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1. About this Document 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This document summarises the case put by National Grid Electricity Transmission plc 
(the Applicant), at Issue Specific Hearing 3 (ISH3) on 24 June 2026 for the Norwich 
to Tilbury project (referred to as ‘the Project’). Given the current point in Examination 
and limited number or remaining Deadlines, the Applicant has also provided a 
response to the matters raised by Interested Parties (IPs) during ISH3 within this 
document, where appropriate. 

1.1.2 ISH3 opened at 2:00pm and closed at 5:07pm. The agenda for ISH3 was published 
on the Planning Inspectorate’s website on 15 June 2026 [EV2-010]. 

1.1.3 In what follows, the Applicant’s submissions on the points raised broadly follow the 
items set out in the Examining Authority’s (ExA) agenda. Where document 
references are included, these reference the latest versions submitted at Deadline 6, 
unless an earlier version specifically warrants noting in response to the point raised. 

1.1.4 This document also provides the Applicant’s response to the ExA’s action points for 
ISH 3, which were published on 30 June 2026 [EV14-003] under the relevant item on 
the agenda. 

1.2 Attendees on Behalf of the Applicant 

1.2.1 , Counsel instructed by Bryan Cave Leighton Paisner LLP 
(BCLP), appeared on behalf of National Grid, the Applicant.  

1.2.2 The following representatives were also present: 

• , BCLP 

• , BCLP 

• , the Applicant 

• , the Applicant 

• , the Applicant  

1.3 Structure of the Document 

1.3.1 This document has one chapter which summarises the oral case made by the 
Applicant at ISH3 and also the Applicant’s response to matters raised by IPs during 
the hearing. There was no discussion under Item 4: Applicant’s Response to 
Representations on the Change Requests or Item 6: Review of Actions and Close. 
Therefore, Chapter 2 covers Item 5 only. 
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Annex A  
Programme Narrative for Working hours justification 

1.1 Introduction 

1.1.1 This Annex responds to Action Points 7a and 7b of item 5.2b arising from the Issue 
Specific Hearing 3 relating to requirement 7 (construction hours). The two actions are 
as follows: 

⚫ Action Point 7a: Further to ExQ2 DCO 2.S10, provide a clearer explanation of 
real-life impact of removing: a) just Sundays b) bank and other public holidays c) 
Sundays and bank and other public holidays from the construction hours sought 
in terms of its impact on the energisation date, as set out in the baseline 
construction programme 

⚫ Action Point 7b: Provide an explanation of what impact such restrictions on the 
applicant’s proposed working hours would have in terms of the delivery of the 
proposed development, over the entire construction period, based on the 
specialist nature of the project, including in relation shift patterns and the use of 
specialist contractors. 

1.1.2 The real-world impact of restricting construction hours can only be understood by 
considering both the programme consequences and the practical delivery 
implications together. This submission therefore responds to Action Points 7a and 7b 
as a combined matter, providing a holistic explanation of why the proposed 
construction hours form an integral part of the Applicant's delivery strategy. 

1.2 The need for acceleration  

1.2.1 The Project is considered Critical National Priority (CNP) infrastructure by paragraph 
1.1.6 of EN-5. The urgency and scale of need for significant amounts of new large-
scale energy infrastructure is set out in Chapter 3 of EN-1. Paragraph 3.2.8 states 
that “the Secretary of State should assess all applications for development consent 
for the types of infrastructure covered by the NPS on the basis that the government 
has demonstrated that there is a need for those types of infrastructure which is 
urgent.”  

1.2.2 That urgency is reinforced by National Energy System Operator’s (NESO) Clean 
Power 2030 report1 which identifies the need for a changed approach, including 
“prioritising pace over perfection”, and identified Norwich to Tilbury as a critical 
enabler to achieve the Government’s Clean Power 2030 ambitions, with substantial 
consumer and energy system benefits arising from its timely delivery and 
corresponding consequences to achieve that ambition. Ofgem has also confirmed in 
Norwich–Tilbury (AENC/ATNC) – Decision on Early Construction Funding2 
(published on 3 February 2026) that the Project has been approved within the 

 
1 National Energy System Operator (2024), Clean Power 2030: Advice on Achieving Clean Power for Great Britain 
by 2030, December 2024. P. 6 paragraph 1.  

2 Ofgem (2026), Norwich–Tilbury (AENC/ATNC) – Decision on Early Construction Funding and Modification to 
Special Conditions of the Electricity Transmission Licence, Executive Summary, p. 3. 
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Accelerated Strategic Transmission Infrastructure framework because the proposed 
reinforcements are crucial for the safe, resilient and efficient transmission of 
electricity and will help alleviate constraint costs falling on consumer bills. 

1.2.3 The first and most important real-world impact of removing working days or restricting 
core hours would therefore be to frustrate, rather than support, the acceleration of a 
mission-critical element of the Government’s Clean Power 2030 policy. Acceleration 
and avoidance of delay are substantial public benefits which must be placed in the 
planning balance. Conversely, if restrictions are imposed which delay delivery, the 
public benefits that would otherwise arise from earlier energisation including reduced 
constraint costs, enhanced energy security and support for the transition to clean 
domestic power would be foregone. 

1.3 The legal test for the imposition of Requirements 

1.3.1 Section 120 of the Planning Act 2008 enables a development consent order (DCO) to 
impose requirements in connection with the development for which consent is 
granted. However, any requirement must be justified and must satisfy the established 
tests for planning controls, including necessity, relevance, precision, enforceability 
and reasonableness.  

1.3.2 In this case, there is no evidence which establishes that a project-wide blanket 
restriction on Sunday or bank holiday working which would inevitably stifle 
acceleration of the project is necessary. Nor is there evidence that the working hours 
proposed by the Applicant would give rise to unacceptable effects. The 
Environmental Statement (ES) assessed the Project on the basis of the construction 
hours secured through Requirement 7 and concluded that, with the mitigation 
secured through 7.2 Outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) [Revision F] 
and associated management plans, significant adverse effects are not anticipated. 

1.3.3 The DCO secures a comprehensive and adaptive mitigation regime regarding 
construction noise. This framework ensures that any impacts arising from working are 
appropriately controlled, monitored and mitigated, rather than relying on blunt, 
project-wide temporal restrictions.  

1.3.4 The construction noise assessment is based on the proposed core working hours 
which themselves are temporal restrictions with additional consideration of activities 
that may occur outside those hours. This means the ES is not abstract, it is directly 
linked to the working hours framework proposed in 3.1 draft DCO [Revision F].    

1.3.5 6.14 Environmental Statement Chapter 14 – Noise and Vibration (NVMP)  
[APP-256] defines noise thresholds for different time periods recognising that 
sensitivity varies across certain days and times. The ES reports outcomes separately 
for daytime construction noise, night time works and weekend and bank holiday 
working. Importantly, lower thresholds apply at more sensitive times such as 
weekends meaning the same activity can have a greater effect depending on when it 
occurs.   

1.3.6 Mitigation and control are assumed through Best Practicable means (BPM) and 
measures secured through the  7.2 Outline Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) 
[Revision F] /  7.2 Outline Code of Construction Practice Appendix F - Outline 
Noise and Vibration Management Plan [REP4-171] to be finalised by discharging 
Requirement 4 prior to commencement of development. BPM mitigation comprises 
measures such as quieter plant selection, acoustic screening, plant siting, good site 
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practices, alternative construction methods, and additional temporal controls on 
working hours, together with monitoring and regulatory controls (e.g. Section 61), to 
minimise noise and vibration effects so far as reasonably practicable. The 
assessment explicitly notes that temporal restrictions would form part of BPM and 
these controls are expected to prevent significant effects arising purely due to 
weekend working. Significant effects at weekends are not driven by weekend working 
alone, but only where there are already significant weekday “hotspots” and 
thresholds are exceeded for sufficient duration. With mitigation, effects during 
weekends and bank holidays are concluded to not be significant. The conclusion that 
effects are not significant is not a subjective judgement, it follows directly from the 
EIA methodology, thresholds and mitigation assumptions set out in ES Chapter 14. 
No substantive evidence has been presented throughout the course of the 
examination that materially challenges these conclusions.  

1.3.7 Put simply, the proposed working hours can be considered as the initial base layer 
within which construction works can occur. However, these will be subject to targeted 
restrictions to avoid significant adverse effects from noise. Due to the scale of the 
project, there are vast areas where noisy works may occur during both weekend and 
weekday periods without causing significant adverse or adverse effects. There is no 
need to unnecessarily restrict the timing of such works. Similarly, there are many 
activities that do not generate notable amounts of noise, even in close proximity – 
such works should also not be unnecessarily restricted. However, where noisy 
activities will take place close to sensitive receptors, the Applicant acknowledges that 
there is a need for targeted restrictions on working hours, particularly during weekend 
periods. The proposed working hours will therefore be augmented by targeted 
controls and restrictions to limit noisy activities close to sensitive receptors, as may 
be required. Activities that have the potential to exceed the relevant BS 5228 ‘ABC’ 
threshold for the period in question will be identified by the Main Works Contractor(s) 
as part of the contractors detailed assessments (as per commitment NV05). The 
identified works would be subject to Section 61 agreement if required through 
consultation with the relevant local planning authority to agree specific mitigation 
measures, including any required restrictions on working periods (e.g. a restriction or 
limit on weekend works). Such measures will be documented within the final NVMP 
to be approved. 

1.3.8 The conclusions of the ES have not been displaced. Concerns raised in relation to 
working hours, predominantly focused on the need for respite have largely been 
expressed as matters of perception or preference, rather than being supported by 
technical evidence demonstrating unacceptable harm.  

1.3.9 A key characteristic of the Project is that construction activity at any individual 
location is not continuous for the duration of the project. To demonstrate this, the 
Applicant has provided an example of pylon construction. Although the overall 
construction programme extends over approximately four years, works at individual 
tower locations are undertaken in discrete phases, typically comprising short periods 
of access construction (5–10 days), foundation works (20–30 days), tower assembly 
and erection (20–25 days), and, at a limited number of machine sites, conductor 
installation activities (up to 55–65 days). These phases are frequently separated by 
periods of inactivity arising from curing requirements, programme sequencing, 
resource allocation, logistics and wider route-level coordination. 

1.3.10 As a result, construction activity is continually moving across a 180 km route and 
more than 500 tower locations rather than being concentrated at any one location for 
the duration of the project. Even in the reasonable worst-case example of a tower 
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utilised as a conductor pulling site, intensive activity would typically amount to around 
130 days over a construction programme of approximately 1,460 days, representing 
less than 10% of the overall programme period. 

1.3.11 This context is important when considering arguments relating to respite. The 
evidence demonstrates that residents are not exposed to continuous construction 
activity at a particular location throughout the four-year programme; rather, they 
experience discrete periods of activity interspersed with substantial periods during 
which no works are taking place. The construction profile itself therefore provides 
periods without construction activity at individual locations. 

1.3.12 Restricting weekend working would not reduce the amount of work required to 
construct the Project, nor would it remove the need for these construction phases to 
occur. Instead, it would extend the period over which those phases are delivered, 
increasing the overall duration of construction activity and prolonging the period 
during which communities experience a construction presence. In practical terms, 
restrictions intended to provide additional respite could have the opposite effect by 
extending the overall duration of the construction phase rather than reducing it. 

1.3.13 The Applicant notes that the proposition advanced by some host authorities that 
project-wide restrictions on Sunday, bank holiday or weekend working are required to 
provide "respite" is not supported by the approach taken in the Yorkshire GREEN 
Examination. Here, the Examining Authority (ExA) considered whether additional 
restrictions should be imposed on weekend working. The ExA ultimately concluded 
that, whilst concerns had been raised in principle regarding the desirability of respite 
from construction activity, there was no specific evidence demonstrating that 
residents would be adversely affected by the Applicant's proposed working hours. 
The ExA attached weight to the absence of evidence in support of this, the mitigation 
secured through the NVMP, and the proven need for timely delivery of the project. On 
that basis, the ExA concluded that reductions in the core working hours were not 
justified and recommended adoption of the Applicant's proposed working hours. 
Significantly, the ExA recognised that further targeted mitigation could be secured 
through the management plans if demonstrated to be necessary, rather than 
imposing blanket restrictions irrespective of actual impacts. 

1.4 Approach to proposed working hours 

1.4.1 The Applicant recognises that its previous submission in 8.9.2 Applicant’s 
Responses to Second Written Questions [REP5-211], in response to DCO 2.S10, 
was intended to provide a high-level explanation of the operational impact of more 
restrictive working hours. However, aspects of that presentation particularly the use 
of simplified productivity rates and high-level schedule assumptions may have 
unintentionally created a misleading impression of how working hours are developed 
and applied in practice. 

1.4.2 It has never been the Applicant’s intention, nor would it reflect reality, that the Project 
could be delivered on the basis of a standard five-day working week or a 
conventional 9:00am to 5:00pm working pattern. Those assumptions do not align with 
how major linear electricity transmission infrastructure is planned, resourced or 
delivered. The purpose of this further response is therefore to provide a more 
grounded explanation of the operational model, including the volume, sequencing, 
concurrency and specialist nature of the activities involved. 
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1.4.3 Removing Sundays, Bank Holidays or other working days through a blanket project-
wide restriction would be inimical to the manner in which major linear electricity 
transmission infrastructure is delivered in practice. The construction of a network 
reinforcement project such as Norwich to Tilbury is not characterised by isolated, 
self-contained activities that can simply be stopped and restarted without 
consequence. Rather, it comprises a series of interdependent and frequently 
continuous processes undertaken across a large geographic area, including 
foundation construction, tower assembly and erection, conductor installation 
(stringing), horizontal directional drilling, cable installation and cable jointing. Many of 
these activities are highly sequenced, resource-intensive and dependent upon 
coordination with specialist resource, specialist plant, third-party access windows, 
outages, landowner requirements and weather conditions.

1.4.4 These realities are reflected in established industry working practices. Much of the
specialist workforce required to construct overhead line infrastructure operates on 
rotational working patterns, commonly based around 12-day working cycles. Such 
personnel are often international or nationally mobile resources who travel significant 
distances to work on major transmission projects. Their working patterns are not 
aligned to fixed calendar weeks and different construction gangs commence and 
conclude rotations at different times, frequently overlapping to maintain continuity of 
operations, maximise productivity and ensure the efficient deployment of specialist 
skills and equipment. They include but are not limited to conductor stringing crews, 
cable jointing teams, Original Equipment Manufacturer (OEM) installers, and workers 
delivering heavy lifting operations and outage-dependent works.

1.4.5 This is a longstanding and well established model used throughout the electricity
transmission sector on linear projects.

1.4.6 Disturbing these established working arrangements would create a number of 
practical risks. A constrained working pattern which removes Sundays or other days
from a rotational cycle may introduce periods where labour, plant and specialist 
resources are effectively unavailable for productive work whilst remaining mobilised 
on the project, resulting in inefficiencies, increased costs and reduced productivity.

1.4.7 Secondly, blanket restrictions would create situations where activities that would
ordinarily be undertaken as a continuous sequence may need to be suspended 
artificially. For example, conductor stringing operations are highly coordinated 
activities that typically takes 15-20 continuous days, undertaken across multiple 
towers and interfaces and often require adherence to fixed access windows agreed 
with rail operators, highway authorities and other third parties. During this period, 
there is lower-intensity but continuous activity at each tower within the section. Once 
commenced, stringing operations cannot be readily paused without introducing safety 
risks and inefficiencies. It is essential that conductors are installed and left in a safe, 
stable condition at the end of each working period.

1.4.8 Upon completion of stringing in one direction, plant and equipment are typically 
repositioned to the opposite side of the same angle tower to repeat the process. This
relocation generally takes 2 to 3 days, followed by a further 15 to 20 day continuous 
stringing cycle. A 5 to 7 day demobilisation period then completes the activity at that 
location.

1.4.9 Similarly, horizontal directional drilling (HDD) works, cable installation operations and
cable jointing activities often rely upon process continuity to avoid technical, safety 
and programme risks. In many cases, interruption creates risks that are greater than



 

National Grid  |  July 2026  |  Norwich to Tilbury A6  

those associated with allowing the activity to continue to a safe and logical 
conclusion. 

1.4.10 A key requirement is the establishment and maintenance of the bore. Once drilling 
commences, best practice dictates that each drilling stage is completed in a 
continuous operation. 

1.4.11 Interrupting the process introduces significant risk, including: 

⚫ Bore instability or collapse 

⚫ Loss of the established bore, requiring full re-drilling 

⚫ Increased programme delay and cost 

1.4.12 As such, HDD operations may require extended working hours which is accounted 
for in Requirement 7(4)(a) or continuation across weekends to ensure completion of 
critical stages and reduce the risk of failure. 

1.4.13 Additionally, third-party stakeholders (e.g. Network Rail, the Environment Agency, 
National Highways) may require continuous working which includes across weekends 
to minimise risk to their assets and reduce the duration of monitoring and 
intervention. 

1.4.14 Cable installation is also a highly constrained process governed by technical, 
logistical, and safety requirements, including: 

⚫ Delivery constraints: 
Cable drums are transported as Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs) under 
movement orders agreed with local authorities and police. These are often 
restricted to off-peak hours or weekends, necessitating early, late, or weekend 
working.  Noting these are excluding from core working hours restriction in the 
DCO already. 

⚫ Pulling tensions: 
Cable installation must remain within strict tension limits. Stopping a cable pull 
mid-operation and attempting to restart can significantly increase loads, with 
potential to exceed allowable limits and damage the cable. 

⚫ Lubrication requirements: 
Lubricants applied during pulling may degrade if operations are paused, 
increasing friction and risk upon recommencement. 

⚫ Temperature constraints: 
Cable handling and installation are restricted to defined temperature ranges. 
Interruptions during unsuitable conditions could delay completion for extended 
periods. 

⚫ Security considerations: 
Partially installed cables remain exposed at joint bays until fully secured and 
jointed. Leaving these assets unsecured over extended periods, such as 
weekends, introduces significant security and damage risks. Given the high value 
of each cable drum , any damage or compromise would have substantial cost and 
programme implications.   

1.4.15 For these reasons, once a cable pull has commenced, it is essential that it is 
completed in a continuous and controlled manner restricting working hours artificially 
when the environmental assessment demonstrates there is no significant harm or 
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impact from the works would actually result in a direct increase to harm to the 
workers if works have to be stopped artificially because of a working hours restriction. 

1.4.16 Cable jointing also represents one of the most sensitive and high-risk stages of the 
cabling process. Jointing activities typically require 13 to 15 days of continuous 
working by the same specialist personnel.   

1.4.17 The process is highly controlled and undertaken within secure, weatherproof 
environments to protect against contamination from dust, moisture, and temperature 
variation. There are strict procedural requirements, including defined time intervals 
between stages. 

1.4.18 Interrupting the jointing process is not considered acceptable practice, as it risks: 

⚫ Non-compliance with manufacturer specifications 

⚫ Failure of the joint 

⚫ Rejection and requirement to fully repeat the process 

1.4.19 As a result, once commenced, jointing activities must continue without interruption, 
necessitating extended hours which is accounted for in Requirement 7(4)(c) and 
weekend working where required. 

1.4.20 These factors which are just examples of the process collectively demonstrate that 
flexibility in working hours, including weekend working, is not a matter of preference 
but a fundamental requirement to safely and efficiently deliver underground cabling 
infrastructure. 

1.4.21 Accordingly, the issue is not simply one of productivity. The established working 
patterns sought by the Applicant reflect the episodic, linear and interconnected 
nature of the construction process itself. They enable specialist resources to be 
deployed efficiently, allow activities to be completed safely and coherently, and 
support timely delivery of a project which has been identified as strategically 
important to the wider electricity network.  

1.4.22 As with any large linear infrastructure project, progress may also be affected by 
adverse weather conditions, unforeseen ground conditions, land access constraints, 
environmental constraints, utility interfaces and other unforeseen events. The 
proposed working hours provide an important degree of flexibility to enable 
contractors to recover from such disruptions where necessary and maintain overall 
programme delivery. Without this flexibility, delays arising from such events would be 
more difficult to recover, increasing the risk of programme extension and prolonging 
the duration over which communities experience construction activity. 

1.4.23 Imposing blanket restrictions on working days would not reduce the amount of work 
required. Rather, it would disrupt the established construction methodology, increase 
programme inefficiencies and extend the overall period during which communities are 
exposed to a construction presence. 

1.5 Programme Consequences of Restrictive Working Patterns 

1.5.1 The Applicant's assessment of the consequences of more restrictive working patterns 
is not based solely on programme modelling. Whilst programme modelling provides 
an indication of the direct effect of removing available working time, construction 
working hours are also informed by extensive industry experience, established 
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delivery practices, contractor methodologies, workforce availability, and the practical 
realities of delivering major linear electricity transmission infrastructure. 
Consequently, simply considering the output of a programme model in isolation will 
not present a complete or representative picture of the effects that reduced working 
hours would have in practice. The core working hours sought in the application 
documents reflect the very essence of the methodologies and continuities required by 
the linear process. Imposing a weekly break on the ability to work according to the 
industry standard will inevitably be very disruptive and harmful to delivery. 

No Sunday Working 

1.5.2 Whilst restrictions on Sunday working may appear to provide additional respite to 
local communities, there is no technical evidence, contrary to that presented in the 
Environmental Statement demonstrating that such blanket un-targeted project wide 
restrictions are necessary.  

1.5.3 When considered in a real-world delivery context, rather than a simplified or 
theoretical model, the imposition of restrictive working patterns would have a 
significant impact on the overall programme. It is estimated that such constraints 
would result in a delay to energisation in the region of 6 to 12 months. The Applicant 
recognises that the estimated delay of approximately 6 to 12 months is expressed as 
a range rather than a precise figure. This reflects the fact that the consequences of 
restricting established working patterns cannot be reduced to a simple calculation of 
lost working days. Whilst some impacts can be modelled, the ultimate effect will 
depend on a range of interconnected factors including workforce availability, 
contractor mobilisation, seasonal constraints, productivity, outage requirements and 
third-party access windows. 

1.5.4 The breadth of the estimated range therefore highlights the level of uncertainty and 
programme risk introduced by blanket restrictions on working patterns. The precise 
delay cannot be known in advance, but the direction of effect is clear: reducing 
flexibility will delay rather than accelerate delivery, increase programme risk and 
extend the overall period over which construction activities remain present within 
local communities.  

1.5.5 In circumstances where there is no evidence demonstrating that blanket restrictions 
are necessary, the potential for such significant and difficult-to-quantify programme 
impacts is an important consideration in the overall planning balance. 

1.5.6 The Applicant has consulted with the main works contractor for the Project regarding 
potential programme impacts. This estimate reflects both programme analysis and 
practical delivery experience and arises from a combination of direct and indirect 
effects. 

1.5.7 This impact arises from a combination of direct and indirect effects: 

⚫ Direct Loss of Working Time (circa 3 to 6 months): 
The removal of Sunday working alone would result in an estimated minimum 3-
month extension to the programme by simply removing available days however 
this number should not be viewed in isolation as it is just the starting point for the 
impact. In practice, this could be greater when accounting for the realities of 
workforce availability and productivity. The construction workforce and associated 
supply chain are geared towards established working patterns (e.g. 12-days-on, 
2-days-off). The inability to work for 12 consecutive days would introduce 
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uncertainty and inefficiencies, which could contribute an additional delay of up to 
3 months. 

⚫ Seasonality and Secondary Impacts (circa 3 to 6 months): 
 Industry productivity assumptions are based on standard working practices and 
optimal seasonal conditions averaged out over the year. Any reduction in 
available working time would push a greater proportion of activities planned for 
the summer months into the winter period. This would result in: 

— Lower productivity due to climactic constraints/impacts 

— Increased risk of delays from ground conditions and environmental factors 

— Reduced efficiency across multiple workstreams 

1.5.8 Collectively, this seasonal displacement is expected to add a further 3 to 6 months 
to the programme. 

No Bank Holiday Working 

1.5.9 It is not standard industry practice to routinely schedule construction activities over 
bank holiday weekends. Typically, such periods are avoided unless required to 
address unforeseen circumstances, such as delays or disruption, where limited 
working may be necessary to support programme recovery. 

1.5.10 Notwithstanding these general practices, the scale and complexity of this project 
necessitate a degree of flexibility. In particular, there may be circumstances during 
critical activities such as conductor installation where working over a bank holiday 
weekend is required to maintain safety, continuity, or programme integrity. 

1.5.11 As bank holiday working is not planned as part of the baseline programme, excluding 
such days from the schedule would not affect the anticipated delivery timeline based 
upon modelling assumptions alone. However, removing the ability to work bank 
holidays or requiring prior approval for bank holiday working in all instances could 
prove impractical. By their nature, these activities would most likely arise in response 
to unplanned or unforeseen events, where timely decision-making is essential to 
mitigate impacts. 

1.5.12 Accordingly, maintaining a flexible approach to bank holiday working is important to 
ensure that the project can respond effectively to changing circumstances, without 
introducing unnecessary delay or risk to delivery. Further detail on the impact of 
requesting extension to working hours as proposed by SCC and ECC has been 
addressed in the “Post Hearing Update” of item 5.2b of 8.5.11 Applicant’s Written 
Summary of Oral Submissions and Response to Action Points for Issue 
Specific Hearing 3 [Revision A]. 

No Sunday and public holiday working 

1.5.13 No Difference to No Sunday Working 

Overall Programme Effect 

1.5.14 Taking these factors together, a reasonable worst-case scenario indicates that the 
imposition of restrictive working hours would lead to a delay of approximately 6 to 12 
months to project completion and energisation. 
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1.5.15 Crucially, this extension would not reduce the overall volume of work or its inherent 
impacts. Instead, it would prolong the duration over which communities and 
stakeholders experience construction activity, contrary to the objective of minimising 
disruption.  This would inevitably result in missed outage periods which are critical to 
the operation of the system.  

1.6 Conclusion 

1.6.1 This note has sought to address Action Points 7a and 7b by providing a clearer 
explanation of the practical implications of removing Sunday and/or bank holiday 
working from the construction hours sought, together with the wider consequences 
such restrictions would have on the delivery of the Proposed Development over the 
entire construction period. In doing so, the Applicant has explained how the project is 
mission critical to Government policy and should be accelerated not delayed, and has 
explained how the project would be delivered in practice, the specialist nature of the 
workforce and construction activities involved, the reliance on established industry 
working patterns, and the importance of maintaining programme certainty (with 
reasonable flexibility) across a large-scale, linear infrastructure project. 

1.6.2 The evidence presented demonstrates that Sunday working is not merely a 
contingency provision but forms an integral part of the established delivery model for 
major, critically needed linear electricity transmission infrastructure. Restricting these 
working hours would reduce programme resilience, constrain the efficient deployment 
of specialist resources, increase the risk of missed outage opportunities and, in a 
real-world delivery context, is likely to result in a substantial- delay to energisation. 
Such restrictions would not reduce the amount of work required to construct the 
Project; rather, they would extend the overall duration of construction and 
consequently prolong the period over which communities experience construction-
related effects. 

1.6.3 Importantly, the ES assessed the effects of constructing the Project using the working 
hours secured through Requirement 7 of 3.1 draft DCO (Revision F) and concluded 
that, with the mitigation secured through the temporal restrictions in Requirement 7 
itself, the 7.2 Outline Code of Construction Practice (Revision F) and associated 
management plans, significant adverse effects are not anticipated. Throughout the 
examination, concerns regarding construction hours have largely been expressed as 
a matter of perception and preference rather than being supported by technical 
evidence demonstrating that the Applicant's proposed working hours would give rise 
to unacceptable impacts. The Applicant has not been presented with substantive 
evidence that undermines the conclusions of the ES or demonstrates that additional 
restrictions are necessary to make the Project acceptable. 

1.6.4 In those circumstances, the Applicant considers that there is no evidential basis for 
imposing project-wide restrictions on Sunday or bank holiday working. Such 
restrictions would delay the delivery of a CNP project, notwithstanding the absence of 
evidence demonstrating that they are required to avoid unacceptable impacts. The 
consequences of delay, including the loss of public benefits associated with earlier 
delivery, are matters which must be weighed in the planning balance. Where 
restrictions would impede delivery, there must be a clear evidence base 
demonstrating why that outcome is necessary. 
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1.6.5 The Applicant therefore remains of the view that the construction hours secured 
through Requirement 7 represent an appropriate, proportionate and evidence-based 
balance between protecting local amenity and enabling the timely delivery of a CNP 
infrastructure project. In the absence of evidence demonstrating that further project-
wide restrictions are necessary, their imposition would not satisfy the test of 
necessity applicable to DCO requirements under section 120 of the Planning Act 
2008. If delay to the Project cannot be justified by evidence, restrictions that give rise 
to that delay cannot be justified either. The Applicant therefore considers that 
imposing blanket working hour restrictions without a demonstrable evidence base 
would be inconsistent with the statutory tests governing DCO requirements and 
would give insufficient weight to the pressing need for the timely delivery of the 
Project. 
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