64, F-

7/64, F-7/66, F-7/66, F-7/69, F-

7/69, F-7/72, F-7/72, F-7/75, F-

7/75, F-7/78, F-7/78, F-8/16, F-

8/16, F-8/20, F-8/20, F-8/32, F-

8/32, F-8/42, F-8/42

F-8/17, F-8/17, F-8/18, F-8/18, F-8/19, F-8/19, F-8/22, F-8/22, 

F-8/31, F-8/31, F-8/34, F-8/35, F-8/25, F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/26, 

F-8/27, F-8/27, F-8/30, F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/33, F-8/36, F-8/36, 

F-8/37, F-8/37, F-8/47, F-8/47

F-7/63, F-7/63, F-7/71, F-7/71 RR-3625 National Grid has failed to demonstrate an overriding public need, adequately consider alternative routes, undergrounding or alternative technologies, or properly assess 

long‑term safety. Insufficient consideration has been given to environmental, ecological, biodiversity, soil and biosecurity impacts, landscape and heritage effects, private 

losses, and mental health impacts on affected parties. Failed to address concerns raised, poor and unprofessional engagement with landowners, and have not sought 

agreement as an alternative to the use of compulsory powers. Objects on the basis that the scheme would cause significant and lasting harm to the operation and 

viability of an agricultural holding, including loss and severance of productive farmland, disruption to farm access and operations, risks to soils and biosecurity, and 

uncertainty over construction impacts and long‑term management within the easement. Concerns are also raised about compulsory acquisition, inadequate mitigation 

and compensation, and the lack of meaningful engagement or consideration of alternative routing or undergrounding to reduce impacts on the farm business. Public 

benefits of the scheme do not outweigh the cumulative harms. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

E.R. Ling And Sons Limited 10398 Freehold, Occupation, Restrictive 

Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

B-1/42, B-2/2, B-2/3, B-2/3, B-2/6, B-2/6, B-2/12, B-2/12, B-

2/15, B-2/15, B-2/18, B-2/18, B-2/23, B-2/24, B-2/24, B-2/28, 

B-2/28, B-2/30, B-2/30, B-2/38, B-2/38, B-2/39, B-2/39, B-

2/42, B-2/42, B-2/45, B-2/47, B-2/52, B-2/52, B-2/55, B-2/56, 

B-2/62, B-2/62, B-2/94, B-2/94, B-2/131, B-2/131, B-2/132, B-

2/132, B-3/28, B-3/28, B-3/40, B-3/40, B-2/123, B-2/108, B-

2/108, B-2/110, B-2/110, B-2/111, B-2/111, B-2/112, B-2/112, 

B-2/113, B-2/113, B-2/114, B-2/114, B-2/115, B-2/115, B-

2/124, B-2/124, B-2/127, B-2/127, B-2/128, B-2/128, B-3/21, 

B-3/21, B-3/23, B-3/23, B-3/23, B-3/24, B-3/24, B-3/31, B-

3/31, B-3/35, B-3/35, B-3/37, B-3/37, B-3/38, B-3/41, B-3/41, 

B-1/29, B-1/32, B-1/35, B-1/35, B-2/7, B-2/7, B-2/11, B-2/11, 

B-2/19, B-2/19, B-2/21, B-2/21, B-2/41, B-2/41, B-2/46, B-

2/50, B-3/1, B-3/1, B-3/5, B-3/6, B-3/8, B-3/10, B-3/10, B-

3/19, B-3/19, B-3/25, B-3/25, B-3/32, B-3/32, B-3/33, B-3/33, 

B-3/34, B-3/34, B-3/36, B-3/36, B-3/46, B-3/46, B-3/47, B-

3/47, B-2/5a, B-2/5a

B-2/1, B-2/1, B-2/5, B-2/5, B-2/8, 

B-2/9, B-2/9, B-2/72, B-2/72, B-

2/116, B-2/116, B-3/26, B-3/26, B-

3/26, B-3/29, B-3/29, B-3/30, B-

2/135, B-2/136, B-21/125, B-

21/125, B-2/88, B-1/27, B-1/30, B-

2/10, B-2/10, B-2/20, B-2/20, B-

2/22, B-2/22, B-2/26, B-2/26, B-

2/35, B-2/40, B-2/40, B-2/43, B-

2/43, B-2/44, B-2/44, B-2/97, B-

2/97, B-2/99, B-2/101, B-2/101, B-

2/106, B-3/20, B-3/20, B-3/22, B-

3/22, B-3/27, B-3/27, B-3/48, B-

3/48

B-1/42, B-2/2, B-2/3, B-2/3, B-2/6, B-2/6, B-2/12, B-2/12, B-

2/15, B-2/15, B-2/18, B-2/18, B-2/23, B-2/24, B-2/24, B-2/28, 

B-2/28, B-2/30, B-2/30, B-2/38, B-2/38, B-2/39, B-2/39, B-

2/42, B-2/42, B-2/45, B-2/47, B-2/52, B-2/52, B-2/55, B-2/56, 

B-2/62, B-2/62, B-2/94, B-2/94, B-2/131, B-2/131, B-2/132, B-

2/132, B-3/28, B-3/28, B-3/40, B-3/40, B-2/123

B-2/108, B-2/108, B-2/110, B-

2/110, B-2/111, B-2/111, B-2/112, 

B-2/112, B-2/113, B-2/113, B-

2/114, B-2/114, B-2/115, B-2/115, 

B-2/124, B-2/124, B-2/127, B-

2/127, B-2/128, B-2/128, B-3/21, 

B-3/21, B-3/23, B-3/23, B-3/23, B-

3/24, B-3/24, B-3/31, B-3/31, B-

3/35, B-3/35, B-3/37, B-3/37, B-

3/38, B-3/41, B-3/41, B-2/1, B-

2/1, B-2/5, B-2/5, B-2/8, B-2/9, B-

2/9, B-2/72, B-2/72, B-2/116, B-

2/116, B-3/26, B-3/26, B-3/26, B-

3/29, B-3/29, B-3/30, B-2/135, B-

2/136, B-21/125, B-21/125, B-

2/88

B-1/41, B-1/41, B-2/100, B-2/100 RR-0968 REP1-228 Object to the revised pylon route, which was a substantial and unexpected realignment eastwards towards Palgrave, affecting their land despite being well clear of the 

original preferred route. Raise concerns about initial landowner consultation, the development of the route design, subsequent route amendments, and difficulties 

around access for surveys, with the business not being properly or timely engaged throughout the process. The amended alignment increases harm to residential 

properties, transferring impacts from Wortham to Palgrave, with National Grid failing to acknowledge all affected dwellings. Challenge the justification for the route 

change, particularly the weight given to safeguarding a small, privately owned and infrequently used airstrip with no clear economic or social benefit. The revised route 

causes severe harm to the farming business at Grange Farm, passing close to the farmyard and a permitted campsite developed for diversification and long-term 

resilience. The proposal would restrict agricultural operations, undermine diversification, and constrain future growth, including land identified for approved agricultural 

buildings. If rerouting is not accepted, they seek undergrounding until beyond the A143, while maintaining the preferred solution is reinstatement of the original western 

route. Identify several alternative mitigation and routing options (including shifts to field boundaries or less productive land with better screening) which they state have 

been overlooked.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Stacey Farms Limited 10402 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-9/75, F-9/80, F-9/83, F-9/85, F-9/85, F-9/86, F-9/86, F-9/87, 

F-9/87, F-9/92, F-9/92, F-9/93, F-9/93, F-9/95, F-9/95, F-

9/104, F-9/104, F-9/48, F-9/48, F-9/50, F-9/50, F-9/51, F-

9/51, F-9/52, F-9/53, F-9/54, F-9/56, F-9/56, F-9/59, F-9/59, F-

9/65, F-9/67, F-9/67, F-9/72, F-9/72, F-9/77, F-9/77, F-9/81, F-

9/81, F-9/84, F-9/84, F-9/89, F-9/89

F-9/55, F-9/55, F-9/57, F-9/57, F-

9/58, F-9/58, F-9/62, F-9/64, F-

9/64, F-9/66, F-9/66, F-9/69, F-

9/69, F-9/76, F-9/76, F-9/88, F-

9/88, F-9/90, F-9/90

F-9/75, F-9/80, F-9/83, F-9/85, F-9/85, F-9/86, F-9/86, F-9/87, 

F-9/87, F-9/92, F-9/92, F-9/93, F-9/93, F-9/95, F-9/95, F-

9/104, F-9/104

RR-3525 REP1-276 National Grid has failed to demonstrate a public need that outweighs the existing interests of affected parties. Inadequate consideration of alternative routes, 

undergrounding, and alternative technologies. Insufficient information on the safe delivery and construction of the project. Failure to properly assess environmental, 

ecological and biodiversity impacts. Inadequate consideration of impacts on soils, land management and biosecurity. Failure to account for the full extent of private 

losses, including impacts on agricultural operations, land use and long‑term farm viability (as reiterated by Stacey Farms Ltd). Insufficient consideration of mental health 

impacts on affected landowners and occupiers. Harm to landscape character and heritage assets. Concerns raised by affected parties have not been adequately 

considered or addressed. Ongoing poor and inadequate engagement with affected parties, including Stacey Farms Ltd, particularly in relation to routing, construction 

impacts, mitigation and compensation. Failure to properly seek negotiated agreements with landowners as an alternative to reliance on compulsory acquisition powers.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

J H Vaudrey & Son (Farms) Limited 10423 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-13/109, A-13/110, A-13/110, A-13/111, A-13/111, A-

13/112, A-13/121, A-13/122

A-13/107, A-13/108, A-13/108, A-

13/116, A-13/116, A-13/117, A-

13/117, A-13/118, A-13/119, A-

13/124, A-13/124

RR-1707 REP1-302

REP1-227

Objects to the proposed pylons due to unacceptable environmental risks to Norfolk and Suffolk’s ecosystems, including habitat disruption, harm to bird species, and 

landscape fragmentation. Argues the project conflicts with the need to minimise environmental harm amid climate and biodiversity pressures. Raises concerns about 

significant adverse impacts on landscape character, local communities, and the regional economy, particularly agriculture and tourism. States that visual intrusion and 

disruption to rural livelihoods are not adequately justified given the availability of less damaging alternatives, such as undergrounding, offshore routing, or modernised 

grid technologies.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-
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V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Affinity Water Limited 10451 Occupation, Freehold Category 1

C-16/1, C-15/2, C-14/110, C-

14/120, C-14/118a, C-16/46a

C-17/57, C-17/57, C-17/60, C-17/72, C-17/72, C-17/79, C-

17/79, C-17/80, C-13/25, C-13/74, C-13/20, C-13/26, C-13/33, 

C-13/36, C-13/48, C-13/56, C-13/65, C-13/78, C-13/87, C-

17/5, C-17/13, C-17/24, C-17/28, C-17/32, C-17/33, C-17/42, 

C-17/47, C-17/66, C-17/66, C-17/69, C-17/69, C-12/70, C-

12/71, C-12/72, C-12/77, C-12/88, C-12/93, C-13/56a, C-

13/78a, C-17/74, C-17/76, C-17/76, C-17/86, C-13/24, C-

13/28, C-13/41, C-17/39, C-17/81, C-17/81, C-17/84, C-

14/107, C-14/108, C-12/33, C-12/37, C-12/38, C-12/57, C-

12/69, C-12/74, C-12/96, C-11/92, C-9/65, C-9/74, C-13/41a, 

C-13/41a, C-13/42a, C-13/77a

C-13/18, C-13/69, C-12/58, C-

17/112, C-17/113, C-17/114, C-

17/121, C-17/124, C-17/127, C-

17/129, C-17/129, C-17/130, C-

17/130, C-17/131, C-17/132, C-

17/132, C-17/134, C-17/134, C-

17/134, C-17/136, C-17/137, C-

17/140, C-17/141, C-17/142, C-

17/142, C-17/143, C-17/143, C-

17/143, C-17/146, C-17/148, C-

17/148, C-17/149, C-16/46, C-

16/49, C-12/56, C-12/59, C-12/60, 

C-12/63, C-12/65, C-11/2, C-11/3, 

C-11/6, C-11/18, C-11/24, C-9/79, 

C-16/1f

C-17/57, C-17/57, C-17/60, C-17/72, C-17/72, C-17/79, C-

17/79, C-17/80, C-13/25, C-13/74, C-13/20, C-13/26, C-13/33, 

C-13/36, C-13/48, C-13/56, C-13/65, C-13/78, C-13/87, C-

17/5, C-17/13, C-17/24, C-17/28, C-17/32, C-17/33, C-17/42, 

C-17/47, C-17/66, C-17/66, C-17/69, C-17/69, C-12/70, C-

12/71, C-12/72, C-12/77, C-12/88, C-12/93, C-13/56a, C-

13/78a

RR-0036 REP1-197 Has no objection in principle to the Norwich to Tilbury electricity transmission project. The DCO would permit extensive development on or near land where Affinity 

operates critical water infrastructure. If exercised without adequate safeguards, the powers sought would cause severe detriment to Affinity and risk its ability to 

discharge statutory water supply duties. Concerns about the lack of clarity and limited engagement by NGET regarding the proposed compulsory acquisition of Affinity’s 

land and the extent of land rights being sought. This remains under discussion. Affinity has major infrastructure within the Order limits, including the Ardleigh Reservoir, 

jointly owned with Anglian Water and operated by the Ardleigh Reservoir Committee, and an adjacent water treatment works. Affinity objects to any proposals that 

could affect the operation, safety, or uninterrupted access to these assets, which are essential to regional water supply. Further meetings with NGET and Anglian Water 

are being arranged to discuss these issues. Considers the standard statutory undertaker protective provisions in Schedule 16 of the draft DCO to be insufficient. Requires 

bespoke protective provisions to safeguard its assets and statutory functions.

Negotiations on these bespoke provisions are ongoing following Affinity’s earlier Relevant Representation, but agreement has not yet been reached. Affinity continues to 

engage with NGET on identifying affected infrastructure, potential electromagnetic effects on water mains, and the approach to design coordination, asset 

protection/diversions, and cost recovery. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting offered to 

owner following 

communication on 

11th May.
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CJH Holdings Limited 10457 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

F-6/24, F-6/36, F-6/36, F-6/38, F-6/38, F-6/39, F-6/40, F-6/40, 

F-6/41, F-6/41, F-6/42, F-6/44, F-6/44, F-6/49, F-6/50, F-6/55, 

F-6/55, F-6/56, F-6/56, F-6/10, F-6/10, F-6/14, F-6/14, F-6/20, 

F-6/20, F-6/21, F-6/21, F-6/22, F-6/22, F-6/43, F-6/43, F-6/59, 

F-6/59, F-7/1, F-7/1, F-7/2, F-7/2

F-6/15, F-6/15, F-6/17, F-6/17, F-

6/23, F-6/23, F-6/45, F-6/45, F-

6/48, F-6/48, F-6/53, F-6/53, F-

6/58, F-6/58, F-6/60, F-6/60

F-6/24, F-6/36, F-6/36, F-6/38, F-6/38, F-6/39, F-6/40, F-6/40, 

F-6/41, F-6/41, F-6/42, F-6/44, F-6/44, F-6/49, F-6/50, F-6/55, 

F-6/55, F-6/56, F-6/56

RR-0626 REP1-219 National Grid has failed to properly justify the scheme or mitigate its impacts, and the proposal would result in unacceptable harm that outweighs any claimed public 

benefit. Failure to: Address site‑specific and farm‑specific impacts, including effects on agricultural operations, land management, soils, hedgerows, future rights of way, 

minerals and interaction with other land uses (including solar). Demonstrate that the public need clearly outweighs existing private, business and land interests. Properly 

consider reasonable alternative routes, as well as the long‑term benefits of undergrounding and alternative technologies, particularly in sensitive rural and farming areas. 

Provide adequate and transparent information on the safe construction and delivery of the project and its long‑term operational effects. Robustly assess environmental, 

ecological and biodiversity impacts, including impacts on farming land, habitats and biosecurity. Adequately consider soil protection, land drainage, compaction and 

biosecurity risks during and after construction. Fully account for private losses, including ongoing and long‑term impacts on farm viability, productivity and property 

interests. Consider the mental health and wellbeing impacts on affected landowners and farming families. Properly address landscape and heritage impacts arising from 

new overhead infrastructure. Demonstrate that issues repeatedly raised by affected parties have been meaningfully considered and resolved. Engage in a professional, 

consistent and adequate manner with affected landowners. Comply with obligations to negotiate agreements and minimise reliance on compulsory acquisition powers.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Meeting scheduled 

13th May with agent 

to continue voluntary 

negotiations, previous 

meeting held 20th 

April with NGET in 

attendance. This site is 

also affected by the 

Scout jamboree

Amber

Peddars Farms Limited (Now 

Cullum Agri Ltd)
10463 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-2/28, A-7/62, A-7/62, A-2/2, A-2/2, A-2/3, A-2/3, A-2/5, A-

2/6, A-2/6, A-7/43, A-7/43, A-7/44, A-7/44, A-7/45, A-7/45, A-

7/47, A-7/47, A-7/49, A-7/49, A-7/52

A-2/4, A-2/4, A-2/7, A-2/7, A-2/8, 

A-2/8, A-7/50, A-7/50, A-7/51, A-

7/51

A-2/28, A-7/62, A-7/62 RR-0711 REP1-302

REP1-227

REP1-452 This is now all under Cullum Agri Ltd.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.
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Cadent Gas Limited 10464 Occupation, Freehold, Restrictive 

Covenant
Category 1, Category 2

C-6/24, C-6/38, A-1/56, A-1/58, 

A-1/59, B-21/2, B-21/6, B-21/9, 

B-21/12, D-3/1, H-6/22, H-6/28, 

H-6/34, H-6/43, H-6/87, H-

6/93, H-6/95, H-7/25, H-7/44, 

H-6/61a

C-17/30, C-13/40, C-11/81, C-9/51, C-13/48, C-17/24, C-

17/28, C-17/29, C-17/32, C-17/33, C-17/42, C-17/47, C-11/80, 

B-20/84, B-20/90, B-20/92, B-20/97, B-20/103, B-20/109, B-

20/125, B-20/133, A-4/34, A-4/37, A-4/54, A-12/28, A-12/31, 

D-7/93, D-7/94, D-7/101, D-7/106, B-19/1, B-19/55, B-19/63, 

B-17/64, B-17/71, B-17/74, E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/123, E-

2/124, G-4/27, G-4/31, G-4/34, G-4/35, G-4/40, G-4/50, G-

4/51, G-4/52, G-4/57, G-4/136, G-6/153, G-6/173, G-2/8, G-

2/20, G-2/22, G-2/30, G-2/33, G-2/35, G-2/46, G-2/120, G-

2/145, G-3/1, G-3/2, G-3/3, G-3/9, G-3/9, G-3/31, G-3/32, G-

3/39, G-3/45, G-3/47, G-3/57, G-3/61, H-2/29, H-4/21, H-

4/22, H-4/23, H-4/24, H-4/25, H-4/29, H-4/30, H-4/31, H-

4/39, H-4/88, H-4/89, H-3/5, H-3/13, H-3/14, H-3/15, H-3/30, 

H-1/79, H-1/84, B-20/77, B-18/25, B-19/5, B-19/61, B-19/71, 

B-17/73, B-17/79, C-13/37, C-13/52, C-11/71, C-6/12, C-6/20, 

C-13/41, C-13/42, C-7/75, C-6/4, C-17/81, C-17/84, C-12/1, C-

11/83, C-11/89, C-11/90, C-11/92, C-9/67, C-9/91, D-8/1, D-

8/4, D-8/6, D-8/11, D-8/15, D-8/18, B-20/107, B-20/137, B-

18/44, B-18/47, B-18/55, B-18/66, B-18/67, A-12/29, B-

13/11, B-13/12, B-13/14, D-7/23, D-7/95, D-7/109, A-3/1, D-

2/45, D-2/46, D-2/51, B-12/101, B-19/3, B-19/7, B-19/12, B-

19/54, B-19/59, B-19/69, B-19/70, B-17/54, B-17/75, D-6/25, 

D-6/33, F-5/9, E-2/115, E-5/30, E-5/36, G-4/2, G-4/49, G-

4/127, G-6/31, G-6/37, G-6/38, G-6/46, G-6/51, G-6/66, G-

2/65, G-2/66, G-2/67, G-2/67, G-2/69, G-2/70, G-2/85, G-

2/87, G-2/91, G-2/101, G-2/111, G-5/1, E-2/18, G-3/6, G-

3/11, G-3/26, G-3/36, E-5/24, E-5/26, E-5/55, H-7/54, H-7/58, 

H-7/60, H-7/61, H-7/66, H-2/24, H-2/25, H-2/26, H-2/27, H-

6/75, H-7/11, H-7/12, H-7/20, H-7/31, H-7/33, H-7/111, H-

7/116, H-7/121, H-4/6, H-4/12, H-4/15, H-4/64, H-4/78, H-

4/86, H-4/87, H-3/12, H-3/22, H-3/25, H-3/26, H-3/37, H-

3/51, H-1/85, H-7/44a

A-1/48, G-4/55, G-4/67, G-4/112, 

G-4/133, G-4/143, G-6/87, G-

6/151, G-6/157, G-6/171, G-

6/176, G-6/182, G-5/6, A-1/48, C-

11/40, C-11/70, C-9/66, C-9/97, C-

6/11, C-6/25, C-13/44, C-17/129, 

C-17/134, C-11/1, C-11/2, C-11/5, 

C-11/6, C-11/8, C-11/88, C-9/70, C-

9/79, C-9/80, C-9/81, C-8/17, A-

1/47, A-1/53, B-18/39, B-18/48, B-

18/52, B-13/2, B-13/7, A-2/47, B-

12/94, B-12/96, B-12/106, B-

19/67, D-6/10, D-6/12, F-5/22, F-

5/23, E-2/118, G-4/53, G-6/20, G-

6/41, G-6/54, G-6/70, G-2/45, G-

2/80, G-2/81, G-2/93, G-2/94, G-

2/112, G-3/13, G-3/35, E-5/27, H-

6/61, H-6/83, H-7/13, H-7/15, H-

7/79, H-7/80, H-7/81, H-7/104, H-

7/138, H-7/140, H-7/142, H-

7/143, H-7/148, H-4/98, H-3/29, 

H-3/34, H-3/48, H-2/43, H-2/44, H-

1/82, H-1/87, H-1/88, H-1/90, H-

1/91

C-17/30, C-13/40, C-11/81, C-9/51, C-13/48, C-17/24, C-

17/28, C-17/29, C-17/32, C-17/33, C-17/42, C-17/47, C-11/80, 

B-20/84, B-20/90, B-20/92, B-20/97, B-20/103, B-20/109, B-

20/125, B-20/133, A-4/34, A-4/37, A-4/54, A-12/28, A-12/31, 

D-7/93, D-7/94, D-7/101, D-7/106, B-19/1, B-19/55, B-19/63, 

B-17/64, B-17/71, B-17/74, E-2/116, E-2/120, E-2/123, E-

2/124, G-4/27, G-4/31, G-4/34, G-4/35, G-4/40, G-4/50, G-

4/51, G-4/52, G-4/57, G-4/136, G-6/153, G-6/173, G-2/8, G-

2/20, G-2/22, G-2/30, G-2/33, G-2/35, G-2/46, G-2/120, G-

2/145, G-3/1, G-3/2, G-3/3, G-3/9, G-3/9, G-3/31, G-3/32, G-

3/39, G-3/45, G-3/47, G-3/57, G-3/61, H-2/29, H-4/21, H-

4/22, H-4/23, H-4/24, H-4/25, H-4/29, H-4/30, H-4/31, H-

4/39, H-4/88, H-4/89, H-3/5, H-3/13, H-3/14, H-3/15, H-3/30, 

H-1/79, H-1/84

B-20/77, B-18/25, B-19/5, B-

19/61, B-19/71, B-17/73, B-17/79, 

A-1/48, G-4/55, G-4/67, G-4/112, 

G-4/133, G-4/143, G-6/87, G-

6/151, G-6/157, G-6/171, G-

6/176, G-6/182, G-5/6, A-1/48

H-6/3, H-6/7, H-6/9, H-6/10, H-

6/13, H-6/14, H-4/19, H-4/26, H-

7/144a, H-7/148a
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)
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Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

MSP Fairwind Limited 10480 Leasehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

H-1/21, H-1/21, H-1/21, H-1/21 H-1/15, H-1/15, H-1/26, H-1/26, H-1/37, H-1/37, H-1/15, H-

1/15, H-1/26, H-1/26, H-1/37, H-1/37, H-1/17, H-1/17, H-

1/35, H-1/35, H-1/42, H-1/42, H-1/44, H-1/44, H-1/51, H-

1/51, H-1/17, H-1/17, H-1/35, H-1/35, H-1/42, H-1/42, H-

1/44, H-1/44, H-1/51, H-1/51, H-1/31, H-1/31, H-1/32, H-

1/32, H-1/40, H-1/40, H-1/43, H-1/43, H-1/31, H-1/31, H-

1/32, H-1/32, H-1/40, H-1/40, H-1/43, H-1/43

H-1/19, H-1/19, H-1/25, H-1/25, H-

1/29, H-1/29, H-1/34, H-1/34, H-

1/38, H-1/38, H-1/19, H-1/19, H-

1/25, H-1/25, H-1/29, H-1/29, H-

1/34, H-1/34, H-1/38, H-1/38, H-

1/30, H-1/30, H-1/33, H-1/33, H-

1/45, H-1/45, H-1/49, H-1/49, H-

1/53, H-1/53, H-1/30, H-1/30, H-

1/33, H-1/33, H-1/45, H-1/45, H-

1/49, H-1/49, H-1/53, H-1/53

H-1/21, H-1/21, H-1/21, H-1/21 H-1/15, H-1/15, H-1/26, H-1/26, H-1/37, H-1/37, H-1/15, H-

1/15, H-1/26, H-1/26, H-1/37, H-1/37

H-1/17, H-1/17, H-1/35, H-1/35, H-

1/42, H-1/42, H-1/44, H-1/44, H-

1/51, H-1/51, H-1/17, H-1/17, H-

1/35, H-1/35, H-1/42, H-1/42, H-

1/44, H-1/44, H-1/51, H-1/51, H-

1/19, H-1/19, H-1/25, H-1/25, H-

1/29, H-1/29, H-1/34, H-1/34, H-

1/38, H-1/38, H-1/19, H-1/19, H-

1/25, H-1/25, H-1/29, H-1/29, H-

1/34, H-1/34, H-1/38, H-1/38

H-1/50, H-1/50, H-1/50, H-1/50 RR-2631 Direct impact on an operational renewable energy asset

The proposed overhead line would directly affect an existing, operational solar photovoltaic facility, creating conflict between two nationally important energy 

infrastructure projects.

Permanent loss of generation due to shading and shadow flicker

Pylons and overhead lines would cause permanent shading and shadow flicker across solar panels, reducing energy output and resulting in long‑term revenue loss.

Construction‑related soiling and performance degradation

Dust and debris generated during construction and ongoing maintenance of the overhead line would reduce panel efficiency, increase cleaning frequency, and raise 

operational costs.

Disruption to access and operations

Construction works and ongoing maintenance of the overhead line could restrict site access, disrupt routine operations and maintenance, and affect the safe 

management of the solar farm.

Risk to underground electrical infrastructure

Heavy vehicle movements and construction activities pose a risk of damage to existing underground cabling and electrical infrastructure serving the solar asset.

Safety and operational constraints

The proximity of high‑voltage transmission infrastructure would introduce additional safety constraints, potentially affecting staff working practices and insurance 

requirements.

Commercial and financial harm

The combined temporary and permanent impacts would result in significant commercial losses that threaten the economic performance and long‑term viability of the 

solar farm.

Inadequate mitigation certainty

Project design, construction methodology and mitigation measures remain insufficiently defined to allow proper assessment or safeguarding of the operational solar 

asset.

Need for recognition of renewable‑to‑renewable conflict

The interaction between the proposed overhead line and existing renewable generation infrastructure has not been adequately addressed in the examination materials.

SoCG went in at 

deadline 4 with their 

comments.

Last meeting held on 

24/04/2026. SOCG 

still being progressed

Amber

D N Grady & Sons Limited 10516 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-5/34, A-5/34, A-5/35, A-5/35, A-5/42, A-5/42, A-5/44, A-

5/44, A-5/46, A-5/46, A-5/47, A-5/47, A-5/50, A-5/52, A-5/52, 

A-5/59, A-5/66, A-5/56, A-5/31, A-5/31, A-5/37, A-5/37, A-

5/39, A-5/39, A-5/41, A-5/41, A-5/43, A-5/43, A-5/58, A-5/63, 

A-5/63, A-5/67

A-5/53, A-5/53, A-5/30, A-5/30, A-

5/33, A-5/33, A-5/36, A-5/36, A-

5/40, A-5/40, A-5/45, A-5/45, A-

5/49, A-5/57, A-5/57

A-5/34, A-5/34, A-5/35, A-5/35, A-5/42, A-5/42, A-5/44, A-

5/44, A-5/46, A-5/46, A-5/47, A-5/47, A-5/50, A-5/52, A-5/52, 

A-5/59, A-5/66, A-5/56

A-5/53, A-5/53 RR-0714 WR under 'The Cole Family' - REP1-

484 

Lack of meaningful engagement

Engagement to date has been minimal and insufficiently detailed, preventing informed decision‑making. The refusal to cover reasonable professional agent fees 

undermines effective consultation and fair participation.

Inadequate route and design justification

Requests for route and alignment changes have not been properly addressed or explained. There is a lack of clarity on route design, access points, compound locations, 

haul roads, and how the scheme would interact with farming operations.

Unclear technical specifications

Key technical information remains absent or unclear, including working corridor dimensions, crossing arrangements, and the potential impacts of electromagnetic fields 

(EMFs) on agricultural technology and operations.

Insufficient construction detail and safeguards

There is no clear information on drainage management, soil handling, de‑watering, dust control, hedgerow removal and replacement, biosecurity measures, or 

decommissioning obligations.

Lack of agreed agricultural and environmental management measures

Essential commitments relating to soil management, reinstatement standards, drainage protection, and the role of an Agricultural Liaison Officer have not been secured 

within the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).

Biodiversity Net Gain uncertainty

Biodiversity Net Gain requirements and their delivery, location, and long‑term management have not been adequately addressed, limiting the ability to assess 

environmental impacts.

Need for transparency and certainty

The current lack of detail across design, construction and environmental matters creates unacceptable risk for land management and business operations.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Newton Barn Farm Limited 10524 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-13/20, B-13/20, B-13/22, B-13/22, B-13/23, B-13/23, B-

13/24, B-13/24, B-13/25, B-13/25, B-13/30, B-13/30, B-13/33, 

B-13/33, B-13/36, B-13/36, B-13/35, B-13/35, B-13/42, B-

13/42, B-13/16, B-13/16, B-13/28, B-13/28, B-13/31, B-13/31, 

B-13/34, B-13/34, B-13/44, B-13/44, B-13/45, B-13/45, B-

12/43, B-12/43, B-12/98, B-12/98, B-12/108, B-12/8, B-12/34, 

B-12/48

B-13/19, B-13/19, B-13/21, B-

13/21, B-13/46, B-13/46, B-13/47, 

B-14/26, B-14/26, B-14/43, B-

14/43, B-13/18, B-13/18, B-13/26, 

B-13/26, B-13/27, B-13/27, B-

13/29, B-13/29, B-13/32, B-13/32, 

B-13/37, B-13/37, B-13/40, B-

13/40, B-13/41, B-13/41, B-13/43, 

B-13/43, B-12/105, B-12/105, B-

12/106, B-12/111, B-12/111

B-13/20, B-13/20, B-13/22, B-13/22, B-13/23, B-13/23, B-

13/24, B-13/24, B-13/25, B-13/25, B-13/30, B-13/30, B-13/33, 

B-13/33, B-13/36, B-13/36

B-13/35, B-13/35, B-13/42, B-

13/42, B-13/19, B-13/19, B-13/21, 

B-13/21, B-13/46, B-13/46, B-

13/47, B-14/26, B-14/26, B-14/43, 

B-14/43

B-12/97, B-12/97, B-12/53 RR-2674 Newton Barn Farm Limited are a Category 1 interested party in this project. The company objects to the project on the following grounds:

Landscape and environmental impact

Loss of development potential

Inadequate compensation for loss of land and amenity value

Inadequate consultation process and lack of consideration to impact of the farming business.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Richard Long Limited 10556 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-6/1, A-6/1, A-6/2, A-6/2, A-6/7, A-6/7, A-6/11, A-6/17, A-

5/97

A-6/3, A-6/3, A-6/6, A-6/6, A-6/8, 

A-6/8, A-6/10, A-6/10, A-6/12, A-

6/13, A-6/14, A-6/14, A-6/18, A-

6/18

RR-3065 REP1-302

REP1-227

REP1-271 

Conflict with a consented renewable energy development

The proposed overhead line oversail between pylons RG18 and RG19 would pass over land with an extant planning permission for a solar farm, creating direct conflict 

between two nationally important energy projects.

Failure to adjust alignment despite early notification

National Grid was informed of the proposed solar farm at an early stage, yet repeated requests to realign the overhead line eastwards to reduce or avoid impact have 

been ignored, with no justification provided.

Incompatibility of the two developments

The solar farm is likely to be operational before any physical works for the Norwich–Tilbury project commence. Oversail by overhead lines would materially constrain the 

safe, efficient and viable operation of the solar farm.

Unclear technical and operational constraints

National Grid has not provided clear information on whether exclusion corridors would be required, the width of any such corridors, confirmation that towers would be 

located outside the solar site, installation methodology, programme, or access arrangements.

Significant commercial and financial impacts

The proposed oversail could result in:

1. Loss of generation during construction at peak periods

2. Ongoing generation losses due to shading from towers and lines

3. Reduction in installed capacity due to exclusion corridors

4. Increased costs from redesign of the EPC layout and infrastructure

5. Loss of economies of scale

6. Costs and losses associated with panel removal, disposal, remediation and outages

Lack of certainty undermining investment viability

The absence of confirmed design parameters, restrictions, programmes and long‑term land constraints creates unacceptable commercial risk for the solar development.

Ineffective engagement and unresolved issues

Although a Statement of Common Ground has been agreed, all key matters remain unresolved and subject to “ongoing discussion,” despite two years available to 

address these issues.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting was held on 

27/04/26. Post 

hearing detail 

provided to Ralos on 

haul road specification 

and reasons behind 

routing and siting. 

Meeting held with 

GGP and NG 11/05/26 

including this site to 

address pulling zone 

area and 

methodology. 

Meeting to be 

arranged once further 

detail recieved from 

GGP on finer design 

details expected by 

end of May 26.

Amber

T. Fairley & Sons Limited 10573 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-14/129, C-14/129, C-14/130, 

C-14/130, C-16/1, C-16/3, C-

16/3, C-15/2, C-15/3, C-15/3, C-

14/117, C-14/118a, C-14/118a, 

C-15/3a, C-15/3a, C-15/3c, C-

15/3c, C-16/3a, C-16/3a

C-16/5, C-16/5, C-14/131, C-14/131, C-14/132, C-14/132, C-

14/114, C-14/115, C-14/115, C-14/118, C-14/118, C-15/2a, C-

14/117a, C-15/3f, C-15/3f, C-15/3g, C-15/3g, C-15/2c

C-15/8, C-15/8, C-14/128, C-

14/128, C-16/6, C-16/6, C-15/2b, 

C-15/3b, C-15/3b, C-15/3e, C-

15/3e

C-16/7, C-16/7 RR-3593 REP1-275 National Grid require land in T Fairley & Sons Ltd’s ownership for the widening of Ardleigh Road, and for the construction of the permanent haul road providing access to 

the EACN from Shop Road/ Bentley Road (see Land Plans Section C Sheets 14-16). Further rights are required in relation to the drainage for the EACN and the temporary 

haul road. Objection arising from the proposed acquisition of agricultural land and rights required to provide the principal access route to the EACN site and drainage 

rights. Concern that no proposals for a voluntary agreement have been provided and that insufficient technical detail has been made available to enable the landowner to 

properly understand the impacts on the farming business and family home, leaving the landowner with no reasonable alternative but to participate in the Examination 

and object at their own cost, which is described as wholly unreasonable at this stage. Rebuttal of any suggestion that the issues arise solely from the Little Bromley 

change request, with confirmation that the same concerns have been raised consistently throughout pre‑application consultation, and clarification that the change 

request does not affect the drainage rights sought or the Ardleigh Road widening proposals. Significant and ongoing uncertainty regarding the intended use of the 

permanent haul road and the widened Ardleigh Road, both for future permanent access and for construction traffic, pending the future construction of a temporary haul 

road by the Five Estuaries and/or North Falls projects across land partly owned and farmed by T Fairley & Sons Ltd. Clear preference stated for all construction traffic to 

use a single temporary haul road, highlighting concern that National Grid is seeking rights over this route without committing to its construction. Objection to the 

potential use of the permanent haul road for construction traffic, given that this would involve heavy vehicles passing immediately in front of Farmhouse, raising serious 

concerns regarding structural effects on the building, safety of residential and farm accesses, and disruption caused by altered yard and field accesses and proposed 

screening. Objection to proposed drainage arrangements, with concerns that current information indicates the landowner would be left responsible for maintaining ditch 

and drainage infrastructure serving three nationally significant projects, without any maintenance contributions from the Applicant or future operators, which is 

described as unacceptable in an area with a high water table and recent flooding history. Objection to the siting of the ECN substation on Grade 1 best and most versatile 

agricultural land, with concern that the combined effect of the EACN, Five Estuaries and North Falls connections would result in the permanent loss of approximately 100 

acres of T Fairley & Sons land. Request for an accompanied site visit by the Planning Inspectorate to the eastern location, with sufficient detail available on the Five 

Estuaries and North Falls substations, in order to fully appreciate the combined impacts on the farm. Emphasis that this is the third DCO examination affecting the 

business, and that at no stage has the cumulative impact on the farming enterprise or residential property been properly assessed, with the lack of coordination between 

the three projects significantly exacerbating uncertainty and harm. Conclusion that the cumulative effects of the known projects would result in the permanent loss of a 

significant proportion of the farming business, threatening its long‑term viability, the ability to support the families it sustains, and the continued occupation of the family 

home, and that these cumulative impacts must be fully assessed as part of the Examination.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Latest email sent to 

agent to justify 

negotiation valuation 

on 30th March. Await 

response to continue 

negotiation. FG 

chased agent 12th 

May.

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Suzanne Mary Garner Whittaker 10700 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-17/115, B-17/115, B-17/116, B-17/116, B-18/25, B-18/25, B-

18/28, B-18/28, B-18/28, B-18/29, B-18/29, B-17/107, B-

17/107, B-17/114, B-17/114, B-17/114

B-18/35, B-18/35, B-17/77, B-

17/77, B-17/110, B-17/110, B-

17/111, B-17/111

B-17/115, B-17/115, B-17/116, B-17/116 B-18/25, B-18/25, B-18/28, B-

18/28, B-18/28, B-18/29, B-18/29, 

B-18/35, B-18/35, B-17/77, B-

17/77

https://national-infrastructure-

consenting.planninginspectorate.g

ov.uk/projects/EN020027/represe

ntations/100013765

Severe impact on a small traditional farm and way of life

The proposed pylons, haul roads, and associated works would render between a quarter and half of a small family farm unfarmable for an extended period, threatening 

its viability and destroying a long‑established farming way of life.

Cumulative construction and access impacts

The land would be subjected to multiple phases of disruptive activity, including traffic to remove existing UKPN infrastructure, construction of new pylons (including 

RG194), haul road installation, and undergrounding of overhead distribution cables, causing prolonged and overlapping disturbance.

Loss of irreplaceable natural and heritage assets

The scheme would destroy or seriously damage an avenue of 400‑year‑old oak trees, disease‑resistant veteran ash trees, traditional meadows, ponds, orchards, and 

farmland. These assets are irreplaceable and cannot be mitigated through replanting or compensation.

Threat to protected species and priority habitats

The farm supports great crested newts, skylarks, barn owls, and other wildlife under long‑term stewardship agreements. A Priority Habitat Inventory orchard containing 

a rare Black Worcester Pear tree (only the second known specimen in Suffolk) is under threat.

Inadequate ecological assessment and transparency

Survey information has not been provided despite licence agreements requiring disclosure within 14 days. National Grid’s mapping is stated to be inaccurate and 

inconsistent with independent ecological surveys.

Unsafe and unsuitable access arrangements

Construction access is proposed via a narrow rural lane with passing places and weight constraints, raising serious concerns regarding emergency access (fire, medical), 

road safety, and the appropriateness of HGV movements.

Health and safety concerns from overhead lines

Concerns are raised regarding livestock safety under high‑voltage lines, informed by past incidents of cattle fatalities beneath existing overhead cables during severe 

storms.

Severe mental health and wellbeing impacts

The prolonged uncertainty, lack of clarity, and perceived disregard for concerns have caused significant distress, anxiety, and loss of quality of life for the landowner.

Property devaluation and business harm

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Sarah Elizabeth Frances Beevers 10701 Occupation, Freehold Category 1

B-17/115, B-17/116, B-18/25, B-17/107 B-18/10, B-18/10, B-18/13, B-

18/13, B-18/22, B-18/22, B-18/34, 

B-18/34, B-17/77, B-17/110, B-

17/111

B-17/115, B-17/116 B-18/25, B-18/10, B-18/10, B-

18/13, B-18/13, B-18/22, B-18/22, 

B-18/34, B-18/34, B-17/77

RR-2622 Severe harm to a historic family farm and heritage assets

The proposed pylon and associated works would significantly affect an 80‑acre family farm with a Grade II listed farmhouse, historic barns, orchard, pond and 

long‑established landscape with Roman archaeological evidence, causing irreversible heritage harm.

Excessive land sterilisation and business disruption

The scheme would render up to 25% of the farm inaccessible and unfarmable due to pylons, haul roads and access routes, severely harming agricultural viability and 

land management.

Creation of an ‘island’ property

Proposed access routes and construction tracks would sever the farmhouse and associated buildings, materially affecting residential amenity, privacy, access, and 

security.

Unacceptable environmental and ecological damage

The project threatens priority habitats, veteran and ancient trees, traditional orchard systems, protected hedgerows and long‑standing stewardship schemes that 

support wildlife including great crested newts, bats, barn owls, skylarks, badgers, bees, invertebrates and rare plant species.

Inadequate ecological assessment and mitigation

Surveys are considered incomplete or inaccurate, with veteran trees and priority habitats misclassified or omitted. Survey reports have not been released despite 

contractual obligations under signed licence agreements.

Failure to comply with licence agreements and transparency obligations

National Grid has not provided survey information as required, undermining trust, informed engagement and the credibility of environmental assessments.

Severe mental health and wellbeing impacts

The prolonged process, lack of clarity, and perceived disregard for concerns have caused significant emotional distress and health impacts on the family, including a 

terminally ill resident.

Property devaluation and financial harm

The Grade II listed farmhouse and associated dwellings are expected to suffer significant devaluation, compounded by concerns over inheritance tax liabilities and 

marketability due to the scheme.

Unsafe and unsuitable access arrangements

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

C. J. H. Farming Limited 11120 Occupation, Freehold, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Leasehold
Category 1, Category 2

F-7/3, F-7/20, F-7/21, F-7/21, F-7/24, F-7/24, F-7/27, F-7/27, 

F-7/40, F-7/40, F-7/56, F-7/57, F-7/3, F-7/3, F-7/3, F-7/39

F-7/11, F-7/11, F-7/19, F-7/19, F-

7/23, F-7/23, F-7/25, F-7/25, F-

7/26, F-7/26, F-7/28, F-7/28, F-

7/29, F-7/29, F-7/30, F-7/30, F-

7/31, F-7/31, F-7/32, F-7/33, F-

7/33, F-7/34, F-7/34, F-7/38, F-

7/38, F-7/41, F-7/44, F-7/44, F-

7/45, F-7/45, F-7/52, F-7/52, F-

7/54, F-7/54, F-7/55, F-7/55, F-

7/32, F-7/37, F-7/43, F-7/50

F-7/36, F-7/36, F-7/36 RR-0625 REP1-302

REP1-227

The objector contends that National Grid has failed to adequately justify or mitigate the impacts of the proposed development on affected landowners. In 

particular, they argue that site‑specific effects, environmental and ecological harm, soil and biosecurity risks, landscape and heritage impacts, private 

losses, and mental health consequences have not been properly considered or addressed. They further object that National Grid has not demonstrated a 

compelling public need, sufficiently explored alternative routes, undergrounding or alternative technologies, provided adequate information on safe 

delivery, or engaged professionally with affected parties. As a result, the objector concludes that the public benefits do not outweigh the significant 

adverse impacts and requests refusal of consent or fundamental reconsideration of routing and undergrounding options.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner 

change requests (including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely 

one‑way, with no clear explanations to landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in 

some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German 

or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations 

strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on 

statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents 

report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a “listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that 

amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which is argued to fall short of the 

requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid schemes, both 

submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK 

Power Networks, regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing 

uncertainty over access, reinstatement, mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. 

The representations conclude that the Applicant has not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary 

agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 03rd 

June 2024  

Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025  

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025 

HoTs meeting 

confirmed with agent 

(Grace Gardiner) 15th 

January 2026  

Meeting held with 

W&N re Essex YFC – 

11th February 2026  

Email to W&N 

confirming position 

western haul road – 

23rd February 2026 

HoTs discussion held 

in 26th February 2026 

(At Whirledge & Nott 

office)   

V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

Amber

Griffin Farms Limited 11782 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-1/29, A-1/29, A-1/30, A-1/30, A-1/32, A-1/32, A-1/35, A-

1/35, A-1/36, A-1/37, A-1/39, A-1/15, A-1/15, A-1/20, A-1/20, 

A-1/38

A-1/19, A-1/19 A-1/29, A-1/29, A-1/30, A-1/30, A-1/32, A-1/32, A-1/35, A-

1/35, A-1/36, A-1/37, A-1/39

RR-1323 See Clachan row 79 Registration for Griffin Farms Ltd as owner of land impacted by scheme

The respondant objects to the scheme

Need in current format v's other formats (offshore, underground)

Intensity of existing infrastructure in the area means excessive localised burden

Sterlisation of alternative energy production opportunities

Disproportionate impact on ownership where there are already two pylons and the project will add two more

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Gareth Pressley 13564 Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege, Occupation
Category 1, Category 2

B-18/50, B-18/54, B-18/63, B-18/49, B-18/53, B-18/64, B-

17/118, B-17/119, B-17/120, B-18/55, B-18/55, B-18/67, B-

18/67, B-18/43, B-18/44, B-18/66, B-18/69, B-18/70, B-18/70, 

B-18/71, B-18/74, B-17/117

B-18/39, B-18/52, B-18/52, B-

18/42, B-18/51, B-18/58

B-18/50, B-18/54, B-18/63, B-18/49, B-18/53, B-18/64, B-

17/118, B-17/119, B-17/120

RR-1168 REP1-350 Project will destroy all 4 acres of small holding property, fencing, animal enclosures and more. Have been misled and lied to by National Grid. Multi lane haul road 

through land that will destroy almost half of property. Mental anguish on family. Flawed consultation. Costings do not include requried data to give an even assessment 

to all technologies or include compensation National Grid will need to pay. East Anglia is not being given the due consideration it deserves and is needed. Project will 

impact on household bills in a negative way and increase the cost of living. Amount of farmlands that will be destroyed and unworkable for 7 years will increase the need 

for food imports and therefore the cost of food and food poverty. Project will destroy 3 counties of countryside and farm land, including historical sites. Soils will take 

years to recover. Huge carbon footprint from manufacturing and transport of materials which will never be fully recovered from. Property values will plummet. 

Disastrous amount of destruction to habitats, trees and hedgerows. Threat to the general public, including health and safety risks of pylons, overhead lines and 

construction traffic and impact on day to day lives as a result of construction. Threat of impact to infrastructure from terrorist attacks, cables buried or under the sea are 

much more protected. National Grid have shown that offshore and underground transmitting lines are cheaper long term and easier to work with in a publically released 

video. Video calls into question the honesty of the information National Grid is putting into the public domain and allows for legal challenge. Project has potential to cause 

real financial damage as well as personal and environmental damage. Insulting Heads of Terms. Plan have received from National Grid if different to what they have 

submitted for DCO. National Grid refuse to purchase the property.  Widely believed that the project is not needed. A more efficient way is to upgrade existing pylons and 

lines. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Site meeting arrnaged 

for 29th May, and will 

be attend by AP, APs 

Agent, Apllicant and 

GGP.

Amber

https://national-infrastructure-consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/EN020027/representations/100013765
https://national-infrastructure-consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/EN020027/representations/100013765
https://national-infrastructure-consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/EN020027/representations/100013765
https://national-infrastructure-consenting.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/EN020027/representations/100013765
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf


Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Sandra Joanne Pressley 13565 Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege, Occupation
Category 1, Category 2

B-18/50, B-18/54, B-18/63, B-18/49, B-18/53, B-18/64, B-

17/118, B-17/119, B-17/120, B-18/55, B-18/55, B-18/67, B-

18/67, B-18/43, B-18/44, B-18/66, B-18/69, B-18/70, B-18/70, 

B-18/71, B-18/74, B-17/117

B-18/39, B-18/52, B-18/52, B-

18/42, B-18/51, B-18/58

B-18/50, B-18/54, B-18/63, B-18/49, B-18/53, B-18/64, B-

17/118, B-17/119, B-17/120

RR-3265 Lack of transparency and misleading consultation materials, including overly complex and deceptive interactive maps that obscure the true extent of the works. Local 

communities and landowners not adequately informed of the scale, impacts, or consequences of the project.

Entire 4‑acre smallholding effectively destroyed to accommodate a multi‑lane haul road and turning area.

Removal of all boundary trees and hedgerows, resulting in permanent loss of habitats, wildlife, and landscape character. Loss of mature vegetation that will not recover 

within the landowner’s lifetime. Increased vulnerability to theft and security risks due to removal of boundary planting. No meaningful information provided by National 

Grid on reinstatement, mitigation, or how land will be returned to use after construction. Hundreds of tonnes of Type 1 stone proposed for a so‑called “temporary” road 

with no clarity on removal or long‑term impacts on soils. Serious disruption to livelihoods, including livestock, polytunnels, vegetable beds, fruit trees, bee hives, poultry, 

and associated infrastructure, with no clear proposals for accommodation or compensation. Mental distress and intimidation caused by threats of legal action without 

transparency on compensation or future land usability.

Large volumes of late documentation (thousands of pages) submitted with less than 72 hours to respond, preventing meaningful engagement. Significant discrepancies 

between documents issued to landowners and those submitted to the Planning Inspectorate, raising concerns over legality and procedural fairness. Project driven by a 

profit‑led organisation, with insufficient regard to personal, environmental, and community harm. Questionable environmental justification, with severe countryside 

destruction, high carbon impacts from materials and transport, and long‑term soil damage. Failure to properly assess less harmful alternatives, including offshore or 

undergrounding, which would avoid widespread environmental and social damage. Project described as disastrous, causing irreversible environmental loss, financial 

harm, and destruction of rural livelihoods.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Site meeting arrnaged 

for 29th May, and will 

be attend by AP, APs 

Agent, Apllicant and 

GGP.

Amber

Julie Watkinson 13601 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-12/3, A-12/3, A-12/4, A-12/4, A-12/7, A-12/8, A-12/9, A-

12/10, A-12/10, A-12/12, A-12/12, A-12/17, A-12/17, A-

12/18, A-12/20, A-12/20, A-12/22, A-12/25, A-12/25, A-

12/27, A-12/36, A-12/36, A-12/36, A-12/37, A-12/56, A-

12/56, A-12/58, A-12/6, A-12/6, A-12/11, A-12/11, A-12/13, 

A-12/13, A-12/23, A-12/23, A-12/32, A-12/32

A-12/5, A-12/5, A-12/14, A-12/14, 

A-12/21, A-12/21, A-12/30, A-

12/30, A-12/34, A-12/34, A-

12/35, A-12/35

A-12/3, A-12/3, A-12/4, A-12/4, A-12/7, A-12/8, A-12/9, A-

12/10, A-12/10, A-12/12, A-12/12, A-12/17, A-12/17, A-

12/18, A-12/20, A-12/20, A-12/22, A-12/25, A-12/25, A-

12/27, A-12/36, A-12/36, A-12/36, A-12/37, A-12/56, A-

12/56, A-12/58

A-12/55 EN020027 REP1-453 https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Wellington Pub Company Limited 13736 Restrictive Covenant Category 2

F-6/26, F-6/26, F-6/26 RR-3795 Wellington would like to be kept informed of the progress of the Project. We have 2 public houses in the vicinity The White Hart , High Road. Roydon, Diss and The 

Chadwell Arms , Longhouse Road , Chadwell St Mary , Grays which may be affected.

No rights required 

from AP 

Amber

Neil Gerald Cottey 13764 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-1/41, G-1/41, G-1/44, G-1/44, G-1/46, G-1/47 G-1/42, G-1/42, G-1/45, G-1/45 RR-2635 Direct impact on an affected landowner

The objector owns and occupies land within the proposed Order Limits and is directly affected by the scheme.

Failure to address site‑specific impacts

National Grid has not adequately considered site‑specific issues relating to security, access arrangements and the practical operation of farming activities.

Lack of demonstrated overriding public need

The applicant has not shown that the public benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the significant harm to existing private interests, as required for the use of 

compulsory acquisition powers.

Inadequate consideration of alternative routes

Less harmful route options have not been properly assessed, justified or communicated.

Failure to assess undergrounding and alternative technologies

The long‑term benefits of undergrounding or using alternative transmission technologies have not been meaningfully considered.

Insufficient information on safe delivery

The applicant has not provided adequate detail to demonstrate that the project can be delivered safely in relation to land use, access, and ongoing operations.

Environmental, ecological and biodiversity impacts not addressed

Impacts on the environment, habitats and biodiversity have not been fully assessed or appropriately mitigated.

Soils and biosecurity risks

Potential damage to soils, land productivity and biosecurity has not been adequately considered or safeguarded against.

Unaccounted private losses

The full scale of private losses—including financial, operational and long‑term impacts—has not been properly identified or balanced against claimed public benefits.

Mental health and wellbeing impacts ignored

The effects of the scheme on the mental health and wellbeing of affected parties have not been adequately considered.

Landscape and heritage harm

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Philip Mark Cottey 13765 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-1/41, G-1/41, G-1/44, G-1/44, G-1/46, G-1/47 G-1/42, G-1/42, G-1/45, G-1/45 RR-2635 Direct impact on an affected landowner

The objector owns and occupies land within the proposed Order Limits and is directly affected by the scheme.

Failure to address site‑specific impacts

National Grid has not adequately considered site‑specific issues relating to security, access arrangements and the practical operation of farming activities.

Lack of demonstrated overriding public need

The applicant has not shown that the public benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the significant harm to existing private interests, as required for the use of 

compulsory acquisition powers.

Inadequate consideration of alternative routes

Less harmful route options have not been properly assessed, justified or communicated.

Failure to assess undergrounding and alternative technologies

The long‑term benefits of undergrounding or using alternative transmission technologies have not been meaningfully considered.

Insufficient information on safe delivery

The applicant has not provided adequate detail to demonstrate that the project can be delivered safely in relation to land use, access, and ongoing operations.

Environmental, ecological and biodiversity impacts not addressed

Impacts on the environment, habitats and biodiversity have not been fully assessed or appropriately mitigated.

Soils and biosecurity risks

Potential damage to soils, land productivity and biosecurity has not been adequately considered or safeguarded against.

Unaccounted private losses

The full scale of private losses—including financial, operational and long‑term impacts—has not been properly identified or balanced against claimed public benefits.

Mental health and wellbeing impacts ignored

The effects of the scheme on the mental health and wellbeing of affected parties have not been adequately considered.

Landscape and heritage harm

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Latest meeting on 

20/01 - HoT v2 sent to 

agent with meeting 

offer 

Amber

Laura Jayne Cottey 13766 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-1/41, G-1/41, G-1/44, G-1/44, G-1/46, G-1/47 G-1/42, G-1/42, G-1/45, G-1/45 RR-2635 Direct impact on an affected landowner

The objector owns and occupies land within the proposed Order Limits and is directly affected by the scheme.

Failure to address site‑specific impacts

National Grid has not adequately considered site‑specific issues relating to security, access arrangements and the practical operation of farming activities.

Lack of demonstrated overriding public need

The applicant has not shown that the public benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the significant harm to existing private interests, as required for the use of 

compulsory acquisition powers.

Inadequate consideration of alternative routes

Less harmful route options have not been properly assessed, justified or communicated.

Failure to assess undergrounding and alternative technologies

The long‑term benefits of undergrounding or using alternative transmission technologies have not been meaningfully considered.

Insufficient information on safe delivery

The applicant has not provided adequate detail to demonstrate that the project can be delivered safely in relation to land use, access, and ongoing operations.

Environmental, ecological and biodiversity impacts not addressed

Impacts on the environment, habitats and biodiversity have not been fully assessed or appropriately mitigated.

Soils and biosecurity risks

Potential damage to soils, land productivity and biosecurity has not been adequately considered or safeguarded against.

Unaccounted private losses

The full scale of private losses—including financial, operational and long‑term impacts—has not been properly identified or balanced against claimed public benefits.

Mental health and wellbeing impacts ignored

The effects of the scheme on the mental health and wellbeing of affected parties have not been adequately considered.

Landscape and heritage harm

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Latest meeting on 

20/01 - HoT v2 sent to 

agent with meeting 

offer 

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 
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Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Sean Hugh Cottey 13767 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-1/41, G-1/41, G-1/44, G-1/44, G-1/46, G-1/47 G-1/42, G-1/42, G-1/45, G-1/45 RR-2635 Direct impact on an affected landowner

The objector owns and occupies land within the proposed Order Limits and is directly affected by the scheme.

Failure to address site‑specific impacts

National Grid has not adequately considered site‑specific issues relating to security, access arrangements and the practical operation of farming activities.

Lack of demonstrated overriding public need

The applicant has not shown that the public benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the significant harm to existing private interests, as required for the use of 

compulsory acquisition powers.

Inadequate consideration of alternative routes

Less harmful route options have not been properly assessed, justified or communicated.

Failure to assess undergrounding and alternative technologies

The long‑term benefits of undergrounding or using alternative transmission technologies have not been meaningfully considered.

Insufficient information on safe delivery

The applicant has not provided adequate detail to demonstrate that the project can be delivered safely in relation to land use, access, and ongoing operations.

Environmental, ecological and biodiversity impacts not addressed

Impacts on the environment, habitats and biodiversity have not been fully assessed or appropriately mitigated.

Soils and biosecurity risks

Potential damage to soils, land productivity and biosecurity has not been adequately considered or safeguarded against.

Unaccounted private losses

The full scale of private losses—including financial, operational and long‑term impacts—has not been properly identified or balanced against claimed public benefits.

Mental health and wellbeing impacts ignored

The effects of the scheme on the mental health and wellbeing of affected parties have not been adequately considered.

Landscape and heritage harm

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Latest meeting on 

20/01 - HoT v2 sent to 

agent with meeting 

offer 

Amber

Alison Mary Hayward 13768 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-2/4, G-2/5, G-2/5, G-2/8, G-2/11, G-2/11, G-2/20, G-2/22, G-

2/25, G-2/25, G-2/26, G-2/26, G-2/28, G-2/30, G-2/30, G-

2/32, G-2/33, G-2/33, G-2/34, G-2/35, G-2/35, G-2/37, G-

2/37, G-2/39, G-2/39, G-2/41, G-2/41, G-2/43, G-2/43, G-

2/46, G-2/46, G-2/51, G-2/51, G-2/52, G-2/52, G-2/1, G-2/1, 

G-2/10, G-2/10, G-2/16, G-2/16, G-2/42, G-2/42, G-2/50, G-

2/50, G-1/46, G-1/48, G-1/49

G-2/2, G-2/2, G-2/6, G-2/6, G-

2/19, G-2/19, G-2/45, G-2/45, G-

2/47, G-2/47

G-2/4, G-2/5, G-2/5, G-2/8, G-2/11, G-2/11, G-2/20, G-2/22, G-

2/25, G-2/25, G-2/26, G-2/26, G-2/28, G-2/30, G-2/30, G-

2/32, G-2/33, G-2/33, G-2/34, G-2/35, G-2/35, G-2/37, G-

2/37, G-2/39, G-2/39, G-2/41, G-2/41, G-2/43, G-2/43, G-

2/46, G-2/46, G-2/51, G-2/51, G-2/52, G-2/52

G-2/9, G-2/9, G-2/44, G-2/48 RR-0099 Threat to farm viability through long‑term land loss

The proposal would remove approximately 30 acres (around one‑third of the holding) from productive use for up to seven years, placing the continued viability of a 

profitable sheep and mixed farming business at serious risk.

Failure to secure an accommodation agreement

Despite repeated requests, National Grid has failed to agree or engage meaningfully on an accommodation strategy to replace lost land during construction. A realistic 

and deliverable neighbouring land solution has been proposed but ignored.

Disregard of agricultural timescales

National Grid has not shown understanding of critical farming cycles. Without timely agreements, fencing, reseeding and water provision, livestock operations cannot be 

maintained.

Severe and likely permanent drainage damage

Construction would affect multiple fully tile‑drained fields, with heavy plant, haul roads, soil storage, towers, and undergrounding works. Repairing individual drains is 

unrealistic; a full drainage replacement would be required to restore productivity.

Unclear and unnecessarily disruptive construction programme

The current non‑phased construction approach maximises disruption. A phased method could significantly reduce the duration of land unavailability but has not been 

investigated or explained.

Excessive and unjustified haul road specification

The proposed 8‑metre‑wide imported hardcore haul road is disproportionate and environmentally damaging. Alternatives such as track mat systems, reduced width 

with passing places, or phased access have not been meaningfully considered.

Soil contamination and biosecurity concerns

Use of crushed concrete is unacceptable due to contamination risks (including asbestos). Commitments to clean, first‑use materials have not been secured.

Electromagnetic field (EMF) impacts on electric fencing

There are serious concerns that EMFs will render temporary electric fencing unusable, requiring permanent stock fencing. National Grid has failed to provide promised 

technical guidance or mitigation.

Uncertainty over livestock grazing beneath lines

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Tritton Farming Partnership LLP 14063 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

F-2/14, F-2/14, F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/15, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/16, 

F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/17, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/24, 

F-2/25, F-2/25, F-2/26, F-2/26, F-2/31, F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/32, 

F-2/33, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/37, 

F-2/38, F-2/38, F-2/39, F-2/39, F-2/40, F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/41, 

F-2/42, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/46, 

F-2/47, F-2/47, F-2/50, F-2/50, F-1/17, F-1/20, F-1/20, F-1/25, 

F-1/27, F-1/28, F-1/28, F-1/73, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/79, F-1/88, 

F-1/88, F-3/3, F-3/3, F-2/1, F-2/4, F-2/4, F-2/4, F-2/5, F-2/5, F-

2/6, F-2/6, F-2/6, F-2/8, F-2/8, F-2/8, F-2/9, F-2/9, F-2/9, F-

2/12, F-2/12, F-2/12, F-2/13, F-2/13, F-2/13, F-2/18, F-2/18, F-

2/18, F-2/23, F-2/23, F-2/29, F-2/29, F-2/35, F-2/35, F-2/51, F-

2/51, F-2/53, F-2/53, F-2/55, F-2/55, F-1/1, F-1/1, F-1/2, F-

1/2, F-1/24, E-7/65, E-7/65, E-7/68, E-7/68, E-8/24, F-3/2

F-1/71, F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/74, F-

1/92, F-1/92, F-3/5, F-3/5, F-2/2, 

F-2/2, F-2/2, F-2/3, F-2/7, F-2/7, F-

2/7, F-2/10, F-2/10, F-2/10, F-

2/19, F-2/19, F-2/19, F-2/22, F-

2/22, F-2/27, F-2/27, F-2/28, F-

2/28, F-2/30, F-2/30, F-2/52, F-

2/52, F-2/54, F-2/54, F-2/56, F-

2/56, F-2/57, F-2/57, F-2/58, F-

2/58, F-2/59, F-2/59, F-2/60, F-

2/60, F-2/61, F-2/61, F-2/62, F-

2/62, F-1/15, F-1/16, F-1/23, F-

1/23, F-1/45, E-7/67, E-7/67, E-

7/71, E-7/71, E-7/74, E-7/74, E-

7/74, E-7/76, E-7/76, E-7/76, E-

7/78, E-7/78, F-3/5

F-2/14, F-2/14, F-2/14, F-2/15, F-2/15, F-2/15, F-2/16, F-2/16, 

F-2/16, F-2/17, F-2/17, F-2/17, F-2/21, F-2/21, F-2/24, F-2/24, 

F-2/25, F-2/25, F-2/26, F-2/26, F-2/31, F-2/31, F-2/32, F-2/32, 

F-2/33, F-2/33, F-2/34, F-2/34, F-2/36, F-2/36, F-2/37, F-2/37, 

F-2/38, F-2/38, F-2/39, F-2/39, F-2/40, F-2/40, F-2/41, F-2/41, 

F-2/42, F-2/42, F-2/44, F-2/44, F-2/45, F-2/45, F-2/46, F-2/46, 

F-2/47, F-2/47, F-2/50, F-2/50, F-1/17, F-1/20, F-1/20, F-1/25, 

F-1/27, F-1/28, F-1/28, F-1/73, F-1/73, F-1/79, F-1/79, F-1/88, 

F-1/88

F-1/71, F-1/71, F-1/74, F-1/74, F-

1/92, F-1/92

RR-3737 REP1-281

OFH2

Objection to whole route, particularly in Mid Essex. TFP have attempted to engage with National Grid on alternative routes and mitigations. First material meeting was in 

November 2025, post DCO filing. Disruption to farm operations, including permanent severance of land, constraints on farming practices, and long-term effects on 

productivity and viability arising from pylons, access tracks, and haul roads. Sterilisation of part of a proposed 10 million tonne mineral site directly under the route 

(promoted with Brett Aggregates) and a proposed 1,500 housing scheme agjoining the mineral site, which is argued to conflict with local planning objectives and has not 

been adequately mitigated through routing or design. Route infrastructure isolates farm buildings so possibly only 2 fields out of 50 could be farmed commercially during 

construction. Significant loss in value of TFP and housing assets. Inadequate consideration of reasonable alternatives, particularly the Great Waltham Alternative Route 

and Option 4 proposed by TFP, which would reduce impacts on farming, minerals, heritage assets, protected lanes, and the River Ter SSSI. National Grid’s assessment 

underestimates the number and significance of lane crossings on their land, with further protected lanes missing from the analysis. Heritage, environmental, and 

community effects, including proximity to designated sites and adverse effects on the rural landscape, which is inconsistent with the Holford Rules. Concerns that 

projected increases in compensation do not realistically reflect inflation, rising land and property values, or the full scale of impacts experienced by affected landowners. 

Current alignment results in avoidable and disproportionate harm, alternative routes have not been sufficiently considered, and mitigation and compensation proposals 

are inadequate given the scale and permanence of the effects on the farming business and land interests. Do not believe the costs are accurate given they are from 

2020/21 and compensation amounts are insufficient. Conflicts with costings of similar projects. Suggest an inspector site visit of TFP land and nearby Great Waltham 

Pinch point. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Last meeting held on 

24/02/26. SoCG went 

in for deadline 4. 

Awaiting feedback on 

SOCG and Scenario B 

design.

Amber

Natalie Louise Smith 14087 Occupation Category 1

C-15/17, C-15/20, C-15/21, C-

15/16, C-15/22

C-17/23, C-17/39 C-17/107, C-17/112, C-15/24 RR-2644 Failure to justify the use of overhead pylons at a national level

There is no clear, evidence‑based case demonstrating that an onshore overhead pylon route is more appropriate, cost‑effective or beneficial than alternative solutions 

such as an offshore grid connecting Norwich to Tilbury and nearby offshore wind farms, including Five Estuaries and North Falls. The overall environmental and 

community impacts of pylons have not been convincingly weighed against these alternatives.

Severe impacts on local roads and community safety

Construction traffic would be excessive, noisy and hazardous on narrow rural roads frequently used by pedestrians, dog walkers, cyclists, horse riders and carriage 

drivers of all ages, creating unacceptable safety risks and loss of rural tranquillity.

Direct land‑use impacts from haul road construction

The proposed haul road to the Ardleigh substations would run across the northern edge of the objector’s land, permanently affecting land use. The plans do not clearly 

define the width or precise alignment, creating uncertainty over the scale of land take and damage.

Loss of boundary infrastructure and vegetation

Haul road construction would require removal and replacement of boundary and internal fencing and may result in the loss of established trees, causing additional 

expense and environmental harm.

Impact on grazing and agricultural operations

The haul road would cross Moors Field, reducing available grazing land, potentially severing the field, and obstructing the only vehicular access needed for mowing, 

baling and removing hay used to feed horses and sheep.

Risk to land accessibility and farm functionality

By crossing key access points, the haul road could render part or all of Moors Field effectively unusable for agricultural purposes, undermining the viability of existing 

land use arrangements.

Insufficient clarity and engagement

The lack of clear, property‑specific information on haul road alignment, width and mitigation prevents informed decision‑making and meaningful engagement by affected 

landowners.

Disproportionate local harm relative to public benefit

The combined impacts on land use, access, safety, environment and livelihoods have not been shown to be outweighed by the claimed benefits of the proposed onshore 

overhead scheme, particularly when less damaging alternatives remain available.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Last meeting held 

virtually 27th April. 

Next meeting to be 

planned once LIQ 

returned by AP. 

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

James Andrew Clachan 14094 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-16/1, C-16/1, C-16/1, C-

16/16, C-16/37, C-16/37, C-

16/47, C-16/47, C-16/18a, C-

16/18a, C-16/17a, C-16/17a, C-

16/35a, C-16/35a, C-16/40a, C-

16/40a, C-16/38a, C-16/38a, C-

16/41a, C-16/41a

C-16/42, C-16/42, C-16/43, C-

16/43, C-16/17, C-16/17, C-16/18, 

C-16/18, C-16/35, C-16/35, C-

16/38, C-16/38, C-16/40, C-16/40, 

C-16/41, C-16/41, C-16/16a, C-

16/47a, C-16/47a

RR-1547 Inadequate and perfunctory consultation

Consultation is perceived as minimal and non‑transparent, with information released only sparingly and key decisions appearing predetermined. Concerns raised have 

not been meaningfully addressed.

Severe construction impacts on residential amenity

Proposed 24/7 construction activity, including heavy HGV movements past residential properties on Bentley Road, would result in unacceptable levels of noise, dust and 

disturbance during the construction period.

Mental health and wellbeing impacts

The prospect of prolonged disruption and uncertainty arising from the project is already placing significant strain on residents’ mental health.

Failure to assess vibration impacts

There has been no adequate assessment of the effects of vibration from heavy vehicles and plant on nearby residential properties, despite clear potential for damage and 

harm.

Environmental harm inconsistent with a ‘green’ project

The project would involve significant hedgerow and tree loss, undermining habitats and landscape character in order to deliver green electricity, which is seen as 

contradictory and inadequately justified.

Failure to properly consider alternatives

Less damaging alternatives such as underground HVDC cabling and offshore routes have not been transparently or meaningfully evaluated or consulted upon.

Inadequate cost assessment

Cost comparisons appear to focus on short‑term construction costs rather than whole‑life costs over an appropriate period (e.g. 30 years), leading to potentially 

misleading conclusions.

Failure to respect protected landscapes and heritage policy

Existing planning protections for areas of historic importance and valued landscapes, including Dedham Vale and its setting, must be fully adhered to, yet the proposal 

risks harming ancient views and landscape character.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

The environmental, infrastructure and human impacts have not been shown to be outweighed by the claimed public benefits of the proposed overhead line scheme.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber

Personal Representative to the 

Estate of John Clachan
14095 Freehold Category 1

C-16/1, C-16/35a C-16/35 Inadequate and perfunctory consultation

Consultation is perceived as minimal and non‑transparent, with information released only sparingly and key decisions appearing predetermined. Concerns raised have 

not been meaningfully addressed.

Severe construction impacts on residential amenity

Proposed 24/7 construction activity, including heavy HGV movements past residential properties on Bentley Road, would result in unacceptable levels of noise, dust and 

disturbance during the construction period.

Mental health and wellbeing impacts

The prospect of prolonged disruption and uncertainty arising from the project is already placing significant strain on residents’ mental health.

Failure to assess vibration impacts

There has been no adequate assessment of the effects of vibration from heavy vehicles and plant on nearby residential properties, despite clear potential for damage and 

harm.

Environmental harm inconsistent with a ‘green’ project

The project would involve significant hedgerow and tree loss, undermining habitats and landscape character in order to deliver green electricity, which is seen as 

contradictory and inadequately justified.

Failure to properly consider alternatives

Less damaging alternatives such as underground HVDC cabling and offshore routes have not been transparently or meaningfully evaluated or consulted upon.

Inadequate cost assessment

Cost comparisons appear to focus on short‑term construction costs rather than whole‑life costs over an appropriate period (e.g. 30 years), leading to potentially 

misleading conclusions.

Failure to respect protected landscapes and heritage policy

Existing planning protections for areas of historic importance and valued landscapes, including Dedham Vale and its setting, must be fully adhered to, yet the proposal 

risks harming ancient views and landscape character.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

The environmental, infrastructure and human impacts have not been shown to be outweighed by the claimed public benefits of the proposed overhead line scheme.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber

Kate Hodgkiss 14115 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-16/1, C-16/15, C-16/15 C-16/14 RR-1966 Failure to assess cumulative impacts with other NSIPs

The DCO documentation does not adequately assess the cumulative impacts of the scheme alongside other major projects, including Tarchon, Five Estuaries and North 

Falls. As a result, the scale, geographic spread and prolonged nature of disruption—particularly in relation to traffic and travel impacts—cannot be properly understood.

Deficiencies and lack of detail in DCO documentation

Key information is missing or unclear, including the extent of disruption over time, tree and hedgerow management (short of full removal), and how unusually large 

construction loads will be accommodated on local roads.

Noise, vibration and property impacts inadequately assessed

Potential noise and vibration impacts on local communities have not been fully assessed, particularly for properties along Bentley Road, Little Bromley, including some 

homes not currently identified as affected.

Risks to local water sources

The potential impacts of construction on local water supplies, including private wells used for drinking water, have not been adequately considered.

Lack of transparency regarding compulsory acquisition

The Book of Reference indicates that part of the objector’s garden is subject to compulsory purchase, yet the objector was not directly notified. The documentation does 

not clearly identify which land is affected or justify why compulsory acquisition is necessary, and contains errors in property naming.

Inadequate and ineffective consultation

The consultation process is regarded as insufficient, with concerns that key project elements—such as the location of the EACN—were pre‑determined. Previous 

representations appear not to have resulted in meaningful changes.

Inability to understand the full project impact

Due to fragmented and unclear documentation, it is not possible to fully comprehend the true scale of the project or its effects on communities, the environment and 

quality of life.

Failure to properly consider alternatives

Viable alternatives, including an offshore grid and underground HVDC solutions, have not been properly costed or assessed. The objector considers that rushing forward 

with an onshore overhead solution risks delivering an outdated scheme that fails to meet long‑term grid needs.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

SUBSOIL RIGHTS 

ONLY

No active engagement 

ongoing

Amber

Richard John Clachan 14118 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-16/1, C-16/1, C-16/47, C-

16/47, C-16/41a, C-16/41a

C-16/42, C-16/42, C-16/41, C-

16/41, C-16/47a, C-16/47a

RR-3045 Inadequate and perfunctory consultation

Consultation is perceived as minimal and non‑transparent, with information released only sparingly and key decisions appearing predetermined. Concerns raised have 

not been meaningfully addressed.

Severe construction impacts on residential amenity

Proposed 24/7 construction activity, including heavy HGV movements past residential properties on Bentley Road, would result in unacceptable levels of noise, dust and 

disturbance during the construction period.

Mental health and wellbeing impacts

The prospect of prolonged disruption and uncertainty arising from the project is already placing significant strain on residents’ mental health.

Failure to assess vibration impacts

There has been no adequate assessment of the effects of vibration from heavy vehicles and plant on nearby residential properties, despite clear potential for damage and 

harm.

Environmental harm inconsistent with a ‘green’ project

The project would involve significant hedgerow and tree loss, undermining habitats and landscape character in order to deliver green electricity, which is seen as 

contradictory and inadequately justified.

Failure to properly consider alternatives

Less damaging alternatives such as underground HVDC cabling and offshore routes have not been transparently or meaningfully evaluated or consulted upon.

Inadequate cost assessment

Cost comparisons appear to focus on short‑term construction costs rather than whole‑life costs over an appropriate period (e.g. 30 years), leading to potentially 

misleading conclusions.

Failure to respect protected landscapes and heritage policy

Existing planning protections for areas of historic importance and valued landscapes, including Dedham Vale and its setting, must be fully adhered to, yet the proposal 

risks harming ancient views and landscape character.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

The environmental, infrastructure and human impacts have not been shown to be outweighed by the claimed public benefits of the proposed overhead line scheme.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber

Tim Edwards 14141
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-16/4, B-16/4, B-16/5, B-16/5, B-16/6, B-16/8, B-16/8, B-

16/11, B-16/11, B-16/13, B-16/13, B-16/16, B-16/16, B-16/17, 

B-16/22, B-16/23, B-16/23, B-16/25, B-16/26, B-16/1, B-16/1, 

B-16/9, B-16/9, B-16/12, B-16/12, B-16/14, B-16/14, B-16/15, 

B-16/18, B-16/20, B-16/27, B-16/35, B-16/18, B-16/27, B-

16/27, B-16/30, B-16/34, B-16/34, B-16/35

B-16/2, B-16/2, B-16/7, B-16/7, B-

16/10, B-16/10, B-16/19, B-16/19, 

B-16/21, B-16/28

B-16/4, B-16/4, B-16/5, B-16/5, B-16/6, B-16/8, B-16/8, B-

16/11, B-16/11, B-16/13, B-16/13, B-16/16, B-16/16, B-16/17, 

B-16/22, B-16/23, B-16/23, B-16/25, B-16/26

B-16/36, B-16/36, B-16/36 RR-3673 The massive impact on our farming activity, compounded by the size of the construction area on a small farm. The total disregard of the placement of the towers, despite 

raising the issue and not receiving a response from Fisher Germain.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Bridget Fiona McIntyre 14171 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/68, B-6/88, B-6/88, B-6/91, B-6/91, B-

6/93, B-6/93

B-6/64, B-6/67, B-6/67, B-6/70, B-

6/70, B-6/84, B-6/84, B-6/90, B-

6/90, B-6/92, B-6/92, B-6/94, B-

6/94, B-6/95, B-6/95

B-6/66, B-6/68, B-6/68 B-6/69, B-6/69, B-6/71, B-6/71 RR-3531 REP1-478

The project has proceeded without meaningful consultation, presenting communities with no genuine alternatives and relying on inconsistent, opaque 

and potentially misleading cost and impacts assessments—particularly regarding pylons versus underground or offshore HVDC options, with no clear 

life‑cycle costing. National Grid’s rationale varies between projects, undermining confidence in its insistence that pylons are the only viable solution. The 

routing around Gislingham breaches the Holford Rules, reflects a desk‑based process detached from on‑the‑ground realities, and places a 

disproportionate burden on a small community. The environmental harm is severe, with significant loss of mature habitats and trees that cannot be 

compensated by biodiversity net gain proposals, alongside adverse effects on health, wellbeing, air quality, transport, visual amenity and heritage assets. 

Procedural failings—including flawed surveys, late submission of extensive evidence, GDPR breaches, and failure to respond to landowners—compound 

the injustice. Overall, the scheme unfairly devalues homes, threatens livelihoods and nature, and ignores viable alternatives that could reduce harm and 

provide better long‑term value.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-8.5.5 Applicant's 

Response to the Oral 

Submissions Made at the 

Open Floor Hearings.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Jonathan Parker Charitable Trust 14186 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, 

E-6/14, E-6/15, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-6/16, E-5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, 

E-5/59, E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, 

E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-

5/113, E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/114, E-5/33, E-5/33, E-5/41, E-

5/41, E-5/44, E-5/44, E-6/1, E-6/1, E-6/2, E-6/2, E-6/7, E-6/9, E-

6/9, E-6/10, E-6/10, E-6/35, E-6/36, E-6/36, E-5/52, E-5/52, E-

5/57, E-5/57, E-5/60, E-5/60, E-5/66, E-5/66, E-5/69, E-5/69, E-

5/75, E-5/75, E-5/92, E-5/92, E-5/93, E-5/93, E-5/98, E-5/98, E-

5/100, E-5/100, E-5/102, E-5/102, E-5/105, E-5/105, E-5/106, 

E-5/106, E-5/108, E-5/108, E-5/110, E-5/110

E-6/3, E-6/3, E-6/4, E-6/4, E-6/5, E-

6/5, E-6/6, E-6/6, E-6/8, E-6/8, E-

6/11, E-6/11, E-6/12, E-6/12, E-

6/13, E-6/13, E-5/50, E-5/50, E-

5/51, E-5/51, E-5/56, E-5/56, E-

5/65, E-5/65, E-5/68, E-5/68, E-

5/70, E-5/70, E-5/86, E-5/86, E-

5/96, E-5/96, E-5/99, E-5/99, E-

5/101, E-5/101, E-5/104, E-5/104, 

E-5/111, E-5/111, E-5/116, E-

5/116, E-5/118, E-5/118, E-5/121, 

E-5/121

E-5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, 

E-6/14, E-6/15, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-6/16, E-5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, 

E-5/59, E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, 

E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-

5/113, E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/114

E-5/119, E-5/119 RR-1696

Objects to the National Grid application as it would impose an unacceptable concentration of infrastructure, including 16 pylons and two underground 

tunnel sections, between White Notley and Fairstead, causing significant and avoidable harm to the landscape and local community. Despite submitting 

two detailed consultation responses, no amendments have been made to the scheme and no explanation has been provided as to why these submissions 

were ignored, indicating a failure of meaningful consultation. Furthermore, the route inspection was carried out from a car and did not include our 

section, undermining the reliability of the assessment. Objector supports the objections of the Essex & Suffolk Pylon Group and maintain that electricity 

transmission to London should instead be achieved via offshore routes, connection to the disused Bradwell-on-Sea power station, or, at a minimum, 

through the use of underground HVDC cables, all of which would substantially reduce environmental and visual impacts.

EN020027-002130-8.8.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Written Representations.pdf

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 18th 

March 2024   

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 5th 

July 2025   

Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

HoTs meeting 

confirmed with agent 

(Grace Gardiner) 15th 

January 2026   

HoTs discussion held 

in 24th February 2026 

(At Whirledge & Nott 

office)    

-     V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026 

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

Amber

Elm Trust 14188 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-5/30, E-5/30, E-5/23, E-5/24, E-5/24, E-5/26, E-5/26, E-5/29 E-5/31, E-5/31, E-5/25, E-5/25, E-

5/27, E-5/27, E-5/28

RR-1696

Objects to the National Grid application as it would impose an unacceptable concentration of infrastructure, including 16 pylons and two underground 

tunnel sections, between White Notley and Fairstead, causing significant and avoidable harm to the landscape and local community. Despite submitting 

two detailed consultation responses, no amendments have been made to the scheme and no explanation has been provided as to why these submissions 

were ignored, indicating a failure of meaningful consultation. Furthermore, the route inspection was carried out from a car and did not include our 

section, undermining the reliability of the assessment. Objector supports the objections of the Essex & Suffolk Pylon Group and maintain that electricity 

transmission to London should instead be achieved via offshore routes, connection to the disused Bradwell-on-Sea power station, or, at a minimum, 

through the use of underground HVDC cables, all of which would substantially reduce environmental and visual impacts.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 18th 

March 2024   

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 5th 

July 2025   

Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

HoTs meeting 

confirmed with agent 

(Grace Gardiner) 15th 

January 2026   

HoTs discussion held 

in 24th February 2026 

(At Whirledge & Nott 

office)    

-     V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026 

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

J A Brooks Properties Limited 14370 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-18/2, C-18/2 C-18/2, C-18/2 RR-1864 Severe impacts on mental health and wellbeing

The presence of large overhead pylons and prolonged construction activity close to homes would cause significant stress, anxiety and harm to the mental wellbeing of 

residents.

Unacceptable disturbance from construction activities

Long‑term construction at or near residential properties would impose intrusive noise, activity and disruption, with lasting effects on quality of life.

Irreversible environmental damage

The project would result in permanent loss and degradation of natural habitats, ecosystems and landscapes, undermining biodiversity and environmental value.

Harm to farms and rural livelihoods

Agricultural land and farming operations would be adversely affected, with lasting consequences for food production and rural businesses.

Landscape and community degradation

Cherished landscapes and community environments would be permanently scarred by industrial‑scale infrastructure, diminishing rural character and amenity.

Property devaluation and economic harm

The proximity of overhead pylons is expected to make nearby properties difficult or impossible to sell, causing financial loss and wider social harm.

Failure to adequately consider less harmful alternatives

Viable alternatives such as underground HVDC cabling, offshore coordination of transmission, and upgrading the existing grid using modern technology have not been 

properly assessed or pursued.

Use of outdated and unnecessarily damaging technology

Overhead pylons are viewed as an obsolete solution when more sustainable, less intrusive options are available.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

The cumulative social, environmental and economic harm has not been demonstrated to be outweighed by the benefits of the proposed overhead pylon scheme.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

UKPN rights being 

sought only, own 

negotations 

progressing. 

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Langham Hall Estate Limited 14413 Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

C-9/85, C-9/87, C-9/88, C-9/95, C-9/98, C-9/100, C-10/1, C-

10/4, C-10/6, C-10/8, C-10/14, C-10/20, C-10/25, C-9/100, C-

10/1, C-10/4, C-10/6, C-10/8

C-10/2, C-10/3, C-10/7, C-10/9, C-

10/17, C-9/83, C-9/84, C-10/5, C-

10/11, C-10/13, C-9/103, C-10/2, 

C-10/3, C-10/7, C-10/9, C-10/17, C-

9/84, C-10/5, C-10/13, C-9/103

RR-2068 Failure to protect the Dedham Vale National Landscape

National Grid has not adequately considered or mitigated the impacts of the proposal on Dedham Vale, a nationally protected landscape with high scenic, historic and 

environmental value.

Lack of engagement with the estate

The estate has not been meaningfully engaged in the development of the scheme despite being directly affected.

Failure to recognise productive farmland

The estate has not been properly identified or treated as productive agricultural land, undermining informed assessment of impacts on farming operations and land use.

Insufficient assessment of flood risk

No adequate information has been provided on how the proposals would avoid, manage or mitigate flooding impacts, particularly during construction.

Lack of demonstrated overriding public need

The applicant has not shown that the public benefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the harm to existing private interests, as required to justify compulsory acquisition 

and associated impacts.

Inadequate consideration of alternative routes

Less harmful route options have not been properly assessed or transparently justified.

Failure to assess undergrounding and alternative technologies

The long‑term benefits of undergrounding or using alternative transmission technologies have not been meaningfully considered.

Insufficient information on safe delivery of the project

National Grid has not provided adequate detail to demonstrate that the scheme can be delivered safely in operational, environmental and community terms.

Environmental, ecological and biodiversity impacts not properly addressed

Impacts on habitats, species and biodiversity have not been adequately assessed or mitigated.

Soil and biosecurity risks ignored

Potential damage to soil structure, land productivity and biosecurity has not been properly considered or safeguarded against.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting offer still 

unaccepted as yet, 

offered on 2 x 

occasions - most 

recently 22nd April 

2026.

Amber

Paul Brian Halsall 14414 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

C-10/23, C-10/23a, C-10/23a, C-9/100, C-10/1, C-10/4, C-

10/6, C-10/8

C-10/2, C-10/3, C-10/7, C-10/9, C-

9/84, C-10/5, C-9/103

RR-2835 Failure to properly consider alternatives in principle

The project is objected to in its entirety because less harmful alternatives—such as offshore grid solutions and underground HVDC—have not been fully or fairly 

reviewed. These options were only partially explored late in the process and not assessed on an equal footing.

Non‑compliance with statutory duty to protect National Landscapes

The proposals fail to meet the duty under Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 to conserve and enhance National Landscapes. The proximity of 

pylons and substations (as close as c.1.2 km) would cause significant harm to the setting, views and character of the Dedham Vale National Landscape.

Substantial landscape and visual harm

Pylons, substations and associated infrastructure would be highly visible across large areas of the National Landscape, altering historic landscapes associated with 

Constable and Gainsborough, and affecting views from and across the Vale.

Environmental and ecological damage

The scheme would result in loss of trees, hedgerows, habitats and sensitive ecosystems. Particular concern is raised regarding wetlands and floodplains within the Vale, 

risks of river silting from trenching and tunnelling, loss of habitats along the Black Brook, and increased flood risk to settlements such as Stratford St Mary.

Disproportionate concentration of infrastructure near communities

Areas such as Ardleigh would experience significant cumulative impacts from multiple substations and pylons, including visually larger pylons required to accommodate 

route changes.

Inadequate buffer to protected landscapes

Despite earlier indications that a ~3 km buffer from National Landscapes was standard practice, the current proposals fall significantly short, intensifying harm.

Deficient consultation process

Consultation has failed to meet the Gunning principles. No genuine options appraisal was presented, tunnelling options were not transparently assessed, and 

independent analyses supporting HVDC undergrounding were dismissed without robust justification.

Incomplete surveys and late evidence

Land, environmental and archaeological surveys have either not been completed, not shared with landowners, or commenced after DCO submission, undermining the 

robustness of the application.

Severe residential amenity impacts

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent on 6th May to 

progress HOTs, next 

meeting booked in for 

13th May.

Amber

Personal Representative to the 

Estate of Richard Ernest Barker
14440

Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

C-14/7 C-13/107, C-13/65a, B-11/54, B-11/56, B-11/58, B-11/60, B-

11/61, B-11/63, B-11/64, B-11/66, B-11/76, B-11/77, B-11/78, 

B-11/79, B-11/80, B-11/81, B-11/40, B-11/48, B-11/50, B-

11/59, B-11/65, B-11/67, B-11/68, B-11/71, B-11/73, B-12/1, 

B-11/50

C-17/140, C-17/145, B-11/39, B-

11/41, B-11/43, B-11/44, B-11/47, 

B-11/49, B-11/52, B-11/57, B-

11/62, B-11/69, B-11/70, B-11/74, 

B-11/75

C-13/107, C-13/65a, B-11/54, B-11/56, B-11/58, B-11/60, B-

11/61, B-11/63, B-11/64, B-11/66, B-11/76, B-11/77, B-11/78, 

B-11/79, B-11/80, B-11/81

RR-2910 https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Richard James Bullock 14445 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

B-8/34, B-8/35, B-8/38, B-8/41 B-8/37, B-8/42, B-8/43 B-8/34, B-8/35 RR-3057 

RR-3042

OFH1 Proposed pylon line is 150m from house. Supports Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons Action Group. Consultation had been legally deficient since 2022. Presented only a 

preferred overhead pylon solution, with no genuine consideration of alternatives such as offshore or underground transmission, or alternative routes. The project would 

cause severe and unnecessary harm to countryside, landscapes, heritage, wildlife and communities in East Anglia, undermining the environmental benefits of offshore 

renewable energy. Concern about the outdated design, size and visual impact of pylons, the lack of justification for a continuous haul road and its significant 

environmental damage, and the failure to assess the true social, environmental and economic costs of the scheme. Impacts on property values, health, amenity, wildlife 

and rural businesses have been ignored, skewing cost comparisons in favour of the proposed approach. Serious adverse effects on 300‑year‑old house near 

Mendlesham, including risks from noise, vibration, construction traffic and electromagnetic fields, potential structural damage, loss of visual amenity, and disruption to a 

B&B business. Impacts on protected species (including bats, owls and red‑listed house martins), air quality, biodiversity, public rights of way, and insufficient mitigation 

for construction traffic and haul road crossings. Property will lose estimated £200,000 in value and B&B business will lose another £50,000. Costings do not include 

destruction from construction. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-

8.8.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Written%20

Representations.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector
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8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%
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at%20the%20Open%20Floor
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Category 2 

landowner. V2 HoTs 

sent to Andrew 

Bullock. Negotiations 

Ongoing.

Amber

Personal Representative to the 

Estate of Andreena Learmonth 

Clachan

14450 Freehold Category 1

C-16/1, C-16/35a C-16/35 RR-1547 Inadequate and perfunctory consultation

Consultation is perceived as minimal and non‑transparent, with information released only sparingly and key decisions appearing predetermined. Concerns raised have 

not been meaningfully addressed.

Severe construction impacts on residential amenity

Proposed 24/7 construction activity, including heavy HGV movements past residential properties on Bentley Road, would result in unacceptable levels of noise, dust and 

disturbance during the construction period.

Mental health and wellbeing impacts

The prospect of prolonged disruption and uncertainty arising from the project is already placing significant strain on residents’ mental health.

Failure to assess vibration impacts

There has been no adequate assessment of the effects of vibration from heavy vehicles and plant on nearby residential properties, despite clear potential for damage and 

harm.

Environmental harm inconsistent with a ‘green’ project

The project would involve significant hedgerow and tree loss, undermining habitats and landscape character in order to deliver green electricity, which is seen as 

contradictory and inadequately justified.

Failure to properly consider alternatives

Less damaging alternatives such as underground HVDC cabling and offshore routes have not been transparently or meaningfully evaluated or consulted upon.

Inadequate cost assessment

Cost comparisons appear to focus on short‑term construction costs rather than whole‑life costs over an appropriate period (e.g. 30 years), leading to potentially 

misleading conclusions.

Failure to respect protected landscapes and heritage policy

Existing planning protections for areas of historic importance and valued landscapes, including Dedham Vale and its setting, must be fully adhered to, yet the proposal 

risks harming ancient views and landscape character.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

The environmental, infrastructure and human impacts have not been shown to be outweighed by the claimed public benefits of the proposed overhead line scheme.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Rosemary Jane Black 14454 Freehold, Occupation, Mortgage Category 1, Category 2

B-7/47, B-7/47, B-7/49, B-7/49, B-7/55, B-7/55, B-6/97, B-

6/98, B-6/100, B-6/104, B-6/105, B-6/107, B-7/17, B-7/17, B-

7/29, B-7/29, B-7/32, B-7/32, B-7/51, B-7/51, B-7/57, B-7/57, 

B-7/59, B-7/60, B-7/61, B-7/61, B-6/96, B-6/101, B-7/1, B-7/4, 

B-7/14, B-7/18

B-7/28, B-7/28, B-7/50, B-7/50, B-

7/56, B-7/56, B-7/58, B-7/58, B-

7/63, B-7/63, B-7/64, B-7/64, B-

6/99, B-6/102, B-6/106, B-6/110, 

B-7/2, B-7/5, B-7/6, B-7/7, B-7/8, 

B-7/13, B-7/21

B-7/47, B-7/47, B-7/49, B-7/49, B-7/55, B-7/55, B-6/97, B-

6/98, B-6/100, B-6/104, B-6/105, B-6/107

B-7/27, B-7/27, B-7/35, B-7/35, B-

7/37, B-7/37, B-7/39, B-7/39, B-

7/40, B-7/40, B-7/41, B-7/41, B-

7/62, B-7/62, B-7/10, B-7/12

RR-3182 Deficient and ineffective consultation process

Although early engagement was offered by landowners and their professional representatives, the informal consultation process failed to function as a genuine two‑way 

exercise. Feedback was not meaningfully considered or incorporated.

Rejection of practical routing and access proposals

Site‑specific issues, including impractical routing and unsuitable access via narrow local lanes, were clearly identified during on‑site meetings but were disregarded 

without justification.

Failure to engage with groups of affected landowners

Opportunities to work collaboratively with neighbouring landowners to identify mutually beneficial routing improvements were refused, despite the potential to reduce 

impacts and improve delivery.

Inadequate use of local knowledge

Detailed local understanding of land use, access constraints and agricultural operations has been ignored, resulting in avoidable impacts that could otherwise be 

mitigated.

Administrative errors and lack of basic accuracy

Correspondence has repeatedly been sent to incorrect parties, and draft Heads of Terms contain errors in ownership and representation, raising concerns about legal 

robustness and project governance.

Absence of meaningful mitigation or local benefit

There appears to be no consideration of how the project could deliver benefits to the local population, environment, or businesses during construction or operation.

Disregard for agricultural productivity

The practical impacts on agricultural land and long‑term productivity have not been given appropriate weight in route design or construction planning.

Perception of reliance on statutory powers over negotiation

The promoter is perceived to be relying on compulsory statutory rights rather than engaging in genuine dialogue or negotiating improvements, undermining trust in the 

process.

Failure to balance infrastructure need with fair process

While the need for grid upgrades is acknowledged, the lack of meaningful engagement and willingness to adapt proposals has led to an outcome that is considered 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Remus Memorial Horse Sanctuary 14460 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

G-2/57, G-2/57, G-2/60, G-2/60, G-2/61, G-2/61, G-2/62, G-

2/62

RR-3023 Severe harm to wildlife and habitats

The installation of large overhead pylons would irreversibly damage local habitats, fragment ecosystems and displace wildlife, including regularly migrating geese that 

rely on the valley as part of established flight paths.

Unacceptable landscape and visual impact

The pylons would scar the skyline and fundamentally alter the character and beauty of a valued rural valley, diminishing its cultural, recreational and experiential value 

for residents and visitors alike.

Noise, disruption and loss of tranquillity

Construction and ongoing maintenance would introduce prolonged noise, heavy traffic and disturbance into a quiet rural area, undermining tranquillity and enjoyment of 

the countryside.

Serious impact on animal welfare and a horse rescue charity

The project would directly affect a horse rescue charity operating within the valley. Horses are highly sensitive to noise and disturbance, and construction activity and 

long‑term infrastructure presence could compromise animal welfare, staff safety, and the charity’s ability to operate effectively.

Negative effects on community wellbeing and mental health

The loss of peaceful green space and prolonged disruption would adversely affect community wellbeing, particularly for people who rely on access to countryside and 

open spaces for mental health and quality of life.

Inappropriate use of overhead pylons

Overhead pylons are considered an outdated and unnecessarily damaging solution for energy transmission in sensitive landscapes.

Failure to properly consider less harmful alternatives

Viable alternatives such as underground cabling or offshore routing have not been adequately explored, despite their potential to deliver energy infrastructure with 

significantly reduced environmental and social impacts.

Disproportionate harm relative to benefit

The long‑term environmental, landscape and community costs are considered to outweigh any short‑term benefits of the proposed overhead pylon scheme.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

meeting held on site 

16/03 to discuss 

pylon locations 

Amber

Personal Representative to the 

Estate of Christopher William 

Oxley Parker

14481 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold, Restrictive Covenant
Category 2, Category 1

E-6/14, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/53, 

E-5/59, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-

5/107, E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/30, E-5/24, E-5/26, E-6/1, E-6/2, 

E-6/7, E-6/9, E-6/10, E-6/35, E-6/36, E-5/33, E-5/41, E-5/44, E-

5/52, E-5/57, E-5/60, E-5/66, E-5/69, E-5/75, E-5/92, E-5/93, E-

5/98, E-5/100, E-5/102, E-5/105, E-5/106, E-5/108, E-5/110, E-

5/120

E-5/31, E-5/25, E-5/27, E-6/3, E-

6/4, E-6/5, E-6/6, E-6/8, E-6/11, E-

6/12, E-6/13, E-5/50, E-5/51, E-

5/56, E-5/65, E-5/68, E-5/70, E-

5/86, E-5/96, E-5/99, E-5/101, E-

5/104, E-5/111, E-5/116, E-5/118, 

E-5/121

E-6/14, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/53, 

E-5/59, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-

5/107, E-5/113, E-5/114

E-5/119 RR-1696 https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 18th 

March 2024   

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 5th 

July 2025   

Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

HoTs meeting 

confirmed with agent 

(Grace Gardiner) 15th 

January 2026   

HoTs discussion held 

in 24th February 2026 

(At Whirledge & Nott 

office)    

-     V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026 

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

Amber

Personal Representative to the 

Estate of Anthony Porch
14500 Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

B-11/4, B-11/5, B-11/22, B-11/27, B-11/38, B-11/4, B-11/5, B-

11/14

B-11/10, B-11/11, B-11/12, B-

11/25, B-11/26, B-11/28, B-11/30, 

B-11/32, B-11/34, B-11/35, B-

11/10, B-11/12

REP1-302

REP1-227

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Juliet Francis 14957
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

B-18/49, B-18/49, B-18/53, B-18/53, B-18/64, B-18/64, B-

17/118, B-17/118, B-17/119, B-17/119, B-17/120, B-17/120, 

B-18/49, B-18/53, B-18/64, B-17/118, B-17/119, B-17/120, B-

18/36, B-18/43, B-18/43, B-18/44, B-18/44, B-18/69, B-18/69, 

B-18/74, B-18/74, B-17/117, B-17/117, B-18/43, B-18/44, B-

18/55, B-18/66, B-18/66, B-18/67, B-18/69, B-18/70, B-18/70, 

B-18/70, B-18/70, B-18/71, B-18/71, B-18/71, B-18/74, B-

17/117

B-18/39, B-18/42, B-18/42, B-

18/51, B-18/51, B-18/58, B-18/58, 

B-18/42, B-18/51, B-18/52, B-

18/58

B-18/49, B-18/49, B-18/53, B-18/53, B-18/64, B-18/64, B-

17/118, B-17/118, B-17/119, B-17/119, B-17/120, B-17/120, 

B-18/49, B-18/53, B-18/64, B-17/118, B-17/119, B-17/120

B-18/36 RR-1923 Severe impact on a small family farm

The proposed installation of a large pylon on a small family‑run farm would disproportionately affect its viability, permanently reducing the usefulness and value of one 

of only three fields.

Loss and blight of environmentally managed land

A 14‑acre hedged field, currently under an environmental stewardship scheme, would be materially harmed, undermining environmental management efforts and rural 

land quality.

Unacceptable landscape and visual harm

The pylon would dominate views from a nearby Grade II listed farmhouse, causing lasting harm to landscape character and the setting of a heritage asset.

Adverse impact on wildlife and biodiversity

The affected field supports significant wildlife, including barn owls and other species; construction and permanent infrastructure would cause major habitat disruption 

and loss.

Traffic and access disruption on unsuitable rural roads

The project would introduce substantial construction traffic along a quiet single‑track lane, creating disruption, safety concerns and loss of rural tranquillity.

Property and land devaluation

The proposed pylon has already made the field difficult to sell, demonstrating real blight and loss of market value attributable to the scheme.

Inadequate siting and failure to mitigate impacts

Requests to relocate the pylon to the edge of the field—which would reduce harm and allow continued agricultural use—have not been meaningfully considered.

Inadequate and derisory compensation

Proposed compensation does not reflect the true scale of land value loss, heritage harm, environmental damage or long‑term impact on livelihoods.

Irreversible harm to the Suffolk landscape

The cumulative effect of the pylon would permanently scar the countryside, harming a valued rural landscape and diminishing quality of life.

Disproportionate harm relative to public benefit

The significant private, environmental and heritage harm has not been shown to be outweighed by the benefits of the proposed overhead line.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Personal Representative to the 

Estate of Robin John Lacey 

Gooding

14961 Freehold Category 1

D-1/46, D-1/47, D-1/48, D-1/50, D-1/53, D-1/22, D-1/28, D-

1/29, D-1/37, D-1/39, D-1/40, D-1/41, D-1/43

D-1/23, D-1/24, D-1/27, D-1/38, D-

1/45, D-1/60, D-1/65

D-1/46, D-1/47, D-1/48, D-1/50, D-1/53 RR-2812 Deficient and ineffective consultation process

Although early engagement was offered by landowners and their professional representatives, the informal consultation process failed to function as a genuine two‑way 

exercise. Feedback was not meaningfully considered or incorporated.

Rejection of practical routing and access proposals

Site‑specific issues, including impractical routing and unsuitable access via narrow local lanes, were clearly identified during on‑site meetings but were disregarded 

without justification.

Failure to engage with groups of affected landowners

Opportunities to work collaboratively with neighbouring landowners to identify mutually beneficial routing improvements were refused, despite the potential to reduce 

impacts and improve delivery.

Inadequate use of local knowledge

Detailed local understanding of land use, access constraints and agricultural operations has been ignored, resulting in avoidable impacts that could otherwise be 

mitigated.

Administrative errors and lack of basic accuracy

Correspondence has repeatedly been sent to incorrect parties, and draft Heads of Terms contain errors in ownership and representation, raising concerns about legal 

robustness and project governance.

Absence of meaningful mitigation or local benefit

There appears to be no consideration of how the project could deliver benefits to the local population, environment, or businesses during construction or operation.

Disregard for agricultural productivity

The practical impacts on agricultural land and long‑term productivity have not been given appropriate weight in route design or construction planning.

Perception of reliance on statutory powers over negotiation

The promoter is perceived to be relying on compulsory statutory rights rather than engaging in genuine dialogue or negotiating improvements, undermining trust in the 

process.

Failure to balance infrastructure need with fair process

While the need for grid upgrades is acknowledged, the lack of meaningful engagement and willingness to adapt proposals has led to an outcome that is considered 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting to discuss 

HOTs arranged for the 

13th May. 

Amber

Helena Jane Black 15452 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

B-7/46, B-7/47, B-7/47, B-7/48, B-7/49, B-7/49, B-7/54, B-

7/55, B-7/55, B-7/53a, B-7/17, B-7/17, B-7/26, B-7/29, B-

7/29, B-7/31, B-7/32, B-7/32, B-7/51, B-7/51, B-7/57, B-7/57, 

B-7/59, B-7/60, B-7/61, B-7/61

B-7/9, B-7/25, B-7/28, B-7/28, B-

7/36, B-7/50, B-7/50, B-7/56, B-

7/56, B-7/58, B-7/58, B-7/63, B-

7/63, B-7/64, B-7/64

B-7/46, B-7/47, B-7/47, B-7/48, B-7/49, B-7/49, B-7/54, B-

7/55, B-7/55, B-7/53a

B-7/27, B-7/27, B-7/35, B-7/35, B-

7/37, B-7/37, B-7/39, B-7/39, B-

7/40, B-7/40, B-7/41, B-7/41, B-

7/62, B-7/62

RR-1405 

The trustee objects to the Norwich to Tilbury pylon line proposal on the basis of inadequate and ineffective engagement by National Grid with the 

landowners and their tenant, David Black & Son Ltd, despite repeated attempts at dialogue. The current proposals for pylons RG123–RG127 fail to reflect 

constructive, locally informed and cost‑saving alternatives that could benefit all parties. The trustee seeks recognition as an interested party to ensure 

improved consultation during the construction phase, a more collaborative approach with landowners and tenants, and proper consideration of valuable 

local knowledge before the works proceed.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Crouch Solar Farm Limited 15474
Easement Right or Privilege, 

Leasehold, Occupation
Category 2, Category 1

G-6/52, G-6/61, G-6/88, G-6/96, G-6/97, G-6/100, G-6/8, G-

6/8, G-6/12, G-6/12, G-6/17, G-6/17, G-6/1, G-6/5, G-6/8, G-

6/12, G-6/17, G-6/30, G-6/33, G-6/50, G-6/65, G-6/73, G-

6/91, G-6/95, G-5/68, G-5/69, G-5/76, G-5/79, G-5/89

G-6/89, G-6/6, G-6/6, G-6/29, G-

6/29, G-6/3, G-6/6, G-6/29, G-

6/43, G-6/53, G-6/72, G-6/75, G-

6/98, G-6/113, G-5/75, G-5/77, G-

5/78, G-5/80, G-5/88, G-5/90

G-6/52, G-6/61, G-6/88, G-6/96, G-6/97, G-6/100 G-6/89 G-5/86, G-5/87 RR-0710 

Objects to the DCO because it would authorise works and rights that risk materially harming the operation of Basildon Solar Farm, including the potential 

siting of new pylons within the solar farm, temporary and permanent construction impacts, shading and loss of generating capacity, and interference with 

access and internal infrastructure. Critically, the DCO would also enable relocation or disruption of the solar farm’s sole grid connection cable without 

providing Crouch with equivalent protective provisions, creating an unacceptable risk to continued electricity export, business continuity, and its 

contribution to national renewable energy objectives unless bespoke protections and agreed mitigation are secured.

SoCG has gone in for 

Deadline 4. Comments 

received after. 

Meeting is being 

discussed to close it 

out.

Points are around 

final pylon position, 

haul roads and 

protective provisions 

for their cabling.
Amber

Matthew Bunting 15478 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

E-2/14, E-2/15, E-2/15, E-2/35, E-2/36, E-2/36, E-2/44, E-2/44, 

E-2/59, E-2/61, E-2/73, E-2/75, E-2/75, E-1/50, E-1/50, E-1/56, 

E-1/56, E-1/56, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/70, E-1/70, E-1/70, 

E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/88, E-1/88, 

E-1/88, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-2/20, E-2/20, E-2/30, E-2/31, 

E-2/31, E-2/38, E-2/38, E-1/85, E-1/85, E-1/85, E-2/26, E-2/26, 

E-2/27, E-2/27, E-2/41, E-2/41, E-1/72, E-1/72, E-1/72, E-1/73, 

E-1/73, E-1/73, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/82, E-1/82, 

E-1/83, E-1/83, E-1/83

E-2/11, E-2/12, E-2/12, E-2/16, E-

2/16, E-2/19, E-2/19, E-2/29, E-

2/33, E-2/33, E-2/98, E-2/98, E-

2/110, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-

1/87, E-1/87, E-1/87, E-2/76, E-

2/76, E-2/77, E-2/77, E-2/78, E-

2/85, E-2/87, E-2/90, E-1/77, E-

1/77, E-1/77, E-1/81, E-1/81, E-

1/81, E-1/84, E-1/84, E-1/84

E-2/14, E-2/15, E-2/15, E-2/35, E-2/36, E-2/36, E-2/44, E-2/44, 

E-2/59, E-2/61, E-2/73, E-2/75, E-2/75, E-1/50, E-1/50, E-1/56, 

E-1/56, E-1/56, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/70, E-1/70, E-1/70, 

E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/88, E-1/88, 

E-1/88, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-1/89

E-2/20, E-2/20, E-2/30, E-2/31, E-

2/31, E-2/38, E-2/38, E-1/85, E-

1/85, E-1/85, E-2/11, E-2/12, E-

2/12, E-2/16, E-2/16, E-2/19, E-

2/19, E-2/29, E-2/33, E-2/33, E-

2/98, E-2/98, E-2/110, E-1/86, E-

1/86, E-1/86, E-1/87, E-1/87, E-

1/87

E-2/82, E-2/82, E-1/39, E-1/39 RR-1499 REP1-300

REP1-302

REP1-227 Object to the proposed scheme on the basis that National Grid has failed to justify a public need that outweighs the significant harm to their landholding 

and business, has not properly considered alternatives (including route options, undergrounding, or alternative technologies), and has inadequately 

assessed or mitigated impacts on farming operations, soils, biosecurity, landscape, heritage, environment, and mental health. Despite providing 

reasonable and proportionate mitigation proposals, National Grid has failed to meaningfully engage or respond, nor has it demonstrated that compulsory 

powers are necessary or that agreements with affected parties have been properly pursued. As such, the adverse impacts on private interests significantly 

outweigh any claimed public benefit, and consent should be refused or the scheme fundamentally reconsidered.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner 

change requests (including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely 

one‑way, with no clear explanations to landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in 

some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German 

or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations 

strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on 

statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents 

report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a “listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that 

amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which is argued to fall short of the 

requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid schemes, both 

submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK 

Power Networks, regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing 

uncertainty over access, reinstatement, mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. 

The representations conclude that the Applicant has not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary 

agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber
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https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
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Nicky Josselyn 15496 Occupation, Freehold Category 1

C-17/68, C-17/70, C-17/70, C-17/87 C-17/68, C-17/70, C-17/70 RR-2709 

Objects due to inadequate consultation and serious health, environmental, residential, agricultural, and legal concerns. Engagement with landowners is 

described as insufficient, unclear, and poorly communicated, with misdirected or missing notices and feedback ignored. Health impacts, including stress 

and potential long‑term EMF effects, are considered inadequately assessed. The project is said to cause irreversible landscape harm, biodiversity loss, and 

adverse effects on tourism and local businesses, with mitigation measures viewed as inadequate. Residential impacts include property devaluation, 

construction disruption, ongoing noise, visual intrusion, and insufficient EMF risk assessment. Agricultural concerns relate to risks to soil quality, drainage, 

farm viability, and lack of assurance on appropriate soil cover over cables. Legal issues include unclear construction rights, documentation errors, poor 

scheme design, and non‑transparent or inadequate compensation. Criticises reliance on overhead HVAC pylons rather than alternatives such as 

underground HVDC, offshore coordination, and modern grid upgrades that could reduce harm. Requests refusal of the DCO and supports the Essex 

Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting held with 

agent on 6th May to 

discuss HOTs. Next 

meeting planned for 

13th May. 

Amber

Hugh Hamilton 15833 Freehold Category 1

H-1/46, H-1/54 H-1/56, H-1/47, H-1/48, H-1/55, H-

1/60

H-1/56 RR-1447 

I object in principle to the project due to its impact on the use and condition of our fields off Lower Dunton Road, with specific concerns about Pylon 

TB233 and the proposed haul road. TB233 should be relocated adjacent to the existing hedge to preserve workable agricultural land, and the temporary 

haul road should follow the hedge line—consistent with the permanent access easement—rather than cutting across the middle of multiple fields. These 

changes would reduce long-term disruption, minimise reinstatement works, and allow continued agricultural use of most of the land during construction.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Ashgreen Energyfarm Limited 15917
Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold
Category 2, Category 1

A-1/56, A-1/2 A-1/53, A-1/57 A-1/7, A-1/7 RR-0304

Ashgreen’s main objection is that the proposed Development Consent Order works—particularly new accessways, hardstanding, construction compounds, 

pylons and overhead lines—may interfere with the construction, operation and maintenance of its operational solar project and associated cable route, 

which are already secured by lease and easement and lie within the Order Land. Ashgreen is concerned that these works could compromise the safety and 

viability of its solar project and the public interest it serves as an electricity generator, and therefore asserts that NGET’s requirements should be able to 

coexist with Ashgreen’s rights, subject to continued meaningful engagement and the negotiation of a formal agreement to protect Ashgreen’s interests, 

which has not yet been concluded.

Amber

Carol Ann Rowe 15967 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-11/105, C-11/105 RR-0444

The objection is that the proposed project is fundamentally flawed because it fails to respect the countryside, local livelihoods and historic landscapes. It 

would permanently damage large areas of agricultural land, destroy ancient hedgerows and woodland, and cause losses that cannot realistically be 

mitigated or reversed. There is little convincing evidence that the benefits of connecting offshore wind generation justify this level of irreversible harm to 

the rural environment. It is argued that a far more sustainable, balanced and long‑term solution would be to route the system offshore using existing 

networks, avoiding widespread destruction of valued countryside and heritage.

No rights required 

from AP 

Land now class 8

Amber

Debra Suzanne Langton 15980 Occupation, Freehold Category 1

C-2/137, C-6/12, C-6/12, C-6/6, C-6/6 C-6/11, C-6/11, C-6/13, C-6/13 C-2/137 RR-1241 REP1-227,  [note duplicate REP1-

240]

The objection argues that the Norwich to Tilbury overhead pylons would cause serious and irreversible harm to the countryside, wildlife, hedgerows, and 

biodiversity, while also damaging the character of rural communities. It highlights inadequate transparency and consultation, alongside concerns about 

construction impacts such as heavy traffic, access roads, and disruption to rural life. The scheme is seen as a significant threat to small family farms, local 

businesses, and property values, and as being rushed and based on outdated thinking, with contracts seemingly awarded before proper scrutiny. Crucially, 

the objection stresses that less damaging and more future‑proof alternatives—such as underground HVDC cables, offshore solutions, and modern grid 

upgrades—have been ignored, and urges the Planning Inspectorate to reject the DCO and require these options to be properly explored.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or 

undergrounding proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary 

Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, 

no confirmed amendments have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little 

better than relying on statutory powers. Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than 

securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. 

No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and 

responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. 

The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently progressed voluntary agreements, and has not 

adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-

8.8.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Written%20

Representations.pdf

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002115-

8.5.5%20Applicant's%20Resp

onse%20to%20the%20Oral%

20Submissions%20Made%20

at%20the%20Open%20Floor

%20Hearings.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

See comments in 

Richard Langton 

(above - Row 2)

Amber
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Jenna Louise Morgan 16081
Easement Right or Privilege, 

Restrictive Covenant
Category 2

C-18/52, C-18/54, C-18/54, C-18/110, C-18/22, C-18/22, C-

18/23, C-18/63, C-18/67, C-18/67

C-18/52, C-18/54, C-18/54, C-18/110 RR-1677 

The objection is to the proposed Norwich to Tilbury on‑shore pylon route on the grounds that it has not properly considered less harmful alternatives 

such as an offshore integrated grid or full undergrounding. The scheme would cause severe and unacceptable harm to heritage assets, including a nearby 

Grade II listed home and its historic curtilage, and would damage the landscape character and visual amenity of the surrounding countryside and the 

Dedham Vale AONB. It would also result in serious ecological impacts, threatening protected species and causing habitat and tree loss. Concerns are 

further raised about health, safety and climate resilience due to the proximity of very high pylons to homes, alongside significant social and financial harm 

through loss of wellbeing and property value. The proposal is seen as inequitable compared with neighbouring areas offered undergrounding, and it is 

therefore urged that consent be refused unless offshore solutions are properly assessed or the route through this area is fully undergrounded.

Category 2 landowner

Amber

Lucy Grace Upson 16282 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

F-3/84, F-3/89, F-3/99, F-3/103, F-3/25, F-3/59, F-3/98, F-

3/100, F-3/104

F-3/58, F-3/62, F-3/101 F-3/84, F-3/89, F-3/99, F-3/103 RR-2223

The objection is to the proposed pylons on the basis that they would cause environmental harm and significantly damage local amenity. In particular, the 

pylons would blight the view from the objector’s property, harming the character of the surrounding landscape. This visual intrusion is of serious concern 

and is likely to have a negative effect on the enjoyment of the property and may also adversely impact its market value.

Category 2 landowner

Amber

Miranda Harris 16794
Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege, Restrictive 

Covenant

Category 1, Category 2

B-18/63, B-18/65, B-18/66, B-18/66, B-18/70, B-18/70, B-

18/71, B-18/71, B-18/75, B-18/75, B-18/70, B-18/70, B-18/71, 

B-18/71

B-18/63, B-18/65  EN020027 REP1-427

OFH 3 - RR-2723

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.
Amber

Colin Pinson-Roxburgh 17618 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

B-17/33, B-17/42, B-17/44, B-17/56, B-17/31, B-17/23, B-

17/35, B-17/43, B-17/51

B-17/20, B-17/36, B-17/57, B-

17/32

B-17/33, B-17/42, B-17/44, B-17/56, B-17/31 B-17/23, B-17/20 RR-0690 

The main objection is that the project has not been properly assessed at any level. There has been no genuine or transparent evaluation of alternative 

methods for delivering the power supply, nor a thorough assessment of environmental impacts. The absence of clear, individual costings for different 

transmission options undermines confidence in the chosen approach, and there has been no meaningful consideration of the financial impact on 

individual householders. Additionally, many statements within the proposals lack clarity, creating uncertainty and allowing for misinterpretation rather 

than enabling informed public understanding or engagement.

12/05/26 - Meeting 

with affected persons 

(and/or their 

professional 

representative) 

regarding land rights, 

including discussion 

regarding Heads of 

Terms

Amber

Silke Pinson-Roxburgh 17619 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

B-17/33, B-17/42, B-17/44, B-17/56, B-17/31, B-17/23, B-

17/35, B-17/43, B-17/51

B-17/20, B-17/36, B-17/57, B-

17/32

B-17/33, B-17/42, B-17/44, B-17/56, B-17/31 B-17/23, B-17/20 RR-3381

The objection from the village of Offton is that the proposed works would have a significant and cumulative impact on both the landscape and local 

wildlife. The village would be affected by the removal of the existing overhead line, the undergrounding of that line on the opposite side of an ancient 

woodland, and the construction of a new electricity line through the valley using 50‑metre‑high pylons. These pylons would be highly prominent in a 

sensitive landscape and unacceptably close to the ancient woodland, effectively surrounding it with major infrastructure and causing serious harm to 

habitats and wildlife. The preference is for the new line to be undergrounded, which would avoid unnecessary remedial works, reduce visual and 

environmental damage, lessen impacts on residents, and ultimately represent a more cost‑effective and less harmful solution.

12/05/26 - Meeting 

with affected persons 

(and/or their 

professional 

representative) 

regarding land rights, 

including discussion 

regarding Heads of 

Terms

Amber

Pivoted Power LLP 20342
Easement Right or Privilege, 

Freehold
Category 2, Category 1

B-20/176, B-20/188, B-20/198, 

B-20/203, B-20/208, B-20/221, 

B-20/230

B-20/233, B-20/242, B-20/243, B-20/257, B-20/258, B-

20/259, B-20/190, B-20/253, B-20/260

B-20/232, B-20/239, B-20/244, B-

20/249, B-20/186, B-20/189, B-

20/194, B-20/196, B-20/200, B-

20/213, B-20/229, B-20/234, B-

20/237, B-20/246, B-20/247

B-20/233, B-20/242, B-20/243, B-20/257, B-20/258, B-20/259 B-20/232, B-20/239, B-20/244, B-

20/249

A-1/7, A-1/7, A-1/7 RR-2963 

The main concern raised by Pivoted Power LLP is that the proposed Development Consent Order works could conflict with an existing electricity cable 

connection serving the Pivot Battery Project, which was lawfully installed in Q2 2025 under rights granted by NGET. Pivot notes that elements of the 

proposed scheme—such as new accessways, hardstanding and a construction compound—may overlap with or affect its cable route. While Pivot believes 

both schemes can coexist, it objects to the lack of a formal agreement securing protections for its infrastructure and stresses that NGET must continue full 

and meaningful negotiations to resolve these issues during the DCO process.

V2 HoTs sent prior to 

Deadline 3. 

Engagement ongoing.

Latest meeting on 

24th April 2026. 

Discussed HoTS & 

SOCG.

Awaiting returned 

HoTs before next 

meeting can be set Amber

Sandra Ann Smith 20867 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

B-3/70, B-3/70, B-3/73, B-3/73, B-3/98, B-3/98, B-3/100, B-

3/100, B-4/3, B-4/3, B-4/43, B-4/43, B-3/68, B-3/68, B-3/101, 

B-3/101, B-3/103, B-3/103, B-3/104, B-3/104, B-3/117, B-

3/117, B-4/2, B-4/2, B-4/17, B-4/17, B-4/18, B-4/18, B-4/19, B-

4/19, B-4/46, B-4/46, B-4/47, B-4/47, B-3/64, B-3/64, B-3/65, 

B-3/65, B-3/71, B-3/71, B-3/80, B-3/80, B-3/81, B-3/81, B-

3/91, B-3/91, B-3/92, B-3/92, B-3/95, B-3/95, B-3/96, B-3/96, 

B-3/106, B-3/106, B-3/108, B-3/108, B-3/111, B-3/111, B-

3/115, B-3/115

B-4/1, B-4/1, B-3/63, B-3/63, B-

3/89, B-3/89, B-3/93, B-3/93, B-

3/94, B-3/94, B-3/102, B-3/102, B-

4/52, B-4/52, B-4/57, B-4/57

B-3/70, B-3/70, B-3/73, B-3/73, B-3/98, B-3/98, B-3/100, B-

3/100

B-4/3, B-4/3, B-4/43, B-4/43, B-

3/68, B-3/68, B-3/101, B-3/101, B-

3/103, B-3/103, B-3/104, B-3/104, 

B-3/117, B-3/117, B-4/1, B-4/1, B-

3/63, B-3/63, B-3/89, B-3/89, B-

3/93, B-3/93, B-3/94, B-3/94, B-

3/102, B-3/102

RR-3254 

The main objection argues that building new pylons would permanently scar the landscape, while burying power lines underground would cause 

significant and irreversible damage to valuable woodland habitats. As an alternative, routing electricity via offshore infrastructure in the North Sea is seen 

as far less harmful to both scenery and nature. This approach would avoid major environmental disruption on land, even if it means East Anglia is largely 

bypassed as a key overland conduit for supplying electricity to London.

Amber



Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Annabel Wood 20985 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

E-2/14, E-2/15, E-2/15, E-2/35, E-2/36, E-2/36, E-2/44, E-2/44, 

E-2/59, E-2/61, E-2/73, E-2/75, E-2/75, E-1/50, E-1/50, E-1/56, 

E-1/56, E-1/56, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/70, E-1/70, E-1/70, 

E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/88, E-1/88, 

E-1/88, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-2/20, E-2/20, E-2/30, E-2/31, 

E-2/31, E-2/38, E-2/38, E-1/85, E-1/85, E-1/85, E-2/26, E-2/26, 

E-2/27, E-2/27, E-2/41, E-2/41, E-1/72, E-1/72, E-1/72, E-1/73, 

E-1/73, E-1/73, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/82, E-1/82, 

E-1/83, E-1/83, E-1/83

E-2/11, E-2/12, E-2/12, E-2/16, E-

2/16, E-2/19, E-2/19, E-2/29, E-

2/33, E-2/33, E-2/98, E-2/98, E-

2/110, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-

1/87, E-1/87, E-1/87, E-2/76, E-

2/76, E-2/77, E-2/77, E-2/78, E-

2/85, E-2/87, E-2/90, E-1/77, E-

1/77, E-1/77, E-1/81, E-1/81, E-

1/81, E-1/84, E-1/84, E-1/84

E-2/14, E-2/15, E-2/15, E-2/35, E-2/36, E-2/36, E-2/44, E-2/44, 

E-2/59, E-2/61, E-2/73, E-2/75, E-2/75, E-1/50, E-1/50, E-1/56, 

E-1/56, E-1/56, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/70, E-1/70, E-1/70, 

E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/88, E-1/88, 

E-1/88, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-1/89

E-2/20, E-2/20, E-2/30, E-2/31, E-

2/31, E-2/38, E-2/38, E-1/85, E-

1/85, E-1/85, E-2/11, E-2/12, E-

2/12, E-2/16, E-2/16, E-2/19, E-

2/19, E-2/29, E-2/33, E-2/33, E-

2/98, E-2/98, E-2/110, E-1/86, E-

1/86, E-1/86, E-1/87, E-1/87, E-

1/87

E-2/82, E-2/82, E-1/39, E-1/39 RR-1499 REP1-300 

REP1-302

REP1-227

J A Bunting as per 261

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Michelle Deanna Wisbey 20988 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

E-2/14, E-2/15, E-2/15, E-2/35, E-2/36, E-2/36, E-2/44, E-2/44, 

E-2/59, E-2/61, E-2/73, E-2/75, E-2/75, E-1/50, E-1/50, E-1/56, 

E-1/56, E-1/56, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/70, E-1/70, E-1/70, 

E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/88, E-1/88, 

E-1/88, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-2/20, E-2/20, E-2/30, E-2/31, 

E-2/31, E-2/38, E-2/38, E-1/85, E-1/85, E-2/26, E-2/26, E-2/27, 

E-2/27, E-2/41, E-2/41, E-1/72, E-1/72, E-1/72, E-1/73, E-1/73, 

E-1/73, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/82, E-1/82, E-1/83, 

E-1/83, E-1/83

E-2/11, E-2/12, E-2/12, E-2/16, E-

2/16, E-2/19, E-2/19, E-2/29, E-

2/33, E-2/33, E-2/98, E-2/98, E-

2/110, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-

1/87, E-1/87, E-1/87, E-2/76, E-

2/76, E-2/77, E-2/77, E-2/78, E-

2/85, E-2/87, E-2/90, E-1/77, E-

1/77, E-1/77, E-1/81, E-1/81, E-

1/81, E-1/84, E-1/84, E-1/84

E-2/14, E-2/15, E-2/15, E-2/35, E-2/36, E-2/36, E-2/44, E-2/44, 

E-2/59, E-2/61, E-2/73, E-2/75, E-2/75, E-1/50, E-1/50, E-1/56, 

E-1/56, E-1/56, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/70, E-1/70, E-1/70, 

E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/88, E-1/88, 

E-1/88, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-1/89

E-2/20, E-2/20, E-2/30, E-2/31, E-

2/31, E-2/38, E-2/38, E-1/85, E-

1/85, E-2/11, E-2/12, E-2/12, E-

2/16, E-2/16, E-2/19, E-2/19, E-

2/29, E-2/33, E-2/33, E-2/98, E-

2/98, E-2/110, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-

1/86, E-1/87, E-1/87, E-1/87

E-2/82, E-2/82, E-1/39, E-1/39 RR-1499 REP1-300, 

REP1-302

REP1-227

J A Bunting as per 261

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Tamasyn Joan Holland 20989 Freehold, Occupation, Easement 

Right or Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

E-2/14, E-2/15, E-2/15, E-2/35, E-2/36, E-2/36, E-2/44, E-2/44, 

E-2/59, E-2/61, E-2/73, E-2/75, E-2/75, E-1/50, E-1/50, E-1/56, 

E-1/56, E-1/56, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/70, E-1/70, E-1/70, 

E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/88, E-1/88, 

E-1/88, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-2/20, E-2/20, E-2/30, E-2/31, 

E-2/31, E-2/38, E-2/38, E-1/85, E-1/85, E-1/85, E-2/26, E-2/26, 

E-2/27, E-2/27, E-2/41, E-2/41, E-1/72, E-1/72, E-1/72, E-1/73, 

E-1/73, E-1/73, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/79, E-1/82, E-1/82, 

E-1/83, E-1/83, E-1/83

E-2/11, E-2/12, E-2/12, E-2/16, E-

2/16, E-2/19, E-2/19, E-2/29, E-

2/33, E-2/33, E-2/98, E-2/98, E-

2/110, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-1/86, E-

1/87, E-1/87, E-1/87, E-2/76, E-

2/76, E-2/77, E-2/77, E-2/78, E-

2/85, E-2/87, E-2/90, E-1/77, E-

1/77, E-1/77, E-1/81, E-1/81, E-

1/81, E-1/84, E-1/84, E-1/84

E-2/14, E-2/15, E-2/15, E-2/35, E-2/36, E-2/36, E-2/44, E-2/44, 

E-2/59, E-2/61, E-2/73, E-2/75, E-2/75, E-1/50, E-1/50, E-1/56, 

E-1/56, E-1/56, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/69, E-1/70, E-1/70, E-1/70, 

E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/78, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/80, E-1/88, E-1/88, 

E-1/88, E-1/89, E-1/89, E-1/89

E-2/20, E-2/20, E-2/30, E-2/31, E-

2/31, E-2/38, E-2/38, E-1/85, E-

1/85, E-1/85, E-2/11, E-2/12, E-

2/12, E-2/16, E-2/16, E-2/19, E-

2/19, E-2/29, E-2/33, E-2/33, E-

2/98, E-2/98, E-2/110, E-1/86, E-

1/86, E-1/86, E-1/87, E-1/87, E-

1/87

E-2/82, E-2/82, E-1/39, E-1/39 RR-1499 REP1-300

REP1-302

REP1-227

object to the National Grid scheme on the basis that its harms far outweigh any demonstrated public benefit. They state that National Grid has failed to 

justify the need for the development, adequately assess reasonable alternatives (including alternative routes, undergrounding, or other technologies), or 

properly consider environmental, ecological, soil, biosecurity, landscape, heritage, mental health, and private loss impacts. They also criticise the 

promoter’s lack of meaningful engagement, failure to respond to consultation representations, and failure to pursue negotiated agreements in preference 

to compulsory powers. While opposing the scheme in principle, they identify modest mitigation measures—such as additional undergrounding, use of 

existing tracks, retention of haul-road accesses, and flexible future access arrangements—that would significantly reduce harm to farming operations and 

land value. National Grid’s refusal to engage on these points, they argue, demonstrates a fundamental failure in consultation and decision-making. On 

this basis, they contend that the proposal does not meet the necessary balance between public benefit and private harm and request that consent be 

refused or that the scheme be substantially reconsidered to reduce adverse impacts.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner 

change requests (including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely 

one‑way, with no clear explanations to landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in 

some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German 

or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations 

strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on 

statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents 

report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a “listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that 

amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which is argued to fall short of the 

requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid schemes, both 

submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK 

Power Networks, regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing 

uncertainty over access, reinstatement, mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. 

The representations conclude that the Applicant has not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary 

agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Linda Maureen Clachan 24228 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-16/1, C-16/47, C-16/47, C-

16/41a, C-16/41a

C-16/42, C-16/42, C-16/41, C-

16/41, C-16/47a, C-16/47a

RR-1547

The proposal has involved minimal and ineffective consultation, giving the impression that outcomes are predetermined and that key information has 

been withheld. The scheme will cause significant harm to residents through prolonged 24/7 construction, noise, dust, and heavy HGV traffic, particularly 

along Bentley Road, with serious impacts on quality of life and mental health. There has been no adequate assessment of vibration damage to nearby 

properties or of the long-term strain on local infrastructure. Substantial environmental damage, including loss of trees and hedgerows, is being proposed 

without transparent evaluation of less harmful alternatives such as HVDC or offshore routes. Cost comparisons are narrowly focused on construction 

rather than whole‑life impacts over 30 years. Existing planning protections for historic landscapes and designated areas, including Dedham Vale, must be 

fully respected and adhered to.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.  

Latest meeting held 

6th May to discuss 

HOTs terms and 

clauses, next meeting 

planned for 13th May 

to continue 

discussion.

Amber

Whittakers Nurseries Limited 24281 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

H-7/112, H-7/112, H-7/121 RR-3813

The proposal would have a significant and detrimental impact on the subject land by preventing its residential development, resulting in the loss of 

much‑needed starter and affordable homes in an area already experiencing severe housing delivery failure by the local authority. A Section 17 application 

for a Certificate of Appropriate Alternative Development (CAAD) is currently under consideration and is anticipated to be granted following the December 

2024 changes to the NPPF, reinforcing the site’s realistic housing potential. The scheme would therefore lead to a substantial loss of housing opportunity, 

despite the availability of alternative, less sensitive sites for the proposal within the immediate area.

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 
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Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection
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Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Paul Southwood 24586 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

A-8/1, A-8/2 A-7/78, A-8/5, A-8/6 RR-2860 

Objects to the construction of pylons across the countryside as there are feasible and less harmful alternatives, including offshore routing or 

undergrounding. These options have not been properly considered or pursued. In addition, the consultation process was inadequate and poorly handled, 

leaving affected parties feeling excluded and unheard. As a result, the proposed approach is not justified and due weight has not been given to 

environmental, landscape, and community impacts.

Amber

T A Cullum Contracting Limited 24776 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-6/86, A-6/45, A-6/47, A-6/47, A-6/54, A-6/54, A-6/57, A-

6/70, A-6/71, A-6/72, A-6/72, A-6/88, A-6/88, A-6/91, A-6/91, 

A-6/75, A-6/75

A-6/50, A-6/52, A-6/52, A-6/55, A-

6/55, A-6/56, A-6/56, A-6/60, A-

6/60, A-6/62, A-6/62, A-6/83, A-

6/84, A-6/85, A-6/85, A-6/92, A-

6/92, A-7/6

A-6/86 RR-3592 REP1-246

REP1-227,  [note duplicate REP1-

240]

Does not object in principle to the Project but raises a fundamental concern that the lack of meaningful engagement and insufficient technical 

information prevents informed decision‑making. To date, consultation has been minimal and lacks clarity on route alignment, design and construction 

methodology, technical specifications, and environmental management. In particular, uncertainty remains around the siting of pylons within productive 

farmland, working corridors, access arrangements, crossings to severed land, EMF implications for agricultural technology, and construction impacts such 

as drainage, soil handling, biosecurity, reinstatement and biodiversity net gain. The refusal to fund reasonable professional fees further undermines 

effective consultation. The client therefore seeks urgent, transparent and substantive engagement with landowners and occupiers, and requests that PINS 

ensure these matters are properly addressed through agreed and secured mitigation measures, including within the CEMP, before the Project progresses.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Applicants and their agents are said to have failed to provide meaningful feedback on landowner change requests (including pylon relocation or 

undergrounding proposals).Lack of two‑way dialogue has left landowners feeling disenfranchised, with reported adverse impacts on wellbeing.

Landowners are broadly accepting of the scheme in principle but expect transparency and justification where requests are rejected. Generic voluntary 

Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025 are criticised as inadequate. Despite feedback provided in autumn 2025 and further discussions in January 2026, 

no confirmed amendments have been received. Advisers state they cannot recommend clients enter into voluntary agreements, which are considered little 

better than relying on statutory powers. Based on past experience, there is concern National Grid may ultimately rely on compulsory powers rather than 

securing timely voluntary agreements. Many landowners face additional impacts from the diversion or undergrounding of existing UKPN infrastructure. 

No engagement had occurred with UKPN or their agents at the time of writing, creating uncertainty over proposals, access, compensation and 

responsibility. Strong concern is raised about fragmented negotiations, with land access and compensation handled separately by multiple undertakers. 

The applicant is said to have failed to engage constructively with affected landowners, has not sufficiently progressed voluntary agreements, and has not 

adequately coordinated with other statutory undertakers, risking significant delivery and landowner relationship issues.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Jenny Nichols 24783 Occupation Category 1

G-6/31, G-6/32, G-6/35 RR-1694 REP1-387 

OFH2 

Project going through garden. Have had meetings with Fisher German and put foward request for lines to be moved further down to the bottom of garden to not 

encroach view and trees. This is a clear alternative. Not opposed to National grid using property walkway. Appears plans have not changed to take into consideration the 

pylons which run through garden. Emotion impact is real and pylons would significantly devalue property.

Meeting held on site 

20/04 to discuss 

pylon siting 

Amber

Longfield Solar Energy Farm 

Limited
25194 Easement Right or Privilege, 

Restrictive Covenant
Category 2

E-6/31, E-6/31, E-6/32, E-6/32, E-6/38, E-6/38, E-6/43, E-6/43 E-8/1, E-8/2, E-8/2, E-8/3, E-8/3, E-

6/39, E-6/39, E-6/40, E-6/40, E-

6/42, E-6/42

E-6/31, E-6/31, E-6/32, E-6/32 E-8/1, E-8/2, E-8/2, E-8/3, E-8/3 RR-2183 

The main objection is that the proposed DCO works would interfere with the Longfield Solar Site by using and potentially upgrading its primary access 

road, which is essential for the construction, operation and maintenance of a consented solar energy project due to begin construction in Q1 2027. Such 

interference would undermine a nationally important renewable energy scheme, contrary to the public interest. Longfield is therefore concerned about 

conflicts between the two projects and seeks assurance that the NSIP will not impede delivery of the solar farm, while remaining willing to engage with 

National Grid to resolve these issues through the DCO process.

Amber

Personal Representative to the 

Estate of Jonathan Oxley Parker
25221 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

E-5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, 

E-6/15, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-6/16, E-5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, E-5/59, 

E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/94, 

E-5/95, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-5/113, 

E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/114, E-5/30, E-5/33, E-5/33, E-5/41, E-

5/44, E-6/1, E-6/2, E-6/9, E-6/10, E-6/10, E-5/23, E-5/24, E-

5/26, E-5/29, E-5/52, E-5/52, E-5/57, E-5/57, E-5/60, E-5/60, E-

5/66, E-5/69, E-5/69, E-5/75, E-5/75, E-5/85, E-5/92, E-5/93, E-

5/93, E-5/97, E-5/97, E-5/98, E-5/98, E-5/100, E-5/100, E-

5/102, E-5/102, E-5/105, E-5/105, E-5/106, E-5/106, E-5/108, 

E-5/108, E-5/109, E-5/109, E-5/110, E-5/110, E-5/115, E-

5/122

E-5/31, E-6/3, E-6/3, E-6/4, E-6/4, 

E-6/5, E-6/6, E-6/6, E-6/8, E-6/11, 

E-6/12, E-6/12, E-6/13, E-5/25, E-

5/27, E-5/28, E-5/50, E-5/51, E-

5/51, E-5/56, E-5/56, E-5/65, E-

5/68, E-5/68, E-5/70, E-5/70, E-

5/81, E-5/81, E-5/86, E-5/90, E-

5/90, E-5/96, E-5/96, E-5/99, E-

5/99, E-5/101, E-5/101, E-5/104, E-

5/104, E-5/111, E-5/111, E-5/112, 

E-5/116, E-5/116, E-5/117, E-

5/117, E-5/118, E-5/118, E-5/121, 

E-5/121

E-5/42, E-5/42, E-5/43, E-5/43, E-5/46, E-5/46, E-5/47, E-5/47, 

E-6/15, E-6/15, E-6/16, E-6/16, E-5/53, E-5/53, E-5/59, E-5/59, 

E-5/63, E-5/63, E-5/71, E-5/71, E-5/72, E-5/72, E-5/94, E-5/94, 

E-5/95, E-5/95, E-5/103, E-5/103, E-5/107, E-5/107, E-5/113, 

E-5/113, E-5/114, E-5/114

E-5/119, E-5/119 RR-1696 

Objects to the National Grid application on the grounds that our area is already heavily impacted, with 16 pylons including two underground tunnels 

between White Notley and Fairstead, yet none of the detailed issues raised in our two formal consultation submissions have been addressed or explained. 

No justification has been provided as to why our evidence has been disregarded, and the route inspection—carried out from a vehicle—failed to properly 

assess our section of the route at all. I also support the objections of the Essex Suffolk Pylon Group and believe that electricity transmission to London 

should instead be delivered via offshore infrastructure or routed to the disused Bradwell-on-Sea power station, or, at the very least, implemented using 

underground HVDC cables to reduce environmental and community harm.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-8.8.1 Applicant's 

Comments on Written 

Representations.pdf 

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Clare Ellen Dyson 25292 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

B-16/77, B-16/78, B-16/79, B-16/82, B-16/100, B-16/101, B-

16/102, B-16/103, B-16/104, B-17/3, B-16/91, B-16/95, B-

16/98, B-16/80, B-16/85, B-16/92, B-16/93, B-16/96, B-16/97, 

B-16/105

B-16/90, B-16/99, B-16/130, B-

16/134, B-16/84, B-16/86, B-

16/94

B-16/77, B-16/78, B-16/79, B-16/82, B-16/100, B-16/101, B-

16/102, B-16/103, B-16/104, B-17/3

B-16/91, B-16/95, B-16/98, B-

16/90, B-16/99, B-16/130, B-

16/134

RR-0649 

The proposal is opposed due to the significant and irreversible harm it would cause to wildlife, biodiversity and the countryside, alongside excessive 

disruption to communities within Willisham Parish. Serious concerns remain about aviation safety near Elmsett and Wattisham airfields, deficiencies in 

consultation and transparency, and the unexplained cost escalation compared with similar projects. There are also grave worries about data privacy 

following the apparent release of personal details. Taken together, these issues make the overhead line scheme unjustified when less damaging, safer and 

more sustainable alternatives such as underground HVDC cables, offshore coordination and upgrading the existing grid are available.

Amber
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Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)
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Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)
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Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)
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Christopher Richard John Bullock 25747 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-17/24, C-17/29, C-17/29 C-17/24, C-17/29, C-17/29 RR-0616

Significant environmental, community and heritage impacts, and a lack of proper consultation. Visual intrusion of pylons on the countryside, long-term noise and 

disruption during construction, and adverse effects on residents’ mental health, particularly near homes and schools. Proposal threatens wildlife habitats, including 

birds, bats and sensitive water bodies, through loss of trees, hedgerows and green sites, and to restrict agricultural use of the land. The scheme risks damaging 

archaeological assets and listed buildings, devalues nearby properties, and offers no clear benefit to the local community while imposing undue costs on taxpayers. 

National Grid has failed to properly consider less damaging alternatives, particularly offshore or undersea routes and fully underground HVDC cabling, which would 

significantly reduce environmental, visual, heritage and community impacts. Impacts in Ardleigh include visual blight, effects on nearby homes, sensitive habitats 

(including a fishing lake), lack of consideration for local bat populations, five years of construction disturbance, traffic disruption on narrow lanes, loss of mature trees 

and hedgerows and risk to archaeological sites. Support for Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons Action Group. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

No v2 HOTs issued, 

UKPN will be 

continuing their own 

negotiations. 

Amber

Barbara Jane Bullock 25748 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

C-17/24, C-17/29, C-17/29 C-17/24, C-17/29, C-17/29 RR-0320 Lack of consideration of other options. Undersea route and underground cables have many advantages. Disadvantage of proposed route is not included in costing. 

Houses along the route devalued up to 1/3 and no compensation is offered to cover this cost. Concern with pylons spoiling the countryside. Pylon is close to eastern 

boundary and a line to the south. Line crosses small fishing lake. Bats live locally but are not included in National Grid report. Five years of traffic noise, construction noise 

and a lifetime of noise from pylons. Five years of greenhouse gasses and other fumes from construction. Five years of road closures, one way traffic and traffic control. 

Footpaths to the village will be closed. Archaeological impact and impact on listed buildings. Lots of mature trees and hedgerows to be removed. 

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

As above.

Amber

Barbara Belcher 27661 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

D-9/118, D-9/118 D-9/118, D-9/118 RR-0315

The proposal is opposed because the consultation process has been legally deficient and dismissive of alternatives, with National Grid failing to properly 

engage or present offshore or underground options. The pylons and associated haul roads would severely harm wildlife, destroy habitats, mature trees 

and hedgerows, reduce productive farmland, and worsen already congested local roads. They would also be built metres from historic properties, risking 

structural damage, significantly devaluing homes, and permanently blighting countryside views. While greener energy is supported, it should not come at 

the expense of the countryside itself, especially when offshore connections used elsewhere appear less damaging and potentially cheaper.

No v2 HOTs issued, 

UKPN rights being 

sought as an aside. 

Amber

Henry Julian Aglionby Stanford 28163
Freehold, Easement Right or 

Privilege
Category 1, Category 2

C-2/135, C-3/66, C-3/68, C-3/69, C-3/72, C-2/130, C-2/131, C-

2/133, C-2/135, C-3/12, C-3/13, C-3/14, C-3/16, C-3/18, C-

3/23, C-3/33, C-2/128, C-3/53, C-3/60, C-3/6, C-3/46, C-3/47, 

C-3/71, C-3/15, C-3/19, C-3/28, C-3/30, C-3/48, C-3/56, C-

3/61, C-3/62, C-3/4, C-2/73

C-2/136, C-2/139, C-3/70, C-

2/125, C-2/126, C-2/132, C-2/136, 

C-2/139, C-3/65, C-2/122, C-

2/134, C-2/138, C-3/59, C-3/17, C-

3/26, C-3/27, C-3/58, C-3/5, C-

2/75, C-2/81, C-2/86

C-2/135, C-3/66, C-3/68, C-3/69, C-3/72, C-2/130, C-2/131, C-

2/133, C-2/135, C-3/12, C-3/13, C-3/14, C-3/16, C-3/18, C-

3/23, C-3/33, C-2/128

C-3/53, C-3/60, C-3/6, C-3/46, C-

3/47, C-2/136, C-2/139, C-3/70, C-

2/125, C-2/126, C-2/132, C-2/136, 

C-2/139, C-3/65, C-2/122, C-

2/134, C-2/138, C-3/59

C-3/22 RR-1414

The proposal is opposed because overhead pylons would cause lasting and unacceptable damage to the countryside of Norfolk, Suffolk and Essex, 

creating a visual scar that feels wholly outdated. In contrast, a subsea route—or, if necessary, underground HVDC cables—would deliver the same 

infrastructure with far less harm to valued landscapes, making the choice of pylons seem unnecessary and unreasonable given modern alternatives.

V2 HOTs not issued, 

UKPN seeking own 

rights under own 

negotiations. 

Amber

Nicola Moore 28355 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-8/96, A-8/96, A-8/99, A-8/76, A-8/77, A-8/79, A-8/79, A-

8/80, A-8/80, A-8/85, A-8/85, A-8/86, A-8/86, A-8/90, A-8/91, 

A-8/92, A-8/92, A-8/98, A-8/98, A-8/100, A-8/100, A-8/78, A-

8/83, A-8/83

A-8/95, A-8/101, A-8/101, A-

8/102, A-8/102, A-8/89, A-8/89, A-

8/93

A-8/96, A-8/96, A-8/99, A-8/76, A-8/77, A-8/79, A-8/79, A-

8/80, A-8/80, A-8/85, A-8/85, A-8/86, A-8/86, A-8/90, A-8/91, 

A-8/92, A-8/92

A-8/94, A-8/94 RR-2723 REP1-453 Richard Prentice

The family strongly objects to the scheme as it would cause severe and irreversible harm to their fourth‑generation farming business, livelihood, home, 

and wellbeing. The proposed siting of a large high‑voltage pylon would permanently remove their principal growing field, damage soils and land 

drainage, and significantly disrupt wildlife including barn owls, badgers, deer, and bats. The development would also adversely affect their farmyard and 

home through visual intrusion, noise, land sterilisation, and perceived health and safety risks, resulting in substantial devaluation of their property. Their 

mental health has been seriously affected by prolonged uncertainty and stress. In addition, the presence of large pylons within an area used by historic 

and active airfields raises serious aviation safety concerns. Overall, they consider that their livelihoods, heritage, safety, and wellbeing have not been 

adequately protected or listened to, and that the public benefits of the scheme do not outweigh the profound and enduring harm it would cause.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-

8.8.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Written%20

Representations.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber

Anglia Ruskin University Higher 

Education Corporation
28443 Freehold Category 1

F-8/17, F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/27, F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/35, F-8/36, 

F-8/37, F-8/38, F-8/38, F-8/47, F-8/48, F-8/23, F-8/24, F-8/29, 

F-8/45

F-8/32, F-8/42 F-8/17, F-8/25, F-8/26, F-8/27, F-8/30, F-8/33, F-8/35, F-8/36, 

F-8/37, F-8/38, F-8/38, F-8/47, F-8/48

RR-0303 REP1-302

REP1-227

Long‑established education, research and land‑based operations affected by the proposed Norwich to Tilbury scheme. Proposed overhead lines and construction access 

would cause severe operational disruption, safety risks and loss of functionality at ARU Writtle’s Equine Unit, affecting teaching, student welfare, horse welfare and 

associated research and industry activity. Engagement with National Grid and agents has occurred since 2022, but concerns and change requests have not been 

meaningfully addressed or responded to. Alternative routes and construction methods, including undergrounding and directional drilling, have been proposed but not 

adopted. Landowners represented by multiple agents report lack of feedback on change requests and poor consultation record‑keeping. Heads of Terms issued without 

substantive negotiation and considered no better than reliance on statutory provisions. Concerns raised regarding justification for compulsory acquisition powers. 

Limited coordination and late engagement by other statutory undertakers, including UKPN, creates uncertainty over access, reinstatement and compensation. Overall 

concern that approach to engagement, voluntary agreements and coordination is inadequate given scale of impacts.

General response from land agent on behalf of a variety of landowners: 

Despite engagement with National Grid and its agents since 2022, the Applicant has failed to provide transparent, constructive feedback on landowner change requests 

(including rerouting, undergrounding and pylon repositioning to field boundaries). It is asserted that consultation has been largely one‑way, with no clear explanations to 

landowners as to why requested changes were accepted or rejected, leading to frustration, disengagement and, in some cases, adverse impacts on mental wellbeing. 

Brooks Leney further state that many landowner comments made through meetings with Fisher German or directly to the Applicant are not accurately reflected in the 

Consultation Report, despite assurances they would be recorded.mBoth representations strongly criticise the voluntary Heads of Terms issued in summer 2025, 

describing them as generic and offering little or no benefit over reliance on statutory compensation and compulsory powers. Feedback on the Heads of Terms provided 

in autumn 2025 has not been meaningfully addressed; agents report that Fisher German were not authorised to negotiate substantively and were operating in a 

“listening only” capacity. Concern is raised that amended Heads of Terms are being issued on a “take it or leave it” basis, without genuine professional negotiation, which 

is argued to fall short of the requirement for meaningful engagement prior to the use of compulsory acquisition powers. Based on experience of other National Grid 

schemes, both submissions suggest there is a recurring pattern whereby apparent voluntary negotiations are delayed until reliance is placed on statutory powers rather 

than reaching agreed settlements. Serious concern is expressed about the lack of timely coordination with other statutory undertakers, particularly UK Power Networks, 

regarding diversion or burial of existing infrastructure required to facilitate construction. Landowners are said to face ongoing uncertainty over access, reinstatement, 

mitigation and how compensation and liabilities will be apportioned between National Grid and other undertakers. The representations conclude that the Applicant has 

not engaged constructively with landowners, has failed to secure genuinely negotiated voluntary agreements, and that the fragmented approach to statutory 

undertakers is likely to result in significant and avoidable difficulties.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant%27s%20C

omments%20on%20Relevant

%20Representations_Revision

%20B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025  

Heads of Terms 

meeting held with 

agent Jane Kenny on 

11th December 2025 

 Email exchange with 

Jane Kenny regarding 

site meeting with 

National Grid – 15th 

January 2026 

Meeting held with 

ARU / Jane Kenny with 

National Grid on 4th 

March 2026   

V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026 

Further site meeting 

held with ARU / Jane 

Kenny & National Grid 

on 15th April 2026 V2 

HOTs sent out prior to 

Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing.

Amber
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Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)
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Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)
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Richard Tomkins 29023 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

D-1/46, D-1/48, D-1/53, D-1/22, D-1/28, D-1/29, D-1/37, D-

1/39, D-1/40

D-1/23, D-1/24, D-1/27, D-1/38, D-

1/45, D-1/60

D-1/46, D-1/48, D-1/53 RR-3081 Support for Essex Suffolk Norfolk Pylons action group. National Grid and agents have not listened to or addressed concerns for Ardleigh and Little Bromley. Harm to local 

area not properly addressed. Poor communication with affected parties. Documents left on sticks at random locations despite existing contact details. Repeated 

misdelivery of documents to Boxted Historic Airfield Museum despite contact by letter and phone with museum chairman. Proposed pylons would cross historic WWII 

USAF airfield runways. Use of apron road past museum would restrict access and risk closure. Red Kites recorded using land around museum during 2024–2025. Further 

Red Kite sightings along route near Ardleigh and local fishing lake. Route passes area used by migrating geese. Proposed development at Little Bromley would be 

industrial in appearance with constant noise. Development considered vandalism of countryside. Offshore or underground alternatives not used. Underground or 

offshore route would avoid these impacts. Use of pylons for Norwich to Tilbury link is outdated and destructive to countryside.
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Cat 2, easement 

negotiations continue 

with Freeholder.

Amber

Essex Federation of Young 

Farmer’s Clubs
Unknown

RR-1084

Essex Federation of Young Farmers’ Clubs object to the Scheme because it would directly and materially conflict with the long‑established Essex Young 

Farmers Show at Boyton Hall, a major annual charitable event attracting up to 20,000 visitors and essential to funding and supporting young farmers 

across the county. As drafted, the Order Limits and associated temporary roadways would intrude into and potentially divide the Show site, reducing 

usable space, compromising security, disrupting event logistics, increasing costs, and placing an unreasonable burden on unpaid volunteers. National 

Grid has failed to engage with EYFC, meaning the impacts on the Show have not been properly assessed or mitigated. In the absence of meaningful 

engagement or alternative routing to avoid this conflict, the balance between public benefit and harm to a significant community and charitable activity 

has not been justified, and consent should be refused or the Scheme amended to avoid or substantially reduce its impact on the Show.
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Meeting held with 

W&N re Essex YFC – 

11th February 2026  

 

Email to W&N 

confirming position on 

western haul road – 

23rd February 2026 x

No HoTs issued.

Amber

Adam Pudney

10407 (Alan 

Pudney 

Limited)

Freehold, Occupation

Category 1

F-10/70, F-10/71, F-10/73, F-10/75, F-10/77, F-10/79, F-

10/80, F-10/81, F-10/82, F-10/83, F-10/84, F-10/85, F-10/86, 

F-10/87, F-10/89, F-10/90, F-10/91, F-10/92, F-10/93, F-

10/94

F-10/74, F-10/76 RR-0022

Object to the proposed development on the basis that National Grid has failed to demonstrate a clear and compelling need for this specific scheme or to 

show that less harmful alternatives—such as offshore or integrated grid solutions, undergrounding, use of existing infrastructure, or alternative pylon 

designs—have been properly assessed. The proposals would result in significant and enduring harm to landscape, heritage, biodiversity, soil quality, 

agricultural productivity, health and wellbeing, and private property rights, with inadequate mitigation and insufficient long-term safeguards. 

Consultation and engagement with landowners and communities have been fundamentally flawed, negotiations have not been conducted in good faith, 

and survey evidence is incomplete and opaque. Critically, the compensation framework is inadequate, relying on an inflexible and unexplained tariff that 

fails to capture the true and ongoing private losses arising from compulsory acquisition and long-term land sterilisation. As a result, the public benefits of 

the scheme have not been shown to outweigh the substantial environmental, social, and economic harm, rendering the proposal unacceptable in its 

current form.
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Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

-     V2 HoTs document 

sent on 2nd April 

2026 

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

May 2026. 
Amber

Brian and Usha Faulkner 9339, 7661 Easement Right or Privilege

Category 2

F-10/50, F-10/53, F-10/60, F-10/66, F-10/67 RR-0395 

Object to the proposed Norwich–Tilbury 400kV overhead line on the grounds that National Grid has failed to demonstrate a clear and compelling need 

for this specific scheme or to properly assess less harmful alternatives such as undergrounding, offshore or integrated grid solutions, or use of existing 

infrastructure. The proposals give rise to significant site-specific concerns, including unsafe and uncertain access during prolonged construction, 

inadequate ecological surveys despite the presence of protected species, and uncompensated impacts on property value, lettings income, and long-term 

land use. More broadly, the scheme would cause substantial and irreversible harm to landscape, heritage, biodiversity, soil quality, and agricultural 

productivity, without robust mitigation or long-term safeguards. The consultation process has been inadequate, negotiations with landowners have not 

been conducted in good faith, and compensation arrangements are opaque and insufficient to address the scale of private loss. As such, the balance 

between public benefit and private harm has not been properly justified, and consent should be refused or the scheme fundamentally reconsidered.
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Amber

Brick Barns Farms Ltd

Simon Percival 

Marriage - 

9126

Freehold

Category 3

RR-0405

The affected business objects to the proposed development as it occupies land within the Order Limits, with farm operations directly impacted by access 

arrangements, temporary works, and the permanent siting of Pylon TB158 on land they farm. National Grid has failed to adequately consider or mitigate 

the temporary and long‑term impacts on agricultural operations, soils, biosecurity, environmental and biodiversity interests, landscape and heritage, and 

the mental health of affected parties. There has been insufficient justification that the public need outweighs the serious harm to existing business 

interests, alongside a failure to properly consider alternative routes, undergrounding, or alternative technologies. Furthermore, National Grid has not 

provided adequate information on safe delivery, has not fully accounted for private losses, and has failed to meaningfully engage, address concerns 

raised, or seek negotiated agreements as an alternative to compulsory powers. For these reasons, the business considers that the public benefit does not 

outweigh the adverse impacts and requests that consent be refused or that the scheme be revised through alternative routing or undergrounding to 

reduce harm.
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C M Cock

2382 - Robert 

John Cock

6922 - Janet 

Lillias Cock

28098 - Harriet 

Alice Cock

Occupation

Category 1 

E-2/4, E-2/7, E-2/9, E-2/32 E-1/46, E-2/2, E-2/6, E-2/8, E-2/10 E-2/4, E-2/7, E-2/9 E-1/46, E-2/2, E-2/6, E-2/8, E-2/10 E-2/34 RR-0426

C M Cock objects to the Norwich–Tilbury 400kV pylon scheme on the grounds that National Grid has failed to demonstrate a clear need for this specific 

project or to show that it represents the least harmful option, having inadequately assessed alternatives such as undergrounding, offshore solutions, 

upgraded existing infrastructure, or the use of T‑pylons. The proposals would cause disproportionate and permanent harm to productive agricultural land, 

landscape character, heritage assets, biodiversity, soils, biosecurity and landowner wellbeing, while relying on outdated environmental baselines, weak 

mitigation, and insufficient long‑term management commitments. Site‑specifically, the scheme fails to address unsuitable access arrangements for UKPN 

works on the client’s land, risking unnecessary disruption, land sterilisation and loss, with no meaningful engagement or agreed solutions. Consultation 

has been procedurally flawed, survey data incomplete and withheld, and National Grid’s conduct has undermined trust. The scheme relies on compulsory 

acquisition powers without a robust assessment of private loss versus public benefit, offers no discretionary compensation, and proposes opaque, 

non‑bespoke tariff‑based payments that fail to reflect enduring impacts on land value, productivity and future use. As a result, the development is 

considered unacceptable in its current form and consent should be refused, or at minimum reconsidered through alternative routing and undergrounding 

to reduce harm and restore a fair balance between public benefit and private loss.
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Amber

Colin Smith Unknown

RR-0691

The affected person objects to the proposed Development Consent Order on the basis that National Grid has failed to properly justify or assess the 

scheme and its impacts on landowners within the Order Limits. In particular, National Grid has not demonstrated a public need sufficient to outweigh 

existing private interests, nor has it adequately considered alternative routes, undergrounding, or alternative technologies that could significantly reduce 

harm. The application lacks sufficient information to ensure the safe delivery of the project and fails to fully assess environmental, ecological, biodiversity, 

soil, biosecurity, landscape and heritage impacts. It also does not account for the full extent of private losses or the adverse effects on the mental health 

and wellbeing of affected parties. Furthermore, National Grid has not shown that it has meaningfully considered or addressed concerns raised, has failed 

to engage professionally and constructively with affected persons, and has not fulfilled its obligation to seek agreement as an alternative to the use of 

compulsory powers. For these reasons, the proposal is considered unjustified and harmful, and the public benefits claimed do not outweigh the significant 

adverse impacts on affected landowners.
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Amber

David and Judy Starling

9322

(27792 - 

Jasper David 

Timr

27793 - 

Rohanna Jane 

Trim)

Freehold, Occupation

Category 1 

E-3/52, E-3/53 E-3/42, E-3/48, E-3/54 E-3/52, E-3/53 RR-0759 REP1-224

REP2-225

Object to the proposed Norwich–Tilbury 400kV transmission line due to the significant and avoidable harm it would cause to Ruffian Wood, a community‑planted 

woodland established in 2005 as part of the national Trafalgar Woods Project. They argue that the planned removal of woodland for pylon oversail disregards the site’s 

historical, educational, and commemorative value, including a dedicated grove honouring the crew of HMS Bellerophon. They also raise serious concerns about 

inadequate ecological assessment, noting that National Grid has surveyed only limited species despite the woodland supporting a wide range of wildlife, including 

protected and rare species. In addition, the proposed haul road would disrupt essential access for woodland management and to Bee’s Rock, a family memorial, and 

would require replacement fencing, gates, and other accommodation works that National Grid has not yet meaningfully discussed or agreed. Until full ecological surveys, 

appropriate mitigation, and firm commitments on reinstatement and access are secured, the clients consider the scheme unacceptable and maintain their objection.
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Engagement has been 

through landowner's 

agent Paul Walker & 

Grace Gardiner at 

Whirledge & Nott  

Statutory consultation 

meetings held on 17th 

June 2025   

David Starling emailed 

in with his 

questionnaire 

feedback response 

17th June 2025 

Email from David 

Stirling confirming 

details of updated 

landownership and 

update of address 

17th June 2025 

 -  Initial Heads of 

Terms sent October 

2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

HoTs meeting 

Amber

Essex Scouts and Guides Unknown

RR-1089

REP2-045 

OFH2

Order limits, pylons TB159 and TB160 and associated works directly affect the site utilised for Jamboree. National Grid have failed to: mitigate the social, educational and 

community impact of their Scheme on the viable running of the Jamboree event, provide financial certainty to the Charites enabling them to effectively reorganise and 

relocate the event to an alternative location, demonstrate a public for the Scheme need which outweighs the affected parties existing interests, consider alternative 

routes, consider the long-term benefits of undergrounding or alternative technologies and fulfil their obligation to reach agreements with affected parties as an 

alternative to utilising compulsory powers. National Grid has not properly addressed the practical and operational consequences, including the likely inability to hold the 

2028 Jamboree during construction, impacts on safeguarding, licensing, insurance, and parental confidence, and risks to the long‑term viability of the event. Issue is not 

just technical safety of overhead lines, but whether a major international youth event can function beneath permanent transmission infrastructure. Suggested 

mitigation—such as undergrounding this section of the route or providing and funding an alternative site—has not been meaningfully assessed or advanced. National 

Grid must properly engage. 
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HoTs issed on 27th 

Jan 2026

8th May 26 the 

Applicant received 

confirmation that the 

AP has reviewed the 

HoTs issued and will 

be meeting with Essex 

Scout and Guide 

International 

Jamboree trustees to 

discuss next steps 

before responding to 

the Applicant. 
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Guy French 21309

RR-1324

The objector, as a Category 1 affected person owning and occupying land within the Order Limits, objects to the proposed DCO on the grounds that 

National Grid has failed to justify the scheme or adequately mitigate its significant impacts. The proposed haul road to TB50 would directly affect farming 

operations, yet the application does not secure essential accommodation works, including shared dual-use access, permanent retention of the track, safe 

public footpath crossings, or protected irrigation infrastructure. More generally, the proposal is fundamentally flawed due to National Grid’s failure to 

demonstrate an overriding public need, properly consider alternative routes or undergrounding, assess environmental, ecological, soil, biosecurity, 

landscape, heritage and mental health impacts, or provide sufficient detail on safe project delivery and full private losses. The applicant has also failed to 

engage constructively with affected landowners or to meaningfully address concerns raised, instead relying on the potential use of compulsory powers. 

For these reasons, the harmful effects of the scheme are considered to outweigh any claimed public benefit, and consent should be refused unless 

alternative routing or underground solutions are reconsidered to significantly reduce adverse impacts.
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AP registered to speak 

at CAH2 but did not 

attend, most recent 

meeting with AP agent 

held on 20th April 

with NGET in 

attendance to 

continue negotiation 

on v2 HOTs, further 

agent meeting 

planned on 13th May 

to continue 

negotiations.

Amber

Hanson Quarry Products Europe 

Ltd (HQPE Ltd)
10515 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

E-4/30, E-4/51, E-4/54, E-4/55, E-4/56, E-4/58, E-4/62, E-4/63, 

E-4/65, E-4/69, E-4/71, E-4/72, E-4/73, E-4/74, E-4/75, E-4/76, 

E-4/77, E-4/78, E-4/79, E-4/80, E-4/81, E-4/82, E-4/83, E-4/84, 

E-4/85, E-4/86, E-4/87, E-4/91, E-4/92

E-4/59, E-4/61, E-4/64, E-4/89, E-

4/90, E-4/93

RR-1345

HQPE Ltd (trading as Heidelberg Materials UK) objects to the National Grid DCO application on the basis that the scheme directly affects its land and 

mineral interests within the Order Limits, including proposed pylon locations TB87, TB88, TB89, TB90, TB94 and TB95. Despite repeated engagement, 

National Grid has failed to provide detailed CAD drawings necessary to assess accurately the impact of the scheme on HMUK’s mineral reserves and future 

extraction proposals. Without this information, HQPE Ltd cannot properly understand or quantify the extent of sterilisation, loss of mineral resource, or 

operational constraints arising from the proposed transmission line. As a result, the applicant’s assessment is considered incomplete, and HQPE Ltd 

maintains that the impacts of the scheme cannot be adequately evaluated at this stage, reserving the right to make further representations during the 

examination process once sufficient information is supplied.
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Holly Mountfort 7378 Freehold Category 3 - Section G

RR-1434

The Parties object to the proposed Norwich–Tilbury 400kV overhead pylon scheme on both site‑specific and general grounds. At a local level, the 

proposals would create serious access and safety risks from construction traffic to residential occupiers (including children and elderly residents), 

significantly disrupt farm access, and damage existing infrastructure. The haul road and pylons would result in the loss and severance of productive 

farmland, reduce livestock numbers, compromise animal welfare, disrupt hay production, and threaten the viability of a well‑established 

direct‑to‑consumer farming business unless continuous, safe livestock crossings, robust fencing, and effective mitigation are guaranteed. The scheme 

would also sterilise land earmarked for approved and emerging diversification projects, delay a planned rural business hub, and prejudice land south of 

the A127 that is allocated for future housing in the emerging Basildon Local Plan, due to National Grid’s failure to coordinate infrastructure design with 

masterplanning and development requirements. More broadly, the Parties object to the scheme due to the failure to robustly demonstrate need, 

inadequate assessment of less harmful alternatives (including undergrounding, offshore solutions, and use of existing infrastructure), significant adverse 

impacts on landscape, heritage, ecology, soils, biosecurity, and human health, and deficiencies in consultation and engagement that fall short of accepted 

standards. The compulsory acquisition of land is not justified by a clear and compelling public interest case, given the absence of a proper assessment of 

private loss versus public benefit and the lack of a fair, transparent, and comprehensive compensation framework. As presently proposed, the scheme risks 

long‑term and irreversible harm to businesses, communities, and the environment, rendering it unacceptable in its current form.
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held 27/02 to discuss 

compound locations. 

Requests under 

consideration by 

NGET

Amber

Hugh French Unknown

RR-1445 Mr French, a Category 1 affected person, objects to the proposed National Grid scheme on the grounds that the promoter has failed to demonstrate a clear public need 

that outweighs the existing interests and rights of affected parties. He considers that insufficient consideration has been given to alternative routes, undergrounding, or 

other technologies that could reduce long-term harm. He raises serious concerns about the lack of adequate and transparent information regarding the safe delivery of 

the project, as well as the failure to properly assess environmental, ecological, biodiversity, soil, and biosecurity impacts. Mr French also argues that National Grid has 

not fully accounted for private losses, the effects on mental health, or the scheme’s impact on landscape character and heritage assets. Furthermore, he states that 

concerns raised by affected parties have not been meaningfully addressed, engagement has been unprofessional and inadequate, and the promoter has not fulfilled its 

obligation to seek agreements by negotiation before resorting to compulsory powers. For these reasons, he concludes that the public benefits of the scheme do not 

outweigh its harmful impacts and requests that the Secretary of State refuse consent or require reconsideration of undergrounding and alternative routing to reduce 

adverse effects.
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AP registered to speak 

at CAH2 but did not 

attend, most recent 

meeting with AP agent 

held on 20th April 

with NGET in 

attendance to 

continue negotiation 

on v2 HOTs, further 

agent meeting 

planned on 13th May 

to continue 

negotiations. 

Amber

James Wright 28597 Freehold

Category 1

G-6/92, G-6/93, G-6/94, G-6/103, G-6/104, G-6/107, G-6/108, 

G-6/109, G-6/111, G-6/116, G-6/117, G-6/125, G-6/128, G-

6/129

G-6/87, G-6/90, G-6/99, G-6/101, 

G-6/102, G-6/105, G-6/106, G-

6/110, G-6/112, G-6/118, G-

6/126

RR-1585 please refer to column L and M.
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Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)
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Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Jennifer Freeman 7584 Occupation

Category 1

F-8/65, F-8/66, F-8/74, F-9/1, F-9/10, F-9/12, F-9/14, F-9/15, 

F-9/17

F-8/67, F-8/68, F-8/77, F-8/78, F-

8/79, F-8/81, F-8/93, F-8/97, F-

9/4, F-9/8, F-9/9

RR-1683

Object to the proposed scheme on the basis that National Grid has not adequately demonstrated that its public benefits outweigh the harmful impacts on 

affected landowners and occupiers. The objection relates to unresolved site‑specific issues, including memorial trees and accommodation works, 

insufficient consideration of alternative routes, undergrounding and alternative technologies, and a lack of clear information demonstrating the safe 

delivery of the project. It is also considered that the environmental, ecological, biodiversity, soil, biosecurity, landscape, heritage, private loss and mental 

health impacts have not been fully assessed or mitigated, and that engagement with affected parties has been inadequate, including a failure to 

meaningfully address concerns raised or pursue negotiated agreements as an alternative to compulsory powers.
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Not Cat 1, No HoTs 

sent
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Lee McClellan Unknown

RR-2107  please refer to column L and M.
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Mr G and Mrs K Clark 2309, 1890 Freehold

Category 1

G-1/1 RR-2569

Object to the proposed Scheme as National Grid has not demonstrated that the claimed public need outweighs the significant harm to those directly 

affected. In particular, they have failed to properly consider alternative routes, undergrounding, or alternative technologies, or to explain why these 

options have been discounted despite their potential long-term benefits. Insufficient information has been provided on safe delivery of the project, its 

effects on the environment, ecology, biodiversity, soils, and biosecurity, and its impacts on landscape and heritage. National Grid has also not accounted 

for the full extent of private losses, day-to-day disruption to households and businesses, or the cumulative impacts on mental health during planning, 

construction, and operation. Concerns raised by affected parties have not been materially addressed, engagement has been inadequate and 

unprofessional, and the promoter has not fulfilled its obligation to seek agreements as a genuine alternative to compulsory powers. For these reasons, we 

believe the adverse impacts of the Scheme clearly outweigh any alleged public benefit and request that consent is refused or that the promoter is 

required to reconsider undergrounding and alternative routing.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Relevant%2

0Representations_Revision%2

0B_Clean%20Version.pdf

Amber

Peter Willows 6506 Freehold, Occupation

Category 1

H-1/58, H-1/59 RR-2933

Category 1 affected person who owns and occupies land within the proposed Order Limits. My land is currently affected by a temporary diversion of an 

existing UK Power Networks line adjacent to TB232 and TB233. This land has been identified in the emerging Local Plan as having potential for future 

development, and I have already agreed heads of terms for a promotion agreement following interest from multiple developers. I am registering my 

objection at this stage to formally reserve my position, as there is a risk that the project could adversely affect the site’s development prospects or lead to a 

significant devaluation of the land. Should such impacts become apparent, I intend to provide further detailed evidence during the Examination and 

remain willing to engage to clarify or substantiate these concerns as required.
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PJHP LIMITED 16145 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2 F-6/21, F-6/22, F-6/35, F-6/38, F-6/43, F-6/44, F-6/56

F-6/23, F-6/45, F-6/48 RR-2964

PJHP Limited objects to the scheme as it would permanently sterilise a safeguarded mineral resource of approximately 10 million tonnes at Sandpits Lane, 

causing major financial loss. Reasonable alternative routes and reduced order limits have been proposed but ignored, with no evidence of consideration 

in the application. More widely, National Grid has failed to demonstrate clear need or properly assess less harmful alternatives, while consultation and 

compensation arrangements are inadequate and unfair. As a result, the public benefits have not been shown to outweigh the significant and lasting 

private losses.
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Push Energy (Boxted Airfield) Ltd 10275 Leasehold Category 3 - Section D

RR-2972

Push Energy (Boxted Airfield) Ltd operates a solar farm adjacent to the project area between TB22 and TB24. The proposed works are expected to result in 

shadowing and dust deposition, which may reduce energy generation efficiency and give rise to significant financial losses, potentially affecting the 

ongoing viability of the solar farm. To date, National Grid has failed to engage with Push Energy in relation to these impacts or to enter into discussions 

regarding appropriate mitigation or compensation. In the absence of meaningful engagement and without satisfactory compensation arrangements being 

agreed, we object to the scheme and reserve our position in full.
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Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 
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Current Status RAG Rating

Rockbroon Ltd 25010

RR-3145 Object to the proposed scheme as National Grid has failed to demonstrate that a clear and compelling public need exists that outweighs the significant adverse impacts 

on affected landowners. The promoter has not adequately considered reasonable alternative routes, undergrounding, or alternative technologies that could substantially 

reduce harm. There is a lack of sufficient and transparent information regarding the safe delivery of the project, its long‑term operation, and its full environmental, 

ecological, biodiversity, soil and biosecurity impacts. The scheme fails to properly account for landscape and heritage effects, private and uncompensated losses, and the 

cumulative impacts on farming operations and rural land management. National Grid has also not recognised or addressed the mental health and wellbeing impacts on 

affected parties, nor demonstrated that concerns raised during consultation have been meaningfully considered or resolved. Engagement with affected parties has been 

inadequate and unprofessional, and the promoter has failed to fulfil its obligation to seek negotiated agreements in preference to reliance on compulsory acquisition 

powers. For these reasons, I do not consider that the public benefits of the scheme outweigh the harm, and I request that consent be refused or that the promoter be 

required to reconsider undergrounding and alternative routing to significantly reduce adverse impacts.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Relevant%2

0Representations_Revision%2

0B_Clean%20Version.pdf

AP registered to speak 

at CAH2 but did not 

attend, most recent 

meeting with AP agent 

held on 20th April 

with NGET in 

attendance to 

continue negotiation 

on v2 HOTs, further 

agent meeting 

planned on 13th May 

to continue 

negotiations.

Amber

Stuart Gooding and Sarah Gooding28479 (as Partner in RJL & PJ Gooding) Occupation

Category 1 

D-1/22, D-1/28, D-1/29, D-1/37, D-1/39, D-1/40, D-1/41, D-

1/46, D-1/48, D-1/53

D-1/23, D-1/24, D-1/27, D-1/38, D-

1/45, D-1/60

RR-3503 The applicants object to the proposed Norwich–Tilbury 400kV transmission line on the grounds that it would cause unacceptable and disproportionate harm to their 

residential properties, rural business park, farming operations and future development opportunities. The close proximity of pylons TB22–TB26 would significantly 

damage residential amenity through noise, traffic, visual intrusion and long‑term landscape change, leading to reduced quality of life and property values. The scheme 

would undermine the viability and attractiveness of a nearby rural business park, threaten farm income and operational efficiency during and after construction, and 

permanently sterilise land with clear potential for future residential, commercial and solar development—losses for which current compensation mechanisms make no 

adequate provision. National Grid has failed to properly consider reasonable mitigation, alternative siting, access routes or less harmful options such as undergrounding, 

T‑pylons, offshore solutions or upgrades to existing infrastructure. More generally, the applicants contend that the need for the scheme has not been robustly 

demonstrated, alternatives have been inadequately assessed, and the project would cause unjustified harm to landscape, heritage, soils, biodiversity, biosecurity and 

landowner rights. Inadequate consultation, poor conduct, opaque compensation arrangements and premature reliance on compulsory powers further undermine 

confidence in the scheme. Taken together, the applicants argue that the private and permanent losses clearly outweigh the unproven public benefits, and that the 

Development Consent Order should therefore be refused or fundamentally redesigned.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Relevant%2

0Representations_Revision%2

0B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting to discuss 

HOTs arranged for the 

13th May. 

Amber

Suzanna Nunn and Gary Nunn28478 ((as Partner in RJL & PJ Gooding)) Occupation

Category 1

D-1/22, D-1/28, D-1/29, D-1/37, D-1/39, D-1/40, D-1/41, D-

1/46, D-1/48, D-1/53

D-1/23, D-1/24, D-1/27, D-1/38, D-

1/45, D-1/60

RR-3572 The applicants object to the proposed Norwich–Tilbury 400kV transmission line on the grounds that it would cause unacceptable and disproportionate harm to their 

residential properties, rural business park, farming operations and future development opportunities. The close proximity of pylons TB22–TB26 would significantly 

damage residential amenity through noise, traffic, visual intrusion and long‑term landscape change, leading to reduced quality of life and property values. The scheme 

would undermine the viability and attractiveness of a nearby rural business park, threaten farm income and operational efficiency during and after construction, and 

permanently sterilise land with clear potential for future residential, commercial and solar development—losses for which current compensation mechanisms make no 

adequate provision. National Grid has failed to properly consider reasonable mitigation, alternative siting, access routes or less harmful options such as undergrounding, 

T‑pylons, offshore solutions or upgrades to existing infrastructure. More generally, the applicants contend that the need for the scheme has not been robustly 

demonstrated, alternatives have been inadequately assessed, and the project would cause unjustified harm to landscape, heritage, soils, biodiversity, biosecurity and 

landowner rights. Inadequate consultation, poor conduct, opaque compensation arrangements and premature reliance on compulsory powers further undermine 

confidence in the scheme. Taken together, the applicants argue that the private and permanent losses clearly outweigh the unproven public benefits, and that the 

Development Consent Order should therefore be refused or fundamentally redesigned.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002125-

8.4.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Relevant%2

0Representations_Revision%2

0B_Clean%20Version.pdf

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations ongoing. 

Meeting to discuss 

HOTs arranged for the 

13th May. 

Amber

The Trustees of the Newney 

Settlement

385 - George 

Nicholas Jones

2103 - Gail 

Jane Jones

5926 - David 

Gerald 

Sherwood

7995 - Mark 

Archibald 

Makgill 

Crichton 

Maitland

Freehold, Occupation

Category 1

F-8/38, F-8/39, F-8/45, F-8/48, F-8/51, F-8/54, F-8/55, F-8/56, 

F-8/64

F-8/52, F-8/57, F-8/60, RR-3642

Object to the proposed development on the basis that National Grid have failed to properly assess, justify, or mitigate its significant impacts. In particular, 

they have not adequately addressed site‑specific impacts on heritage and residential assets, Green Belt policy, landscape character, ecology, biodiversity, 

soils, biosecurity, or mental health. There has been a lack of meaningful engagement with affected parties, especially in relation to pylons TB163–TB168, 

and insufficient consideration of alternative routes, undergrounding, or alternative technologies. National Grid have not demonstrated a public need that 

clearly outweighs the serious and enduring harm to private interests, nor have they fully accounted for private losses or provided adequate information 

on safe project delivery. Overall, the promoter has failed to engage professionally, address concerns raised, or fulfil their obligation to seek agreements as 

an alternative to compulsory powers, meaning the public benefit does not outweigh the adverse impacts of the scheme.

EN020027-002125-8.4.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Relevant 

Representations_Revision 

B_Clean Version.pdf

Statutory consultation 

meeting held 27th 

February 2024,     

Initial Heads of Terms 

sent October 2025   

Chaser to agent for 

HoTs meeting 8th 

December 2025  

HoTs meeting 

confirmed with agent 

15th January 2026   

HoTs discussion held 

25th February 2026   

HoTs V2 issued on 

2nd April 2026 

HoTs V2 meeting 

requested via agent 

13th April 2026

Further HoTs 

meetings proposed 

for 19th, 20th or 21st 

May 2026. 

The Applicant 

understands the 

Amber
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(Class 7)
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Basildon BESS Ltd 27173 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2 H-1/10

RR-0334 REP1-202

REP1-203

Basildon BESS Ltd has an installation, on leased land, in parts of plots H-1/1, H-1/5 and H-1/11 comprising of an operational Battery Energy Storage System to the north 

of the UKPN substation. H-1/1: Class 8 – land not subject to powers of acquisition nor temporary use 

H-1/5, H-1/11: Class 3 – compulsory acquisition of rights – underground cable system. Basildon BESS has been in contact with the Applicant directly in order to raise their 

concerns about the use of Class 3 rights over plots H-1/5 and H-1/11 and have been advised by the Applicant that no Class 3 rights are being sought.  There has been no 

update to the Applicant’s documentation to reflect this and Basildon BESS has been advised by the Applicant that this will instead be confirmed and agreed with them 

through a side agreement.  Basildon BESS has also been advised that this side agreement would also detail and confirm that the Applicant’s project would not impede on 

Basildon BESS’ operations.  Despite these assurances, nothing has yet been received from the Applicant.  Without the removal of Class 3 rights over these 

plots and without the assurance in relation to its operations, the BESS project would need to be 

removed necessitating a very significant compensation claim. 

EN020027-002125-8.4.1 

Applicant's Comments on 

Relevant 

Representations_Revision 

B_Clean Version.pdf

HoT have not been 

issued as they are not 

subject to land rights

Amber

Alcemi Storage Developments 1 

Limited
28327 Easement Right or Privilege Category 2

B-21/7, B-21/25, B-21/31, B-

21/47, B-21/58
B-21/1

RR-0064 Alcemi’s main objections concern the potential impact of the NGET N2T Scheme’s compulsory acquisition of land and rights on the deliverability of the proposed Brunfort 

Battery Energy Storage Scheme (BESS). Alcemi holds an Option for Lease over land immediately adjacent to the Bramford Substation, parts of which are affected by 

permanent and temporary land take and the acquisition of rights under the Development Consent Order. In particular, Alcemi seeks clarification on the permanent 

acquisition of Plot 20/218 and questions whether a lesser right could be taken instead, so as to avoid sterilising land that is critical to its project.

Across a wider range of plots subject to compulsory acquisition of rights—including those for overhead lines, underground cables, access, drainage and temporary 

use—Alcemi objects to any outcome that would prevent or restrict the future development of the Brunfort BESS. Alcemi requires assurance that the rights to be acquired 

by NGET will coexist with existing and future rights in the land, will not impede the exercise of the Alcemi Option, and will not preclude the installation of BESS 

infrastructure above or below NGET’s assets. This concern is particularly acute where Alcemi’s infrastructure is expected to interface spatially and vertically with NGET’s 

works.

Alcemi also raises concerns about the need for formalised collaboration to manage interfaces between the two schemes. While constructive discussions have been 

ongoing since late 2023, Alcemi objects to proceeding without binding mechanisms to manage overlapping construction areas, access arrangements, environmental 

mitigation, ecological surveys, construction phasing, and long-term maintenance requirements. Alcemi therefore emphasises the importance of finalising and adhering to 

the proposed Interface Position Statement and associated Deed of Undertaking, which are intended to secure cooperation, protect defined Functional Development 

Zones for the BESS, and prevent unagreed encroachment by either party.

Finally, Alcemi objects to any lack of transparency or engagement in land negotiations affecting the Option land, particularly given changes in landownership since the 

Book of Reference was prepared. Alcemi seeks assurance that it will be kept informed of discussions between NGET and the landowner and confirms its request to be 

treated as an Interested Party throughout the Examination, reserving the right to submit further representations as discussions evolve.

https://nsip-

documents.planninginspector

ate.gov.uk/published-

documents/EN020027-

002130-

8.8.1%20Applicant's%20Com

ments%20on%20Written%20

Representations.pdf

Meeting held on 9 

May 2026 with 

Freeholder and Alcemi 

to discuss mitigation 

measures.

Amber

Parkers Of Leicester Limited 10218 Freehold, Occupation

Category 1

E-2/116, E-2/117, E-2/119, E-2/120, E-2/121, E-2/123, E-

2/124, E-2/125, E-2/126, E-2/127, E-2/128, E-3/1, E-3/2, E-

3/3, E-3/4, E-3/5, E-3/8, E-3/9, E-3/10, E-3/11, E-3/12, E-3/15, 

E-3/23, E-3/27, E-3/29.

RR-2804 1.6. Our clients object to the Project for the following reasons:

1.6.1. Failure to assess the Development Site;

1.6.2. Inadequate justification for DCO limits;

1.6.3. Inadequate assessment of alternatives; and

1.6.4. Lack of engagement.

Communcation 

through two 

nonstatutory 

consultations and a 

statutory consultation 

most recently in 2024. 

there was landwoner 

consultation in June-

July 2025. 

Engagement meetings 

held 20th August 

2025 & 1st April 

2026. Further 

engagement email has 

been sentto Parkers 

agent as NG/GGP are 

currently reviewing 

the interaction with 

this site against the 

constraints of mineral 

extraction with 

Blackwater 

Aggregates (whom 

Parkers had given an 

option agreement to) 

as the sites overlap in 

interests . Further 

meeting expected to 

be arranged by mid 

May. 

Olive Ann Godbold 9646
Freehold, Occupation, Restrictive 

Covenant, Easement Right or 

Privilege

Category 1, Category 2

B-20/218, B-20/218, B-21/9, B-

21/9, B-21/32, B-21/32, B-21/33, 

B-21/33, B-21/64, B-21/64, B-

21/69, B-21/69, B-21/80, B-21/80, 

B-21/83, B-21/83, B-20/188, B-

20/198, B-20/203, B-20/208, B-

20/221, B-20/230, B-21/62, B-

21/64

B-20/219b, B-20/219b, B-20/223, B-20/223, B-20/224, B-

20/224, B-20/226, B-20/226, B-20/231, B-20/231, B-20/240, 

B-20/240, B-20/241, B-20/241, B-20/248, B-20/248, B-

20/251, B-20/251, B-20/254, B-20/254, B-20/255, B-20/255, 

B-20/261, B-20/261, B-20/262, B-20/262, B-20/263, B-

20/263, B-20/264, B-20/264, B-20/268, B-20/268, B-20/269, 

B-20/269, B-20/270, B-20/270, B-20/271, B-20/271, B-21/90, 

B-21/90, B-21/93, B-21/93, B-21/94, B-21/94, B-21/95, B-

21/95, B-21/96, B-21/96, B-21/98, B-21/98, B-21/100, B-

21/100, B-21/102, B-21/102, B-21/105, B-21/105, B-21/106, 

B-21/106, B-21/107, B-21/107, B-21/108, B-21/108, B-

21/109, B-21/109, B-21/110, B-21/110, B-21/111, B-21/111, 

B-21/112, B-21/112, B-21/113, B-21/113, B-21/114, B-

21/114, B-21/117, B-21/117, B-21/118, B-21/118, B-21/119, 

B-21/119, B-21/121, B-21/121, B-21/123, B-21/123, C-1/1, C-

1/1, C-1/2, C-1/2, C-1/4, C-1/4, C-2/1, C-2/1, C-2/3, C-2/3, C-

2/4, C-2/4, C-2/8, C-2/8, C-2/9, C-2/9, C-2/11, C-2/11, C-2/12, 

C-2/12, C-2/18, C-2/18, C-2/22, C-2/22, C-2/31, C-2/31, C-

2/32, C-2/32, C-2/37, C-2/37, C-2/38, C-2/38, C-2/39, C-2/39, 

C-2/41, C-2/41, C-2/42, B-20/190, B-20/233, B-20/242, B-

20/243, B-20/253, B-20/257, B-20/258, B-20/259, B-20/260

B-20/219, B-20/219, B-20/219a, B-

20/219a, B-20/225, B-20/225, B-

20/227, B-20/227, B-20/235, B-

20/235, B-20/236, B-20/236, B-

20/238, B-20/238, B-20/245, B-

20/245, B-20/250, B-20/250, B-

20/252, B-20/252, B-20/265, B-

20/265, B-20/266, B-20/266, B-

21/88, B-21/88, B-21/89, B-21/89, 

B-21/91, B-21/91, B-21/92, B-

21/92, B-21/97, B-21/97, B-21/99, 

B-21/99, B-21/101, B-21/101, B-

21/103, B-21/103, B-21/104, B-

21/104, B-21/115, B-21/115, B-

21/116, B-21/116, B-21/120, B-

21/120, B-21/122, B-21/122, C-

1/3, C-1/3, C-2/2, C-2/2, C-2/13, C-

2/13, C-2/40, C-2/40, B-20/189, B-

20/194, B-20/196, B-20/200, B-

20/213, B-20/229, B-20/232, B-

20/234, B-20/237, B-20/239, B-

20/244, B-20/246, B-20/247, B-

20/249

B-20/241, B-20/241, B-20/251, B-20/251, B-20/262, B-

20/262, B-20/263, B-20/263, B-20/268, B-20/268, B-20/269, 

B-20/269, B-20/270, B-20/270, B-21/93, B-21/93, B-21/94, B-

21/94, B-21/95, B-21/95, B-21/96, B-21/96, B-21/105, B-

21/105, B-21/106, B-21/106, B-21/107, B-21/107, B-21/108, 

B-21/108, B-21/110, B-21/110, B-21/111, B-21/111, B-

21/112, B-21/112, B-21/113, B-21/113, B-21/117, B-21/117, 

B-21/118, B-21/118, C-2/1, C-2/1, C-2/31, C-2/31, C-2/32, C-

2/32, C-2/41, C-2/41, C-2/42, B-20/233, B-20/242, B-20/243, 

B-20/257, B-20/258, B-20/259

B-20/223, B-20/223, B-20/227, B-

20/227, B-20/235, B-20/235, B-

20/238, B-20/238, B-20/245, B-

20/245, B-20/248, B-20/248, B-

20/250, B-20/250, B-20/252, B-

20/252, B-20/264, B-20/264, B-

20/265, B-20/265, B-20/266, B-

20/266, B-21/92, B-21/92, B-

21/97, B-21/97, B-21/98, B-21/98, 

B-21/99, B-21/99, B-21/100, B-

21/100, B-21/104, B-21/104, B-

21/115, B-21/115, B-21/116, B-

21/116, B-21/119, B-21/119, B-

21/120, B-21/120, B-21/121, B-

21/121, B-21/122, B-21/122, C-

1/2, C-1/2, C-2/2, C-2/2, C-2/3, C-

2/3, C-2/9, C-2/9, C-2/12, C-2/12, 

C-2/18, C-2/18, C-2/38, C-2/38, B-

20/232, B-20/239, B-20/244, B-

20/249

Project would cause severe and permanent harm to a viable arable and livestock farming business operating on Grade 2 Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land 

(at Thornbush Hall Farm). Pylons, access routes and construction compounds would fragment fields, obstruct established internal farm access routes, and reduce the 

efficient operation and long‑term viability of the holding. The cumulative effect of existing transmission and distribution lines plus the proposed new infrastructure is not 

adequately assessed. Reasonable alternatives have not been properly assessed, including: rerouting to reduce impacts on farm; greater use of undergrounding in 

particularly sensitive locations; alignments that follow existing infrastructure more closely to avoid additional severance. Chosen route reflects cost-led decision-making, 

rather than minimisation of land and business impacts. Farm relies on an extensive mole drainage and land drainage system, essential to maintaining productivity. 

Environmental Statement is criticised for underestimating the complexity, sensitivity and risk posed to drainage during construction and operation. Concern that damage 

to soil structure and drainage would be irreversible or inadequately mitigated, undermining continued agricultural use. Construction traffic, temporary access routes and 

compounds are considered poorly defined and inadequately justified. The Farm has very limited highway access, and internal routes are critical to its operation; 

disruption would have significant knock‑on effects. Insufficient certainty is provided on phasing, reinstatement standards, or protection of farm operations during 

works. Use of permanent and temporary compulsory acquisition is challenged as excessive and not the least‑intrusive means of delivering the Project. Question whether 

the statutory tests for compulsory acquisition are met, given: the availability of alternative alignments; the scale of permanent rights sought; the extent of long-term 

sterilisation of productive land. Farm is already crossed by existing National Grid transmission lines and distribution infrastructure. National grid has failed to assess the 

cumulative agricultural, operational and amenity impacts of layering new infrastructure on top of existing constraints. Engagement has not led to meaningful design 

evolution. Lack of farm-specific mitigation, with reliance on generic commitments rather than tailored solutions reflecting the landholding’s layout and operation. Local 

impacts are excessive and unjustified. Harm has not been minimised as required by policy. Project, as proposed, fails to strike a fair balance between national need and 

local land‑use impacts.
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Meeting held with AP 

and their agent 22nd 
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Tri-partite meeting 

between Applicant, 

BTNO representative, 

APand their Agent 

lplanned for the 8th 

May to provide 

greater clarity.  

Amber

https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002125-8.4.1 Applicant%27s Comments on Relevant Representations_Revision B_Clean Version.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002125-8.4.1 Applicant%27s Comments on Relevant Representations_Revision B_Clean Version.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002125-8.4.1 Applicant%27s Comments on Relevant Representations_Revision B_Clean Version.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002125-8.4.1 Applicant%27s Comments on Relevant Representations_Revision B_Clean Version.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002125-8.4.1 Applicant%27s Comments on Relevant Representations_Revision B_Clean Version.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf
https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN020027-002130-8.8.1 Applicant's Comments on Written Representations.pdf


Name of PIL PIL ID Nature of Interest(s) Category of Interest(s)
Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land 

(UKPN)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (UKPN)

(Classes 2 to 6)

Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)

(Class 7)

“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)

Relevant 

Representation

Written 

Representations and/or 

Any Other Examination 

Submissions (as at 

Deadline 2)

Summary of Objection

Applicant’s 

Response to Issues 

Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

The Executors of the Estate of 

Herbert Earthy Godbold
14468

Freehold, Occupation, Restrictive 

Covenant, Easement Right or 

Privilege

Category 1, Category 2

B-20/218, B-20/218, B-21/9, B-

21/9, B-21/32, B-21/32, B-21/33, 

B-21/33, B-21/64, B-21/64, B-

21/69, B-21/69, B-21/80, B-21/80, 

B-21/83, B-21/83, B-20/188, B-

20/198, B-20/203, B-20/208, B-

20/221, B-20/230, B-21/62, B-

21/64

B-20/223, B-20/223, B-20/224, B-20/224, B-20/226, B-

20/226, B-20/231, B-20/231, B-20/261, B-20/261, B-20/269, 

B-20/269, B-21/90, B-21/90, B-21/93, B-21/93, B-21/94, B-

21/94, B-21/95, B-21/95, B-21/96, B-21/96, B-21/98, B-21/98, 

B-21/100, B-21/100, B-21/102, B-21/102, B-21/105, B-

21/105, B-21/106, B-21/106, B-21/107, B-21/107, B-21/108, 

B-21/108, B-21/109, B-21/109, B-21/110, B-21/110, B-

21/111, B-21/111, B-21/112, B-21/112, B-21/113, B-21/113, 

B-21/114, B-21/114, B-21/117, B-21/117, B-21/118, B-

21/118, B-21/119, B-21/119, B-21/121, B-21/121, B-21/123, 

B-21/123, C-1/1, C-1/1, C-1/2, C-1/2, C-1/4, C-1/4, C-2/1, C-

2/1, C-2/3, C-2/3, C-2/4, C-2/4, C-2/8, C-2/8, C-2/9, C-2/9, C-

2/11, C-2/11, C-2/12, C-2/12, C-2/18, C-2/18, C-2/22, C-2/22, 

C-2/31, C-2/31, C-2/32, C-2/32, C-2/37, C-2/37, C-2/38, C-

2/38, C-2/39, C-2/39, C-2/41, C-2/41, C-2/42, B-20/190, B-

20/190, B-20/233, B-20/242, B-20/243, B-20/253, B-20/257, 

B-20/258, B-20/259, B-20/260

B-20/225, B-20/225, B-20/227, B-

20/227, B-20/265, B-20/265, B-

20/266, B-20/266, B-21/88, B-

21/88, B-21/89, B-21/89, B-21/91, 

B-21/91, B-21/92, B-21/92, B-

21/97, B-21/97, B-21/99, B-21/99, 

B-21/101, B-21/101, B-21/103, B-

21/103, B-21/104, B-21/104, B-

21/115, B-21/115, B-21/116, B-

21/116, B-21/120, B-21/120, B-

21/122, B-21/122, C-1/3, C-1/3, C-

2/2, C-2/2, C-2/13, C-2/13, C-

2/40, C-2/40, B-20/189, B-20/194, 

B-20/194, B-20/196, B-20/200, B-

20/213, B-20/229, B-20/232, B-

20/234, B-20/237, B-20/239, B-

20/244, B-20/246, B-20/247, B-

20/249

B-20/269, B-20/269, B-21/93, B-21/93, B-21/94, B-21/94, B-

21/95, B-21/95, B-21/96, B-21/96, B-21/105, B-21/105, B-

21/106, B-21/106, B-21/107, B-21/107, B-21/108, B-21/108, 

B-21/110, B-21/110, B-21/111, B-21/111, B-21/112, B-

21/112, B-21/113, B-21/113, B-21/117, B-21/117, B-21/118, 

B-21/118, C-2/1, C-2/1, C-2/31, C-2/31, C-2/32, C-2/32, C-

2/41, C-2/41, C-2/42, B-20/233, B-20/242, B-20/243, B-

20/257, B-20/258, B-20/259

B-20/223, B-20/223, B-20/227, B-

20/227, B-20/265, B-20/265, B-

20/266, B-20/266, B-21/92, B-

21/92, B-21/97, B-21/97, B-21/98, 

B-21/98, B-21/99, B-21/99, B-

21/100, B-21/100, B-21/104, B-

21/104, B-21/115, B-21/115, B-

21/116, B-21/116, B-21/119, B-

21/119, B-21/120, B-21/120, B-

21/121, B-21/121, B-21/122, B-

21/122, C-1/2, C-1/2, C-2/2, C-

2/2, C-2/3, C-2/3, C-2/9, C-2/9, C-

2/12, C-2/12, C-2/18, C-2/18, C-

2/38, C-2/38, B-20/232, B-20/239, 

B-20/244, B-20/249

Project would cause severe and permanent harm to a viable arable and livestock farming business operating on Grade 2 Best and Most Versatile (BMV) agricultural land 

(at Thornbush Hall Farm). Pylons, access routes and construction compounds would fragment fields, obstruct established internal farm access routes, and reduce the 

efficient operation and long‑term viability of the holding. The cumulative effect of existing transmission and distribution lines plus the proposed new infrastructure is not 

adequately assessed. Reasonable alternatives have not been properly assessed, including: rerouting to reduce impacts on farm; greater use of undergrounding in 

particularly sensitive locations; alignments that follow existing infrastructure more closely to avoid additional severance. Chosen route reflects cost-led decision-making, 

rather than minimisation of land and business impacts. Farm relies on an extensive mole drainage and land drainage system, essential to maintaining productivity. 

Environmental Statement is criticised for underestimating the complexity, sensitivity and risk posed to drainage during construction and operation. Concern that damage 

to soil structure and drainage would be irreversible or inadequately mitigated, undermining continued agricultural use. Construction traffic, temporary access routes and 

compounds are considered poorly defined and inadequately justified. The Farm has very limited highway access, and internal routes are critical to its operation; 

disruption would have significant knock‑on effects. Insufficient certainty is provided on phasing, reinstatement standards, or protection of farm operations during 

works. Use of permanent and temporary compulsory acquisition is challenged as excessive and not the least‑intrusive means of delivering the Project. Question whether 

the statutory tests for compulsory acquisition are met, given: the availability of alternative alignments; the scale of permanent rights sought; the extent of long-term 

sterilisation of productive land. Farm is already crossed by existing National Grid transmission lines and distribution infrastructure. National grid has failed to assess the 

cumulative agricultural, operational and amenity impacts of layering new infrastructure on top of existing constraints. Engagement has not led to meaningful design 

evolution. Lack of farm-specific mitigation, with reliance on generic commitments rather than tailored solutions reflecting the landholding’s layout and operation. Local 

impacts are excessive and unjustified. Harm has not been minimised as required by policy. Project, as proposed, fails to strike a fair balance between national need and 

local land‑use impacts.
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Plots Subject to CA of Land (NGET)

(Class 1)

Plots Subject to CA of Rights (NGET)
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Plots Subject to TP (NGET)

(Class 7)

Plots Subject to CA of Land (UKPN)
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Plots Subject to TP (UKPN)
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“White Land” Plots

(Class 8)
Relevant Representation

Written Representations 

and/or Any Other 
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Raised

Current Status RAG Rating

Christopher William 

Courtenay Tregoning
1018 Freehold, Occupation Category 1

A-11/42, A-11/42, A-11/43, A-11/43, A-

11/44, A-11/44, A-11/45, A-11/45, A-

11/46, A-11/46, A-11/47, A-11/47, A-

11/48, A-11/48, A-11/50, A-11/50, A-

11/52, A-11/52, A-11/56, A-11/56, A-

11/40, A-11/40, A-11/41, A-11/41, A-

11/49, A-11/49, A-11/51, A-11/51, A-

11/54, A-11/54, A-11/55, A-11/55

A-11/39, A-11/39, A-11/53, A-11/53, A-

11/57, A-11/57

A-11/42, A-11/42, A-11/43, A-11/43, A-

11/44, A-11/44, A-11/45, A-11/45, A-

11/46, A-11/46, A-11/47, A-11/47, A-

11/48, A-11/48, A-11/50, A-11/50, A-

11/52, A-11/52, A-11/56, A-11/56

V2 HOTs sent out 

prior to Deadline 3. 

Negotiations 

ongoing.
Amber
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