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1 Introduction 

Background  

1.1 Kent International Gateway Limited (KIG) is proposing to construct a rail freight interchange 

facility with related distribution and commercial development on land to the east of Maidstone. 

The scheme is in response to Government policy to encourage a shift in freight carriage from 

road to more sustainable and safer modes of transport (i.e. a modal shift from road to rail).  

1.2 Following guidance from the West Kent Primary Care Trust (PCT), Maidstone Borough 

Council (MBC) has requested a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) of the proposed KIG Project, 

and RPS was subsequently appointed to provide this. Such a study is deemed necessary to 

address local community concerns expressed regarding the potential adverse health effects 

from changes in local transport patterns, associated changes in air quality and potential 

community stress from proposed 24 hour activity at the site. 

1.3 This document responds to the requirement for HIA of the proposed rail freight interchange 

facility that builds upon the PCT’s own HIA scoping report, the Council’s requirements and 

draws from the technical outputs of the Environmental Statement (ES).  
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2 Approach and Methodology  

Health Impact Assessment 

2.1 HIA is a multidisciplinary process that investigates the potential health outcomes of a project.  

Its aim is to deliver evidence-based recommendations that inform the decision-making 

process, to maximise health gains and to reduce or remove negative impacts or inequalities. 

2.2 Although HIA is currently a non statutory requirement of the planning process, the application 

of HIA continues to grow out of national policy, best practice and the clear benefits which can 

be achieved through a more joined-up approach to planning, health and sustainable 

development [1].  

HIA Approach   

2.3 This HIA, in accordance with national guidance [2], is based on a broad socio-economic 

model of health that encompasses conventional health impacts such as changes in 

environmental conditions (air quality, noise etc) along with wider determinants of health vital to 

achieving good health and well-being, including employment, education, access to services, 

amenities  and social networks.  

2.4 A key aspect of the KIG HIA approach is to draw upon the preliminary HIA work performed by 

the PCT and further build upon its expertise during key stages of the assessment. Such a 

working partnership provides a means to guide the assessment accordingly and draw from the 

latest local level health statistics and the PCT’s awareness of local circumstances. 

2.5 In order to ground the assessment upon realistic changes in local conditions, the HIA uses 

and builds upon a wealth of information available through the ES and associated technical 

assessments. The approach taken, therefore, provides a means to address the concerns 

raised by the Council and PCT in a robust manner while providing an additional opportunity to 

foster more health conscious decision making and more effective mitigation.  

HIA Scope 

2.6 The scope of the HIA is derived from the PCT HIA scoping study and further supplemented 

through consultation with the West Kent Deputy Director for Public Health, public health 

specialists and following correspondence from the Council. The HIA focuses on both the 

construction and operational phases of the development with the opportunity to influence key 

determinants of health, including:  
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Physical environment  

• air quality;  

• noise & vibration; and 

• transport (including air quality, noise and risk of accident and injury). 

Socio-economic environment 

• income & employment; 

• education; 

• housing; 

• social / community cohesion; 

• recreation; and 

• access and accessibility to services, amenities and health care. 

2.7 The geographic scope of the assessment varies in accordance with the individual health 

determinants assessed. As an example, point source air quality emissions are anticipated to 

occur locally in proximity to the proposed development. In contrast, changes in transport risk 

are more diffuse with both a local, regional and potentially national influence (i.e. through a 

reduction in HGV vehicle kilometres). 

2.8 The HIA therefore comprises both quantitative and qualitative methods to appraise the 

distribution, likelihood and significance of potential health impacts and benefits. 

HIA Methodology 

2.9 As described fully below, the HIA comprises five key stages including: 1) a project profile; 2) a 

community profile; 3) a review of previous stakeholder engagement; 4) an assessment; and 5) 

a health management plan. 

Project Profile  

2.10 The purpose of the project profile is to identify those relevant features associated with the 

proposed KIG project that are potential influences on health.  

2.11 The project profile has been compiled through a review of project specific information 

including:  

• the West Kent PCT HIA scoping study and further engagement; 
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• the KIG Statement of Community Consultation ; and 

• specific technical sections of the ES, including:  

• project description (construction and operation); 

• air quality assessment; 

• noise and vibration assessment;  

• traffic assessment;  

• socio-economic assessment;  

• landscape and visual impact assessment; and 

• drainage and flood risk assessment. 

2.12 By developing the project profile, it is possible to list potential causal pathways, to aid in 

refining the development of an appropriate evidence base, to support the development of a 

community profile and to focus the core issues to be assessed. 

Community Profile  

2.13 Evidence suggests that different communities have varying susceptibilities to health outcomes 

(both adverse and beneficial) as a result of social and demographic structure and relative 

economic circumstance. A community profile, therefore, not only forms the basis of exposure 

response modelling but also allows an insight as to how potential health pathways identified by 

the project profile might act disproportionately upon certain communities and sensitive 

receptors.  

2.14 The community profile has been developed by applying data from National Statistics, the 

Public Health Observatory and further supplemented by local data held at the PCT. 

Review of Previous Stakeholder Engagement  

2.15 An important component of gathering an appropriate evidence base and tailoring the HIA to 

local circumstance is seeking the views and concerns of key stakeholders. By highlighting and 

responding to such concerns, the HIA has been applied to address perceived as well as actual 

risks and develop more effective recommendations to reduce impacts and increase health 

benefits. 

2.16 In this instance, a range of concerns have been identified through the KIG Statement of 

Community Consultation (that includes comment forms from over 400 individuals and 200 

freepost comment forms) reproduced in Appendix A, and further supplemented through 

consultation with the ES team and PCT. Such information has fed into every stage of the HIA.  
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Assessment  

2.17 The assessment stage addresses each of the core health pathways identified during the 

project profile and applies a combination of qualitative and quantitative assessment methods 

to establish the magnitude, distribution, significance and likelihood of potential health 

outcomes. 

2.18 As previously discussed, the assessment stage drew upon appropriate technical topic areas 

within the ES to ensure the HIA is based on realistic changes in environmental and socio-

economic conditions as a consequence of the proposed KIG project. 

Health Management Plan 

2.19 A Health Management Plan (HMP) provided as Appendix B,  expands upon the normal 

recommendations section within HIA guidance, establishing recommended protocols and 

monitoring regimes to be implemented during construction and operation to further reduce 

and remove potential negative health outcomes while maximising opportunities to increase 

health benefits. 

2.20 The target audience for the HMP includes the applicant and contractors commissioned for the 

construction and operation of the proposed facility, and extends to the PCT and MBC with 

regard to socio-economic benefit uptake and complementary initiatives. 
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3 Project Profile 

Project Description 

3.1 The proposed development includes major warehousing provision and an intermodal rail 

freight interchange designed to accommodate around 200,000 containerised units per annum, 

lifted on and off trains by overhead gantry cranes with a span of approximately 50 m. 

Containers would be stored on site mainly under the crane operating areas, prior to delivery by 

road or rail, or for return if empty.  

3.2 The proposed development includes reception tracks to the north of the main line that will 

connect the intermodal area to the main line and two sidings; one to the east of the main line 

points, the other to the west. In addition to rail served warehousing, the entry zone of the site 

will contain a proportion of smaller business accommodation and offices (business village).  

Site Location and Setting  

3.3 As shown in Figure 3.1, the application site is located immediately to the east of Maidstone, 

adjacent to the M20 Junction 8, straddling the Ashford to Maidstone East Railway line and 

covers 112.3 hectares of relatively low quality agricultural land [3].  

3.4 The M20 and the immediately adjacent Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) line define the 

northern edge of the site and the A20 is to the south. To the east is the motorway junction and 

to the west is the residential area of Bearsted.  

3.5 The western part is wide and open and strongly influenced visually and acoustically by the 

M20 motorway / CTRL corridor. The eastern end is similarly affected by the adjacent major 

roads and railways. Being narrower, the dominating effect of the strong man made features is 

particularly noticeable. The central section of the site south of the railway, broadly between 

Barty Farm and Woodcut Farm, is more wooded and elevated.  

3.6 The settlement of Bearsted, which adjoins the Maidstone built up area, is to the south west of 

the site beyond the Ashford to Maidstone East railway line. It has two conservation areas, one 

centring on the Church, approximately 0.5 km from the site; the other comprising The Green 

and its immediate surroundings. The latter conservation area commences a short distance 

south of the railway line bordering the western part of the site but it has generally inward 

looking character, focussing on The Green and its immediate built surroundings. Views in the 

direction of the application site from The Green are largely obscured by the raised railway line, 

mature trees along it and peripheral buildings. 

3.7 The site has been assembled from many separate parcels of land and the development will 

encompass and replace a small number of residential properties and agricultural buildings  
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Construction Activities 

3.8 As described in the KIG Development Specification Construction Method Statement [4], it is 

envisaged that the development of the site will be spread over a number of years, with the 

timescale being driven by market demand.  However, the broad sequence of over-lapping 

phases of the development are:  

• initial ecological and preparatory works; 

• creation of accesses onto the A20, internal construction routes and a new bridge over 

railway; 

• formation of the intermodal rail transfer area and new railway sidings, with cut material 

transferred to south of railway, to provide fill for plots A-C and E-F; 

• creation of development platforms A-D at eastern end of site and then plots E and F;  and 

• creation of rail connected Plots 1 and 2, with some cut and fill. 

3.9 For the purpose of both the ES and the HIA, an overall construction programme duration of 

approximately seven years has been considered necessary for completion, with the works 

being undertaken on a phased basis.  

3.10 Subject to MBC’s consent, normal working hours for construction are likely to be from 08:00 to 

18:00 on weekdays; from 08:00 to 13:00 on Saturdays; with no working on Sundays, Bank or 

Public Holidays. The management team will adhere to these normal working hours for the 

works as far as is reasonably practicable. However, certain operations are seasonal and 

weather dependent and in these instances, it may be necessary to extend the working hours 

for such operations. Other operations, particularly with respect to work to, or alongside the 

railway, may be restricted to agreed possessions where work to embankments, installation of 

bridges, track works, etc would be carried out.  

3.11 The construction phase for the proposed development is expected to account for around 820 

person years of employment.  By convention, a permanent full-time equivalent (FTE) job is 

equated to 10 person years of employment.  Therefore, approximately 80 FTE jobs could be 

generated from the construction phase of this scheme.  The number of construction 

employees on site will vary during the construction phase and at times may exceed 80 people.  

Operational Activities 

3.12 Once operational, the proposed facility would operate 24 hours a day, although typically 

activity would be less on Saturday afternoons and Sundays; it is designed to receive around 

12 to 13 trains per day via the Ashford to Maidstone East railway line that bisects the site. 
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3.13 The intermodal area is designed to accommodate around 200,000 containerised units per 

annum, lifted on and off trains by overhead gantry cranes with a span of approximately 50 m. 

Containers would be stored on site mainly under the crane operating areas, prior to delivery by 

road or rail, or for return if empty.  

3.14 The proposed development includes reception tracks to the north of the main line that will 

connect the intermodal area to the main line and two sidings, one to the east of the main line 

points, the other to the west. The proposal also includes direct rail connections between the 

main line and into two large warehouses (full length trains of 775 m can be accommodated). 

3.15 Road access will be from the M20 via a short length of the A20, and as detailed in the 

Transport Assessment [5], is anticipated to serve up to 1,931 Heavy Good Vehicle (HGV) per 

day with an average of 160 HGV movements per hour (80 in 80 out). However, it is anticipated 

that peak movements will be within the hours of 06:00 to18:00. [6]  

3.16 The development is anticipated to generate approximately 3,000 warehousing and intermodal 

jobs, 10% of these are anticipated to comprise office staff working conventional office hours 

(i.e. 09:00 to 17:00). The remaining 2,700 will work over three shift patterns, with a heavier 

weighting towards the 06:00 to 14:00 and 14:00 to 22:00 hours shifts than that of the 22:00 to 

06:00 hours night shift.  

3.17 In addition to rail served warehousing, the entry zone of the site will contain a proportion of 

smaller commercial units (business village) generating an anticipated 500 direct jobs. The 

business village is anticipated to operate normal working hours (09:00 to 17:00), include 

sufficient parking capacity and contribute towards improving local green and public transport 

networks. 

Health Pathways  

3.18 Considering the scope of the proposed development, potential health pathways include the 

following factors:  

• changes in air quality and noise exposure during construction and operation;  

• a local increase in road traffic movements (HGVs and staff); 

• a net decrease in HGV road traffic movements; and  

• increased employment opportunities with associated socio-economic health influences. 

3.19 Wider and less obvious health pathways reflect the indirect influence that the development 

may have upon local communities, including: 

• access and accessibility to amenities, social networks and recreation; 
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• social capital; and 

• community wellbeing. 

3.20 Table 3.1 provides a summary of potential health pathways associated with the construction 

and operation of the development and represents the scope of health topics to be assessed 

as part of this HIA. 

Table 3.1 : Health Pathways Associated with the Proposed 

Development and HIA Scope 

Feature Potential Health 
Pathway 

Health Determinant Potential 
Implication 

 

Distribution 

Changes in local air 
quality  

Environment Adverse  Local 

Changes in noise 
exposure 

Environment Adverse  Local 

Community disruption 
(access and 
accessibility) 

Social  Adverse  Local  

Loss of low grade 
agricultural land and 
housing  

Social  Adverse  Local  

Changes in surface 
transport movements 
due to construction 
staff and vehicles with 
associated risk from 
changes in air quality, 
noise, risk of accident 
and injury and 
congestion. 

Environment  Adverse  Local 

Construction  

Direct, indirect and 
induced employment 
opportunities  

Socio-economic  Beneficial  Local / Regional 

Changes in local air 
quality (road, rail and 
site activities) 

Environment Adverse  Local 

Changes in noise 
exposure (road, rail 
and site activities) 

Environment Adverse  Local 

Local increase in HGV 
/ staff road traffic 
movements with 
associated risk from 
accident and injury 
and congestion 

Environment  Adverse  Local 

Operation  

Direct, indirect and 
induced employment  
opportunities from 
freight interchange  

Socio-economic Beneficial Local / Regional 
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Feature Potential Health 
Pathway 

Health Determinant Potential 
Implication 

 

Distribution 

Net decrease in HGV 
road vehicle 
kilometres with 
associated reduction 
in risk from changes in 
air quality, noise, risk 
of accident and injury 
and congestion 

Environment  Beneficial  Regional, 
National & 
International 

Direct, indirect and 
induced employment 
opportunities from the 
on site Business 
Village  

Socio-economic Beneficial Local / Regional 

3.21 Such health pathways are consistent with local concerns summarised within Appendix A and 

the key issues identified within the West Kent PCT HIA Scoping Exercise.  

3.22 In addition to the above health pathways, the West Kent PCT has further requested that the 

HIA includes information on flood risk from the proposed infrastructure (and subsequent risk 

to local communities) and are seeking further clarification on any subsequent impact upon 

health care requirement. 
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4 Community Profile 

Introduction  

4.1 Evidence suggests that different communities express varying sensitivity to health effects 

(both adverse and beneficial) as a consequence of relative socio-economic status, deprivation 

and existing health burden. 

4.2 A community profile not only provides a means to establish changes in community exposure 

to certain health pathways but also provides a means to further interpret the distribution and 

significance of effect. 

4.3 For the purpose of this study, the community profile provides a profile of communities in 

proximity to the proposed KIG and expands to a more regional overview where appropriate. 

Community Overview  

Population Density and Structure 

4.4 The proposed site spans the three wards of: Bearsted; Detling & Thurnham; and North Downs 

within the Maidstone Borough. However, the only population group in proximity to the 

proposed site comprises Bearsted village with a number of single or small groups of 

properties located within the immediate vicinity of the site.  

4.5 Applying National Census data as of April 2001, the Bearsted Ward comprised a total 

population of 8,010 individuals with an average population density of 28.64 people per hectare 

(PPH). In contrast, the Detling & Thurnham and North Downs Ward expressed a much lower 

population density of 1.53 and 0.36 PPH respectively.  

4.6 In keeping with the Maidstone Borough trend, the Bearsted Ward generally exhibits a slightly 

higher ratio of females to males and, as of mid 2005, exhibits a relatively mature population 

with approximately 22% aged between 45-64 and 29% aged 65 years and over. 

Education  

4.7 As shown in Table 4.1, the Bearsted Ward exhibits a generally higher level of education 

attainment than both the Maidstone and national trends.  
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Table 4.1 : Education Attainment  

Subject Bearsted 

(Super Output Area 
007C) 

Maidstone England 

Key Stage 1 assessments: pupils achieving Level 2 or above, 2005 - 2006 

Reading  100% 85% 84% 

Writing  100% 82% 81% 

Maths 100% 92% 90% 

Key Stage 2 assessments: pupils achieving Level 4 or above, 2005 - 2006 

English 100% 79% 79% 

Maths n/a  73% 76% 

Science 100% 84% 87% 

Key Stage 3 assessments: pupils achieving Level 5 or above, 2005 - 2006 

English n/a 68% 73% 

Maths n/a  74% 77% 

Science n/a 68% 72% 

Pupils achieving 5 or more A*-C grade passes at GCSE or equivalent, 2005 - 2006 

All Pupils n/a 63% 58% 

Males 100% 58% 54% 

Females n/a 68% 63% 

4.8 The skills base within Bearsted’s adult population is generally in keeping with or better than 

both the Maidstone and England trends, with a higher proportion of people of working age with 

higher education. 

Table 4.2 : Adult Education Attainment  

Subject Bearsted 

Ward 

Maidstone England 

Percentage of people with 
no qualifications 21% 25% 28% 

Percentage of people with 
level 1 qualifications * 16% 18% 16% 

Percentage of people with 
level 2 qualifications * 23% 22% 19% 

Percentage of people with 
level 3 qualifications * 8% 8% 8% 

Percentage of people with 
level 4 /5  qualifications * 21% 17% 19% 

Percentage of people with 
other qualifications unknown 
* 8% 7% 6% 

Key * 
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Subject Bearsted 

Ward 

Maidstone England 

Level 1 qualifications cover: 1+'O' level passes; 1+ CSE/GCSE any grades; NVQ level 1; or Foundation level 
GNVQ). 

Level 2 qualifications cover: 5+'O' level passes; 5+ CSE (grade 1's); 5+GCSEs (grades A-C); School Certificate; 
1+'A' levels/'AS' levels; NVQ level 2; or Intermediate GNVQ. 

Level 3 qualifications cover: 2+ 'A' levels; 4+ 'AS' levels; Higher School Certificate; NVQ level 3; or Advanced 
GNVQ. 

Level 4/5 qualifications cover: First Degree, Higher Degree, NVQ levels 4 and 5; HNC; HND; Qualified Teacher 
Status; Qualified Medical Doctor; Qualified Dentist; Qualified Nurse; Midwife; or Health Visitor. 

Source National Census: Qualifications (UV24) 2001   

Employment 

4.9 A commonly applied summary statistic for employment deprivation is the Employment Domain 

of the Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD). In this Domain, employment deprivation is defined 

as the involuntary exclusion of the working age population from work.  In this instance, 

Bearsted demonstrates a range of employment industries (Table 4.3) and a relatively high rate 

of employment, ranking amongst the top 25% least employment deprived and the 30% least 

income deprived area in England [7]. 

Table 4.3 : Employment Type  

Area of industry  Bearsted 

SOA (007A) 

(%) 

Maidstone 

England 

(%) 

All people aged 16-74 in employment 

Agriculture; hunting; forestry 0.43 1.85 

Fishing 0 0.02 

Mining & quarrying 0 0.15 

Manufacturing 11.7 11.47 

Electricity; gas and water supply 1 0.77 

Construction 8.56 9.49 

Wholesale & retail trade; repair of motor vehicles 14.55 17.89 

Hotels and catering 4.99 4.13 

Transport storage and communication 5.14 6.46 

Financial intermediation 7.99 6.02 

Real estate; renting and business activities 14.84 13.13 

Public administration and defense 6.42 6.76 

Education 9.42 7.09 

Health and social work 9.99 9.66 

People aged 16-74 in employment working in: Other 4.99 5.1 
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Housing 

4.10 The overall quality and condition of housing in Bearsted is relatively better than that of 

Maidstone and the national trend, where 95% of households have central heating and sole 

use of bath / shower and toilet facilities as apposed to 93% and 92% for Maidstone and 

England respectively. 

4.11 As revealed in the 2001 National Census, Bearsted exhibits an average household size of 

2.36 people per household that is in keeping with the England trend yet marginally lower than 

that of Maidstone (2.54 people per household). 

4.12 National statistics further indicate that Bearsted exhibits a consistently higher level of owner 

occupied housing than Maidstone, the South East and national trends, where approximately 

83% of total housing is owned, 8% is classified as social housing and the remainder is 

privately rented or other. [8] 

4.13 In contrast, Bearsted ranks relatively low in terms of access to key services (i.e. GP premises, 

supermarkets, primary schools and post offices) and is ranked within the 8% most deprived 

nationally. However, it is important to note that this score is in part geographically based and 

does not account for the edge of town nature of the Bearsted village.  

Deprivation 

4.14 The IMD provides an overall summary indicator of deprivation taking into account 

employment, income, education, housing and the existing burden of health.  When compared 

nationally, in 2007, Bearsted ranked favourably, being amongst the 18% least deprived areas 

in England. 

Health  

4.15 As shown in Tables 4.4 and 4.5, the Bearsted community generally exhibits better health than 

Maidstone, Kent and national trends with a lower rate of all cause mortality hospital admission 

rates for cardiovascular and respiratory disease. 
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Table 4.4 : Directly Age Standardised Mortality Rate per 100,000 

people (2004 – 2006 Average) 

Persons 

95% Confidence Limits 

Area 

Observed 

(OBS) 

Directly 
Standardised Rate  

(DSR) Lower Upper 

England 1,403,721 610.47 609.43 611.50 

Kent  41,288 588.01 582.09 593.92 

Maidstone  4,029 589.36 570.81 607.90 

Bearsted Ward 286 515.96 450.24 581.67 

Source: Provided by West Kent PCT 

Table 4.5 : Hospital Admission Rates for Circulatory and 

Respiratory Disease (Elective and Emergency Admissions) 

Primary 
Diagnosis 

 

Area 

Total 
Admissions 

Directly Age 
Standardised 
Rate / 100,000 

95% 
Confidence 

Limit  

Lower 
Confidence 

Limit 

Upper 
Confidence 

Limit 

Kent Council 62,780 1,125.03 9.25 1,15.78 1,134.28 

Maidstone 
Local 

Authority 6,559 1,171.4 29.41 1,141.93 1,200.75 

Circulatory 
Disease 

Bearsted 
Ward 412 988.13 102.64 885.49 1,090.77 

Kent Council 52,772 1,186.14 10.80 1,175.34 1,196.94 

Maidstone 
Local 

Authority 5,031 1,089.60 31.89 1,257.71 1,121.49 

Respiratory 
Disease 

Bearsted 
Ward 208 668.14 105.32 562.82 773.46 

Source: Provided by West Kent PCT 

Limiting Long Term Illness (LLTI)

4.16 A limiting long-term illness covers any long-term illness, health problem or disability that limits 

daily activities or work. According to the Census 2001, Bearsted exhibits a marginally higher 

LLTI trend of approximately 19%, as opposed to 15% in Maidstone. 
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Health Deprivation 

4.17 The IMD 2007 provides a summary health indicator that identifies areas with relatively high 

rates of people who die prematurely or whose quality of life is impaired by poor health or 

disability. As of 2007, Bearsted generally falls within the 14% least health deprived areas 

nationally. 

Community Concerns 

4.18 As previously discussed, a range of community engagement exercises have been 

implemented as part of the ES that resulted in over 400 completed public exhibition comment 

forms and over 200 freepost comment cards (please see Appendix A for the Statement of 

Community Consultation). 

4.19 Key outputs from such engagement largely conclude that although the concept of the 

proposed road-rail interchange is welcomed, the proposed location and magnitude of such a 

facility in Bearsted is not. Participants indicated that Kent in general, and Bearsted in 

particular, have been subject to rapid development that impinges upon the quality of both the 

environment and social capital, and that such a development will only further the process.  

4.20 It is also perceived that changes in air quality and noise will have a significant adverse effect 

upon local health, that employment opportunities are unlikely to be taken up by local residents, 

and that these issues coupled with existing road transport issues will impact upon local house 

values. 

Bearsted Health Summary  

4.21 The Bearsted community generally experiences a higher quality of good health than the 

regional or national trend, and are supported by relatively high levels of income, employment, 

education and good housing. As such, local communities are not particularly sensitive to 

changes in environmental or socio-economic conditions and do not include any particular at 

risk groups.   

4.22 Due to the particular nature of the proposed development, and the relative distribution of the 

Bearsted Community, key health issues are likely to be measured on a property basis, as 

opposed to community wide influences.  
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5 Assessment 

Introduction    

5.1 The following assessment separates the core health pathways to be investigated into 

environment, transport and socio-economic categories.  

Environment 

Noise and Vibration  

5.2 Noise has the potential to affect health in a variety of ways; some of the effects can be 

auditory and occur as a direct impact of the noise.  Direct auditory effects usually result in 

damage to the ear, in particular damage to the inner ear but this only occurs from intense and 

prolonged exposure.  Such risks are generally associated with occupational health in the 

workplace and will be managed though good working practice for workers in the construction 

phase and the provision of appropriate personal protection equipment and is not a community 

health issue. 

5.3 There are also a wide range of non-auditory health effects that may be associated with 

exposure to environmental noise, although the pathways and strength of association for these 

are not fully understood.  Examples of non-auditory health effects include: 

• annoyance; 

• mental health; 

• cardiovascular and physiological; 

• performance (tasks and academic); and 

• night-time effects (sleep disturbance). 

5.4 Consensus on the level and duration of noise required to instigate potential health impacts is 

not clearly defined. The main emphasis of noise standards and regulations is therefore placed 

on disturbance and sleep deprivation, as they are the most immediate consequences of noise 

impacts and applicable to everyone.  

Construction 

5.5 Construction activities associated with developments of this type have the potential to result in 

significant adverse noise effects dependent upon the construction techniques applied, the type 

and quantum of plant used and the duration of activities both overall and diurnally.  
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5.6 As demonstrated in the ES [9], prior to mitigation, construction noise is anticipated to range 

from 41 dB to 73 dB LAeq, 12hr at 100 metres distance. This could potentially result in significant 

noise impacts at distances of up to 345 metres from the boundary of the works and is 

anticipated to result in significant impacts at all of the eight receptor points.  

5.7 However, construction activities are by nature intermittent and temporary, will be largely 

contained within daytime working hours (i.e. 08:00 to 18:00 on weekdays and 08:00 to 13:00 

on Saturdays) and will be managed and abated by a robust Construction Environmental 

Management Plan (CEMP). 

5.8 In addition, as outlined in the ES [9], an initial assessment of the construction works indicates 

that the use of acoustic screens will further reduce potential community exposure at 

approximately 69 residential properties limiting the potential impact to a moderate level (i.e. a 

predicted change of 5 to 9.9 dB LAeq,T). 

5.9 Following mitigation, potential health impacts are largely limited to daytime annoyance during 

particularly noisy construction activities. Although such activities are intermittent, transient 

within the site and unlikely to result in any measurable health outcome, it is likely that 

construction will produce some short term community annoyance for those properties 

immediately bordering the site (predominately Mallings Drive and Fremlins Road) [10], when 

construction activities are focused in that area.  

5.10 As demonstrated in the ES [9], noise from off-site construction traffic is not anticipated to be 

significant or of a level to result in any measurable health outcome (i.e. a maximum 0.9 dB 

increase as a result of 250 construction vehicles).  

Operation 

5.11 Once operational, noise and vibration effects are largely associated with:  

• operation of the intermodal area;  

• operation of the warehouse units;  

• operation of the commercial units;  

• fixed mechanical plant (heating, ventilation and air conditioning-HVAC) associated with 

the units; 

• increased railway movements on the network; 

• trains accessing the site, shunting and loading/unloading activities; and  

• increased traffic flows on the local road and rail network.   
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5.12 As demonstrated in the ES [9], prior to mitigation, noise from gantry cranes, HGV movements 

within the intermodal area and warehouse loading areas are not anticipated to result in a 

significant impact and not of an order or duration to result in any measurable health outcome. 

5.13 Off-site HGV movements are anticipated to result in a respective 5 and 6 dB daytime and 

night-time change at one residential property (Chestnuts, Ashford Road), and rail movements 

along the Western Sidings have the potential to increase existing daytime and night-time noise 

exposure at approximately 40 residential properties.   

5.14 In particular, prior to mitigation, it is anticipated that noise changes from rail movements at the 

rear façade of the closest houses in Mallings Drive would be approximately 2 to 4 dB and 4 to 

6 dB during daytime and night–time respectively. It has also been predicted that freight trains 

pulling away may give rise to maximum noise levels of approximately 77 to 80 and 74 to 76 dB 

LAmax,F. Such levels of noise exposure, unmitigated are anticipated to be sufficient to cause 

annoyance and potential sleep disturbance for residents at Thurnham Lane, Fremlins Road 

and Mallings Drive throughout the operational lifetime of the proposed facility. 

5.15 As demonstrated within the ES [9], noise barriers at the western sidings have been 

investigated and found to be ineffective mitigation unless impracticably high (in excess of six 

m).  Therefore, an effective mitigation option would be to enclose the western sidings within a 

building to ensure that no significant effects would be likely to occur. Such mitigation is 

anticipated to comply with World Health Organisation guidance [31], and be sufficient to 

reduce annoyance and prevent sleep disturbance. 

5.16 As detailed in the ES [9], apart from best practice in HGV operation (i.e. encouraging all 

drivers to behave in a manner such as to minimise noise), no specific noise mitigation is 

proposed along the Ashford Road. As such, the sole residential receptor (‘Chestnuts’) will be 

subject to a 6 to 9 dB daytime and night-time increase in noise (i.e. a change from 54 to 63 dB 

LAeq, 6hr). Although such a change in daytime noise exposure is not anticipated to result in a 

measurable health outcome, depending on the relative sensitivity of individuals at this 

property, the permanent nature of such exposure does risk some potential sleep disturbance.  

Air Quality  

5.17 One of the core health pathways associated with the development is the relative change in 

emissions due to a principal decrease in total HGV road traffic movements; and a potential 

change in local air quality due to changes in local HGV and staff road vehicle movements and 

emissions from the proposed biomass boiler.  

5.18 Although additional sources of potential emissions were considered in the ES, including 

emissions during construction and from diesel trains, NOX, PM10 and SO2, emissions from 
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such sources are not considered to be of a concentration or present sufficient exposure to be 

of any significance [11]. 

5.19 As demonstrated within the ES [12], research into the potential health effects of emissions is 

extensive and provides statistically significant associations between many classical air 

pollutants and effects on a wide range of cardiovascular and respiratory health outcomes. 

5.20 The following assessment concentrates on risk from particulate matter (PM10) and nitrogen 

dioxide (NO2), which are generally the primary focus for research by the Committee of UK 

Medical Effects of Air Pollutants [13], Clean Air for Europe [14] and the World Health 

Organisation [15]. These are also the primary pollutants of concern identified by the air quality 

assessment undertaken for the EIA, providing detailed air dispersion modelling of HGV and 

biomass boiler emissions [16]. 

5.21 As demonstrated in the ES [16], changes in air quality have been modelled to combine HGV 

emissions (line sources) alongside a number of point sources associated with the biomass 

boiler emissions at ten meter intervals to ensure a high level spatial resolution for both NO2

and PM10.

Nitrogen Dioxide

5.22 As demonstrated in the ES [17], and shown in Table 5.1, modelling indicates that once 

operational, the development is anticipated to result in an increase in NO2 at all modelled 

receptors, with the highest value at Receptor 6 (The Caves) indicating a potential 4µg.m-3 

increase in the NO2 annual mean. 

Table 5.1 : Difference in Annual Mean NO2 Concentrations 2016 

NO2 Annual Mean (µg.m-3) Ref Receptor 

Without KIG With KIG Difference 

1 45 Malling’s Drive 13.9 14.3 0.3 

2 Springfield 14.3 14.6 0.3 

3 Nether Lodge 18.1 18.5 0.3 

4 Tollgate House 18.4 19 0.6 

5 Pine Cottage 16 16.5 0.5 

6 The Caves 16.8 20.7 4 

7 Old English 
Cottage 

18.6 19.8 1.2 

8 Elsfield House 19.3 20.1 0.8 

5.23 Applying the available evidence base, such changes in concentration exposure are not of an 

order to quantify any meaningful change in health effect.  
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5.24 To clarify, the UK Department of Health's Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants 

does not consider that the evidence on NO2 was sufficiently robust for quantification but 

provides a risk coefficient of 0.5% per 10 µg.m-3 increase for an effect on respiratory hospital 

admissions for sensitivity analysis purposes only. [18] 

5.25 Therefore, assuming the worst case 4 µg.m-3 increase, the proposed development represents 

a potential 0.2% increase in background hospital admission rates for those communities 

exposed.  

5.26 Applying the combined elective and emergency respiratory hospital admission rate for 

Bearsted (988.13 per 100,000 people), adjusted for the total population of the Bearsted Ward 

(8,010 people as of 2001), the proposed development has the potential to result in 0.16 of an 

additional respiratory hospital admission per year. 

5.27 However, potential community exposure at this concentration is limited to areas in immediate 

proximity to the site boundary along the A20. As such, actual community exposure will be 

significantly lower (0.3 to 0.6 µg.m-3 at Receptors 1 to 5) representing a potential 0.015% to 

0.03% increase in respiratory hospital admissions for those communities exposed. Again, 

assuming the total population of Bearsted is subject to such a level of concentration exposure 

might result in 0.01 to 0.02 of an additional respiratory hospital admission per year. 

5.28 Once operational, NO2 emissions will remain within air quality standards set to protect health 

and community exposure is not of a level to quantify any meaningful change in health 

outcome. 

Particulate Matter

5.29 As demonstrated in the ES [19], and shown in Table 5.2, modelling indicates that once 

operational, the development is anticipated to present a negligible increase in PM10 (i.e. 

particulate matter with a mean aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less) [20] with the 

highest value at Receptor 6 (The Caves) indicating a potential 0.3 µg.m-3 increase in the PM10 

annual mean. 

Table 5.2 : Difference in Annual Mean PM10 Concentrations 2016 

PM10 Annual Mean (µg.m-3) Ref Receptor 

Without KIG With KIG Difference 

1 45 Malling’s Drive 18.8 18.8 0.0 

2 Springfield 18.9 18.9 0.0 

3 Nether Lodge 19.5 19.6 0.1 

4 Tollgate House 19.6 19.7 0.1 

5 Pine Cottage 19.1 19.2 0.1 

6 The Caves 19.3 19.6 0.3 
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PM10 Annual Mean (µg.m-3) Ref Receptor 

Without KIG With KIG Difference 

7 Old English 
Cottage 

19.9 20 0.1 

8 Elsfield House 19.9 20 0.1 

5.30 Applying the available evidence base, such changes in concentration exposure are not of an 

order to quantify any meaningful change in health effect.  

5.31 To clarify, the exposure response coefficients developed by the UK Department of Health's 

Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants [13] establish that there is a 0.75% 

increased risk in the background rate of all cause mortality per 10 µg.m-3 increase in PM10 per 

100,000 individuals exposed. 

5.32 As an example, applying the all cause mortality rate for the Bearsted Ward (515.96 per 

100,000 people), a worst case 0.3 µg.m-3 PM10 increase for the total population of Bearsted 

(8,010 people) would result in approximately 0.01 of a Death Brought Forward (DBF). 

5.33 Furthermore, it is important to note that an increased risk of mortality and morbidity due to 

elevated PM exposure is small and limited to a fraction of a population which is already in very 

poor health.  As such, the term DBF does not constitute new / additional deaths but a 

reduction in life expectancy for those whose health is already seriously compromised. 

5.34 In order to convert DBF into changes in life expectancy, the Committee on the Medical Effects 

of Air Pollution (COMEAP) provided an estimate of an average 2 to 6 month loss of life 

expectancy per DBF in its 2001 report [13]. 

5.35 Assuming the entire population of Bearsted reside at The Caves, and are already 

experiencing poor health, then a 0.3 µg.m-3 annual mean increase in PM10 might result in a 

reduction of life expectancy by approximately 6 to 20 seconds.  

5.36 Considering that such a calculation requires a gross exaggeration of potential community 

exposure, it is deduced that the development will not result in PM10 emissions of a level to 

result in any measurable adverse health outcome locally. 

5.37 Equally, the Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants [13] has also established that 

there is a 0.8% increased risk in respiratory and cardiovascular hospital admissions per 10 

µg.m-3 increase in PM10 per 100,000 individuals exposed. 

5.38 Applying the Bearsted directly age standardised rate of hospital admissions for cardiovascular 

and respiratory disease (a respective 988 and 668 per 100,000 people), and assuming that 

the total Bearsted population is subject to a 0.3 µg.m-3 annual mean increase in PM10, might 

result in an additional 0.01 of an additional cardiovascular and  0.01 of a respiratory hospital 

admission per year. 
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5.39 On the above basis, the development will not result in PM10 emissions of a level to result in 

any meaningful adverse health outcome or additional health care requirement. 

PM2.5 

5.40 In this instance, it has already been established within the ES that the development is not a 

significant source of PM which includes the PM2.5 fraction (i.e. particulate matter with a mean 

aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less). However, recent evidence suggests that 

increased exposure to PM2.5 is potentially more hazardous to human health than larger 

particles [13]. 

5.41 Taking the very conservative assumptions that all particulates modelled within the ES are 

PM2.5, assuming the total population of Bearsted is subject to the highest concentration 

exposure of 0.3µg.m-3 and applying the associated risk ratio recommended by the Committee 

on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants [13] of 6% increased mortality per 10 µg.m-3 increase 

in exposure, the development might result in 0.07 of a DBF equating to a 1 to 3 minute 

reduction of life expectancy. 

5.42 As previously noted, such a calculation represents an unrealistic worst case hypothetical 

scenario, assuming that all emissions are PM2.5 and grossly overestimating community 

exposure. On the above basis, the development will not result in PM2.5 emissions of a level to 

result in any meaningful adverse health outcome. 

5.43 Due to uncertainty on the level and route of HGV’s offset by the proposed development, this 

HIA is not able to quantify the potential health benefit from the net decrease in HGV emissions 

exposure that the proposed development affords. Although it is possible that the proposed 

development might have a minor beneficial influence on air quality along key routes, potential 

benefits to health are not anticipated to be significant regionally (i.e. it will not be possible to 

attribute any meaningful change in health along major routes to the proposed development).  

However, it is important to note that, considering the scope of the development’s influence, 

minor benefits on a regional basis may add up to result in more meaningful health benefits on 

a national and potentially international scale. 

Flood Risk 

5.44 Responding to the request from the West Kent PCT, the HIA includes a summary of the 

potential health risk from flooding. As demonstrated in and appended to the ES [32], a 

comprehensive Flood Risk Assessment has been prepared for the approval of the 

Environment Agency (EA). 

5.45 The proposed site is almost entirely located within Flood Risk Zone 1, and is therefore 

classified as being at a low probability of flooding (typically <0.1% annual probability of 

flooding). Furthermore, the EA has confirmed that it does not have any modelled flood levels 



Kent International Gateway HIA 

RPS  JAS 4724 
July 2008 

24

for either of the two watercourses within the proposed site and they have no recorded flooding 

incidents within these areas. 

5.46 Once operational, the proposed facility is not anticipated to generate foul or surface water 

drainage of a level to constitute a significant environmental impact and will be further reduced 

following mitigation and the implementation of an appropriate maintenance regime to be 

agreed between the EA and estate management company. The proposed development is not 

anticipated to constitute a flood risk to local communities. 

Transport 

5.47 Potential health pathways associated with changes in road traffic movements include 

increased exposure to road emissions, noise and risk of road traffic accident and injury. 

Road Traffic Emissions 

5.48 As previously discussed, potential changes in road side emissions have been combined with 

the wider development’s operational source (HGV and staff road vehicle movements and 

emissions from the biomass boiler). These changes are not of a level likely to result in any 

measurable change in local health.  

Road Traffic Noise

5.49 As detailed in the ES [21], road traffic noise changes will be less than 3 dB on the major road 

links modelled, generally not perceptible to local resident and not of a level to result in any 

measurable health outcome.   

5.50 However, as previously discussed, prior to mitigation, noise modelling indicates that one 

property (Chestnuts on the Ashford Road) will be subject to a 6 to 9 dB increase in noise 

during the night-time period with the potential to increase annoyance and sleep disturbance at 

this property. 

Risk of Road Accident and Injury 

5.51 The major and most obvious hazard of road transport is human injury as a result of impact 

from a vehicle’s momentum. The calculation of injuries as a result of new journeys and 

increased traffic flows is not an exact science. One approach is to calculate an accident rate 

per journey, based on the gross national statistics. The advantage of this method is that the 

number of accidents can be calculated without a detailed knowledge of road traffic 

movements on particular road types or the number of kilometres travelled.  This method also 

takes into account the additional risk associated with the whole trip and not just the additional 

vehicle kilometres in the area around the development. 
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5.52 The disadvantages are that it applies a standard rate to the population and does not consider 

any of the more sophisticated data that are available about particular road types or the effect 

of the number of kilometres. Notwithstanding this, it is consistent with the approach adopted 

on a national basis and provides a means to set changes in potential local risk into context. 

5.53 According to UK Department for Transport statistics [22], there were 32,155 people killed or 

seriously injured on all Great Britain roads for all forms of transport in 2005.  

5.54 The annual number of vehicle journeys or ‘trips’ per person per annum can be estimated by 

the following method: there are currently 60 million people in the UK and an average of 488 

trips per person per year [23]. Taken together, this results in 29.3 billion trips per year in road 

vehicles. There are also approximately 306 million trips made in the UK per annum by goods 

vehicles. This gives a total of 29.6 billion trips per annum by cars, buses and vans/goods 

vehicles. 

5.55 Therefore, the incidence of a road user (including pedestrians) involved in road accidents per 

trip can be calculated by dividing the number of accidents by the number of trips. The extra 

number of accidents can then be calculated by multiplying the number of new trips by the risk 

of an accident in a single trip. 

5.56 As demonstrated in the ES, and shown in Table 5.3, the proposed development is anticipated 

to result in an increase in local vehicle trips as a consequence of the intermodal road freight 

interchange (i.e. HGV’s) and staff at both the modal interchange and business village. 

Table 5.3 : Road Vehicle Average Daily Arrivals and Departures 

Trip Generation Cars and LGV’s Trip Generation HGV’s Time Period 

(Hours) Arrival  Departure  Arrival  Departure  

00:00 – 01:00 0 0 34 43 

01:00 – 02:00 0 0 43 60 

02:00 – 03:00 0 0 32 41 

03:00 – 04:00 0 0 31 55 

04:00 – 05:00 0 0 43 39 

05:00 – 06:00 750 5 63 81 

06:00 – 07:00 49 542 69 97 

07:00 – 08:00 88 5 89 82 

08:00 – 09:00 441 0 70 78 

09:00 – 10:00 88 10 118 89 

10:00 – 11:00 5 10 114 75 

11:00 – 12:00 11 20 117 113 

12:00 – 13:00 27 20 83 104 
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Trip Generation Cars and LGV’s Trip Generation HGV’s Time Period 

(Hours) Arrival  Departure  Arrival  Departure  

13:00 – 14:00 717 5 128 83 

14:00 – 15:00 0 722 106 96 

15:00 – 16:00 5 30 88 93 

16:00 – 17:00 5 87 83 83 

17:00 – 18:00 38 465 73 76 

18:00 – 19:00  33 116 61 34 

19:00 – 20:00 0 10 59 66 

20:00 – 21:00 0 0 57 61 

21:00 – 22:00 502 0 48 60 

22:00 – 23:00 0 718 49 48 

23:00 – 24:00 0 0 50 54 

Total daily trips 2,759 2,759 1,931 1,931 

5.57 Assuming a worst-case scenario that this daily movement will occur everyday throughout the 

year generates approximately 1,400,000 HGV trips and 2,000,000 car and LGV trips.  At this 

hypothetical annual trip rate, the increase in HGV movements may contribute in 12 accidents 

a year, 1 of which may be serious. However, it is important to note that HGV’s will only access 

the site via a short stretch of the A20 with a dedicated HGV entrance. As such, the previous 

calculation is extremely conservative where there is limited opportunity for community 

exposure and risk of road traffic accidents.  

5.58 Applying the same approach the relative increase in private cars and LGV’s may contribute in 

18 accidents a year, 2 of which may be serious. Potential risk from private cars and LGV’s 

may constitute a more significant risk as they are not necessarily restricted to the M20 or the 

short stretch of the A20. 

5.59 It is important to note that this approach considers all roads, road users and pedestrians 

involved in UK accidents and does not consider the net reduction in HGV kilometres travelled 

that the proposed development affords (i.e. a redistribution and shortening of HGV trips not an 

increase). It is also noted in the Traffic Assessment that KCC have indicated that the 

proposed use of the site would compliment the current accident remedial scheme for the A20 

by helping to control vehicle speed. 

5.60 In contrast, as detailed in the ES [24], once fully operational, it is estimated that the KIG 

scheme would lead to a reduction of 60 million HGV kilometres travelled per year. In the 

absence of more detailed transport information (i.e. HGV kilometre reductions on specific road 

types) it is not possible to provide a comprehensive assessment of changes in the relative 

magnitude and distribution of risk. However, from the provided high level figure, it is possible 
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to perform a basic calculation that provides an indication as to the level of road traffic accident 

reductions that the proposed development might afford. 

5.61 In this instance, multiplying the total change in kilometres by the 2006 national accident rate of 

68 total casualties per 100 million vehicle kilometres [25], might result in a total reduction of 41 

road traffic accidents per year, of which six might be fatal or seriously injured (of which and 0.6 

might be annual fatalities). 

5.62 However, it is important to note that, such a calculation is based upon an all vehicle and roads 

types. In reality, HGV’s experience a lower accident rate and are anticipated to predominantly 

utilise motorways with a lower rate of accidents than urban and rural roads.  Applying the HGV 

accident rates, once operational the proposed development might result in a total reduction of 

23 road traffic accidents per year, of which four might be fatal or seriously injured and one 

fatal. 

5.63 The proposed development is therefore anticipated to provide a broad net reduction in road 

traffic accidents regionally, nationally and depending on the extent of the modal shift to rail, 

internationally. 

5.64 However, due to a local increase in road traffic movements, the proposed development 

unmitigated will result in redistributing potential risk of accident and injury locally. Such risk is 

anticipated to be mitigated through a segregated entrance to the site, and appropriate junction 

design limiting potential exposure and complemented by a staff transport strategy, sufficient 

parking provision (preventing the requirement to park in Bearsted) and a staff bus service. 

However, additional measures are recommended to further reduce risk of disruption, accident 

and injury to the Bearsted Community. 

Socio-economic  

Employment and Income  

5.65 Employment and income are potentially the most significant determinants of health, 

influencing a range of factors including the quality of housing, education, diet, lifestyle, coping 

skills, access to services and social networks. [26, 27]. 

5.66 As a consequence, poor economic circumstances can influence health throughout life, where 

communities subject to socio-economic deprivation are more likely to suffer from morbidity, 

injury [27], suffer from mental anxiety, depression [28] and tend to suffer from higher rates of 

premature death than those less deprived [28]. 

5.67 Although quantitative methods have been established to demonstrate the health benefit of 

employment and income, where a 10% rise in income can reduce the relative risk of mortality 

by 0.0035 in men and 0.03 in women [28], the intensive data requirements (i.e. the need for 
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information on the relative change of an individual’s pay range) limits this assessment to a 

qualitative appraisal. 

5.68 Projects with the potential for long-term, stable employment with opportunities for promotion 

and advancement through training and experience will therefore contribute in improving health 

and wellbeing of socio-economically deprived communities [26].  

5.69 It is important to note, however, that increasing employment and income opportunities alone 

will not maximise health benefits. Increased support, training and community involvement is 

required in order to link and develop skills to employment and reduce the risk of inequality. 

Construction 

5.70 As demonstrated within the ES [30], the construction phase is anticipated to account for 

approximately 820 person years of employment, equating to around 80 direct Full Time 

Equivalent (FTE) jobs.  

5.71 The magnitude of potential direct construction employment opportunities will vary during the 

construction phase and are typically diffuse, distributed at a regional level. However, it is safe 

to assume that a proportion of direct employment opportunities will be taken up within Kent.   

5.72 In contrast, indirect and induced employment and income opportunities are likely to be 

experienced on a more local level (i.e. services and amenities to serve the construction 

activities and staff).  

Operation 

5.73 As shown in Table 5.4, once operational, the proposed development is anticipated to generate 

approximately 3,500 direct jobs. Although, the primary employment type will be that of 

warehousing, it is important to note that modern warehousing facilities include a number of 

management and highly skilled jobs while more basic tasks have become mechanised.  

5.74 To clarify, research by Roger Tym and Partners with MDS Transmodal found that 22% of jobs 

in strategic distribution activities are ‘office workers’, constituting secretarial, clerical, 

managers, supervisors, and professional and technical staff.  

5.75 Applying this figure to the anticipated warehouse jobs generated through the proposed KIG 

scheme is anticipated to generate around 660 high-skilled secretarial, clerical, managerial, 

supervisory and professional and technical staff within the warehouse operations, which in 

addition to the 500 jobs in the business park gives over 1,100 higher skilled jobs. 
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Table 5.4 : Estimated Operational Employment  Opportunities 

Type of Employment Number of Jobs Jobs expressed as a percentage of 
total (%) 

Warehouse NDC  1,725 49 

Warehouse RDC 1,271 36 

Office 430 12 

Small Industrial Units 80 2 

Total jobs 3,506 100 

5.76 In addition to direct employment generation, it is anticipated that the proposed development 

will create an additional 500 indirect and induced employment opportunities, with a total net 

employment estimate of approximately 4,000 jobs.  

5.77 Due to the relatively high employment rate and skills base in Bearsted, it is anticipated that the 

majority of direct employment uptake will arise from Maidstone, its expansion areas and from 

the Medway towns. In contrast, indirect and induced employment and income are more likely 

to be felt locally, as is local spending. Once operational, 3,500 employees are anticipated to 

spend on average, £6 per day in their local area of employment. As demonstrated in the ES, 

this is anticipated to contribute an additional £4.7m a year to the local economy. 

5.78 The proposed development is anticipated to significantly contribute to increasing direct, 

indirect and induced employment and income opportunities. 

5.79 However, the distribution of potential health benefit is largely dependent upon the distribution 

of employment uptake. In this instance, construction employment is anticipated to be delivered 

regionally, with potential local opportunities limited to indirect and induced opportunities. Once 

operational, employment opportunities are again anticipated to be taken up more locally with 

the anticipated skills requirement closely matching the Maidstone and Kent skills base 

5.80 As a consequence, the proposed development will deliver potential health benefits from the 

generation of a significant number and range of employment opportunities.   
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6 Summary and Conclusions  

Introduction  

6.1 The proposed development has a number of features that might be considered to have 

implications for the health of neighbouring communities. This HIA has examined the extent of 

these implications in a manner that considers local circumstance and the best available 

scientific evidence. 

6.2 The following sections provide a summary as to the significance and potential distribution of 

health effects. 

Health Pathways and Community Sensitivity  

6.3 As previously discussed, potential health pathways associated with construction and operation 

of the proposed development include:  

• changes in air quality and noise exposure;  

• a local increase in road traffic movements (HGVs and staff); 

• a net decrease in HGV road traffic movements; and  

• increased employment opportunities with associated socio-economic health influences. 

6.4 With the exception of potential socio-economic benefits, the distribution of such health 

pathways are largely contained at the local level and to a certain extent specific properties 

within Bearsted.  

6.5 In terms of community sensitivity, Bearsted generally exhibits a more mature population with 

higher level of good health than the regional and national trend and demonstrates a relatively 

high level of employment and a high skills base. As such, the local community is not 

particularly sensitive to changes in environmental conditions and more able to cope and adapt 

to changes than more deprived areas of Kent. However, it is also important to note that due to 

the relatively high level of employment and education, Bearsted is also less likely to benefit 

directly from potential socio-economic opportunities. 

Health Effect  

6.6 The primary and most significant influence of the proposed development will be the estimated 

reduction of 60 million HGV kilometres travelled per year. In this instance, it is anticipated that 

the proposed development will afford a total reduction of 23 road traffic accidents per year of 

which four might be fatal or seriously injured. 
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6.7 At the same time, with the redistribution of HGVs to the short stretch of the A20, albeit well 

away from any significant population, coupled with increased staff transport, the proposed 

development could result in a local level increase in risk from road traffic accidents. As such, 

the appended Health Management Plan recommends a number of initiatives to further 

manage risk and address community concerns. 

6.8 Although the proposed development is anticipated to also result in significant reductions in fuel 

consumption and vehicle emissions, it has not been possible to quantify what such reductions 

mean in terms of improved air quality and subsequent respiratory and cardiovascular health 

benefits. However, it can be confidently predicted that the proposed development will 

contribute in further reducing general emissions with regional, national and international air 

quality and climate change benefits. At the local level, construction and operational emissions 

are not of a level to result in any measurable health outcome.  

6.9 Construction noise will be intermittent, temporary and largely contained within daytime working 

hours. As such, potential impacts are largely limited to community annoyance at specific 

properties. Although potential noise exposure will be further reduced through a Construction 

Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and noise barriers, there remains the possibility of 

annoyance during particularly noisy construction activities.  Such changes in noise exposure 

are not of a level to result in any measurable health outcome. However, additional 

recommendations to further reduce and manage potential community annoyance are provided 

within the appended Health Management Plan. 

6.10 Once operational, the proposed development if unmitigated presents a permanent and diurnal 

source of potential noise at specific properties. As such, there is a potential risk of both 

community annoyance, sleep disturbance and when considering the available evidence base, 

the potential for actual health outcomes to manifest from chronic exposure. 

6.11 Following mitigation, such risks are anticipated to be reduced. Additional measures provided 

within the health management plan are recommended to further monitor and reduce potential 

exposure and address community concerns. 

6.12 Finally, the proposed development is anticipated to generate significant socio-economic health 

benefits through the creation of up to 4,000 direct, indirect and induced employment 

opportunities. The relatively high local employment rate and skills base, mean that such 

opportunities and benefits will tend to be experienced more strongly over the wider area 

(largely  from Maidstone and Medway towns).  

6.13 As such, the proposed development is anticipated to result in significant net health benefits 

through the total reduction of HGV vehicle kilometres travelled, through the creation of a 

significant number of employment opportunities and further supporting industry by reducing 

transport and mounting fuel costs. However, such benefits are diffuse in character and, 

spread over a wider area than the immediate locality. For specific properties and residents of 
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Bearsted, the proposed development is likely to incur some anxiety and stress. The appended 

Health Management Plan provides additional recommendations to further reduce and manage 

potential community concerns. 

Health Need 

6.14 The proposed development will not influence population growth and, as a consequence, will 

not impact upon additional primary health care requirements (i.e. the need to calculate any 

potential health care shortfall due to rapid population growth).  

6.15 Equally, changes in air quality are not of a level to result in any significant health outcome or 

anticipated to result in any meaningful increase in hospital admission rates. Following 

appropriate mitigation, noise exposure is not anticipated to be of a level to cause any 

measurable health outcome. The proposed development is not anticipated to present a 

significant risk of flooding or risk to community health. 

6.16 Although the proposed development will afford a reduction in road traffic accidents, a local 

increase in road traffic movements along a short stretch of the A20 with limited population 

exposure (both HGVs and staff) presents a small risk of increasing local road traffic accidents. 

This will be minimised through the segregated site entrance and appropriate junction design 

proposed.  

Conclusions 

6.17 Following mitigation, construction of the proposed facility will not constitute a health risk to 

local communities from changes in noise, air quality or risk from construction traffic 

movements. In contrast, potential health benefits during the construction stage include direct, 

indirect and induced income and employment opportunities. The distribution of such benefits 

are anticipated to be diffuse throughout Maidstone and Kent. 

6.18 Once operational, the proposed development will result in a net reduction in HGV vehicle 

kilometres travelled affording an approximate 23 fewer road traffic accidents per year in the 

UK, and will generate a significant number of direct, indirect and induced income and 

employment opportunities. However, the distribution of such benefits will be spread over a 

wider area than the immediate vicinity.   

6.19 More locally, changes in air quality are not of a level to result in any meaningful health 

outcome, and following mitigation, changes in site noise will be reduced, and not anticipated to 

be of a level to result in any measurable health outcome. Equally, with the exception of one 

residential property (‘Chestnuts’) offsite road transport noise is not anticipated to result in 

annoyance or sleep disturbance. The proposed development will result in a local increase in 



Kent International Gateway HIA 

RPS  JAS 4724 
July 2008 

33

HGVs on the A20 near the M20 junction and staff transport movements with a subsequent 

increase in local risk of road traffic accident. 

6.20 In conclusion, the proposed development presents a significant  opportunity to:  

• reduce HGV related road traffic accidents;  

• reduce fuel consumption and associated emissions; and  

• reduce mounting fuel costs being passed on to the consumer.  

6.21 Furthermore, the proposed development will generate significant employment opportunities 

contributing towards reducing high unemployment levels in Maidstone and meet increasing 

employment demand from rapid population growth.  
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KENT INTERNATIONAL GATEWAY     
 

STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY 
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1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Prior to submitting a planning application for an intermodal freight terminal at 

Junction 8 of the M20, Kent International Gateway organised a community 

consultation programme on its outline proposals. 

 

1.2. The programme took the form of: 

• The distribution of a Newsletter to over 6,000 households in Bearsted 

• A Public Exhibition at the Marriott Tudor Park Hotel on Friday 20th April 

(11.00am – 5.00pm) and Saturday 21st April (10.00am – 5.00pm). The 

Exhibition included ten exhibition boards and a 15 minute DVD 

presentation on a continuous ‘loop’ which explained the details of the 

project; the reasons why it was needed and the benefits that would flow. 

The Exhibition was staffed by members of the Kent International 

Gateway professional team throughout. 

• The Newsletter included a Freepost Comments Card and the Public 

Exhibition included the opportunity for visitors to record their comments 

in writing. 

 

1.3. This report by Quatro Public Relations summarises the main issues raised by 

the local community and Kent International Gateway’s response. 
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2. The Public Response 
 

2.1. Over 2,000 people visited the Public Exhibition. Comments forms were 

completed by over 400 people. 

2.2. In addition, over 200 Freepost Comments Cards were returned. 

 

2.3. General Comments

There is no doubt that the Kent International Gateway proposal is not supported 

by the vast majority of local residents. For many residents, the proposal 

represents a further reduction in the quality of life which they perceive as having 

declined over recent years as a result of the implementation of successive 

residential and other developments in Bearsted and the surrounding area. 

Typical comments included; 

 

“During the last 20 years we have seen Bearsted decline from a desirable 

residential community to become a noisy congested routeway through to London. 

The Bearsted area is now congested and noisy throughout the day” 

(Residents, Yeoman Lane, Bearsted) 

 

“The village of Bearsted has suffered from inappropriate over-development for 

the last 20 years which has led to great pressure on local schools, doctors, 

dentists and resulted in appalling traffic congestion” 

(Resident, Spot Lane, Bearsted) 

 

“Kent is no longer the ‘Garden of England’ and is fast becoming a concrete jungle 

which we do not want” 

(Resident, Yeoman Way, Bearsted) 

 

“Bearsted is a very pretty and until recently unspoilt village. We have already had 

numerous house built where sometimes single properties stood, diminishing 
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open spaces, the countryside has already been ravaged by the Channel Tunnel 

link” 

(Residents, Madginford Close, Bearsted) 

 

2.4. The Main Issues Raised

There were seven main issues raised by visitors to the Exhibition and via the 

Comments Cards; 

 

2.4.1. The intermodal freight terminal should be elsewhere

Typical comments included; 

 

“Right idea, wrong place. This road-rail interchange should be much nearer the 

entry ports (Dover-Folkestone-Eurotunnel)” 

(Resident, Tower Lane, Bearsted) 

 

“Yes, heavy freight does need to come off Kent’s Roads and on to rail but we do 

not feel the proposed site at Bearsted/Thurnham is ideal at all. Surely the site 

would be better placed much nearer a port of entry e.g. Dover or Folkestone.” 

(Residents, Birling Avenue, Bearsted) 

 

“Not suitable for historic village. Try Ebbsfleet instead and spend a bit of money 

on new rail infrastructure rather than using ours” 

(Residents, Pimpernel Close, Bearsted) 

 

“There are more appropriate tracts of land available in Ashford – already 

designated a development area” 

(Residents, Eyhorne Street, Hollingbourne) 

 

“If a distribution park with road and rail transfer facilities is needed it should be 

north of London” 

(Resident, Egremont Road, Bearsted) 
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“Your ideas for taking lorries from Kent roads and transferring them to rail is a 

good idea, but you are targeting the wrong site. Between Junction 8 and 9 of the 

M20 coast bound, there are acres of empty land which would be much better 

suited to this scheme.” 

(Resident, Shirley Way, Bearsted) 

 

“Most people would be in favour of transferring freight from road to rail, but this 

should be done close to the port of entry, not half way across the county. Why 

not site the facility close to the Channel Terminal at Cheriton, or better still at the 

Calais terminal?” 

(Resident, Birling Avenue, Bearsted) 

 

2.4.2. The scale of development proposed is too large and would have a  

negative impact on Bearsted

Typical comments included; 

 

“This development is far too large for the area and completely out of keeping with 

a rural village” 

(Residents, Crosskeys, Bearsted) 

 

“This proposal completely dwarfs and would take over Bearsted, which is a 

sought after place to live at the moment” 

(Resident, Birling Avenue, Bearsted) 

 

“The destruction to the rural environment of Bearsted/Thurnham will completely 

change the character of a village” 

(Residents, Caring Lane, Bearsted) 

“I have chosen to live in a village because of a lifestyle and community spirit 

which is not available in towns. This project will affect our community and our  
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security by attracting a great number of lorries which will have to go through the 

village when the M20 is closed” 

(Resident, Ashford Road, Bearsted) 

 

2.4.3.  The environmental impact would be damaging

Typical comments included; 

 

“The extra pollution will be excessive, as will 24 hour noise pollution” 

(Residents, Eyhorne Street, Hollingbourne) 

 

“The area selected for this interchange at Bearsted is currently a rural buffer at 

the eastern edge of Maidstone, which is cherished by all who live in the area, as 

well as many tourists who visit local attractions such as Leeds Castle.” 

(Residents, Eyhorne Street, Hollingbourne) 

 

“Leeds Castle is further away from Bearsted than your planned area and we are 

all able to hear concerts. How will you be able to manage to control your noise?” 

(Residents, Bodsham Crescent) 

 

2.4.4. The impact on the landscape would be negative

Typical comments included; 

 

“This plan will devastate our countryside, an area of natural beauty” 

(Residents, Madginford Close, Bearsted) 

 

“The view across the downs will be lost, spoiling an area of outstanding natural 

beauty” 

(Residents, Crosskeys, Bearsted) 
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“The area is an area of outstanding beauty and the KIG proposal would totally 

destroy the landscape” 

(Residents, Roseacre Lane, Bearsted) 

 

“It is a special landscape area and near a beautiful village. No amount of 

landscaping will reduce its impact” 

(Resident, Crosskeys, Bearsted) 

 

2.4.5. The additional jobs which would be created are not required

Typical comments included; 

 

“The sort of jobs this will bring will be low paid, low skilled and attract people to 

the area who will not be able to afford the cost of housing – where are they to 

live?” 

(Resident, Coltsfoot Drive) 

 

“Who will get the jobs? Cheap labour immigrants?” 

(Resident, Winifred Road, Bearsted) 

 

“Unemployment in Kent is at least half the national average. Who will want to 

work here?” 

(Resident, Plantation Lane, Bearsted) 

 

2.4.6. There would be additional traffic on the M20 and local roads which are 

already congested

Typical comments included; 

 

“Any minor problem on the existing M20 network creates absolute havoc to 

Maidstone and surrounding villages. This will add to these already existing 

problems” 

(Resident, Whiteheads Lane, Bearsted) 
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“You will not be able to prevent lorries using roads other than the motorway” 

(Residents, Birling Avenue, Bearsted) 

 

“Which route do the lorries take when the M20 is closed by Operation Stack?” 

(Residents, Madginford Close, Bearsted) 

 

“It is already a nightmare getting on the M20 in the early morning from junction 7 

– we will be trapped” 

(Residents, The Orchard, Bearsted) 

 

“No consideration appears to have been given to the inevitable increase in 

commuter traffic” 

(Resident, Caring Lane, Bearsted) 

 

2.4.7. The proposals will have a negative impact on property values

Typical comments included; 

 

“Property prices will plummet and this will have such a detrimental affect on the 

area” 

(Resident, Roseacre Lane, Bearsted) 

 

“Your plans will destroy people’s homes and value of property” 

(Residents, The Orchard, Bearsted) 

 

“The inevitable ‘blight’ on local residential properties is of huge concern” 

(Residents, Mallings Drive, Bearsted) 
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3. Kent International Gateway’s Response 
 

3.1 As a result of the public consultation, Kent International Gateway has 

reviewed the outline proposals and has introduced a number of changes to the 

proposals, including: 

 

• The enclosure of the western railway sidings in a steel clad structure in the 

vicinity of the residential area to the north of The Street on the edge of 

Bearsted, in order to ensure no noise harm to properties in Mallings Drive, 

Fremlins Road and the southern end of Thurnham Lane. 

• Relocating the rail sidings serving the rail-connected warehouses within 

the buildings themselves, again to ensure no noise harm to residents in 

the area to the north of The Street. 

• Providing a 3.5 metre high noise barrier at the northern edge of the land 

between Hunters Lodge and on-site road south of warehouse Unit D, and 

a 3.5 metre high noise barrier at the boundary around Chestnuts on 

Ashford Road. 

• Full retention of Common Wood and its grassy foreground and the long 

term maintenance of all of the woodlands on site. 

• Reduction in the scale of the buildings by around 20,000 sq ft to facilitate 

woodland retention, achieve a better relationship with the site edges and 

to enable landscape improvements. 

• Creation of a strategic landscape corridor between buildings 1 and 2  

• New earth mounding and planting at the Thurnham Lane end of 

development. 

• Lowering of the eaves height of the warehouse buildings  

• Reduction in the height of the cranes in the intermodal area from 30m to 

25m.  
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• Provision of lorry driver rest facilities within the development in order to 

ensure that there are no adverse external effects on the local area. 
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4. Conclusions 

4. 1. There is clearly considerable local opposition to the Kent International 

Gateway proposal. Some of the opposition relates more to the perceived 

cumulative impact of development in the Bearsted area over the past decade or 

more since the building of the CTRL and the M20. Opposition from others relates 

to the concern about the scale of the development proposed and its impact of the 

development on the local community, particularly the visual impact. 

 

4.2 KIG understands this concern and has made a number of changes (see 

section 3 above) which are aimed at ensuring that the visual and other impacts of 

the proposals on the local community are minimised as much as possible. 
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Health Management Plan  

Introduction 

The following section presents a series of recommendations geared to further reduce potential health 

issues during construction and operation, to address specific issues raised by West Kent PCT, and 

where possible, to address local community concerns. 

The target audience for the HMP includes the applicant and contractors commissioned for the 

construction and operation of the proposed facility and extends to the PCT and Council with regard to 

socio-economic benefit uptake and complementary initiatives. 

Construction  

Raised awareness 

Prior to construction, appointed contractors will be required to demonstrate how they would comply 

with all the requirements set out in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). To this 

end, they would be asked to produce an overall Environmental Action Plan (EAP) and Method 

Statement for each construction activity. 

It is recommended that practical items of this HIA supplement the CEMP to ensure contractors are 

aware as to local circumstance / concerns and why such measures are required. 

It is anticipated that a public relations strategy will be required with the aim of keeping residents, 

businesses and other local communities informed about the effects of the works and to act as a 

conduit for any community complaints. It is advised that any community liaison officer appointed be 

cognisant of the HIA and potentially have a summarised version for distribution if requested. 

Site Management 

Good site management will prevent and further reduce potential annoyance to communities during 

construction; it is anticipated that such management will include: 

• storage sites, fixed plant, machinery, equipment and temporary buildings etc, would be 

located to limit nuisance and excessive noise affecting residents within the area; 

• construction staff parking is to occur on site and not to impact upon the Bearsted 

community; 

• an appropriate speed limit is to be implemented along the access road and suitable 

signage provided to warn construction staff as to resident areas; 
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• construction vehicles are to conform to Euro II standards and regularly serviced to further 

reduce local emissions; 

• where appropriate, site plant will be turned off when not in use to prevent unnecessary 

noise and emission generation; 

• advanced notification will be provided to sensitive receptors for major construction 

activities; 

• where practicable, particularly impulsive construction activities will only take place during 

daytime working hours preventing sleep interference and associated health effects; 

• dust suppression will be implemented where appropriate and measures will be 

established to prevent the transfer of dust, mud and spoil during transportation; 

• where appropriate, street cleaning will be implemented to prevent transfer of dust on local 

road networks; 

• hoardings and security fences would be designed to avoid, where possible, blind corners, 

recesses or ‘dead’ zones and inspected frequently to prevent unauthorised access and 

subsequent risk to the health and safety of all parties; and 

• where appropriate, CCTV will be provided to further discourage unauthorised access and 

unlawful activities (vandalism, illegal dumping etc). 

It is further recommended that the outputs of the public relations strategy and any recorded complaints 

are monitored and where appropriate acted upon to reduce community annoyance. Where such action 

is deemed necessary, it is important to feed back to the parties involved. 

Construction Staff Transport Plan 

Subject to planning permission, it is anticipated that a staff transport plan will be established to, where 

possible, reduce the number of vehicle trips to the construction site and avoid inconvenience to the 

Bearsted and wider communities.  

Where possible, a construction shuttle service between the site and public transport nodes should be 

provided for construction staff. However, it is recognised that construction staff may be required to 

carry equipment and tools necessary to their trade, with a subsequent preference for private vehicle 

use. In this instance, it is recommended that full parking provision be provided on site, and where 

possible, private vehicle access to the site is to avoid routing through the Bearsted Community.  

Operation 

Once operational, following mitigation, the proposed development is not anticipated to result in any 

meaningful health outcome as a consequence of changes in air quality, noise or road traffic 
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movements.  However, the following recommendations are suggested to ensure the continued 

effectiveness of mitigation measures and where possible to further reduce community concern and 

anxiety. 

Public Relations Stratergy 

It is recommended that an operational public relations strategy be developed (and build from the 

construction public relations strategy) in order to monitor and respond to community concerns. Where 

possible, such a strategy should include a community newsletter to feed back any actions 

implemented, present any onsite monitoring outputs (air quality, noise etc) and highlight potential 

employment opportunities at both the rail interchange facility and business village. 

Such a strategy is therefore intended to identify and respond to community concerns and where 

possible aid in the uptake of potential socio-economic benefits locally. 

Noise Monitoring  

Considering the permanent nature of the proposed facility, it is recommended to that noise monitoring 

is implemented at key noise sensitive receptors. Such monitoring will provide a means to demonstrate 

the effectiveness of mitigation measures implemented and will feed into the public relations strategy.  

Transport  

The proposed development will result in significant HGV’s and staff road transport movements. 

Potential local impacts from HGV movements will be minimised through the dedicated site access 

close to the M20 junction and a strict site management policy. Furthermore, the proposed 

development will support adherence to stringent HGV regulations ensuring the safety of vehicles and 

staff. 

As demonstrated in the ES, the proposed development will reduce staff transport issues through:  

• increased and enhanced green transport routes (pedestrian and cycle); 

• the provision of a shuttle bus linking Bearsted rail station with the KIG site; 

• an extension to the existing 9/19 bus service is being explored, as are additional services 

from Maidstone town centre to the site (via the Bearsted rail station); and   

• where possible, shift patterns are to be compatible with train times to increase use of this 

mode of transport.   

Such measures are anticipated to significantly reduce potential staff transport issues during normal 

working hours (i.e. 08:00 to 18:00). However, it is anticipated that a larger proportion of staff working 

night shifts will use private vehicles to the site (due to practicality issues). Although this will aid in 
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reducing potential issues during peak transport times, it is recommended that awareness training be 

provided to ensure the safety of staff travelling during antisocial hours.  

Employment Opportunities  

Employment Opportunities  

As previously discussed, construction and operation of the proposed facility will present employment 

and income opportunities.  

During construction, it is recommended that, where possible, local contractors are commissioned. This 

will not only reduce transport impacts but will aid in retaining socio-economic benefits regionally. 

However, it is understood that construction employment will be largely dependent upon an appropriate 

skills base, proven ability and ultimately cost.  

Once operational, the proposed development will generate significant employment opportunities. 

Where possible, it is generally recommended to implement a local employment strategy that aids in 

improving local uptake.  

In this instance, it is therefore recommended that potential employment opportunities (and necessary 

skill requirements) be conveyed to the MBC and the PCT, in order to further guide an appropriate 

employment strategy and aid in reducing socio-economic inequality in Maidstone. 
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