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Introduction
Following the publication of the research undertaken for NIPA Insights Infrastructure Delivery: the
DCO process in context on flexibility and deliverability1 in relation to the delivery of Nationally
Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) in June 2017 by Janice Morphet and Ben Clifford of UCL,
NIPA commissioned further research on some of the issues raised in the first project with a view to
preparing a toolkit for the NSIP process. The continuation research was divided into two projects. In
Project A, the UCL team was tasked to:
(i)
identify any record of how flexibility has been considered/ explained/ proposed through the
pre-application process;
(ii)
identify any commitments to further consultation beyond the DCO decision;
(iii)
assess – where possible - any correlation in proposed engagement beyond the DCO as the
need to secure support for greater flexibility.
The scope of Project A was restricted to desk research and UCL’s proposal responded to these tasks,
though noted that there were some limitations to desk-based research in drawing firm conclusions,
particularly in the case of (iii) above and that any follow up work would need to be considered
separately.
Following the preparation of the report in relation to Project A, NIPA decided to commission an
extension to this project that would focus on case studies of three specific examples of consultation
within the whole NSIP process, with a focus on consultation following the issuing of the
Development Consent Order (DCO) to the point of operational handover.

Main issues from the first report
In our initial report on project A, we examined, via desktop study, all the NSIPs that had progressed
to an approved DCO, considering particularly consultation and post-consent engagement. In
reviewing each NSIP, there was an initial process of examining the consultation as set out in the
consultation reports which must be submitted alongside an application for development consent to
the Planning Inspectorate (PINS). These consultation reports are required to demonstrate
conformance with specific legislative processes (including that consultation has been undertaken in
accordance with the Statement of Community Consultation (SoCC)). Before accepting an application
for examination, PINS provides the consultation report to host local planning authorities, seeking
their views on the adequacy of consultation undertaken, including whether the process in SoCC was
followed. In examining these reports, the analysis in this research focused on the consultation
undertaken with four main parties:
 local authorities
 statutory consultees including statutory undertakers
 landowners and those parties with an interest in land (PIL)
 community groups.
In the review of consultation undertaken at the pre-acceptance stage, there was a focus on the
commitments that NSIP scheme promoters made to the four groups identified above. Through
textual analysis of the consultation reports that were published for every consented NSIP and some
specific findings on the process were made, together with some observations about the way in
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which each of the four groupings were involved in this consultation stage. The review did not make
any assessment of the methods, means or adequacy of the consultation methods used by the NSIP
promoter but rather the record of this engagement and submitted to PINS.
This review found that while the four sets of stakeholder’s views could be identified in the
consultation report, their comments were increasingly grouped together as the practices of preacceptance consultation progressed over time. It was also clear from this pre-acceptance review of
consultation, that many promoters make commitments to stakeholders to further action at the
delivery stage of the NSIP after the DCO process: this was the case in over 30% of NSIP schemes that
were consented. This review also found that there was widespread use of Codes of Construction
Practice (CoCP) and Construction Environmental Management Plans (CEMP) as a means of
guaranteeing specific standards of delivery although these all vary and are bespoke for each NSIP. In
none of the NSIP pre-acceptance consultation reports was there a list, table or summary of the
commitments made to the four stakeholder groups in the process of consultation. In some cases, the
promoter has made the same response to every consultee.
In examining the requirements sections of consented DCOs, it was found that some NSIP promoters
made specific commitments to undertaking community consultation during the design, construction
and sometimes operation of the NSIP project either through stand-alone requirements or through
commitments as part of a CoCP or CEMP which were then governed through the requirements. We
argued in the initial Project A report that such clear commitments could improve stakeholder
confidence in the delivery process. We noted requirements relating to post-consent engagement
made by a number of projects and this included the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement
Project (a highways project), Thames Tideway (a waste water project) and Progress Power station
(an energy project).

Objectives of this study
In this follow-up report, we were asked to produce a Case Study on each of the following three
projects:
(i)
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme, by Highways England
(ii)
Progress Power Station, by Progress Power Limited
(iii)
Thames Tideway Tunnel, by Thames Water
The objective of each Case Study is to better understand how the engagement processes that were
committed to by promoters through the consenting stages of the project have performed in the
implementation stage and identify examples of, or recommendations for best practice.
The brief required that each case study should:
(i)
Summarise the post-consent requirements for each project
(ii)
Attempt to chart, in the first instance, through documentation in the public domain,
how these have been complied with, and seek further information as required from
relevant parties
(iii)
In discussion with project-specific stakeholders, notably those named in the postconsent requirements, participants in any constituted groups, host local authorities and
scheme promoters, examine the range of views on inter alia the effectiveness,
efficiency, practicality of the post-consent engagement process.
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Approach taken
The approach taken to undertake this further work was as follows for each case study:
Stage 1
summarise the post-consent requirements for consultation for each project using
desk review methods
Stage 2
assess and indicate the compliance with these agreed consultation requirements
through document reviews and interviews with scheme promoters and local
authorities
Stage 3
engage directly with community groups engaged with the promoter during the
delivery of the project
Stage 4
write up each of the case studies including some contextual information
Stage 5
using the analysis of the case studies, provide recommendations on best practice in
post-consent engagement
Overall, in addition to further desk research of public documentation relating to each of the three
case studies, we have interviewed 15 people, attended one community information evening and
conducted on parish council focus group to collect new data for this project.
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Case study 1: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme (Highways
England)
Context
The A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme is a £1.5bn project to upgrade 21 miles of
the A14, build 12 miles of new road between Swavesey and Brampton, bypassing Huntingdon, and
widening 2 miles of the A1 between Alconbury and Brampton, as well as the modification and
improvement of the associated local-road network within this corridor.
The application was accepted for examination on the 27 January 2015 and consented by the
Secretary of State on 11 May 2016. Work officially started in November 2016 and the new road is
expected to be complete and open to traffic by the end of 2020. The project is the largest highway
scheme in the UK for many years. Figure 1, below, is a map illustrating the project and its location.

Figure 1: The A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme (source: Highways England2)

Pre-consent engagement
In the pre-acceptance consultation process, the promoters made a commitment to the use of CoCP
as a means of ameliorating community concerns about various types of disruption in the
construction phase of the project. There were also concerns about drainage raised by the local
authorities and the use of local and recycled materials in the construction of the scheme. Local
communities were also concerned about biodiversity and the level of restoration that would be
achieved after the scheme is completed. There were also numerous community concerns about
lighting, access to property and cycling. Assurances in relation to mitigating some of these issues
were made through the means of the Environmental Statement.
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Post-consent consultation commitments
Many requirements require engagement with local authorities and statutory consultees postconsent. There are a number of explicit mentions to further community engagement in the
requirements. Four requirements are particularly noteworthy. Firstly, requirement 3 on ‘detailed
design’, which includes the following clause:
(4) The undertaker must, in the course of developing the detailed design of the authorised development,
consult with the relevant planning authorities, the Parish Forums, the Community Forums, the Landowner
Forums and the Environment Forum in accordance with the provisions of the code of construction practice.
Secondly, requirement 4 on the ‘Code of Construction Practice’ states:
4.—(1) The authorised development must be carried out in accordance with the provisions of the code of
construction practice.
(2) The undertaker must make the local environmental management plans produced in accordance with the
code of construction practice available in an electronic form suitable for inspection by members of the
public.
Requirement 19 on ‘details of consultation’ states:
19.—(1) With respect to any requirement which requires details to be submitted to the Secretary of State
for approval under this Schedule, the details submitted must be accompanied by a summary report setting
out the consultation undertaken by the undertaker to inform the details submitted and the undertaker’s
response to that consultation.
(2) The undertaker must ensure that any consultation responses are reflected in the details submitted to the
Secretary of State for approval under this Schedule, but only where it is appropriate, reasonable and
feasible to do so, taking into account considerations including, but not limited to, cost and engineering
practicality.
Finally, Requirement 22 on the ‘register of requirements’ states:
22.—(1) The undertaker must, as soon as practicable following the making of this Order, establish and
maintain in an electronic form suitable for inspection by members of the public a register of those
requirements contained in Part 1 of this Schedule that provide for further approvals to be given by the
Secretary of State.
(2) The register must set out in relation to each such requirement the status of the requirement, in terms of
whether any approval to be given by the Secretary of State has been applied for or given, providing an
electronic link to any document containing any approved details.
(3) The register must be maintained by the undertaker for a period of 3 years following completion of the
authorised development.

As we have noted previously, the fact that requirements for the A14 are usually being discharged by
the Secretary of State as opposed to relevant local authorities is the reason that there was
agreement at the Examination for such explicit commitments to consult and make publicly available
details of the discharge of requirements.
Turning to the Code of Construction Practice, the version submitted for the examination in
November 2015 (authored by Highways England) contains a section on ‘community engagement
requirements’.3 This includes commitments that there will be a ‘a programme of high quality,
effective and sustained communications’ during detailed design and construction (page 19), making
use of online channels, a newsletter, parish / community / landowner / environment forums, and
notification to local residents, businesses and parish councils.
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There is then a commitment to ‘engage with relevant stakeholders’ on detailed design matters (page
21) with this being done through specified parish, community, environment and landowner forums,
and a ‘Strategic Stakeholder Board’. A Design Council Design Review Panel is also specified.
The CoCP then moves onto ‘enquiries and complaints’, noting that:
‘The Highways England Customer Contact Centre (HECCC) will be used to deal with
enquiries and complaints from the public. This consists of a phone line, email and website
contact facility. The information line is staffed by Highways England’s 24 hours a day, 7 days
a week’ (page 25).
The project website still links to this version of the CoCP, so we assume it is the most up-to-date one
and being used in practice.

Compliance with these agreements
Desk research
The project has a dedicated website (https://highwaysengland.co.uk/a14-cambridge-to-huntingdonimprovement-scheme-progress/) and Facebook group (https://www.facebook.com/A14C2H/). The
website includes general information about the project, road closure details, project progress
updates (including videos), newsletters, details of the mobile visitor centre, and general contact
details. It is clearly regularly updated.
The CoCP is linked from the project website and appears to be being followed. The LEMPs are
publicly available via the project website (indirectly, through the register of requirements). The
public register of requirements is available via a link from the project website and contains a fairly
user-friendly overview of the discharge of each requirement, with numerous associated documents
linked from the overview register and that are helpfully publicly available.4
The documents from the Secretary of State confirming the discharge of requirements do make
reference to consultation summary documents being submitted, so there does appear to be
compliance albeit that the specific consultation report documents are not available, although this
might have been helpful.
Both the register of requirements and project website reference the various forums but the register
of requirements claims dates of the meetings of these forums are available on the project website
but they do not appear to be. Evidence from the interviews and focus groups does, however, show
these have been taking place. The register of requirements also contains an interesting document
from the Design Council, demonstrating that the design review process on detailed design has
happened.5 This makes reference to the Design Council’s recommendation that a ‘people focussed
approach to detailed design’ is taken and mentions work with stakeholders and communities to
attempt to ensure that the scheme, as far is practicable, meets their needs and gives the example of
provision for non-motorised users on local roads (page 8).
Interviews and focus group
The promoter
Highways England have a strategic stakeholder manager who has been there since pre-application,
who was present at much of the Examination and is now still involved post-consent, dealing with
4
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local authorities. There are also three stakeholder managers for landowners, local businesses and
the public. Parish Councils are shared between all four team members. It was felt that it’s important
to have a recognised name and face that people can relate to rather than an anonymous
organisation. It was also felt that stakeholders like continuity and the ability to deal with the same
person repeatedly, who then gets to know people like the local farmers and landowners.
There is also a member of staff from the comms team who is responsible for the website, social
media and the newsletter full time, whilst another staff member does stakeholder liaison with road
users, particularly around information and traffic management.
The promoter’s staff felt that the DCO process was better than that used for the old Highways Act in
terms of the set timeframe and that an examination would not drift on for years in the same way as
a public inquiry. There was some feeling, however, that at the examination more detailed designs
than the outline designs that were being presented for the A14 would have been preferred. The
approach used, in submitting less detailed designs, reflected the rush to get consent through the
DCO as there were financial pressures to implement the project. After the consent was issued, there
was apparently a Ministerial push to get on and build the project which then meant a rush to
prepare the detailed design, get requirements discharged and then get on site.
The perception was that from pre- to post-consent, local communities remain interested in what’s
happening. People notice things and specifically want to know what Highways England and their
contractors are doing. The level of engagement has remained steady from pre- to post-consent and
it was felt to be important that engagement did not drop-off once consent was achieved. The focus
of that engagement has, however, shifted. Early engagement was very much about the benefits of
the scheme, why it was being done, and explaining the process. Later engagement has been more
about what’s going to happen (now the project definitely is being implemented) and how people will
be impacted.
A range of engagement tools are used. There is a 3.5 ton van which acts as a mobile visitor centre
and is taken to community events, festivals, supermarkets, schools and colleges and people can
invite it to their event. There has been increasing use of social media as the project has progressed.
There are 10,000 people who follow the Facebook page and 3,500 who follow the project’s twitter
account. Social media has even been used to engage football fans who might only use the road twice
per year as they follow their (not locally based) teams. The project progress pictures and time lapse
videos seem to have been particular popular, so for example people can see why there’s been a full
road closure and what’s been achieved over that period. There has also been some element of selfpolicing on social media as many locals strongly support the project.
Despite the success of the online and social media presence, there is, however, a recognition that
some people (often older people) still prefer face-to-face meetings and there are newsletters as well
as attendance at Parish Council meetings. These seem to reach a different audience from other
channels. Flexibility in communication channels allows people’s different preferences to be
accommodated. An annual communications survey allows feedback on the channels used and the
type of information shared.
There is a strategic stakeholder forum, although the frequency of meetings has reduced postconsent (at request of the strategic stakeholders). The scheme is split into three geographical
sections for Parish forums, and relevant Parish Councils in each section are brought together every
two months. Post-consent they’ve been updated on progress with the detailed design, the contents
of the CoCP / CEMP / LEMP, and construction progress. This seemed to have worked well, although
it was noticeable that different Parish Councils appear to want a different amount of information.
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Parish Councils have also been able to bid for community funds and the project has donated excess
materials, for example to help improve local footpaths, paved a church access road and assisted a
school playground and animal shelter. People are increasingly interested in how the scheme can
help the community and over time that has become a greater focus of attention than the design.
In terms of closure information, it seems that people want to know what’s happening in about the
next three months so they can plan around closures. Timing is vital though, as people forget if told
too early, but do want some notice. It seems people like to be warmed-up a few months before and
then have confirmed full details 2 weeks before a big closure. It is also noticeable that people are
often interested in their local area but not the whole project as locals often don’t do the whole
journey. This is primarily online information. There is also signage on road gantries 11 days before
any big closure. Weekly bulletins are emailed out to a large subscriber list.
There was some concern expressed that the national ‘Traffic England’ website is not very good at
giving information about road closures for this type of project so they have been trying locally to
make greater use of their own project specific website, but Highways England policy is to direct
people to the national website for traffic information.
The key issue of complaint with local communities has not been the road closures on the existing
A14, but rather what some HGVs (not construction related but general freight HGVs) do when there
is a road closure, as they tend to ignore the lengthy diversions and instead use unsuitable country
roads at night. National diversionary signage has been changed as a result of this project (there are
very long diversions, and people seem to prefer to follow a road number and direction than a
symbol). People can also report contractor traffic ignoring signage to the project that has met a
prompt response as the project are keen to be good neighbours given that construction will take 4
years.
It was felt that the local authorities support the scheme and have always understood this is a big
project in which people will notice construction, however once this impacts people’s daily lives (for
example road closures or night time working noise) then there can be local discontent. Local
authorities are concerned when councillors receive complaints, which they then pass on to Highways
England for a response. In this sense, the local authorities often act as a post-box for local concerns
and complaints and hence regular liaison between them and Highways England is important.
The requirements for air quality monitoring stations came from the Examination, where local
authorities pushed for their inclusion. They needed to be operational six weeks before construction
started but were going to be put on third-party land, which required negotiations, and there are still
ongoing issues around this, as unexpected hurdles kept emerging. This is an issue that has had an
impact post-consent.
In terms of the detailed design, our promoter interviewees felt that local communities have not
been offered much choice on the whole scheme but there was some input on things like fences and
private access, which was incorporated. In that sense, requirement 3 on detailed design has more
been about Highways England giving information about the detailed design as it progressed. This
informational consultation has apparently not been onerous and was good practice, helping build
better relations locally.
The CoCP was discussed at Parish Forums and put on the project website, making it available
publicly, and there have not been many questions about it since. The requirements to consult on,
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and make a public register, for the discharge of requirements have also been complied with and
were not overly onerous.
There is the Highways England 24/7 contact centre but the project’s own contact number is office
hours only with a voicemail outside this. Similarly people might leave messages on Facebook over
the weekend but these would not be picked-up by the project communications team until Monday
morning. Nevertheless, there was a feeling that the reputational risk for Highways England is taken
seriously. Contractors seem to want to get in and out as quickly as possible, and some are better at
PR and engagement than others. It was recognised that everyone needs to see good
communications as part of their job.
The A14 is the biggest project undertaken by Highways England and there is a challenge to get the
whole organisation to understand what is needed, but the project team are trying to get information
proactively and learn lessons. There was a feeling this project has actually pushed Highways England
practice and expanded views about the range of communications channels that can and should be
used.
On the promoter’s side, the key lessons from this NSIP around post-consent engagement have been:
- Have staff continuity around engagement
- Try to have local staff who know and care about the local area, allowing them to better
understand the place and its communities and can build a rapport with them
- No project will always get it right (there was an early issue with the accidental removal of
the Cambridge Crematorium bus stop), but in such cases it is best to be open, admit
mistakes and learn from them
- It’s important to be up front about what you know at the time, even if this involves
transparency that you do not yet have the full picture
Local authorities
The county council are the highways authority and have a county traffic control room. They liaise
directly with the A14 project team on traffic management and participate in the monthly traffic
management forum (also involving the police) as well regular direct contact and having a member of
staff who spends a day a week at the project offices. This is seen as important as the project involves
a lot of road closures which impact heavily on the county road network. There’s a need to avoid A14
project closures coinciding with those for other works and to inadvertently cut off any areas given
the limited road network in the rural areas locally.
There was a feeling that there was a good working relationship between the county and the
promoter’s project team, with staff continuity helping with consistency of engagement. The
structure provided by a regular monthly forum is felt to be helpful. The county council were engaged
on the traffic management side about some detailed design issues, for example relating to traffic
signals. There is also the over-arching strategic stakeholder forum where key frustrations postconsent have been around air quality issues. This meets less frequently and, it was suggested, this
might be because of a lack of staff at Highways England for multiple meeting levels.
An important concern during construction is about people, particularly HGV drivers, not following
advertised diversionary routes (impacting both villages but also city roads in Cambridge). The county
council has tried to work with Highways England to improve signage (which has received a proactive
response) but other measures are hard to implement, for example the police do not have resources
to help enforce this.
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There are also complaints about noise from night closures where construction works are close to
villages, like Hilton. This is difficult as the County Council want to ensure the best traffic
management (and the impacts from day time closures would be too great) but the District Councils
are responsible for noise management from an Environmental Health perspective.
In general, complaints tend not to come to the Country Council but go to the A14 project team
directly and sometimes to district councils. There have been some FOI requests about how
diversionary routes were agreed and on the decision-making around night-time versus day-time
works. County Councillors are keen to have regular updates in relation to the project.
The complaints that they are aware of are usually about the fact there is a closure at all, rather than
a lack of information about closures. Highways England were felt to have been good in terms of
communications around closures. There have been some concerns raised about the impacts of
additional traffic on county roads during diversions (e.g. A1198) and due to construction traffic
in/out depots which are accessed from county roads. The officer interviewed was not sure a proper
‘before’ survey was done on these roads and really there should have been a before and after survey
with an agreement about meeting the costs of the additional maintenance required.
There are three district councils along the project route, including South Cambridgeshire District
Council (SCDC). SCDC have had a project officer working on the A14 improvement ever since 2002.
Other officers from environmental health and up the management chain have become involved
since 2015 with the approval of the LEMP and dealing with complaints and standards relating to
noise, vibration and air quality.
SCDC has received a large number of complaints since March 2018, when construction works in their
area really took off. An A14 action group was a feature of the local elections in May 2018, when
control of the council switched from the Conservative to the Liberal Democrat party. The complaints
relate to those elements of the project near residents, rather than the construction in the open
countryside.
SCDC found dealing with the discharge of requirements quite challenging, as a forward programme
of work from Highways England was not forthcoming, and hence they could not plan workloads.
Requests apparently often landed on their desks without warning, for example of landscaping, and it
was then hard to resource accordingly. There was a feeling there wasn’t a ‘sharing culture’ between
Highways England and the local authorities, even though they are supporters of the project.
There is no Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) in place between Highways England and SCDC,
and apparently they refused to enter into one as ‘they’re a public body delivering highways projects
in the public interest’, yet the project has been a real drain on council resources that has been more
than anticipated. They did not predict how demanding it would be dealing with local community
concerns and complaints, in particular. In addition to resources, a PPA gives governance with
structured senior level contact, which would have been very helpful here.
SCDC has direct responsibilities to give consents for the construction works under Section 61 of the
Control of Pollution Act 1974 (Environmental Health), but again this has placed a big resource
demand on the council (and neighbouring Huntingdonshire district council). Issues like statutory
nuisance and noise monitoring (particularly out-of-hours noise monitoring) are significant for a
project of this scale, and the district has had to use a consultant to assist them.
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There was some feeling engagement with the various forums (economic, landowner, Parish) has
been less full and structured post-consent compared with pre-consent. Apparently, Highways
England did not send prior notification letters to warn neighbours of the commencement of
construction works and got off on a bad footing with local communities. The district council feels it
has had to act as a mediator at times, even though most local people actually support the scheme
(just not how it is being delivered). The council hosts a monthly community engagement meeting,
with Highways England in attendance. There are also working groups on noise, air quality and legacy
landscaping but it has sometimes felt that the first two have descended into shouting matches,
albeit there is a view that the legacy landscaping group having made a real difference.
It was considered that Highways England were good at putting information out, doing things like
road shows, but much less good at responding to issues when they arose and being able to make
changes to react to complaints.
In terms of complaints, noise from night-time construction works has been a top issue, alongside air
quality and vibration. As Environmental Health issues, these fall within the district council’s area of
responsibility. It was recognised that as a linear project with machinery moving around a lot, it is
harder to mitigate than a static work site (where you might have a limited number of sources and
receptors and put a noise fence up). The timing of these night time works can make a real difference
to people’s lives (e.g. students during GCSE and A-level exams) yet were not clearly explained ahead
of works commencing.
There was an impression amongst SCDC officers that Highways England was struggling to deal with
the level of complaints that had been received (a handful each day). Responding to these through
website updates seemed to have been challenging and there have been difficulties putting in place a
process to try and ensure there was not duplication between Highways England and local authorities
in responding to complaints (for example a log showing complaints received and what is being done
in response). This was promised by Highways England but not yet implemented at the time of the
interview due to resource constraints. The district council has actually set-up its own web page to
give local communities additional information and its role in relation to the project
(https://www.scambs.gov.uk/community-development/transport/a14-cambridge-to-huntingdonimprovement-scheme/).
A big issue was apparently that the public expect they can telephone someone in the middle of the
night if construction works are taking place and have someone respond to their complaint there and
then. This is normal practice on a large town and country planning consented development (details
of the contractor contact who will know what is going on right there, right now) but was not
provided for by Highways England in a way that the district council would expect on any other major
development site. More recently, a night time direct contact number was provided (although this is
on the district council website but not the Highways England one). The council also reported that
Highways England would not go for the ‘considerate contractors’ status for the project, which
includes set engagement with communities and local authorities.
Apparently, there have been some difficulties around certain pre-commencement requirements
(particularly related to the removal of trees) and the requirements relating to night time working
and air quality monitoring. There have also been issues around mitigation measures such as triple
glazing, with difficulties associated with the noise assessments in some locations and the
complexities of the rules around this. These issues are felt to have led to a decline in trust locally in
the promoter.
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Other areas of concern are about the impact of road closures and diversions, for example HGVs
taking non-official diversions down unsuitable village and country roads (although the council
officers recognised the difficulties dealing with this). More generally, any road closures can lead to
long delays on the local road network as there are so few diversionary routes possible (given the
geography of the Fens). In one early case, there was apparently traffic chaos at Bar Hill due to
inadequate temporary traffic light sequencing but the contractors responsible did not seem
interested or engaged in responding to the concerns raised.
On the detailed design, it was felt that this was essentially just sent around on a shared site and the
council officers told to look at it rather than being more actively engaged. Those we interviewed
from SCDC did not have much sense of what happened in response to the feedback given.
On documentation availability, SCDC officers themselves found the numerous versions of documents
on the PINS website could make it hard to find the correct version in use. It was acknowledged the
LEMP is available online via the Highways England website, but apparently it often cross-references
the CEMP yet this is not available, as contractors say it contains confidential information. The district
council have received numerous FOI requests in relation to the DCO requirements and their
discharge.
Within SCDC, local councillors have been very engaged and at one point were having weekly
meetings with officers to get updates. There is a desire from the council for more transparency
around the project. The post-May 2018 administration is apparently much more concerned with air
quality than the previous administration. The project is still supported by the council, but now within
a policy context that is seeking zero carbon by 2050 and air quality improvements in the district.
There was recognition that Highways England have done lots of good work on legacy and have
undertaken additional landscaping to mitigate noise and air quality issues. The civil engineering
information on detailed design, through models and virtual ‘flyovers’, have been good and the
district council officers felt there has been great work around archaeology too.
There is a general concern at the council that the Oxford to Cambridge arc will bring lots more big
infrastructure projects, and these need to be managed effectively as they are implemented. The
council are therefore keen that lessons from this project are learned.
The key lessons from the perspective of the district council in relation to post-consent engagement
on the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Project are:
- There needs to be consistency between what is promised pre-consent and what happens
post-consent and accountability around this
- Promoters need to be responsive to the local community
- Promoters should work closely with local authorities, who have knowledge of local
communities and expertise around community work on big development projects, and see
the local authority as a partner
- A narrative is needed to bring the community with you, including a realistic timetable and
sense of construction impacts
- A PPA with a local authority might help them resource the intensive work needed as an NSIP
is implemented, but also contain useful senior oversight governance arrangements
- An effective complaints procedure needs to be specified in a CoCP and to involve proper
engagement by contractors. Complaints actually need to be responded to so they do not
spiral into more negative frustrations
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Local communities
We held our own focus group with Parish Council representatives from the length of the project in
January 2019 as a way of gaining a sense of the community perspective. This was well attended.
There was general support for the project, with some wishing it had been built 20 years before, and
it was noted that the current A14 is at complete capacity so even a very minor accident leads to
chaos.
It was felt by several attendees that the DCO process felt like a rubber stamp, with the argument
that the project is for the greater good overriding any concerns about local impacts. There had been
legal action by the Offords A14 Action group over the routing decision. There were some unresolved
concerned regarding traffic modelling. However, there was also a suggestion that Brampton Parish
Council had been able to influence the design of the A1/A14 intersection and some Parish Councils
reported having had some useful engagement with the Highways England experts on air quality.
Post-consent, there were mixed views in relation to the detailed design process. In general, it was
felt that once the project had consent, it became harder to have an influence than it had been preconsent. The consultation events on detailed design were felt to have been more information-giving
than proper engagement, and there was a sense that the detailed design was done behind closed
doors rather than incorporating local knowledge and views. This is despite important elements, like
the design of the Great Ouse Viaduct, being done post-consent. In the early days, there was felt to
be a lack of detail on issues local communities really cared about and a minimalist approach to
mitigation was reported.
It was also reported some elements had changed, for example a promised footbridge not now being
built, without Parish Councils being told. Furthermore, the recent announcement that the scheme
was going for motorway status was a big surprise to many attendees at the focus group and led to
further questions about the detail of signage, lighting and whether there would be any impacts on
layout from this change in road status.
In terms of the project’s construction phase, a range of adverse impacts were reported by various
attendees at the focus group. Thing apparently started badly with the destruction of trees being far
greater than many people were expecting. The impacts of construction were generally felt to be
worse than had been expected, and there could have been more transparency on how disruptive
things would be. Some specific concerns in relation to drainage issues and land prices were raised.
There were particular concerns about traffic impacts, with HGV drivers diverting on unsuitable roads
through villages like Swavesey, Hemingford Grey and Fen Drayton, and a lack of ability for the police
to assist (although improved signage seemed to have helped a bit). Very long diversions are not
popular, hence people taking alternative routes. A reported increase in rat-running has seen 6,500
vehicles daily through villages like Boxworth compared to 800 before works started. On occasion
A14 closures have coincided with other closures in the area, which has caused issues. There were
also concerns around impacts from this project on country roads.
That said, it was felt that in general the CoCP is adhered to, and working hours specified are
followed. New road surfaces were felt to have reduced traffic noise. Announcing and explaining
night working to local communities had apparently improved recently. Mud is cleared off roads as
promised. In general, there was some feeling that it was easy to forget long-term project benefits
when suffering shorter-term construction impacts, and greater early transparency about this would
have helped.
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There was some concern about the accessibility of contractors on this project in relation to
complaints, and the issue of who you could complain to immediately when something is happening
during construction (for example a contractor removing trees when they perhaps shouldn’t be). It
was felt that people would rather direct such complaints directly to Highways England and their
contractors rather than having to go through the district council. The approach of Highways England
to engagement was felt to be one where information was given rather than a collaborative approach
to problem solving. One attendee described it as a ‘brickwall-like approach to communication’. The
fact you could only talk to Highways England, and never to their contractors, was a cause of some
concern.
The liaison officers from the project were, however, felt to be good and had made a real effort to
communicate with the Parish Councils and keep them informed. Having a directly contactable,
named and known liaison person was appreciated. These liaison officers come to events and Parish
Council meetings, which is helpful. The closure information was initially felt to have been quite poor
but had recently improved. The road shows and mobile visitor centre had been popular. The
dedicated website was felt to have become better as the project has progressed, and there has been
the offer of things like coach trips to the construction sites. People like signage explaining what’s
going on (e.g. this is an archaeological dig).
The scheme was reported to be having some positive legacy and cited, for example, the donation of
speed enforcement monitors to one Parish Council and the legacy fund supporting some new paths
and pavements. There had apparently been some tree planting already, although this had not been
well promoted. It was suggested that there was some inconsistency in the distribution of legacy
funds.
More generally, there are apparently unresolved questions about what local traffic movement
around Brampton / Huntingdon is like once the old A14 viaduct goes. This is not a Highways England
responsibility, but is clearly an impact from this project and causes local concern. There is also
concern about a lack of joined-up approach between the A14 and other large development
proposals, for example thousands of new houses in developments like Northstowe. Will the legacy
road be sufficient for the predominance of car based commuters in this area? How much
coordination is there between this NSIP and other significant development and infrastructure
projects proposed in the area?
Overall, it was felt that Highways England liaison with Parish Councils post-consent had been
reasonable in terms of making an effort to keep them informed and having dedicated contact
channels through project liaison officers. There were, however, some concerns about elements of
the detailed design process and management of construction impacts.

Conclusions on the A14 Improvement Project
The A14 project DCO requirements make commitments to consult on the detailed design stage, to
publish the CoCP and LEMP, to consult on the discharge of requirements and have a public register
of these. These requirements appear to have been complied with. There has been proactive work to
engage Parish Councils and other local stakeholders, and the project website contains useful
information relating to the discharge of requirements. The work of the project’s stakeholder liaison
officers has generally been appreciated; particularly the consistency there has been in some staff
from pre- to post-consent. A proactive approach to giving information about the project at events
has helped, and social media has been used effectively. The project’s website has apparently
developed and road closure information has become better as construction has continued.
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There have, however, been some concerns that the approach to ‘consultation’ is more a ‘decide and
defend’ type approach where information is given and comments allowed but then not much
happens in response. A potentially slightly rushed detailed design stage appears not to have had
much scope to really incorporate feedback from local communities, authorities and other
stakeholders so not making for meaningful engagement.
There have also been particular concerns about the transparency of the impacts of construction
processes, and the complaints procedures in relation to them. There have been issues as to who can
be contacted who knows what’s happening on site there and then (particularly at weekends and
evenings). There appears to have been a lack of joined-up working with local authorities which is
particularly important given their role in relation to Environmental Health, and there has been little
apparent consideration of the resource implications on local authorities from a project of this scale.
Improvements in these areas could help smooth the implementation of a project that in theory is
widely supported locally.
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Case Study 2: Progress Power Station (Progress Power Limited, now owned
by Drax)
Context
Progress Power is a proposed simple cycle gas turbine power station with a nominal generating
capacity of up to 299 MW, to be built on the former World War II airfield at Eye in Suffolk. The
project includes a power peaking plant on the former airfield (which is now due to incorporate a
single gas turbine generator with a single exhaust flue stack), a new electrical connection cable to a
new substation and a new gas pipeline.
The application was accepted for examination on 25 April 2014 and consent was granted by the
Secretary of State on 23 July 2015. The current owner of Progress Power is Drax Group, who
purchased the consent from the original promoters (Stag Energy). Figure 2, below, illustrates the
location of the project.

Figure 2: Progress Power station location map in Suffolk (Source: Progress Power6 - NB: the locally
controversial sub-station is not shown on this map, but lies to the west of the A140 from the Eye
Airfield)

6

http://www.progresspower.co.uk/
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Pre-consent engagement
The consultation report for Progress Power Limited (PPL) committed to longer term engagement
with stakeholders. The consultation report made several commitments into the DCO, delivery and
operational elements of the project. These included meeting concerns of PIL for landscape
mitigation through an Outline Landscape Mitigation Strategy and Outline Landscaping Plans in the
context of the local authority’s design principles that also had to be agreed with the local authority
before construction. There were also landowner concerns about access to the electrical connection
compound but the promoter, while addressing these, did not include them within the DCO.
In recognising concerns for landowners during construction, the promoters indicated that they
would be adopting a CEMP and a Construction Management Traffic Plan that would be included
within the DCO. There was also a commitment to engage with stakeholders, local authorities and
local communities as the project progressed, including issues for access to the Electrical Connection
Compound and a landscape strategy to screen its components. There was also commitment by the
promoters to continued engagement with the local community and key stakeholders following
submission of the DCO Application, as well as throughout the construction, operational and
decommissioning phases should a DCO be granted. There was also a stated intention to agree
protective provisions with National Grid in the DCO.
There were commitments to achieving good design in the project, the use of environmental
standards and the use of the best available technology as suggested by a Statutory Consultee. The
consultation report referred to the design standards included within the Design and Access
statement.
The community was particularly concerned about the potential of the project to bring jobs to the
area both in construction and during the operational phases of the project. The promoter pointed
out that the project would also bring a considerable addition to business rates and expected benefits
to local business.
The consultation report also mentioned the discussions that were underway with the local
authorities at the time for a Section 106 Agreement for a community fund and the draft set of heads
of terms for the proposed section 106 Agreement was mentioned as being available. The proposed
areas of mitigation that were to be covered by the section 106 Agreement are: 1. To undertake
agreed measures for socio-economic and educational improvements within the vicinity of the
Proposed Development. 2. To assist with enhancing and/or improving connectivity between the
Proposed Development and Eye. 3. To assist with enhancing and/or improving landscape and visual
amenity within the Amenity Area.
There were a range of issues in relation to the construction phase including regard to be made to
underground assets, lighting, traffic, safety, habitats and human health. There were considerable
concerns expressed about maintaining access for landowners during construction and these were
specifically addressed in the consultation report, but it was stated would not form part of the DCO.
The consultation report also mentioned community concern about the design of the project and
whether the extent of detail provided in the pre-acceptance consultation was adequate for
stakeholders, PIL and the community to comment on the proposal project. This was particularly in
relation to the proposed number of stacks in the completed project. The promoter’s response was
based within Not Environmentally Worse Than (NEWT) arguments. However, the commitment to the
quality of the final design were included in the design and access statement. As part of the
embedded design mitigation, the promoters stated that the defined land take had been minimised
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wherever possible and the Gas Connection and Electrical Connection have been designed the follow
field boundaries as much as possible to reduce the loss and severance of agricultural land. The DCO
Application seeks consent for between 1 – 5 stacks, depending on final technology choice.
There were also several community issues related to the scheme once in operation including lighting
and access mentioned in the consultation report. The promoters made a commitment to adopt
lighting design principles for the project in operation. For access, the DCO included a permanent
access to the project once in operation to allow for vehicles to access the site for maintenance and
in any emergency.

Post-consent consultation commitments
As is usual, many requirements require direct engagement with the local authority and some other
statutory consultees, like Natural England, in connection with their discharge. Unlike the A14, there
are no explicit requirements around consultation on discharging requirements or for a public
register in relation to this. There is, however, within requirement 11 on a ‘Construction Environment
Management Plan’, the following:
11.—(1) No part of the authorised development shall be commenced until a construction
environment management plan covering that numbered work has been submitted to and approved
by the relevant planning authority, in consultation with the Environment Agency. The final construction
environment management plan must be in accordance with the outline construction
environment management plan and must include the following—
(a) complaints procedures;
(b) provision for setting up a Community Liaison Group;
The final, approved version of the CEMP is not available via the project website or PINS website. The
outline draft submitted at Examination is, however.7 This document, authored by Parsons
Brinckerhoff in December 2014 notes that the final CEMP will need to consider complaints
procedures (page 11). A section on public relations notes that ‘steps will be taken to make the public
aware of the activities on site and the available lines of communication with PPL’ including the
establishment of a Community Liaison Group, neighbour notification of construction works, that ‘A
telephone number for environmental complaints will be published local to the site. The site safety,
health and environment (SHE) officer will be responsible for dealing with any complaints and will
have the appropriate authority to resolve any issues that may occur. The SHE and Site Managers out
of office contact details will be available at all times’ and that this SHE will maintain close liaison with
the local authority environmental health officers (pager 16).
The final version of the CEMP was written by Peter Brett Associates in August 2018, approved by
Mid Suffolk district council and is available by searching their planning application database for the
‘discharge of conditions’ related to Progress Power.8 This document has a section on ‘complaints
procedure’ which notes that ‘complaints will be possible via telephone or in written form (webbased… Both the telephone voicemail and website will be checked at least 3 times per day for any
complaints received’ (page 14) and places key responsibilities on the owner and contractor site
managers. A commitment is made that ‘the complaint log can be discussed during Community
Liaison Group meetings, if considered appropriate, so that the local authorities are assured that any
7

http://www.progresspower.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/PPL-Outline-Construction-EnvrionmentalManagement-Plan.pdf
8
https://planning.baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk/onlineapplications/files/CFE7D1D0C180B7411B8002EA2AF3016E/DC_18_02693CONSTRUCTION_ENVIRONMENT_MANAGEMENT_PLAN-7053644.PDF

18.

such complaints are being taken seriously and addressed’ and ‘the complaint log can be made
available for inspection by the local authority at any time, should it be requested’ (page 15).
The next section of the CEMP deals with the Community Liaison Group and notes that ‘the Owner
will pay particular attention to managing the relationship with local residents that may be affected
by noise or other amenity aspects caused by the construction works’ (page 15). The CLG is specified
to include local community membership, with several listed organisations (including Parish Councils)
as well as the district and county councils.
The CEMP notes that:
‘The Community Liaison Group will be a mechanism by which the occurrence of any
construction-related issues arising to date can be reviewed and comments fed back to the
relevant EPC Contractor and Owner to take into account for future construction activity’
(page 16)
Close liaison with local authority Environmental Health Officers is also committed to.
Finally, the issue of a design review process (particularly in relation to the sub-station) arose during
the research for this case study. There is nothing specific in the requirements section about this;
however, from the Examining Authority Report it is clear that during the examination there was
concern from local authorities and the local community about the adequacy of the submitted Design
and Access Statement.9 As a result of this, a new design principles statement was submitted by the
promoter and accepted by the local authorities via a Statement of Common Ground. This talks about
commitments that in discharging the requirements relating to detailed design, the promoter would
guarantee a process of community involvement and consultation and a formal Design Review.10 The
accepted design principles statement is itself secured under Requirement 3 of the DCO, so securing
the commitment to further engagement.

Compliance with these agreements
Desk research
The project has a dedicated website (http://www.progresspower.co.uk/) which includes general
information about the project, commitments to a Community Benefit Fund and a commitment that a
proactive approach will be taken to supporting local businesses during the 30 month construction
phase (which will apparently need about 150 staff).
There are some updated under the ‘news’ section on the website from 2013 to 2018, but nothing
since February 2018 (when it was announced there had not been success in the capacity auction).
The project has not formally started construction yet, so there is no expectation for the Community
Liaison Group to have been instigated. There is, however, documentation on the project website
showing that a design workshop relating to the sub-station was held with the local community in
January 2018. There have also been community information / update events held in July 2017,
October 2017 and January 2019, and details of these are on the website.

9

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010060/EN010060001045Examining%20Authority's%20Report%20of%20Findings%20and%20Conclusions%20for%20the%20Progress%2
0Power%20Station%20project,%20dated%2024%20April%202015.pdf
10
http://www.progresspower.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/PPL-Design-Principles-Document1-1.pdf
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The project website contains a document outlining the expected timetable for discharge of precommencement requirements. The actual documentation and results of these requests to discharge
requirements are not available via the project website, but can be found on the Mid Suffolk District
Council’s planning database, as can details of some recent Town & Country Planning Applications for
associated development to support implementation of this nationally significant infrastructure
project.
Interviews and community information event
The promoter
This scheme is one on several schemes that are being located on a former airfield, and although the
power station on the airfield itself does not seem to have caused great concern, the combination of
several industrial schemes and proposed new housing together do cause some concern in the
community. In relation to this particular NSIP, there has been more difficulty with the sub-station in
open countryside than with the main power station, and the landscape impact of this. There have
also been concerns relating to ecology and hedgerow removal and the relationship between things
like the temporary access road and field boundaries.
The promoter has almost identical NSIPs for gas turbine power stations through this Progress Power
scheme but also at Hirwaun in South Wales. However, there have been more difficulties around the
Suffolk site than the Welsh one (which is entirely on a brownfield site, in an industrial location). This
shows the importance of the particular local geography and context to schemes. There was some
recognition that the consultation process could have been improved in the earlier parts of the
process up to obtaining the DCO, and a feeling levels of trust were low.
Following the change of promoters there had been a concerted effort to try and have better
relations with local communities and stakeholders. Improved relationships were felt to be a priority
given the length of time required to deliver the project, and because the current promoter would be
the operator of any completed power station. This included running informational events and trying
to engage the five different Parish Councils in the area, landowners and those who would be
involved / affected by the archaeological works. It was noted that different local groups and
individuals are often interconnected and share information. There was a feeling that relations with
landowners and parish councils had improved over the last year.
Following the informational events, community workshops were then held as part of the design
review process. In doing these, there was awareness of expert / lay differences in judging design
and that there were certain constraints that the sub-station design would have to work within.
Nevertheless, there was a feeling that the workshops had gone well and added vital transparency to
the detailed design process.
The detail design requirement has now been discharged, but the programme of informational events
will continue, with presentations put onto the project website. Informational emails are also sent
round updating stakeholders on project updates. The Community Liaison Group (under the CEMP
requirement) will only start to meet six weeks before construction starts, but the membership and
terms of reference have been agreed.
Local councillors would be involved in the Community Liaison Group and have been invited to the
information events and workshops. It was felt important to engage them and seek good relations
given that planning applications have been submitted to vary some proposed associated
development, including hedgerow removal.
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Relations were apparently initially also slightly difficult with the local authorities, but have improved,
with regular in-person meetings as well as email and telephone exchanges over the requirements.
There has been a process of checking things before formally submitting them for discharge, with a
nominated point of contact in the district council planning department who has been a source of
much useful advice on how best to approach issues and ensuring coordination with other specialist
officers and councillors.
The county and district councils were both at the design review workshops and community
information events. The community benefit fund is managed through the district council and there is
a Section 106 agreement with Mid-Suffolk district council making various commitments as to how
the promoter will work with them, but no Planning Performance Agreement. The local authorities
have also been supportive where Requirement 22 has been utilised to make some minor
amendments, for example changing engineering diagrams to fit national grid codes.
The promoter felt that post-consent engagement is important, including some elements where there
was a real opportunity for community input (for example the design workshops) and others which
hare more about informational updates. The promoter has exceeded the post-consent engagement
requirements in order to try and address community fears, build better relations and achieve what is
best for the project. It was felt, however, that there must be some honesty, realism and care taken
to avoid over-committing in a way that the promoter might not be able to fulfil. A proper
communications strategy for the discharge of requirements is vital as people want information and
transparency and an absence of this can lead to unhelpful speculation.
Local authorities
Suffolk County Council has been involved in several NSIP schemes and has therefore been able to
build up some experience and expertise. Officers welcome the opportunity to engage early with
schemes through the NSIP regime’s pre-application requirements, and in this case were able to
agree much before examination such as draft CEMPs. However, several issues were left unresolved
pre-application, particularly around the sub-station.
Although quite a small NSIP, the project was very controversial locally. There were key issues
around amenity related issues such as construction transport management and access, noise and
dust, around historic field boundaries and landscape issues with the sub-station. Although it is
understandable, from the perspective of the County Council, that promoters and their contractors
will need some commercial space to implement schemes post-consent, going for the worst case
scenarios and utilisation of the Rochdale Envelope can apparently make it harder for communities to
understand the true impact of the final scheme. It was stated that this makes it more vital to give
assurances about engagement post-consent and transparency about the way the promoter will seek
to minimize and mitigate things post-consent so the worst case will not happen.
There was some feeling that the initial engagement of communities and stakeholders by the
previous promoter was poor. They may have been more focussed on getting the DCO and then
selling on the consent rather than having a long-term interest in the scheme’s delivery and a longerterm relationship with the community. The difficulties with community consultation at the outset
relate to the scheme promoter’s expectation of a fixed term engagement with the project. For other
schemes in the County Council’s experience, such as offshore energy scheme, there is an
expectation of a long-term relationship between scheme and local people.
The result was that the Parish Councils, in particular, became well organised. Some issues became
difficult at the examination, and the local authorities pushed requirements to engage the community
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on detailed design and to have a Community Liaison Group during construction. Securing these
clearly in the requirements was felt to be essential to give confidence.
The County Council officer also felt that regardless of the change of promoter, the change over from
an application team to a delivery team can often present challenges in NSIPs, with the risk of gaps in
knowledge emerging. This can make it harder to make the requirements work, as the reason for
certain commitments is not always fully understood. The team getting the consent just focus on the
DCO, not what will come afterwards.
The change in promoter to Drax has apparently resulted in hard work to re-engage the local
community. Certainty over design of the sub-station has been an important issue. There had
apparently been three workshops with Parish Councils, the Design Council (CABE), promoter (Drax)
and local authorities on the detailed design. These were felt to have been effective, and despite
some initial difficulties the end result was rebuilding some confidence with local communities.
Although the CABE panel were slightly constrained by what’s in the DCO, some real choice was
given, for example between some different sub-station building designs and colours. This process
should pave the way to easier implementation.
The County Council officer felt that a local authority is at the centre of a community in the way that
other statutory consultees are not. People will often contact the local planning department if not
happy with something, even if the project is an NSIP and local authorities need to be at the centre of
the implementation of such projects. There seems to be a growing awareness of this from the
promoters, with local councillors and Parish Councils given early sight of the proposed Town and
Country Planning Applications being submitted for this project, and increasing thought as to how to
present information and the concerns of local democracy and politics. There had apparently been
issues with a lack of information given out about pre-commencement works (like hedgerow
removal) and it is important to ensure people are informed and aware of such things.
For local authorities and other statutory consultees, the promoter is dealing with other professionals
and these engagements can often be easier, in the view of the County Council officer, than when
dealing with the community. For communities, it was felt that there needs to be careful
management of engagement throughout the process, ensuring expectations are not unduly raised
pre-application by those focussed on consent rather than delivery, and thinking about the end point
of the operational phase (for the community, everything matters from proposal, through consent
and construction to the operational phase).
More ‘in principle’ commitments about engagement through the discharge of requirements
(especially on detailed design issues) can help manage the uncertainty generated by the Rochdale
envelope. Overall, there was a desire to see an improved process to move from the consenting
element of the NSIP into the delivery phase. There is another handover point to consider between
the construction and operation of the project. The local authority is there throughout the whole
process and as a consistent presence. The council can provide some continuity for the project and
the community and act as a liaison with parish councils. The community is also a consistent presence
and it is important to engage them fully early in the process and maintain this communication.
The district council has an area manager in the planning department who is effectively the single
point of contact for the promoter. Although it’s a small project in terms of NSIPs, for the district it is
a big project and feels similar to a 300 unit housing development. It has been of high concern to the
local community and local councillors. These concerns can include everything down to road junction
design and signage. The district council is also aware that Eye Airfield will see a new chicken
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processing plant and business park development and are keen to ensure that all these developments
(including Progress Power) work well together, for which local understanding is vital.
The requirements section of the DCO is generally considered to be clearly set out. However, there
have been some issues. It is not clear whether the water pipeline is covered in the DCO (needed to
supply firefighting water in case of incident at the gas fired power station) and so a planning
application is being prepared to cover it. The precise wording of elements of the DCO and
requirements can be a challenge. A planning application was prepared to cover the hedgerow
removal as, although this was possible via the DCO, the processes of discharging the requirements
meant that this would not be possible before bird nesting season (when it couldn’t be done, and a
long delay would then accrue). Similarly, timing between the requirements relating to ecology and
landscaping led to some issues around fencing.
Most of the requirements have now been discharged and there was a feeling that Drax, as a
promoter, had been very engaging with the district council (and perhaps better than some housing
developers can be on their planning conditions). The local authority have also been involved in a
non-material DCO amendment and some variations under requirement 22, which has been worked
through between district council, promoter, and other statutory consultees through joint meetings.
The district council has been working closely with the promoter on planning applications for a
different temporary access road route (for construction), for the water pipeline, and to reroute the
cable connecting the power station to the sub-station (as new contractor advice on drilling
techniques means it will be possible to put the cable under the old runway – a heritage asset –
without disturbing it, rather than having to go the longer way around). Local councillors are
interested in these applications.
There was an awareness of the key concerns with the local community being the landscape impacts
of the sub-station in open countryside near Yaxley (more so than the main power station on the Eye
airfield site, which is quite an enclosed industrial site). A key concern has been the views from Yaxley
and hence the design and colour of the sub-station. Local councillors have been concerned with the
design, but also hedgerow removal and fencing. The Parish Councils have been concerned with the
access road and its interaction with the former airfield’s heritage elements (where minor bits of local
knowledge come into play).
The hedgerow removal apparently caused a surprising amount of local issues, with the community
questioning why it was necessary, and some potential misunderstanding about the extent of works
(which was more cutting back than full removal). Drax were very helpful in giving further details to
explain what was happening, and this did reduce concerns. Making such the local community are
informed about works before a site notice appears is usually very helpful.
Overall, the district council officer felt that engagement post-consent has been good, with the
promoter helpfully giving out what seems the right amount of information and working to keep in
contact with the district and country council officers. It did apparently feel that a lot was left from
the examination phase to be decided post-consent so the local authority has been kept quite busy in
relation to the project. There is a Section 106 agreement which helps resource this work. Some areas
seem to have a lot of scope to change things post-consent but other requirements are more tightly
drawn. The council have to work with quite a lot of detail to understand why some things are set out
as they are in the DCO.
The design workshop was considered to have worked well. There was thought given to the
appearance of the sub-station in both summer and winter, and efforts to reach a consensus view
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amongst the 30 people who attended. Members of the public, statutory consultees and planners
were split into smaller groups and this well managed process helped rebuild trust with the local
community following the tensions over the hedgerow removal. A planning application has been used
to implement the chosen design of buildings and green and brown colour scheme. The appearance
of the sub-station has been a really big community concern since the pre-application phase so giving
different options and some local control really helped.
Some of the details relating to the CEMP were starting to come through to the district council at the
time of our interview, and there were local concerns around mud on roads. The amended access
road route seems better than the original proposal and should reduce impact on the A140 and
demonstrate the promoter has listened to local concerns. The council have approved the terms and
membership for the Community Liaison Group drafted by Drax, thinking about a previous windfarm
group as an exemplar.
It was felt that continuous engagement is important, so that local people’s knowledge and
awareness is developed bit-by-bit rather than having any big shocks. The community information
events seem to have dealt with most concerns and there have consequently not been too many
questions to the district council directly from the public about the requirements (although there
have been some queries from the Parish Council). It is important to ensure the right amount of
information in community engagement (so as to keep people informed but not overloaded), and
having face-to-face meetings as well as email and website updates helps. Having real people as
contacts at the promoter and their planning advisor (rather than anonymous organisations) seemed
to have gone a long way to build good relations post-consent around this project.
Local communities
We attended the community information event held in Eye in January 2019. This is attended by a
standing group (including county / district / parish councillors, land agents, the Suffolk Preservation
officer, members of the public, county and district officers, Drax staff and their planning consultant).
The January meeting was to update the group on progress discharging requirements, the town and
country planning applications, the position of the whole project vis-à-vis the capacity market
auction, and to take questions.
The meeting was well attended. Those present were advised that the pre-commencement works
were completed and the project was working through the requirements. The way that the timetable
works within the landscape and ecology plans restricting certain works to certain times of the year
was explained.
An explanation of the new horizontal drilling technique that deviates from the DCO work areas for
gas and cable lines was given, hence the planning application. Similarly, the existing water supply is
insufficient for firefighting needs hence the new water pipe needed via another planning application.
Reassurances were given that farmers had been engaged in discussions about these route
realignments.
The planning application for a new temporary works access to construct the sub-station was
explained, with justification of less impact on the A140, reduced need to clear trees and hedges and
better alignment to existing field boundaries. There was some discussion about the interaction of
this with the WWII aircraft dispersal zone hardstanding, and its national significance. There was also
discussion about the access road only being temporary and what would happen for ongoing
maintenance, which had apparently been raised during Examination (which meeting attendees
recalled). It was highlighted, however, that construction requires much bigger vehicles to access the
site than ongoing maintenance, as confirmed by National Grid, and hence the revised proposals.
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There was an explanation given at the meeting about the capacity market auction having been
suspended due to a European legal ruling, and the potential delays for the project. A ‘material start’
needs to have been made by August 2020 or the DCO expires. Again, members of the audience
recalled discussions from the Examination, where apparently it was suggested even without success
at the capacity market auction, the project could be implemented and the electricity generated just
sold. The meeting also discussed the Community Liaison Group.
There was a comment from an audience member that it was hard to keep track of commitments
made years ago (pre-application or during Examination), especially for under resourced Parish
Councils, and it was sometimes difficult to now understand why certain commitments were made
three or four years ago. Further, the PINS website has so many documents that looking through all
to see the commitments made was difficult and some sort of summary would help.
There was also question on whether DCOs appear on solicitor searches (in the way town and country
planning applications do) and potential implications for house buying. The meeting was generally
informative and respectfully conducted between all parties. It concluded with a note that there
were no further information meetings scheduled as yet but that the Progress Power team were
available open to communications directly in the meanwhile.

Conclusions on Progress Power
Progress Power made commitments for post-consent engagement on detailed design, with
community involvement and a design review process, and to have a Community Liaison Group
during construction. The Community Liaison Group is clearly specified in the DCO requirements
section but the design review process is less obviously secured: it came about as a result of a
commitment made in a Statement of Common Ground with the local authority during the
examination, which is then incorporated in the design principles statement which is agreed under
the DCO requirements as a certified document. This highlights the issue of the range of places
commitments can be made, and the difficulty keeping track of them was raised at the community
information event we attended. The issue of consistency pre- and post-consent in terms of
engagement and understanding of commitments was also raised.
Both of these post-consent engagement commitments differ from an originally identical DCO for
another power station at Hirwaun, in Wales, and reflect the degree of local concern around this
project. They have clearly been complied with. There was some perception that community
relations had initially been handled badly, but with a change of promoter and more proactive work
post-consent, things had improved. Allowing the community the chance to influence the sub-station
design seems to have gone a long way to improving relations and addressing key concerns. Regular
community information events (which are actually beyond the requirements and commitments for
post-consent engagement) also seem to have worked well during the long gap between consent and
implementation.
The important role of the local authorities in mediating between promoters, Parish Councils, local
community members and other stakeholders was apparent in this project. With place knowledge,
understanding of the interaction of different current and planned developments and awareness of
local politics, there is a key role for local authorities even in Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Projects. Indeed, the important role played by local authorities in helping projects move from
consent to implementation, not just through discharging requirements but also through things like
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town and country planning applications for associated development, was also noticeable. The
resourcing of their work post-consent thus remains an important consideration.
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Case Study 3: Thames Tideway Tunnel (Thames Water / Bazalgette Tunnel
Limited)
Context
Thames Tideway is a 25km tunnel under London (primarily following the River Thames), that aims to
enhance the existing (primarily Victorian) sewerage system and provide capture, storage and
conveyance of almost all the combined raw sewage and rainwater discharges – tens of millions
tonnes of which currently overflow directly into, and pollute, the River Thames every year.
The project is due for completion in 2024 and involves 24 construction sites from Acton in west
London to Beckton in east London. The original promoter was Thames Water and Bazalgette Tunnel
Ltd (trading as ‘Tideway’), a consortium, is now the licensed infrastructure provider set-up to
finance, build, maintain and operate the tunnel.
The application for Thames Tideway was accepted for examination on 27 March 2013 and
development consent was granted by the Secretaries of State on 12 September 2014. Construction
started in 2016 with primary works, and tunnelling commenced in 2018. The map below indicates
the project location.

Figure 3: The location of the Thames Tideway project within London (Source: Tideway11)

11

https://www.tideway.london/locations/
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Pre-consent engagement
As a linear project stretching across 14 local authorities, the Thames Tideway undertook its preacceptance consultation on a site by site basis and then these issues that were raised were themed
and grouped in the overarching consultation report. In the consultation report there were
commitments to further consultation and action beyond the DCO stage. As set out in the NIPA
Insights 2 project B report, the promoters committed to dealing with these pre-acceptance
consultation issues through the CoCP. Commitments on avoidance of damage to building during
construction including heritage assets all secured though the CoCP were also set out in the
consultation report. There is a commitment given for a Traffic Management Plan within the CoCP
and that all road freight operators will be members of the Fleet Operator Recognition Scheme
(FORS). There is a commitment to a construction communication plan which is contained within the
CoCP.
The consultation report also included a section on the place of CoCP in the application and its
structure. The project adopted a two-part CoCP. The consultation report stated:
‘Part A contains general requirements and has been produced to secure general agreement
across all 14 potentially directly affected local authorities. Part B is site specific and allows
changes to be recognised across the boroughs. This includes details on how working hours
are defined and allows for variance in the authority specific methods for dealing with s.
Drafts of Part A of the CoCP were made available as part of phase two consultation and
Section 48 publicity. Part B of the CoCP accompanied the application. As part of the
examination process, those with an interest in the project are able to make representations
on the document to the Planning Inspectorate.’
The consultation report also indicated that the CoCP was considered as one of several mechanisms
through which mitigation of the project would be secured.

Post-consent consultation commitments
The requirements section of the Thames Tideway DCO is different from every other consented DCO
(except Hinkley Point C) in that it is split into project wide and site-specific requirements. Overall, the
number of requirements is over four times that of any other DCO (except Hinkley), reflecting the
scale of this NSIP. These requirements require extensive engagement with local planning authorities,
statutory and other consultees for their discharge. Interestingly, however, none make explicit
commitments to further community engagement or consultation directly. There is, however, a
requirement for both a project wide and site-specific Codes of Construction Practice (CoCPs), which
do in turn make such commitments.
The project-wide CoCP is available from both the PINS website and also the project website and was
authored by Thames Water in March 2014.12 It notes that construction contractors will make CEMPs,
which will need to comply with the CoCP and have specified sections including community liaison.
Copies of these CEMPs do not appear to be available publicly. The CoCP, however, makes high level
commitments that these CEMPs will consider community liaison, amongst other matters.
The CoCP notes that ‘When there are impacts from construction that cannot be mitigated at source,
the Non statutory off-site mitigation and compensation policy is available to address the residual
effects’ (page 8). It then makes a commitment to consult on further consents and approvals required
12

https://www.tideway.london/media/2068/app20501-code-of-construction-practice-cocp-part-a-generalrequirements.pdf
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under the discharge of requirements, noting that this might be through a number of channels,
including working groups, community liaison, informal discussions, stakeholder engagement, or
submission of documentation, and that any feedback received shall be taken into account.
The CoCP places obligations on both the promoter and their contractors for community liaison,
specifying that:
‘The employer and the contractor shall take reasonable steps to engage with nearby
residents, especially those who may be detrimentally affected by construction impacts.
They shall provide stakeholder relations personnel who will provide information on the
construction process and shall be the first line of response to resolve issues of concern.’13
The CoCP makes commitments to notify neighbours of works, and that contractors will make a
community liaison plan approved by the relevant local authority and the promoter. This plan must
apparently comply with the commitments made in the sustainability statement, include a
communications plan to ensure the relevant planning authority, community, relevant stakeholders
and affected parties are kept informed of construction works, establish a website to update people
on tunnel boring progress, ensure that contractors liaise with local community projects, tenant and
resident groups and employment and educations initiatives, and plans to provide a survey and small
claims process for any damage caused to properties.
The CoCP then notes that ‘Appropriate meetings will be held with residents (or their
representatives), businesses and other local occupiers to keep them informed about the works and
to provide a forum for them to express their views’, with the relevant local authority having a key
role in agreeing the frequency of meetings.14 The CoCP commits the promoter to operate a 24-hour
freephone number during the construction period to deal with enquiries and concerns from the
public. A complaints register is then to be maintained by the promoter, and shared monthly with
local authorities. Finally, coordination and communication meetings will be held with key
stakeholders including local authorities and statutory consultees.
There is then a site-specific CoCP for each work site. Some of these, such as the one for the Albert
Embankment Foreshore, just say under communications and community/stakeholder liaison ‘As per
the CoCP Part A’ (the project-wide CoCP already discussed).15 Others make additional commitments.
For example, at Chambers Wharf, the CoCP states that the promoter ‘shall convene a community
liaison working group in accordance with Schedule 4 of the Section 106 deed with the London
Borough of Southwark’.16 At Deptford Church Street, there are some commitments about liaison
with St Paul’s Church and a commitment that the ‘contractor shall provide a full-time community
liaison person dedicated to the Deptford Church Street site’.17

13

https://www.tideway.london/media/2068/app20501-code-of-construction-practice-cocp-part-a-generalrequirements.pdf (page 11)
14
https://www.tideway.london/media/2068/app20501-code-of-construction-practice-cocp-part-a-generalrequirements.pdf (page 12)
15
https://www.tideway.london/media/2056/app17827-code-of-construction-practice-cocp-part-b-sitespecific-requirements-albert-embankment-foreshore.pdf
16
https://www.tideway.london/media/2060/app17835-code-of-construction-practice-cocp-part-b-sitespecific-requirements-chambers-wharf.pdf (page 2)
17
https://www.tideway.london/media/2063/app17841-code-of-construction-practice-cocp-part-b-sitespecific-requirements-deptford-church-street.pdf (page 2)
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Compliance with these agreements
Desk research
The project has a dedicated website (https://www.tideway.london/) which includes a wealth of
general information about the project and news updates on progress as well as the 24-hour
helpdesk telephone number. News updates have been frequently added. There is a general
documents search area, where things like the CoCP documents can be found.
There is also a specific section for each work site, where there are works updates, details on
construction working hours, meeting dates / minutes and presentations from community liaison
working groups, a high-level overview of commitments at that site, and details of how to get
involved or find out more.18
A forum for stakeholders has been established and its purpose is described as to:
‘Promote understanding and communication across a wide range of stakeholders with an
interest in the successful implementation of the project; Encourage agreement around
interpretation of the strategies, policies, and other commitments contained in the
Development Consent Order; Ensure stakeholders are well informed and involved in
Tideway's progress and are able to influence the thinking and direction of the project at
both practical and strategic levels; Consider and seek resolution on issues affecting more
than one London Borough or organisation’.19
An Independent Advisory Service and Independent Compensation Panel have been established to
deal with mitigation of construction impact and related compensation. Full details of this are
provided on the Tideway website.20 There is also an Independent Complaints Commissioner, again
with details on the Tideway website.21
Looking at local authority planning databases shows that the construction management documents
have been considered by them as per the discharge of requirements process, and these include a
‘Community Liaison Plan’ for each work site.22 These seem to follow a similar format for each work
site, but with some information tailored as appropriate.
Interviews
The promoter
On the client side, there are communications leads for each of the three contracts. These teams do
communications and stakeholder engagement, with Tideway and contractor staff working together.
Regular email updates and newsletters help communicate the project to communities and
stakeholders.
The interviewee felt that levels of trust are better on Tideway than Heathrow, and that community
relations are better than at other major projects like Heathrow or HS2. For stakeholders in the

18

For example, Putney Embankment Foreshore: https://tideway.london/locations/putney-embankmentforeshore/site-info/#sub-nav
19
https://www.tideway.london/about-us/thames-tideway-tunnel-forum/ (online)
20
https://www.tideway.london/contact-us/help-advice/compensation-information/#sub-nav
21
https://www.tideway.london/contact-us/help-advice/complaints-procedure/
22
For example, the one for Putney Embankment Foreshore which has been approved by Wandsworth Council
planners: https://planning.wandsworth.gov.uk/WAM/doc/Report3971721.pdf?extension=.pdf&id=3971721&location=VOLUME9&contentType=application/pdf&pageCount=1
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central section, key concerns are around minimising disruption and not preventing big events like
Marathon and Ride London happening in the ‘nation’s living room’.
For residents, particularly towards the east area (although other developments mean there’s an
increasing number of residents close to the Battersea works site), the key concerns from residents
are around noise and vibration as well as (often unfounded) fears over subsidence.
In terms of complaints, Tideway has a 24 hour freephone telephone number and an email address
monitored round the clock as one point of contact. It was agreed that a response is required in 10
days, however post-consent the project team have felt this is too slow and they are committed to
respond within 5 days but usually do so within 24 hours, which works contractors / site managers
are now used to. It is felt that speedy responses encourage trust.
Some complaints go via borough councils, and even more rarely through councillor and MP
casework, but the must usual approach is for residents to contact Tideway directly. Complaints
statistics are shared with local authorities, and show wide variation between worksites even though
many have similar works being undertaken at them. This shows the importance of local contexts. In
total, Tideway is getting about 15-20 complaints per month, apparently much below the rate for
some other big projects.
It was felt that Tideway had often exceeded their required responsibilities, for example they have
given secondary glazing beyond the required affected areas. There is also a process to pay £30 to
affected people to get out of their homes near construction sites and entertain themselves on very
disruptive days.
Community liaison working groups are held quarterly, as required by the CoCP. The original idea of
these was apparently that residents would have representatives attend, but there does not seem
many people wanting to step forward and take these responsible roles on. Initially the groups did
run in closed session format but there was a view that they were being dominated by certain
individuals so now run as an open town hall style meeting every three months plus drop-in meetings
between, with one meeting held for each work site. Further, these groups are apparently not to
question what is going to do (which is consented already) but rather how and when things will be
done. In some cases, these processes can’t influence the decision making on the project particularly
when there are construction constraints such as the need to pour concrete. Sometimes it is
necessary to explain the parameters and thus constraints of the consent, which ultimately is being
implemented.
Local authorities usually attend these community liaison working groups as well as local residents
and Tideway staff. In the case of Blackfriars, there are no residents so different formats have been
used including business breakfasts for Facilities Managers from local businesses and a Tideway staff
member going into larger office buildings to engage their staff. Initially, it was considered that as a
baseline, having such meetings once per quarter would work but there needs to be some flexibility
to vary these (for example, at one stage they were having monthly meetings at Chambers Wharf,
where there was a high attendance, whereas at Victoria Embankment attendance was very low). It
might be better to specify a minimum frequency of event, but allow a choice of formats (working
meeting, open town hall, drop-in session to adapt to local circumstances).
There is a wider forum which includes local authorities and allows wider issues to be thrashed out.
Most local authorities have a SPOC for Tideway, usually a planner. Tideway fund a range of staff in
different local authorities to support both consenting work and, in some cases, post-consent
engagement work. The statutory consultees tend to be much more technical so are dealt with by the
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planning team not the community team at Tideway. Local authorities are key partners, particularly
given there have been over 100 town and country planning and environmental health related
consents needed per site. The level of interest and engagement has, however, varied between
boroughs along the route.
The member of the promoter’s staff interviewed felt that, although it has on occasion been
challenging, that post-consent engagement has been hugely important. The project has to adapt all
the time, for example a delay in one thing can mean a delay on something else which might depend
on a Spring Tide. Adaptations and complexities mean post-consent engagement needs to be
ongoing. Contractors have come to understand this themselves and support it as well. It was also felt
that it was important to keep local authorities on side, and of course resident complaints made to
them matter to local authorities.
It was also considered vital that the framework for post-consent engagement is actually set out
clearly in the CoCP. Although this might look like making additional commitments that could then be
burdensome, if it is not there clearly then the resources needed to do it may not be provided. It’s
usually best if contractors do most of the response to construction related complaints, but if this is
not clearly specified in the CoCP then those contractors will seek to minimise what they do to reduce
costs.
Although contractors are best to respond to the ‘here and now’ construction complaints, there is still
a need for the promoter to have staff involved in community and stakeholder liaison as contractors
and engineers are not always experts on how to do this and can use specialist advice. Further,
there’s a need to ensure adequate client / contractor relationships internally about how to manage
external relationships and complaints.
Local authorities
We interviewed officers from two local authorities along the project route. A number of these have
staff who have worked for them on Tideway issues from pre- to post-consent. Wandsworth and
Richmond Councils (the two boroughs having shared services), have a programme and consenting
manager and team. They have seven work sites across the two boroughs.
The officer interviewed felt that the DCO process had worked fairly well in general. There was a
logical process up to examination and the local authority had managed, through raising issues at
preliminary hearing, to influence the selection of work sites. There was an open approach to
communication and the Statements of Common Ground seemed to work well. There was a bit of a
hiatus between consent and implementation with some staff moves and the handover from Thames
Water to the new infrastructure provider but things then settled down again.
Post-consent there has been a significant volume of work for local authorities in relation to the
discharge of requirements. Many elements of the consented DCO were quite outline in nature, so
there has been a lot of detail to be considered through the requirements discharge. In some cases,
these have even required pre-application negotiations between the promoter and the local
authority. In some cases there are also complexities from the interaction of the DCO with other
legislation, but local authorities help the promoter work through this. They have not actually
refused to discharge any requirements, but regular face-to-face meetings have helped things to
work effectively. Consistency of personnel on both sides helps build good working relations,
although more recently there have been more changes of staff between Bazalgette Tunnel Ltd,
Jacobs and other contractors.
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The local authority officers have close working relations with staff from the promoter and their
contractors in the contract areas covering the two boroughs. There is also close involvement in the
inter-borough forum. An SLA with Tideway funds three posts at Wandsworth and Richmond and
there is also a pot available for ad hoc local needs, for example in relation to ecology and parks. The
funding agreement is reviewed annually against the anticipated scope of works for that year. It is
considered essential to allow the boroughs to manage the considerable extra workload related to
Tideway, which has included some town and country planning applications around Wandsworth,
under conditions of local government austerity. Each requirement being discharged involved the
equivalent work as a major planning application. There have been over 130 consents in Wandsworth
alone.
Local councillors are closely engaged. The Leader of the council gets a formal annual update, and
the responsible cabinet member gets more regular updates. There is direct correspondence
between the Leader of the council and the Chief Executive of Tideway when required. There are
clear escalation processes to senior managers on behalf of both the council and Tideway.
The council also engages other statutory consultees (for example the PLA, MMO, GLA, EA and TfL)
and feel there is a close working relationship and understanding of each other’s perspectives. This is
helped through the regular forum meetings, which work by all the stakeholders having a meeting to
discuss things with Tideway staff, then having a further session just between themselves.
There are Community Liaison Groups specific to each work site and the minutes of their meetings
are placed on the Tideway project website. There are regular updates on air quality for each site, the
number of complaints received, and project updates for the next three months (which are always
keenly received by the local community). It was felt that having these Community Liaison Groups
specified in the consent has been vital in ensuring that they actually happen and have been given
appropriate attention by contractors. Most have seen active engagement and a high level of local
knowledge from residents. It seems that a proactive engagement by the promoter reduces
complaints and the burden on the local authority.
Construction impacts are, of course, what the local communities really care about. There have been
some traffic management issues (some of which have resulted in complaints to local councillors), but
Tideway have been responsive in trying to deal with these. Environmental Health issues do arise for
neighbours to the work sites (in the case of Battersea, the number of neighbours is now much higher
than when the DCO was consented given recent development). The key concerns tend to be about
noise and air quality. So far the number of complaints around the main drive site has been low, but
operations there are ramping-up so think there may be more in future. At Putney, there have been
no complaints at all despite very intrusive piling works.
Residents usually address their complaints directly to Tideway. They provide direct contacts for site
teams at night, with a named liaison person on site contactable directly. There’s a monthly
Environmental health meeting where they go through monitoring data, Section 61 applications and
complaints. This involves the borough’s Tideway Programme and Consent manager, their
Environmental Health team, and the Tideway site teams. If a resident does complain directly to the
Council, there is an agreed joint process between the local authority and Tideway to respond.
Tideway, as promoters, undertake high level community engagement directly but most day-to-day
relationship and complaint handling is done by the contractors themselves. This seems to be done
very professionally. There’s also the Independent Compensation Panel and the Independent
Complaints Commissioner who have ensured all processes are appropriate.
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Lots of information is made publicly available. All applications under the discharge of requirements
result in site notices and have their documentation put online, like any other planning application.
The council does consult on requirement discharges, albeit there is no necessity specified for this.
There was also consultation on the construction logistics and community liaison plans before these
were approved by the council. On the whole, these get few comments from the public, but this
could reflect the fact that people are well informed by the project.
The local community are keen to be involved in the long-term legacy elements of the project.
Tideway are undertaking community and school visits, and are proactive in getting their own staff to
undertake local benefit volunteering. Their contractors are all very branded and there is a real
interest in their behaviour and ensuring a good reputation locally. Overall, there was a perception
that Tideway have taken a ‘bells and whistles’ approach to post-consent engagement and have been
very approachable.
In Southwark Council, as well as officers involved in consents, there is a consultation and
involvement officer. This post exists to work with residents over Tideway in relation to any issues
related to the project which impact them, be those environmental, complaints, understanding
proposals and interpreting data, getting support in obtaining mitigation. The overall aim of the post
is to improve dialogue. This role was created in 2018 as residents were keen for the council to
support them and were apparently distrustful of Tideway. The post is funded by Tideway.
The project started with tensions locally and poor relationships as local residents and Southwark
Council had objected to the use of the Chambers Wharf site (In Bermondsey) as one of the main
drive sites. The council attempted a Judicial Review but was unsuccessful. Now that the project
construction is underway, the council’s priorities have shifted to ensure the best relationships
between the council, Tideway and local residents, and hopefully ensure the best possible outcomes.
The start of building works on the foreshore affected some immediate neighbours quite severely,
with long periods of noise, dust and vibration being experienced. An ‘acoustic enclosure’ (essentially
a big metal shed) has now been built, which does mitigate much of the noise and dust, albeit having
such a big structure on the river front, blocking some river views isn’t that popular either. Local
residents were apparently given the opportunity to see the proposed design of the acoustic shed
before it was built.
Community Liaison Group sessions have been running on a monthly basis at Chambers Wharf, with a
formal meeting every quarter and then drop-in sessions between. Attendance at the formal
meetings has dropped to about 12 people per session, but this drop in attendance may be related to
the acoustic shed as that does seem to have mitigated a lot of the early construction impact /
environmental health issues and related resident concerns. Having these meetings is seen as vital,
however it was also felt to be important that there are clear escalation procedures and senior
contact directly between the council and the promoters as well.
Complaints from the local community tend to be sent directly to Tideway, although sometimes they
are sent to the Council’s housing and environmental health teams. There was apparently some
accusation that lots of complaints being raised by residents at Chambers Wharf were nothing to do
with Tideway at all. Council officers have monitored these complaints and most are indeed related
to Tideway, however some are indeed on non-Tideway related issues, such as pot holes in an estate
road. There is a large elderly and vulnerable population living within 100m of the construction site.
The council’s consultation and involvement officer is trying to assist in dealing with the non-Tideway
related complaints, as well as taking a holistic wellbeing approach to the local community.
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Construction impacts can impact the mental health of residents and this links to a broader public
health agenda. For example, getting residents out of their homes near the construction site to go on
organised walks or attend things like cookery classes not only gets them away from the construction
impacts but hopefully benefits their wellbeing more generally.
There is also apparently a need to sometimes manage the expectations of local residents as well.
There is a consent to do these construction works, which will last for 5 years. There are various
monitors around the site which are checked regularly by the council’s Environmental Health team,
and the project does usually stay within the agreed limits. In some cases, people might complain
about noise from the construction site, but this is then checked by environmental health and found
to be within acceptable limits. They would then be referred to the council’s consultation and
involvement officer to see if anything else could be done to help that resident, for example activities
to get them out of their house during construction hours.
There are agreed mitigations, like window cleaning, and the council officer works to ensure a
smooth process for residents (who can be elderly and vulnerable) to benefit from those. Different
residents can want and need different mitigations so some degree of adaptive response is helpful. A
proactive approach is taken to keep residents informed about what is coming-up and project
milestones. Funding from Tideway, via Section 106 agreement with the council, also supports a
community magazine as some residents do not have internet access to see the project website.
It was felt that the sites along the Tideway project vary enormously. At somewhere like the Albert
Embankment in Lambeth there are no nearby residents, so the perception of construction impacts is
less and the post-consent engagement needs are perhaps less, whereas at Chambers Wharf there
are numerous residents very near to the construction site and many of these are vulnerable and it is
predominantly social housing in the area. Given this, having a dedicated officer for community
relations and work is very important. Having this role within the Council seems to be more trusted
by local residents than if they worked for the promoter directly, albeit the post is funded by Tideway
(for the duration of the construction period).
Southwark Council are currently producing a developer’s charter and having an ‘on the ground’
liaison officer is now seen as a best practice for long-term construction projects. It was felt that
giving residents a voice and say is important, and can help reduce complaints and smooth the
implementation of projects whilst improving the wellbeing of local communities.
Tideway forum and Community liaison groups
The Thames Tideway Tunnel Forum has been established and has an independent chair.
Membership includes all local authorities along the route, statutory consultees, government
departments, the Consumer Council for Water, the Thames Estuary Partnership and TfL. It has an
independent chair. They meet every three months. The most common format at these meetings
reflect stakeholder requests for presentations and updates on specific requested items from
Tideway.
The local authorities have a pre-meet chaired by an officer from Wandsworth and Richmond
Councils. Each meeting includes an update on community engagement work conducted over the
previous three months, and on complaints received.
The format seems to work well. The Forum started during the DCO process and it was Thames Water
who wanted the independent chair model for the group, learning from the approach taken during
Crossrail and before that the Channel Tunnel Rail Link.
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One meeting a year is given over to an annual review of the project. Meetings are typically well
attended, with 40-50 people present. Having the meetings every three months does mean that
rather than dealing with high productivity, day-to-day matters (which tend to be handled on a
bilateral approach between Tideway and the organisation concerned), instead the forum is for
senior staff from the stakeholders to be kept up-to-date. It provides a valuable opportunity for them
to network. This is felt to be important to maintain effective relations between organisations and
promote partnership approaches to smooth project implementation.
An examination of the Community Liaison Working Group (CLWG) presentations and minutes shared
online (via the project website) from December-February 2019 was also conducted. No minutes
were available for the Albert Embankment Foreshore, Blackfriars Bridge, Falconbrook Pumping
Station, Shad Thames Pumping Station or Victoria Embankment Foreshore sites. The CLWG meeting
at Bekesbourne Street apparently runs as a drop-in session only, with no minutes. There were no
recent minutes available for Chelsea Embankment Foreshore, Cremorne Wharf (where they note
they only have a meeting every six months) or from King George's Park and Dormay Street (who
were meeting in March 2019). Earl Pumping Station had a drop-in session in February 2019 where
no residents attended at all.
At the Acton Storm Tanks site, the February 2019 CLWG meeting was attended by 12 people plus the
Tideway and contract staff. Since the last meeting, there had been 6 complaints (related to noise,
lights left on after hours, vehicle movements). Concerns were expressed in the meeting about noise
levels, whether Tideway were honouring their commitments about this and whether they alternated
periods of very loud and quieter work in order to reduce the overall average noise level. Concerns
were also raised about how widely the information sheets were being delivered, with some local
residences apparently not having received one.
At the Barn Elms and Putney Foreshore CLWG the minutes for the February 2019 meeting were not
available at the time of our analysis, but the presentation was. There was nothing about complaints
in this presentation (it is unclear if this means there haven’t been any over the last three months, or
if it has just not been included on the agenda).
For the Carnworth Road Riverside site, there are also no minutes from the February 2019 meeting
available but the presentation is available. This follows a similar format to presentations at other
CLWG meetings in including an update on the works since the last meeting (with photos), a look
ahead to upcoming works, an update on the project timescale, and an update on things like noise /
air quality / vehicle movements (with the amount of detail on each varying between different sites,
perhaps according to the level of local concern). At Carnworth Road, a total of 21 complaints had
apparently been received since the last meeting: 15 related to noise and vibration, 4 related to
lighting, 1 related to barge movements and 1 related to air quality.
The Chambers Wharf February meeting notes shows nine people attended along with Tideway and
Contract staff. There were some questions about noise and contractor staff walking routes to access
the construction site. There was also positive feedback on the use of barges, reducing lorry
movements.
At Greenwich Pumping Station and Deptford Church Street, the January 2019 CLWG meeting had 17
attendees plus Tideway and contractor staff. Noise and air quality were raised regularly, even
though the Section 61 limits had not been exceeded, with one resident commenting the impacts of
noise were subjective. There were also a number of issues around lorry movements and holding
areas for the construction sites, and a clear desire to see more use of barge movements where
possible.
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The Hammersmith Pumping Station CLWG January 2019 meeting had 13 attendees plus the Tideway
and contractor staff. The presentation shows they had had one complaint about the 24 hour
working. This compares to 22 complaints in the previous period, so there was a feeling noted in the
minutes of improvements at this site. Different options regarding an element of construction were
discussed and resident feedback noted, including concerns about the implications on mature trees.
At Kirtling Street and Heathwall Pumping Station, the December 2018 CLWG meeting had eight
attendees plus Tideway and contractor staff. Noise was discussed again, as well as lighting, working
hours (particularly over Christmas), traffic diversions and the target end date for construction (which
people seem keen is stuck to!).
Finally at King Edward Memorial Park Foreshore, the February 2019 CLWG had seven attendees at a
drop-in session plus Tideway and contractor staff. A resident raised concerns about the frequency of
CLWG meetings, and how well in advance they are publicized. The final detailed design of the
foreshore is not yet complete and a resident asked for a greater opportunity for them to be involved
in this.

Conclusions on Thames Tideway
Tideway is a much larger project than either the A14 (itself not an insignificant NSIP) or Progress
Power. The construction period lasts for years, and affects numerous sites across Greater London.
These sites vary in proximity to residents and in terms of other sensitivities of location.
Although some local authorities objected to certain issues and sites pre-application, in general there
appears to have been a good relationship post-consent. Whilst there is an awareness of all
stakeholders and statutory consultees, it seems there has been an appreciation of the important
role of local authorities as links between place, community, local politics and the project. There are
also many consents required from each borough, and Tideway have been supportive of funding
additional posts in relation to this, but also in some cases in relation to community engagement.
There also appears to be a good structure, through the Thames Tideway Tunnel Forum and direct
engagement, for senior level relationships between the local authorities and the promoters.
In terms of complaints, this has clearly been taken very seriously. There is a 24 hour telephone
number, a regularly monitored e-mail address, and sharing of data between the promoter and the
local authorities. There are contractor liaison officers who can be contacted in relation to what’s
going on at a particular site at a particular time, including out-of-hours. There is a sense of
reasonable responses to complaints that get raised, and action taken as far as possible to reduce
them. There is an agreed series of mitigation measures to help deal with construction impacts on
residents, and an independent panel to consider these and any complaints.
Information sheets on upcoming works are sent to local residents around worksites by post, as well
as by email where people are registered. A regular series of face-to-face CLWG meetings takes place
across the different worksites, although the frequency and format of these does differ (presumably
in agreement with the relevant borough councils). These do seem to be more about information
giving on the project and complaint raising than meaningful input on things like detailed design, but
across most sites they appear to be working effectively.
Overall, it does seem Tideway have taken a ‘bells and whistles’ approach to post-consent
engagement in general. This does not mean everything has gone entirely smoothly. There have
apparently been some difficulties, in particular concerns at the Chambers Wharf site (and we are
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aware of a further, longer term study of this being conducted by our colleague from UCL
Engineering, Professor Sarah Bell), but the level of commitment to mitigation / compensation in
relation to construction impacts, engagement to keep people updated, and complaint handling on
the Tideway project does seem to exceed a number of other NSIPs we are aware of and to follow
best practice in a number of ways.
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Conclusion and recommendations
In our original NIPA Insights II Project A report in autumn 2018, we concluded that post-consent
engagement and transparency were vital to maintain the trust of communities and help the smooth
construction and operation of NSIPs. We commented that with deliverability a key golden thread
running throughout projects, considering community and stakeholder engagement throughout the
lifetime of these large projects is vital. That report was based on desk research only and looking
across all 66 consented (at the time of the research) DCOs.
In this extension report, we have looked in detail at three projects either preparing for, or under,
construction from three different sectors. Desk research has been supplemented by interviews with
promoters, local authorities and engagement with local communities. Having conducted this further
study, our overall conclusion as to the importance of post-consent engagement remains the same.
Doing this well is vital for project deliverability.
All three projects considered here have had their own challenges, and all have elements of what we
would argue to be best practice as well as areas they could improve. In all three cases, there are
clear commitments around post-consent engagement, for example through the DCO requirements
or a CoCP. There was widespread support for such commitments which were not seen as unduly
burdensome but rather could help promote confidence, have the project seen as a ‘good neighbour’
and ensure sufficient resources were devoted to post-consent engagement.
In the case of the A14, we see the value of dedicated liaison officers who have largely been
consistent from pre- to post-consent, building effective relations with all. We also see how
utilisation of a range of different communication channels (website, social media, roadshow mobile
visitor centre, structured forums, personal attendance at Parish Council meetings) helps keep a
wider range of people updated about the project (in this case, in particular, construction works and
the impacts of road closures).
In the case of Progress Power, the value of allowing the community a real input into the postconsent detailed design of the sub-station is apparent. This had been a controversial element of the
project pre-consent, but the Design Review process enabled – within the constraints of the DCO –
consensus to be reached as to the most desired local design from a range of options of building
appearance and colour. This appears to have helped rebuild local confidence. We also see here the
value in a continuing series of community information events during the long gap between consent
and construction on this project.
In the case of Thames Tideway, we see the value of having an independent complaints and
compensation process, and of having a robust approach to complaints handling that ensures a
meaningful response and fully involves contractors as well as the promoter. A structured approach
to community liaison groups, with documentation online, is also evident.
All three projects have had their challenges post-consent, as noted through our case studies, and in
their own way all three have had challenges on the transition from consent to construction (none
have yet reached the transition from construction to operation) but we concentrated on these areas
of potential best practice when working towards our recommendations.
All three case studies also show the importance of local authorities in these projects. Although these
are consented as nationally significant projects, the local authorities usually have important
responsibilities for requirement discharge, and always have responsibilities in relation to
environmental health consent and enforcement (this encompassing the construction impacts of
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noise and air quality which people most often seem concerned about, alongside traffic). They also
have important roles in place shaping and promoting wellbeing, understanding local communities,
politics and the interaction of an NSIP with other planned significant developments. A partnership
approach between promoter and local authority thus seems vital, and this will usually involve an
element of assisting with resource, which we think important in this age of local government
austerity (even when the promoter might be another public organisation).

Recommendations for post-consent engagement
Having undertaken this additional detailed research, we continue to see the validity in the
recommendations made in our autumn report. Indeed, we would start here from the
recommendation we made for a register of commitments. Following from this research, we make
the following additional recommendations:
1. Public register of commitments
During this research, several comments were made on the difficulty of keeping track postconsent of the various commitments made pre-consent by promoters. These can be in
consultation reports, Environmental Statements, Statements of Common Ground, made
during examination hearings, in Section 106 agreements, in the DCO itself and the
requirements section, in documents like the CoCP or CEMP and so on. A collated register of
such commitments would greatly increase transparency and thus trust, as well as helping all
parties keep track of commitments post-consent.
2. Importance of website and other channels of communication
A good website for the project seems a key source of information for communities and all
stakeholders, helping meet the desire for information and thus confidence in the project and
its promoters. Websites need considerable maintenance with regular news updates, and
should also have electronic copies of the final versions of documents like the CoCP. This will
require resource to support. Other social media channels can also be used effectively,
however elderly and vulnerable groups (in particular) may not have online access so there is
still value in things like paper newsletters and public information events.
3. Effective liaison by promoters
Work to engage communities and other stakeholders must continue post-consent and not
drop off once the DCO has been achieved. Such consistency is vital as projects move to
delivery. An effective approach seems to be liaison officers, who can spend time getting to
know local contacts, as well as open forums such as Community Liaison Groups (which seem
to us as essential). Making a commitment to these forums in the DCO requirements or codes
governed by it ensures confidence in these arrangements continuing. Such arrangements
should be seen as problem solving forums, as well as opportunities for information sharing,
requiring liaison officers to have a real chance to influence issues on the promoter /
contractor side.
4. Allowing community input into detailed design
The DCO process rightly promotes effective pre-consent consultation. However, many
projects involve quite outline consents with detailed design processes occurring postconsent. There may be a range of constraints governing these processes, but allowing some
degree of community input into this can help capture local knowledges and preferences, and
build a more positive relationship locally. Unfortunately it seems quite rare, with postconsent engagement of communities in NSIPs frequently being about information giving and
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complaint handling (which are both important) rather than meaningful engagement. A
design review process can work well and scope for community input into detailed design
need not be a particularly slow or burdensome process for promoters.
5. Honest information about construction impacts
Construction of projects of the scale of NSIPs can be particularly impactful due to scale
and/or duration. An honest approach to make the community aware of these impacts can
help manage expectations. This might be accompanied by information on mitigation, and
other positive benefits / legacies of the project. But this should not divert from the message
as to how construction will realistically affect local residents and businesses.
6. Effective construction complaints handling
Given the scale of NSIPs, their construction is likely to lead to complaints. Further, it is not
unknown for contractors to do things slightly incorrectly or beyond the consent and
commitments made. There needs to be an effective process to receive, handle and respond
to such complaints. The engagement of contractors in this is essential since they are the
ones on site with the ‘right here, right now’ knowledge of what is going on. Ensuring
sufficient resource is put into this by contractors can be achieved by making explicit
commitments around it in documents like the CoCP. There should be a site liaison person,
and if works are taking place out-of-hours then a 24 hour telephone number is required.
There also needs to be an effective process to share complaints information with local
authorities since this can avoid duplication of effort and since unresolved complaints may
just end up being escalated to the local authority anyway.
7. Mitigation and legacy
Some construction effects are particularly impactful on immediate neighbours, and a fair
and transparent mitigation process can have a role to play here. This may involve funds for
glazing or other measures to promote people’s wellbeing. Similarly, relatively small
amounts of funding for community legacy activities can have a very positive impact and help
the image of promoters who may be involved in a place for many years, if fairly distributed
and actively promoted.
8. Consistency of relations with stakeholders
A structured approach to meeting statutory consultees and other stakeholders can help
build relationships and thus smooth project implementation for all parties. A regular forum
type approach means that time is actually made in people’s diaries for these events and this
is a fairly straightforward commitment that can be made pre-consent, to continue postconsent. If such commitments made, there may however be a need for some flexibility over
meeting format and frequency if – by agreement of all parties – they wish to change this
potentially some years down the line.
9. Local authorities playing a central role
With their responsibilities for place ownership and understanding of place, local authorities
should be a key partner for the promoters of any NSIP. Regardless of views and relationships
pre-consent, authorities usually play an important role in supporting project implementation
post-consent. We have seen many NSIPs resort to town and country planning applications to
vary associated development post-consent, for example. Local authorities are also well
placed to assist with community liaison, including Parish Councils. A joined-up approach to
construction complaints can also help resolve these issues. In all of this, local authorities
need additional resource to fulfil these demands. A Planning Performance Agreement type
approach can help ensure adequate, dedicated resource in local authorities to support NSIP
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implementation. It can also give a structure for senior level contacts and escalation, if
required by either partner.
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