
From: Barnard, Megan
To: Aquind Interconnector
Subject: FW: AQUIND - Portsmouth City Council - Deadline 1 Submission
Date: 07 October 2020 08:16:45
Attachments: 20201006 - PCC Letter to PI re Deadline 1.pdf

APPENDIX A - AQUIND 20201006 - Deadline 1 - Task A - ExQ1 Responses Master Final.pdf
APPENDIX B - AQUIND 20201006 - Deadline 1 - Task B - Local Impact Report Master Final.pdf
APPENDIX C - AQUIND 20201006 - Deadline 1 - Task C - Written Reps Master Final.pdf
APPENDIX D - AQUIND 20201006 - Deadline 1 - Task D - Statement of Common Ground Aquind PCC
ESCP.pdf
4.2.2 Map - CAZ B with AQMAs and ES.pdf
3.12.5 Victorious 2019 Camp Site 25.07.19 A1.pdf
3.12.8 Farlington Playing Fields Drainage Layout.pdf

Further to the submission last night, please find x3 maps attached to support
Appendix B. Apologies that these were missed off my previous email.
 
Could you please confirm when submissions will be uploaded onto the PI website?
 
Many thanks, Meg
 
Megan Barnard
Head of PMO
Programme Management Office (PMO)
 
From: Barnard, Megan 
Sent: 06 October 2020 23:57
To: 'aquind@planninginspectorate.gov.uk' <aquind@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Cc: Maguire, Ian <Ian.Maguire@portsmouthcc.gov.uk>; Williams, David
<David.Williams@portsmouthcc.gov.uk>; Samuels, Tristan
<Tristan.Samuels@portsmouthcc.gov.uk>
Subject: AQUIND - Portsmouth City Council - Deadline 1 Submission
 
Evening,
 
On behalf of Portsmouth City Council, please find attached submission for
Deadline 1 in respect of the Application by AQUIND Limited for an Order granting
Development Consent for the AQUIND Interconnector Project.
 
Grateful if you could confirm receipt.
 
Kind regards, Meg
 
Megan Barnard
Head of PMO
Programme Management Office (PMO)
Regeneration Directorate
Portsmouth City Council
Tel: 07909227274
Email: megan.barnard@portsmouthcc.gov.uk
Web: www.portsmouth.gov.uk
 
______________________________________________________________________
This email is for the intended recipient(s) only.

mailto:Megan.Barnard@portsmouthcc.gov.uk
mailto:aquind@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:megan.barnard@portsmouthcc.gov.uk
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.portsmouth.gov.uk%2F&data=02%7C01%7Caquind%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7Ceb8adb8c90544426c06808d86a90e92b%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C1%7C1%7C637376518033298087&sdata=tRVGbSwWkdub9a7AStIqndlrtEwB2onxOmPv4XmefW8%3D&reserved=0
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Via email to 
aquind@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  


 
Ian Maguire 
Assistant Director Planning                               
& Economic Growth 


Floor 4, Core 2-4 
Guildhall Square  
Portsmouth 
PO1 2AL 


 


Phone:      023 9283 4299 


E-mail:      Ian.Maguire@portsmouthcc.gov.uk  


Our Ref:     20201006 


Date:          06/10/2020 


 
 
  


FAO the Planning Inspectorate 
 
RE: Deadline 1 Submission in respect of the Application by AQUIND Limited for 
an Order granting Development Consent for the AQUIND Interconnector Project.  
 
In line with the Planning Inspectorate's requests for deadline 1, please find a summary 
of responses on behalf of Portsmouth City Council set out below:  
 
Task A - Response to ExQ1 
 
Please see Appendix A. 
 
Task B - Local Impact Reports (LIR) from Local Authorities 
 
Please see Appendix B. 
 
Task C - Written Representations (WRs) including summaries of all WRs exceeding 
1500 word 
 
Please see Appendix C. 
 
Task D - Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) requested by the ExA 
 
Please see Appendix D. 
 
Task E - Statement of Commonality for SoCG 
 
Not provided.  
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Task F - Notification of wish to participate in Open Floor Hearings (OFH1 or OFH2) (see 
Annex B) 
 
We can confirm that relevant lead officers from Portsmouth City Council wish to 
participate in the Open Floor Hearings. Additionally, Celina Colquhoun, Counsel from 
39 Essex Chambers will act as legal representation on behalf of Portsmouth City 
Council and Ian Cunliffe, Director - Head of Infrastructure Development from Gateley 
Hamer will provide representation on behalf of Portsmouth City Council for any matters 
relating to land and compulsory acquisition.  
 
Task G - Notification of wish to participate in Compulsory Acquisitions Hearings (CAH1 
or CAH2) (see Annex B)  
 
We can confirm that relevant lead officers from Portsmouth City Council wish to 
participate in the Compulsory Acquisitions Hearings. Additionally, Celina Colquhoun, 
Counsel from 39 Essex Chambers will act as legal representation on behalf of 
Portsmouth City Council and Ian Cunliffe, Director - Head of Infrastructure Development 
from Gateley Hamer will provide representation on behalf of Portsmouth City Council for 
any matters relating to land and compulsory acquisition.  
 
Task H - Notification of wish to participate in the Issue Specific Hearing into the draft 
Development Consent Order (ISH1) (see Annex B) 
 
We can confirm that relevant lead officers from Portsmouth City Council wish to 
participate in the Issue Specific Hearings. Additionally, Celina Colquhoun, Counsel from 
39 Essex Chambers will act as legal representation on behalf of Portsmouth City 
Council and Ian Cunliffe, Director - Head of Infrastructure Development from Gateley 
Hamer will provide representation on behalf of Portsmouth City Council for any matters 
relating to land and compulsory acquisition.  
 
Task I - Submission by the Applicant, IPs and APs of suggested locations for the ExA 
 
The current assumption is that all hearings will take place virtually via MS teams. 
However, should this position change i.e. it is agreed that meetings will take place in 
person, Portsmouth City Council would like to request that all meeting locations are 
accessible to Portsmouth City Council Officers and residents. We would like to suggest 
Portsmouth Guildhall (City Centre and next to the train station) as a possible venue for 
any physical meetings.  
 
Task J - Highways to provide suggestions of where site visits could/should be carried 
out 
 
Portsmouth City Council were asked to respond to a supplementary question regarding 
suggestions for site visits. Our suggestions are set out below: 
 


 A2030 Eastern Road PM peak at both approach to A27 and to the south near 
Tangier Road - https://goo.gl/maps/HRzwHTZ1kQHBzxMAA 
https://goo.gl/maps/EBBsxJKMd3T7hyCW6  



https://goo.gl/maps/HRzwHTZ1kQHBzxMAA

https://goo.gl/maps/EBBsxJKMd3T7hyCW6
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 Copnor Rd Jct/w Burrfields Rd PM peak - 
https://goo.gl/maps/wMy2tED9a9uJMfZ5A 


 Burrfields Road (jct/w Dundas Lane) especially at school egress (2.45-3pm) - 
https://goo.gl/maps/SVnpA5cAVK8BTgt79 


 A27 westbound offslip AM peak (won't be able to do accompanied visit due to 
location but important to see current conditions) - 
https://goo.gl/maps/5ZJg8zstzHDYo66E8 


 
Desirable (time permitting): 
 


 The area around Norway Road heading toward Eastern Road or out to 
Portsbridge might be useful for further context of the current saturation if there is 
time (perhaps not essential) https://goo.gl/maps/GRn3iwfmNXTsZxYU6 
https://goo.gl/maps/8Xu7Wk1oZzEaYhKU8  


 Re-distribution analysis shows a reasonable number of vehicles heading west 
across to Stamshaw Rd via North End residential roads - again if there is time 
this could be impactful in the AM peak where there tends to be queuing already 
at Stamshaw. https://goo.gl/maps/ibSheEpWZcjehKKy8  


 Farlington Avenue to show the relative impact upon residents as a result of road 
closure (any time of day) - https://goo.gl/maps/NTVtCT2BggwrnhXf8  


 All of the Eastern Road 
   


We trust that the above and enclosed submissions meet your requirements. Should you 
require any additional information or clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Grateful if you could confirm the expected turnaround time for responses for Deadline 1 
as I understand we will be required to provided comments on these for Deadline 2 on 
20th October 2020.  


We look forward to hearing your response.  


Yours sincerely, 


 


 
 
Ian Maguire  
Assistant Director Planning & Economic Growth 
 
Cc 


David Williams, Chief Executive, Portsmouth City Council 
Tristan Samuels, Director of Regeneration, Portsmouth City Council 
  



https://goo.gl/maps/wMy2tED9a9uJMfZ5A

https://goo.gl/maps/SVnpA5cAVK8BTgt79

https://goo.gl/maps/5ZJg8zstzHDYo66E8

https://goo.gl/maps/GRn3iwfmNXTsZxYU6

https://goo.gl/maps/8Xu7Wk1oZzEaYhKU8

https://goo.gl/maps/ibSheEpWZcjehKKy8

https://goo.gl/maps/NTVtCT2BggwrnhXf8
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         APPENDIX A - AQUIND - Deadline 1 (06/10/20) - Responses to ExQ1 
 


 


 
 


Reference Respondent Question Response 


1 - Miscellaneous and General 


MG1.1.22 The Applicant  
Portsmouth City 
Council 


Does Portsmouth City Council accept that 
it would take responsibility for the 
maintenance of the proposed landscape 
planting at the landfall after 5 years of 
establishment, as suggested at 1.6.4.1 of 
the Outline Landscape and Biodiversity 
Strategy [APP-506]?   


Portsmouth City Council (PCC) would wish to contain control of all relevant parts of our land.  Whether 
maintenance responsibility should sensibly pass to PCC would be dependent on whether that landscaping 
was on land retained by PCC or on land that has passed into the applicant’s control or ownership.  If the 
proposed landscaping was on land that has passed into the applicant’s ownership PCC would not expect to 
be burdened with the maintenance of it but would expect an appropriate requirement to approve a 
landscaping scheme and require the applicant to maintain it to fulfil its amenity and other purposes. 
 
Where landscaping is proposed on land retained by PCC the Council would accept the responsibility for 
maintenance after 5 years of establishment but an appropriate commuted sum to be paid by the applicant 
ought to be required to cover the reasonable costs of doing so .   


Does the Applicant have a fallback 
proposal if agreement was not reached? 


N/A 


MG1.1.26 The Applicant  
Environment 
Agency Portsmouth 
City Council 


The proposed cable route includes a 
number of areas with known contamination 
issues, especially at Milton Common. Has 
the Applicant provided sufficient evidence 
to demonstrate that, should the cable be 
installed at these locations, contamination 
could be dealt with appropriately and in 
such a way that there would be no 
significant adverse effects on human 
health, the water environment or 
biodiversity? 


The Environmental Statement confirmed that data collection for the geoenvironmental survey(s) will be 
undertaken after the statement has been considered. A non-focused but useful ground baseline survey has 
been produced and submitted, but there is nothing new for PCC’s Contaminated Land Team (CLT) to review 
since that time.  
 
The original sampling scheme for the baseline survey was based upon ease of access rather than targeted at 
locations more likely to have contamination. The desk study and testing along the cable run that has been 
provided was agreed to be updated following further collection of historical records. However, this has not yet 
been undertaken, and seems to have been deferred to D&B contractor (to sub contract or maybe WSP will 
continue the assessment in some locations). At present the CLT do not know the approach that will be 
adopted.  
 
Once the ground assessments for the parcels of land are available, the PCC’s CLT will be in a position to 
advise on each. The baseline report submitted is not a complete geo-environmental assessment of the 
various parcels of land that will comprise the cable run. The submission from Aquind has obtained historical 
reports for the main sites that the cable crosses but not all the parcels. This assessment was to be added to at 
a later stage, and now it is to be completed by a third party D&B contractor subcontracting the work, and at a 
much later stage in the process than anticipated. This assessment will occur after tendering and hence money 
will have been allocated to tasks before those tasks are even known. This also means the survey is being 
undertaken close to when ground works will be occurring, and that in itself is likely to hinder the assessment 
and reduce options for mitigation, adding further constraints into the project.  
 
PCC considers that in terms of scope and standards achieved, the approach adopted to any other 
development should be applied here. This would mean that each of the areas of land that may be 
contaminated would be investigated following national standards prior to starting any ground works so that 
ground conditions were known before commencing works or appointing contractors. The amount of 
investigation and required testing would be decided upon by the desk study which ensures that effort is 
focused upon those areas needing testing and not on other areas, and so the approach is inherently always 
proportionate to the risk. The recommendations in Appendix 18.1 are "Further targeted ground investigation 
after the submission of the Environmental Statement to further assess the risks to human health and 
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Reference Respondent Question Response 


controlled waters along specific lengths of the route where elevated risks have been identified" (11.2.1.1) but 
we await this information. Initially all geoenvironmental records for 1km either side of the proposed routes 
were requested, which covered a substantial part of the city and disproportionate to the survey, but the current 
submission is based on very few records (apart from Milton Common). For the geoenvironmental survey it has 
now been deferred to a third party D&B contractor to undertake or sub-contract. Without the assessment, 
PCC and its CLT cannot yet review the approach. 
 
At all locations where the cable crosses previously-used-land there should be a risk assessment carried out 
so that ground conditions and likely constraints are known before works commence. This information is clearly 
relevant to route option choices. It is understood that the contractor will be deciding which route option will be 
used and that all options will remain within DCO. It is understood that the tender process is imminent and it is 
therefore reasonable to assume that the standards being suggested for the geoenvironmental survey that will 
be undertaken have already been decided by the applicant, be in writing and described within the tender 
documents. PCC suggests that this information (excluding any commercially confidential matters) should be 
shared with the examination in order for any further assessment to be made as to whether the future survey 
will meet UK standards. In short, PCC would advise that the future submissions should follow 
BS10175:2011+A2:2017 'Investigation of Potentially Contaminated Sites Code of Practice', and national 
guidance 'LCRM': https://www.gov.uk/guidance/land-contamination-how-to-manage-the-risks). 
 
On an engineering project of this size, it may be felt that there is less need to assess localised contamination 
risks or to have an agreed remedial approach before undertaking ground works, but the reverse is true. Whilst 
the developer’s own cable will be protected by its design, the cable run may act as a conduit for pollutants and 
it may leave the land it traverses in a poorer condition than before ground works. The linear nature of the 
scheme means the cable transects many parcels of land each with disparate histories and constraints. The 
impacts upon the land use both from disturbing the soil as well from potential contamination should be 
considered on a section by section, if not, site by site basis (even if it is only to discount any unusual risks). 
The risk assessment is required to ensure contamination is not brought to the surface thereby creating new 
exposures during or after construction. By crossing various areas of land the trenches may join those parcels 
together creating a conduit potentially allowing migration of mobile contaminants and ground gases between 
areas that previously were not connected. A Method Statement should also be in place to protect the areas of 
temporary usage within the order limits that will be used as a working area - degradation of the soil quality 
from compaction and by potentially contaminated arisings being stored on land can be avoided. The 
availability of any such document would allow review and improvements. In places, vulnerable or sensitive 
land, including surface cover soil on landfills, may require restoration or rehabilitation afterwards to return to 
its previous use. A general scheme will be appropriate for most locations, but where ground condition is 
suspect or vulnerable, additional measures should be documented for each area. 
 
In some areas Aquind have suggested route options and have now asked which option PCC would prefer. 
This dialogue, although restricted to considering variations in routes offered by Aquind is helpful to allow the 
local authority to feed into the process but under the terms of the DCO it will be the D&B contractor that will be 
making the final decision.  
 
Every parcel of land with likely contamination along the route, that is vulnerable to degradation by being 


worked, or that is sensitive to restoration being achieved should be considered by Aquind. These start with the 


land-fall location itself and occur along the length of the cable run and must be subject to a geoenvironmental 


risk assessment.  


 


 


 


 


 



https://www.gov.uk/guidance/land-contamination-how-to-manage-the-risks
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Reference Respondent Question Response 


Milton Common seems to be the only area that has been considered in more depth for geoenvironmental 


constraints. Milton Common is a harbour that has been filled with waste and remediated by the council in the 


1990s for its current use for open public space. Aquind in its application acknowledges Milton Common's past 


and considers records but there is insufficient information as to how it will be traversed. Several route options 


are given, and the final route(s) will be decided after surveys later in the process. The options will need to be 


excavated without exposing the public to waste and remediate in a way that does not allow ground bulk gases 


to migrate along the disturbed cable route. 'Option 1' follows the coastal path and penetrates the landfill and 


flood defences. 'Option 2' follows the eastern road/ verge which is where the council has installed bulk gas 


protection to prevent gas migration. In the south west corner, two further options are available and both are 


likely to cross infilled land.  


 


Milton Common is the most obvious example of where land has been remediated for its current use. The 


intention is to trench either near the vent trench and/or through the landfill and bore through the coastal 


defences. PCC understands that the applicant has started desk study reviews of available records for several 


areas encountered by the route but the resulting information has not been made available. The ground 


condition for physically working this land will be difficult. Working on Milton Common will require practices that 


avoid compaction and poaching of the land; digging through its thin surface may be hampered, and then 


thereafter surface must be returned to usable public open space. The suggested working plan does not 


ensure this can happen.  


 


Whilst Milton Common is being discussed with PCC’s CLT but the other areas have not yet been mentioned. 


Unless the records for each site are looked at, it is unknown whether the ground conditions are favourable or 


require consideration which is why the desk study should be updated along the cable length. As this area is 


public open space, PCC would want to ensure that storage on this area of land will not leave residual 


contamination.  


 


All previously-used-land must be risk assessed, and at the minimum the available records reviewed to 


understand their history and current usage with a view to vulnerability to contamination or disturbance (e.g. 


allotments, public space, previously worked soils etc.). These areas include the intended land-fall, land near 


Milton & Eastney allotments (infilled land), Kendall's Wharf, Baffin's Field, Portsmouth University campus, as 


well as any locations identified from the untargeted sampling already undertaken by WSP in the original 


survey. 


 


Once the various risk assessments have been undertaken, it will only then be possible to review the risk 
assessments and in the interim PCC   considers that the tendering brief being sent to contractors should be 
made available so as to ensure it covers adhering to the British Standard BS10175. 
  
 
The above shows that sufficient evidence is not as yet available to address contamination concerns in the 
identified areas. . As the route, including its options are a matter that has been with the applicant at least for 
some time this information could have been collected over the last year to allow impacts and risks already to 
be known. This however is not what appears to be the case.  
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Reference Respondent Question Response 


2 - Air Quality 


AQ1.2.2 Portsmouth City 
Council 


In relation to the Air Pollution SPD referred 
to by the Applicant in paragraph 23.2.3.7 of 
the ES [APP-138], what is expected of 
developments and against what criteria 
should a scheme be assessed?  


https://www.portsmouth.gov.uk/ext/documents-external/pln-air-quality-spd.pdf 
 
New development in the PCC area has to comply with Policy DC5 of the local plan review.  This states that 
“New development will only be permitted where: (i)  it would not cause unacceptable levels of air, noise, 
vibration, light, water or other pollution or otherwise cause unacceptable detrimental effects to the amenity of 
adjoining or nearby occupiers; (ii)  the amenity of future occupiers or users of the proposed 
development is not adversely affected by existing or projected levels of air, noise, vibration, light, water or 
other pollution. New development should be laid out and designed to minimise, as far as possible, the impact 
of the above matters.  Particular consideration will be given to the location of sensitive land uses, especially 
housing, in the context of the above.” 
 
Air quality is deemed to be a material planning consideration under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
where any of the following apply : 
 


 A national air quality objective or an EU Limit Value may be exceeded for the first time on a specific site 
if a development is permitted.  


 The level of exceedance over a national air quality objective or an EU Limit value will be made 
significantly worse if a development is permitted.  


 The concentration of an air pollutant for which a national air quality objective or an EU Limit Value has 
been prescribed will approach an exceedance such that other developments in the area might be 
prevented.  


 The number of people potentially exposed to exceedances of national air quality objectives or EU Limit 
values is increased if a development is permitted.  


 To grant permission for the development would lead to a conflict with measures that the Council 
intends to include in its Air Quality Action Plan (or Local Transport Plan), thus rendering any 
improvement in air quality unworkable. 


Appendix B of the SPD lists those types of developments where Air Quality may be a material consideration 
(see below): 



https://www.portsmouth.gov.uk/ext/documents-external/pln-air-quality-spd.pdf
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Reference Respondent Question Response 


 
Appendix C of the SPD is a guidance note for developers regarding the preparation of an air quality 
assessment. 
It is PCC’s view that the above is an important and relevant consideration under s.104 of the Planning Act 
2008 and should be applied to the Aquind DCO scheme. 
 


Has an independent assessment been 
made against the SPD? The ES [APP-138] 
states that the effect on air quality would 
be ‘negligible beneficial’. It reaches this 
conclusion by weighing totalled receptor 
deteriorations against totalled receptor 
improvements.  


Whilst assessment of air pollution impacts has been undertaken this has not been undertaken per the 
assessment approach set out in the SPD. Chapter 23.2.3.9 of the ES notes "The Air Pollution SPD outlines 
the requirement for an air quality assessment where a development may have an effect on local air 
quality…..however does not go into detail on the required level of assessment." This level of detail is however 
clearly set out in Appendix C of the SPD. 


Does Portsmouth City Council believe that 
this is a suitable approach and conclusion?  


This is not a suitable approach or conclusion due to two considerations. Firstly, the Air Quality SPD states "All 
relevant sensitive receptors should be identified and represented…in relation to the modelled domain for all 
scenarios considered." Therefore it is not considered appropriate in terms of the assessment to provide a 
summary of receptors.  
 
Secondly, the ministerial directions issued to PCC require that air quality in the city is improved in the 'shortest 
possible time', ensuring that exceedances are not indicated at any of the receptors shown on DEFRA's PCM 
model. Given that this direction requires compliance at each of these individual locations it is not considered 
acceptable to provide an average impact based on totalled receptor deteriorations against totalled receptor 
improvements. Impacts of the proposed developed on each of the receptors must be considered on its own 
merits in order for PCC to ensure that compliance with the ministerial directions are achieved. 
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Reference Respondent Question Response 


It is considered that the ministerial directions referred to in more detail below are in themselves important and 
relevant consideration under s.104 of the Planning Act 2008. 


Has the Applicant demonstrated through 
evidence that the Proposed Development 
would not adversely affect air quality or 
cause a failure to meet air quality 
objectives in the City? 


PCC does not consider it can be confirmed through the evidence provided that the proposed development 
would not adversely affect air quality due to the uncertainty in the modelling. From the evidence provided it is 
not clear what level of certainty the transport and air quality model provides and the assertion is made that 
"Although no new exceedances of the objectives are predicted, such are the limitations in the modelling 
process, it cannot be determined with certainty that an exceedance of the NO2 annual mean objective will not 
occur as a result of diverted traffic." 
This is clearly insufficient for the ExA’s purposes under the 2008 Act. 


AQ1.2.4 The Applicant Can you fully explain the requirements of 
the air quality Ministerial Directives relating 
to parts of the Portsmouth City Council 
area in terms of levels, timescales, and so 
on?   


On 26 July 2017, the government published the UK plan for tackling roadside nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
concentrations (‘the UK Plan’). This set out how the government would bring the UK NO2 concentrations within 
the statutory annual limit of 40 micrograms per cubic metre (µg/m3) in 
the shortest possible time.   
 
As part of the UK Plan, the government set out how 28 local authorities (first and second wave local 
authorities) with the most severe NO2 exceedances1 should develop local plans to implement measures to 
achieve compliance with statutory NO2 limits (set out in the Ambient Air Quality Directive) within the shortest 
possible time. 
 
On 5 October 2018, the government published a supplement to the UK Plan, setting out conclusions for each 
of the 33 ‘third wave’ local authorities2, based on Targeted Feasibility Studies undertaken for each of these 
authorities (ministerial direction 1). The supplement identified eight local authorities with more persistent long-
term exceedances.  Portsmouth is one of the eight authorities falling into this category.  
 
Under the terms of the Environment Act 1995, the government has issued a Ministerial Direction to this group 
of local authorities. This Direction requires these local authorities to develop a local plan to identify the 
option which will deliver compliance with legal limits for nitrogen dioxide in the shortest possible time 
(ministerial direction 3).  


 
Ministerial Direction 1 (March 2018): Required the Council to develop a Targeted Feasibility Study (TFS) by 


31 July 2018 for two specified road links in the city: A3 Mile End Road and A3 Alfred Road. These two roads 
were selected as they were projected to have nitrogen dioxide (NO2) exceedances in Defra's national PCM 
model. 


 
Ministerial Direction 2 (October 2018): Following the results of the TFS, PCC were issued with a further 
Ministerial Direction in October 2018, this time to undertake a bus retrofit programme. The Ministerial 
Direction stipulated that the programme should be undertaken as quickly as possible with the purpose of 
bringing forward compliance with legal levels of NO2 on A3 Mile End Road and A3 Alfred Road. 


 
Ministerial Direction 3 (October 2018): The third Ministerial Direction required PCC to produce an Air 


Quality Local Plan to set out the case for delivering compliance with legal limits for NO2 in the shortest 
possible time. The Outline Business Case for this Plan was submitted in October 2019. 


 
Ministerial Direction (March 2020): The fourth Ministerial Direction required PCC to implement a Class B 


charging Clean Air Zone, and supporting measures, in Portsmouth as soon as possible and in time to bring 
forward compliance with legal limits for nitrogen dioxide to 2022.  
 
 


                                                             
1 Based on DEFRA Pollution Climate Mapping (PCM) model outputs, these authorities were forecast to exceed legal NO2 limits in 2020. 
2 Identified in the UK Plan as having shorter-term NO2 exceedances with projected compliance with legal limits by 2021.  
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Levels and areas covered:  
The ministerial directions require that PCC "must take steps to implement the local plan for NO2 compliance 
for the areas for which it is responsible." Therefore in practice although the two exceedance locations on the 
A3 have been identified as 'in exceedance' in the PCM model and are the focus for intervention, the Air 
Quality Local Plan considered the whole city. As such exceedances in any areas for which PCC are 
responsible should not be accepted. To be considered in exceedance of the relevant limitations, NO2 
concentrations would need to be projected to be above 40.49  µg/m3 as an annual average.  


Can you explain the mitigation measures 
that are being pursued by the Council at 
present to achieve these aims, and 
comment on any implications of the 
Proposed Development for the Directives 
and for the Council’s proposed measures? 


Class B charging Clean Air Zone (CAZ) is to be introduced in Autumn 2021.  
This will charge the most polluting buses, coaches, taxis, private hire vehicles and taxis driving within the 
CAZ.  
The CAZ will be located in the south western part of Portsea Island, so although the area impacted by the 
proposal is not within the CAZ there is potential for additional traffic to route along Eastern Road to avoid the 
CAZ which may have a knock on effect on numbers of vehicles within the AQMA. 


AQ1.2.8 The Applicant  
Portsmouth City 
Council 


In relation to the assumptions made when 
re-assigning traffic during construction 
works in Air Quality Management Area 9 at 
Eastern Road [APP-138], is it likely that 
vehicles would not divert but would instead 
wait at the traffic lights operating for the 
single lane closures with engines idling, 
leading to a deterioration in air quality 
rather than improving it a suggested in the 
ES? 


Chapter 22- Traffic and Transport confirms that delay due to temporary traffic management in construction 
has been accounted for through using LinSig 3 and traffic data from the 2026 DS scenarios. Any increase in 
engine idling and resulting air pollution appears to be captured in the modelling due to the inclusion of delay. 
However, the emissions produced from vehicles that would be idling due to temporary traffic management 
have been taken from EFT 9.0 which provides assumptions about the future emissions quality of the national 
vehicle fleet. Local data suggests that the local vehicle fleet is not likely to renew as quickly as EFT 9.0 would 
suggest and therefore in practice the impact of any vehicle idling is likely to be higher than the modelling 
suggests.  
 
This level of uncertainty about impacts of changes in traffic flows is captured in Chapter 23 (23.6.4.119) which 
states "Although no new exceedances of the objectives are predicted, such are the limitations in the modelling 
process, it cannot be determined with certainty that an exceedance of the NO2 annual mean objective will not 
occur as a result of diverted traffic." 
 
It is noted that the primary traffic model used was SRTM, supplemented with localised junction modelling. The 
scale used for SRTM is not likely to be sensitive to small changes in traffic slows/ delay due to temporary 
traffic management, therefore impacts are likely to be underestimated in the modelling. This concern is 
address in the mitigation outlined  in Chapter 23- Air Quality which notes "During peak times the signals will 
be manually adjusted to ensure delays are kept to a minimum" however the impact of this construction work 
and other work that might be taking place concurrently on the local highway network has not been taken into 
account. It is therefore essential that queuing of traffic/ delay is kept to a minimum to reduce deterioration of 
air quality- this could be aided through use of the PCC permit system for road space booking.  
 
Many of the diversion routes have been informed by the SRTM (strategic modelling), this predicts the next 
most equitable route for drivers (time/speed/ or both) although doesn’t contain many minor roads that may see 
some uplift in flows. Local drivers may well know the alternative routes but others will prefer to stay on the 
main route regardless.  
 
The premise is that there will be traffic lights operating for the single lane closures within AQMA 6 (although 
shuttle signals should not be necessary at Eastern Rd as it is has sufficient carriageway to retain at least one 
lane in either direction (as per FTMS)). The shuttle signals required along single-lane carriageways which will 
have greater impact on air quality are typically further removed from the AQMA.  
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3 - Compulsory Acquisition 


CA1.3.41 The Applicant 
Statutory 
Undertakers 


Has any contact been made with the 
following Statutory Undertakers to consult 
over and agree protective provisions?  
(Appendix B of the Statement of Reasons 
[APP-022] refers.)   


The Applicant issued PCC draft Protective Provisions to "replace Requirement 19 of the draft DCO which 
relates to the approval of traffic management strategies" on 8 July 2020. 


If so, what are the current positions of the 
Applicant and each of the following.   
If not, why not?   


PCC does not consider it is its responsibility to consult with the statutory undertakers in respect of the DCO 
protective provisions rather this is the responsibility of the applicant. 
 
PCC as the LHA objects to  the acquisition of the subsoil of the highway which may lead to  conflict with the 
discharge of its duties as LHA and a statutory undertaker 
 
PCC has reviewed the draft Protective Provisions and will revert shortly to the Applicant. In brief, PCC does 
not agree to the provisions for deemed approval. Instead, a lack of response should lead to deemed refusal 
(as seen in the Thames Tideway Tunnel DCO). The drafting overreaches by seeking to give the undertaker 
too much discretion and judgement over interventions in the highway. The same provisions lack precision. 
The Council will revert to the Applicant to continue these discussions.   


If agreement has not been reached on 
protective provisions, what is the 
envisaged timescale for such an 
agreement? i) ESP Utilities Group Ltd. ii) 
GTC Infrastructure Ltd (GTC Electricity). iii) 
GTC Infrastructure Ltd (GTC Gas). iv) 
Hampshire County Council. v) National 
Grid Electricity Transmission plc. vi) 
Portsmouth City Council. vii) Southern 
Water Services Ltd – Sewers. viii) SSE 
PLC (Gas). 


 


CA1.3.64 Environment 
Agency  Relevant 
local authorities 


At section 20.9.2 [APP-135] and 
elsewhere, the ES notes that the contractor 
appointed to undertake the construction 
works would need to apply for various 
environmental permits, discharge and 
other consents once detailed design is 
complete. Given that such applications 
have not been made, the Examining 
Authority and Secretary of State cannot be 
sure from the information provided if 
adequate avoidance or mitigation of 
environmental effects are possible, and 
therefore if all of these consents are 
achievable. Could the Environment Agency 
and the relevant local authorities with 
responsibilities in this area please provide 
an opinion on the likelihood of all such 
permits and consents being achieved.  
 
 
 


A number of further and dependent consents (e.g, building regulation approval, ordinary watercourse consent 
etc.) are required to support the applicant's development.  PCC share the examining authority's opinion that 
there is no certainty that adequate information has been provided to demonstrate adequate avoidance or 
mitigation of environmental effects.  However PCC are of the opinion that securing the relevant permits and 
consents is in principle achievable as most are technical in their nature and with further negotiation solutions 
are likely to be identifiable.  What PCC is unable to provide reassurance of however is whether the necessary 
further negotiated solutions with permitting and consent authorities will not result in matters that result in 
further environmental considerations or impacts beyond that currently descried in the DCO application.  The 
applicant's decision to leave these matters for a future contractor results in a significant uncertainty that would 
need to be accommodated within the DCO requirements to ensure any likely variation or mitigation to meet 
the requirements for subsequent consents can be confidently secured without material amendment to the 
DCO. 
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CA1.3.106 Portsmouth City 
Council 


For each of the alternative cable routes 
shown in the application at the locations 
listed below, which route would the Council 
prefer to see utilised, or have the least 
objection to, and why?  
 


i) Portsdown Hill Road (Statement 
of Reasons [APP-022] 
paragraph 5.3.8); 


Of the options presented, neither of which are ideal, PCC would prefer the cable to run through the carpark 
immediately south of Portsdown Hill Road in order to minimise disturbance to a busy road.  Whilst this would 
result in development on open space it is considered that this would be preferable to highway disruption. 


ii) Farlington Avenue (Statement of 
Reasons [APP-022] paragraph 
5.3.9);  


PCC, subject to the caveat above, would prefer the cable to run along Farlington Avenue to Havant Road.  
The alternative route past the Solent Infant School would cause disruption and inconvenience as well as pose 
health and safety risks to teachers, staff, pupils and parents and other visitors to the school.  In addition the 
southbound route would pass the 70th Portsmouth Sea Scouts causing disturbance and loss of amenity to 
their operation. 


iii) Zetland Field (Statement of 
Reasons [APP-022] paragraph 
5.3.10);  


Running the cable through Zetland Field does have merit in terms of minimising disturbance to the highway 
and also minimising the risk of damaging the root protection areas (RPAs) of the important street trees that 
screen Zetland Field from Eastern Road.  However Zetland Field is designated Special Category Land - Open 
Space and represents a valuable open space asset so if there was an option to HDD this section that might 
be preferable. 


iv) the Baffins Milton Rovers FC 
pitch (Statement of Reasons 
[APP-022] paragraph 5.3.1 - 
paragraph numbering out of 
sequence);  


The route along the west side of the Baffins Milton Rovers FC pitch is characterised by a belt of mature trees 
screening the pitch from the Eastern Road.  And whilst there would appear to be sufficient verge for the 
required works, this would only be viable if adequate tree protection were in place.  The route to the east via 
the Tudor Sailing Club would cause disruption to their activities and would also disrupt the operation of the 
cricket pitch and football pitch located there.   As such provided that disturbance to trees was minimised PCC 
preferred route and the more direct one would be to the west of the Baffins Rovers pitch. 


v) Milton Common (Statement of 
Reasons [APP-022] paragraph 
5.3.4 - paragraph numbering out 
of sequence);  


 
PCC recognises that some flexibility is desirable should any ground investigations find that the conditions are 
unsuitable for the development. However, this unknown should not exist at the start of works and as set out 
above could have been addressed earlier.  
 
The lighter coloured route is preferable in PCC’s view (as advised by CLT) as it avoids areas of land that the 
council has remediated. Even that shorter route passes across the original infilled channel and will need 
consideration. If the Aquind process offered equivalent protection to a planning permission, then their 
investigation prior to starting any works (desk study and testing) would mean they should know site conditions 
before they commenced any works (that’s why DCLG template conditions suggested such assessment is a 
pre-commencement condition, and is often required for validation of the permission by the council).  
 
PCC has yet to receive the updated desk study and testing along the entire cable route as the original testing 
was for ease of access rather than focused upon likely contaminated locations. Whilst the question of 'which 
route would the Council prefer to see utilised' is seemingly innocuous, it obscures the fact that Aquind should 
have assessed the routes and be demonstrating which route in the safest route to the local authority.  
PCC therefore does not consider it fair or reasonable to make a determined choice is such circumstances in 
the absence of sufficient important information.   
 
The Milton Common is a harbour that has been filled with waste and after investigations in the 1990s and was 
remediated by the council for its current use for open public space. The Aquind submission acknowledges that 
it is a landfill, but has not provided information on how they would excavate without exposing the public to 
waste or remediate in a way to not allow ground bulk gases to migrate along the disturbed route.  
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vi) Moorings Way and Eastern 
Avenue (Statement of Reasons 
[APP-022] paragraph 5.3.5 - 
paragraph numbering out of 
sequence);  


Given that Eastern Avenue serves a fairly dense residential area, the logical route would be across the 
southern edge of Milton Common.  However this would need to be assessed against the risks associated with 
disturbing the former landfill site on Milton Common (for which see earlier).  
 
With regard to Moorings Way, the route that would cause the least disturbance would be that immediately 
north of the highway boundary.  


vii) the University of Portsmouth 
Langstone Campus (Statement 
of Reasons [APP022] paragraph 
5.3.6 - paragraph numbering out 
of sequence);  


PCC would support the route to the east of the site, avoiding Furze Lane and sufficiently separated from the 
existing previously developed part of the site to minimise future conflict from maintenance access.  This is to 
ensure the access through and too the site is maintained along Furze Lane and to ensure the utilisation and 
any future alterations to the site are impacted in the minimum way. 


viii) and Bransbury Park (Statement 
of Reasons [APP-022] 
paragraph 5.3.2 - paragraph 
numbering out of sequence). 


 


Running the cables through Yeo Court and along the back (southern boundary) of Kingsley Court would 
cause least disturbance to local residents, provided that construction hours were stipulated and adhered to. 


CA1.3.108 Portsmouth City 
Council 


For each of the alternative cable routes 
shown in the application at the locations 
listed below, what are the Council’s views 
on whether the regulation provided by 
dDCO [APP-019]  Requirement 6(2), 
together with the addition of an article 
similar to Article 19(5) and a requirement 
similar to Schedule 1 Part 3 Requirement 
12 at Appendix D of the Examining 
Authority’s Recommendation Report for the 
Thanet Extension Offshore Wind Farm 
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project 
Examination document [REP8-013]   
Link 1 Link 2 would provide sufficient clarity 
at an appropriate time in respect of the 
chosen cable route, notwithstanding any 
other concerns that the Council may have? 


1. With regard to the issue raised by the Examining Authority (‘ExA’) in this question as to what may or 
may not be "the appropriate time" for clarity to be provided as to which route this proposed DCO 
should take, Portsmouth City Council ("PCC")'s principal position (other than objection) remains that 
the appropriate time to identify the location of the actual development and to be clear that land the 
applicant asks to be granted powers to compulsorily acquire is in fact the minimum necessary is now, 
during the examination period (and is very concerned that this was not achieved prior to the application 
being submitted earlier). PCC finds the applicant's continued insistence on seeking to postpone 
fundamental details of the scheme which dictate the breadth of land-take until after the examination 
process and the appointment of contractors as unimpressive and certainly not in accordance with the 
spirit if not the letter of the Planning Act 2008 procedure. This has meant that the extent of the Order 
Limits have evidently been drawn too widely and on a fundamental basis cannot be justified as 
‘required’ for the project. To be clear this goes far beyond issues about the limits of deviation but 
instead is about giving the applicant carte blanche to have a wide choice of power as to where it 
ultimately constructs its scheme.  
 


2. Setting that fundamental concern aside the ExA's question raises 2 issues: the appropriate time to 
settle the route and the appropriate time to commit to the nature of the works (Horizontal Directional 
Drilling ("HDD") vs. trenching) 
 


3. With regard to Aquind dDCO Requirement 6(2)(c) - "indicative" locations are unacceptable in PCC’s 
view if the undertaker is commencing works. These locations should be clearly proposed and then 
confirmed prior to commencement, with any variation being justified for truly exceptional reasons if a 
location is discovered to be technically unworkable or turns out to be undesirable for any other reason.  
 


4. The ExA asks whether a similar article to Thanet draft DCO Art 19(5) would be acceptable in this 


instance. Art 19 of the Thanet draft DCO contemplated compulsory granting acquisition of rights over 
only 1 of 2 options of land parcels. Notwithstanding PCC's general objection to acquisition of its land, in 
principle this approach is acceptable to PCC if the ExA is minded to grant the Aquind DCO provided 
that any such article is expanded to ensure that the Secretary of State consults with PCC to take 
account of any concerns or comments regarding the proposed route, and that the Secretary of State is 
required to authorise the route selection prior to the works being implemented, not merely "to notify". 
However, unlike the Thanet draft DCO the drafting of any Aquind DCO will need to reflect that there is 
a whole series of largely binary options at various points on the route, which options are loosely defined 
as well as not even being binary around Milton Common and Moorings Way. It is noted that the Thanet 
draft DCO contained a Schedule 5 clearly applying particular rights to particular plots; this would be of 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010084/EN010084-003108TEOW%20%E2%80%93%20Final%20Recommendation%20Report.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010084/EN010084-002100-D8_Appendix7_TEOW_DCO_RevI.pdf
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value to all parties. By contrast, the Aquind draft DCO articulates these crucial details by reference to 
the Book of Reference and Land Plans. This, and the comments that follow regarding specific options, 
underscore the need for the applicant to undertake further work to subdivide the land parcels, describe 
routes precisely and specify the rights it is seeking on those parcels. This will enable the route option(s) 
not taken forward to be removed from the Book of Reference and Land Plans, and ensure land is not 
unnecessarily (statutorily) blighted.   
 


5. With regard to the imposition of a requirement similar to Thanet draft DCO Requirement 12 PCC 


considers again that the circumstances presented here do not compare well with those at Thanet.   
Requirement 12 of the draft Thanet DCO prohibits commencement until the relevant planning authority 
has been notified of the selected option of Works (i.e. HDD vs. trenching). The question here though 
relates to the methodology ie use of HDD drilling.  PCC’s view is that HDD drilling should be required 
(and not rendered optional) wherever possible and this can be determined through the examination. 
For example, in relation to allotment land at parcel 10-14 a prohibition on trenching is in PCC’s view 
proportionate in order to respect the status and social value of the allotment land. If the New 
Connection Works Rights proposed at this location as well were expressed with more precise sub-
categories (as the Statement of Reasons suggests might be intended over certain parcels) rather than 
in the broad-stroke terms of the Book of Reference and in a fashion akin to Schedule 5 of the Thanet 
draft DCO, PCC could be more readily comforted that approaching this on a on a parcel-by-parcel 
basis meant the rights of those with an interest in the land would be respected with the minimum level 
of interference.  


 


i) Portsdown Hill Road (Statement 
of Reasons [APP-022] 
paragraph 5.3.8); 


Option 1 (Portsdown Hill Road) parcels 6-08, 6-09, 6-11 & 6-12.  
Option 2 (Part of Portsdown Hill Road, through the car park immediately south of Portsdown Hill Road, before 
continuing south-east down Farlington Avenue) parcels 6-08, 6-09, 6-10 (special category) & 6-12. 


1. PCC’s view is that the applicant must justify the extent to which, if at all, 6-11 is necessary for Option 2 
to connect 6-15 to 6-10 (special category). The interference sought by Aquind with the land should be 
kept to a minimum in order to be justified. 


2. PCC considers that parcel 6-09 must be subdivided to reflect Option 2 as a proportionate minimum 
amount of land-take. 


 


ii) Farlington Avenue (Statement of 
Reasons [APP-022] paragraph 
5.3.9);  


Option 1 (the full length of Farlington Avenue to Havant Road, turning east along Havant Road before 
continuing south via Eastern Road) (parcels 6-19 & 7-01) 
Option 2 (cable turns east off Farlington Avenue along Evelegh Road before turning south via the area of 
open land [not special category land] between Evelegh Road and Havant Road, and then turning west to join 
Eastern Road at the junction with Havant Road) (parcels 6-19, 6-21, 6-22 & 7-01) 


1. PCC queries why parcel 6-19 is not divided at the junction with Evelegh Road so that in the event 
Option 2 is selected the undertaker does not receive an excess of land south of that junction which is 
not clearly required.  
 


2. Similarly, PCC queries why parcel 7-01 could not be divided between east and west to respect the 
alternate route options. This parcel appears excessive in either case for the extent of works. 
 


3. As presently drafted, Option 2 will automatically incorporate all parcels required for Option 1 due to a 
lack of granular parcel allocation. The purpose of Option 2 clearly must be to reduce the overall land-
take to the proportionate minimum required; presently it secures 2 different options, contrary to the 
Statement of Reasons (5.3.9) intending to seek only "one of two options". The applicant must address 
this.  
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iii) Zetland Field (Statement of 
Reasons [APP-022] paragraph 
5.3.10);  


Option 1 (Eastern Road) (Parcels 7-03 & 7-09) 
Option 2 (Zetland Field and Fitzherbert Road) (Parcels 7-03, 7-04, 7-05, 7-06, 7-07, 7-08 & 7-09) 


1. PCC considers that Option 2 would need to incorporate part only of 7-03 to facilitate the cable from 7-
02 to 7-04.  
 


2. Option 2 also needs to be refined to clarify which parcels of 7-05, 7-07 & 7-08 would be required and 
which can be excluded. 
 


3. As presently drafted, Option 2 will automatically incorporate all parcels required for Option 1 due to a 
lack of granular parcel allocation. The purpose of Option 2 must be to reduce the overall land-take to 
the proportionate minimum; presently it secures 2 different options, contrary to the Statement of 
Reasons (5.3.10). The applicant must address this.  


 


iv) the Baffins Milton Rovers FC 
pitch (Statement of Reasons 
[APP-022] paragraph 5.3.1 - 
paragraph numbering out of 
sequence);  


Option 1 (along the west side of the pitch used by the Baffins Milton Rovers FC, through the cricket pitch and 
the southern football pitch across the car park and into Eastern Road) Parcel 8-03 (Special Category). 
Option 2 (east of the pitch used by the Baffins Milton Rovers FC through a yard used by Tudor Sailing Club 
before running in a south westerly direction across the southern part of the cricket pitch and the west side of 
the southern football pitch across the car park and onto Eastern Road) Parcel 8-03 (Special Category). 


1. With regard to these 2 options, as presently drafted, both are reliant on the same large parcel of special 
category land, namely parcel 8-03.  
 


2. PCC considers it is not satisfactory that a more detailed parcel allocation has not been made to reflect 
the routes described in the Statement of Reasons by this point. The applicant must address this or else 
the Order could in effect permit both options simultaneously, which would clearly not be proportionate.  


 


v) Milton Common (Statement of 
Reasons [APP-022] paragraph 
5.3.4 - paragraph numbering out 
of sequence);  


vi) Milton Common presents a large number of potential routing options and combinations, which again 
are not aided by the lack of detailed parcel allocations. 


 
vii) Although the Statement of Reasons states a preference for the route to pass through Milton 


Common, it is noted that only the carriageway route is assumed to be viable, and acknowledges 
that the 2 routes through Milton Common are dependent on favourable ground condition surveys 
(5.3.3-5.3.5). None of the 3 broad routes are precisely defined, and even the Eastern Road 
carriageway route could comprise solely of carriageway or a combination of carriageway and verge.  


Option 1 (through Eastern Road carriageway) Parcel 9-02 
Option 2 (through Eastern Road verge adjacent to carriageway where possible, then carriageway) Parcels 9-
02 & 9-04 
Option 3 (through Eastern Road carriageway entering Milton Common adjacent to East Shore Way and along 
the western edge of Milton Common to Moorings Way) Parcels 9-02, 9-04, 9-06 (special category) 
Option 4 (entering Milton Common special category land at the earliest opportunity from Eastern Road and 
running south on the eastern side of Milton Common to Moorings Way) Parcels 9-01 (special category), 9-02 
& 9-06 (special category) 


viii) It will be seen from the above that parcels 9-02 and 9-06 (special category) require subdivision to 
detail and mature routing discussions. In particular, Option 4 would require a subdivision of 9-02 
adjacent to the northern edge of 9-06 (special category) to avoid the inclusion of the vast remainder 
of Eastern Road to the south-west. The need to sub-divide 9-06 to reflect the eastern and western 
routes across Milton Common proposed in the Statement of Reasons should be self-evident (and 9-
06's relevance to providing land adjacent to the carriageway of Moorings Way should also be 
considered under vi)). 
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ix) Moorings Way and Eastern 
Avenue (Statement of Reasons 
[APP-022] paragraph 5.3.5 - 
paragraph numbering out of 
sequence);  


Option 1 (carriageway of Eastern Avenue, Moorings Way) Parcels 9-09, 9-10, 9-11 9-12, 9-13 (special 
category), 9-14, 9-15, 9-16 & 9-17. 
Option 2 (Milton Common as adjacent to Moorings Way) Parcel 9-06 (special category). 


1. PCC considers that Option 1 is only applicable where either Option 1 or Option 2 (not Option 3 or 4) of 
v) above is selected. Consequently, v) & vi) could be considered in tandem or merged.  


 


x) the University of Portsmouth 
Langstone Campus (Statement 
of Reasons [APP022] paragraph 
5.3.6 - paragraph numbering out 
of sequence);  


Option 1 (south down Furze Lane and east along Locksway Road into the car park west of the Thatched 
House) Parcels 9-21 (landscaping rights), 9-24 (landscaping rights), 9-25 (landscaping rights), 9-27, 10-04, 
10-05, 10-06, 10-07, 10-11 (car park) 
Option 2 (through the playing fields at the east side of the University of Portsmouth Langstone Campus before 
continuing west along Longshore Way to the car park west of the Thatched House.) Parcels 9-18 (special 
category), 9-20 (special category), 9-26, 9-28, 9-29, 10-05, 10-06, 10-10, 10-11 (car park). 
PCC considers that the line between 10-04 and 9-29 reflects contemplation of a genuine either/or route 
between Option 1 and Option 2 that is not evident elsewhere.  


xi) and Bransbury Park (Statement 
of Reasons [APP-022] 
paragraph 5.3.2 - paragraph 
numbering out of sequence). 
 
 
 
 


Option 1 (From the grassed area north-east of Kingsley Road through Yeo Court to Bransbury Park) Parcels 
10-14 (Special Category), 10-19, 10-20, 10-21 (special category) 
Option 2 (From the grassed area north-east of Kingsley Road along Kingsley Road to the junction with 
Ironbridge Lane before turning south through the pedestrian access to Bransbury Park) Parcels 10-14 (special 
category), 10-15, 10-18, 10-16, 10-17, 10-20, 10-21. 
 


1. With regard to these options, it is presumed that "the grassed area north-east of Kingsley Road" 
relevant to Options 1 and 2 is located within parcel 10-14. A more detailed parcel allocation to denote 
this important work site would assist.  


2. In the case of Options 1 and 2 it is unclear to PCC why the east-west stretch of 10-20 needs to be 
included within the Order Limits in any case. This is because it is land that immediately adjoins Yeo 
Court (10-19) and the north-south passageway to Kingsley Road.  


3. In the case of Option 2, parcel 10-18 should be in PCC’s view be sub-divided to reflect the short 
distance between 10-14 and 10-19. The same applies to parcel 10-20 between parcels10-19 and 10-
21.  


4. Parcel 10-14 (special category) should not be left open to the option of trenching by drafting analogous 
to the Thanet DCO Requirement 12. 


 


4 - Cultural Heritage 


CH1.4.4 The Applicant  
Historic England  
Relevant local 
authorities 


For Section 1 of the Proposed 
Development (from ES paragraph 21.6.4.5 
[APP136]), the assessment of effects on 
the settings of assets appears to focus 
exclusively on views, and relies, in some 
cases, on established or proposed planting 
to mitigate effects. Could the Applicant, 
Historic England and the relevant local 
authorities comment on the adequacy of 
this, or whether other factors that 
contribute to setting should have been 
considered.   To what extent should the 
ExA and Secretary of State take 
established vegetation and proposed 
mitigation planting into account in the 
assessment of setting? 


From a local authority perspective, the reliance on existing or proposed planting to mitigate the impacts of 
development be that on heritage assets or anything else is considered to be unreliable and inadequate.  
Proposed planting often fails notwithstanding requirements to replace within the first 5 years; and established 
planting unless protected by TPOs, within Conservation Areas or within PCCs ownership can similarly be 
removed without permission.  As such from PCCs perspective the ExA and SoS should not attach much 
weight to established vegetation and proposed mitigation planting in the assessment of setting. 
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5 - Draft Development Consent Order 


DCO1.5.9 The Applicant Local 
planning authorities 


In Article 42 of the dDCO [APP-019], is the 
precision around TPOs sufficient? (TPO 
plans [APP-018] and Schedule 11 refer.)  


The plans of sites subject to TPO were provided by the LPA. 
 
The applicant seeks to set out exemptions to the Tree Preservation Regulations which removes any form of 
statutory control by Local Authorities. 
 
The imprecision of this article is unacceptable and fails to reflect the statutory importance of preserving 
protected trees. The applicant may seek to argue the need for operational flexibility justifies the "potential" 
removals listed in Schedule 11 or the wording of Articles 41 and 42, but without any further permission it must 
be assumed that art 42(1) will result in the felling of all trees if it is commercially expedient to the undertaker. 
There is a lack of detail with regard to the particular trees within the given TPO that may be affected.  
 
A phased approach (such as that seen in relation to archaeology and with particular sensitivity to site 
clearance works falling within Onshore Site Preparation Works) could be taken for the LPA to approve any 
felling or works to protected trees and confirm that other protected trees shall not be felled or worked upon 
(without any deeming provisions) before works commence, and any felling or works to trees following 
commencement should be the subject of an application to the local planning authority.  
 
Given the requested exemption from re-planting obligations, the oversight of the local planning authority is 
especially important to ensure that the undertaker is accountable for its actions in relation to trees. The 
apparent disregard for trees as protected public assets gives PCC serious concern about whether they retain 
the relevant technical skills and understanding of balancing the public interest to make appropriate decisions 
about works to trees. Consequently the undertaker's powers should be curtailed in this respect and their 
actions subject to local planning authority approval, including the ability to insist on replanting. 
 


The Applicant seeks powers over any tree 
in the Order limits rather than providing a 
schedule (as per model provisions and as 
is usual in other recently made DCOs).  
Schedule 11 of the dDCO [APP-019] (TPO 
trees) only lists 'potential removal' and 
‘indicative works to be carried out’. How 
can this be specific enough to understand 
the impact of the Proposed Development 
on trees? If this remains unchanged, 
should the ExA in weighing the benefits 
and disbenefits of the Proposed 
Development therefore assume the loss all 
of the trees within the Order limits during 
construction and throughout the lifetime of 
the Proposed Development, given that 
42(2)(b) of the dDCO [APP-018] removes 
any duty to replace lost trees? 


All trees to be impacted upon must be individually identified and work proposals specified in a detailed 
schedule.  
 
If this remains unchanged, the ExA must in weighing the benefits and disbenefits of the Proposed 
Development assume the loss all of the trees within the Order limits during construction and throughout the 
lifetime of the Proposed Development, given that the proposal at 42(2)(b) of the dDCO [APP-018] removes 
any duty to replace lost trees?  
The potential for unmitigated loss of amenity and eco system services provided by the city's trees is huge. 
 
The breadth of article 41 is unacceptable and displays a lack of understanding of how local authorities 
manage their trees, approaching the matter through a misguidedly legalistic lens. Even then, as highlighted, 
Schedule 11 only engages with TPO protected trees at a disappointingly high level. The applicant may seek to 
argue the need for operational flexibility justifies the "potential" removals listed in Schedule 11 or  the wording 
of Articles 41 and 42, but without any further requirement to obtain permission it must be assumed that arts 
41(1) and 42(1) will result in the felling of all trees if it is commercially expedient to the undertaker. In the case 
of 41(1) this would occur without obliging the applicant to have regard to the amenity or other value of any 
tree, no matter how mature or otherwise noteworthy.  
  
A phased approach (such as that seen in relation to archaeology and with particular sensitivity to site 
clearance works falling within Onshore Site Preparation Works) could be taken for the local planning authority 
to approve any felling or works to trees located on land in which PCC has a legal interest, and confirm 
precisely which trees are not intended to be felled or subject to works. Further approval from the local 
planning authority should be sought to confirm that other such trees shall not be felled or worked upon 
(without any deeming provisions) following commencement. Such approvals for non-TPO trees should 
empower the local planning authority to be able to enforce appropriate replacement trees.  
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Given the requested exemption from re-planting obligations, the oversight of the local planning authority is 
especially important to ensure that the undertaker is accountable for its actions in relation to trees. The 
apparent disregard for trees as protected public assets gives PCC serious concern about whether they retain 
the relevant technical skills and understanding of balancing the public interest to make appropriate decisions 
about works to trees. The undertaker's powers should be curtailed in relation to trees and subject to local 
planning authority approval in relation to all trees on land in which PCC has a legal interest. It is noted that the 
Thanet DCO, Article 34, only granted the undertaker the power to fell or lop only those trees made subject to 
a TPO after July 2017, being a year before the application was accepted for examination. 
 


DCO1.5.17 The Applicant  Local 
planning authorities 


In dDCO [APP-019] draft Requirement 14, 
a Written Scheme of Investigation is 
needed for activities prior to 
commencement of works including 
onshore site preparation works, but the 
definition of ‘commence’ in Article 2 does 
not identify this exclusion. Is this 
satisfactory or is an amendment required? 


Requirement 14 - Archaeology 
 
In our view, the drafting is adequate in the context raised by the ExA, provided that the archaeological expert 
is content for works (preparatory and construction) to begin guided by a scheme grounded in desktop reports 
only.  
 
Requirement 14 in Sch 2 reads, so far as material:  
 
"14.— 
(1) No phase of the authorised development landwards of MHWS may commence until for that phase, a 
written scheme for the investigation of areas of archaeological interest as identified in the environmental 
statement has been submitted to and approved by the relevant planning authority.   
(2) The term commence as used in requirement 14(1) includes any onshore site preparation works.   
… [emphases added]" 
 
Art 2 provides:  
 
'“commence” means (a) in relation to any works seaward of MHWS, … and (b) in respect of any other works 
comprised in the authorised development beginning to carry out any material operation, as defined in section 
155 of the 2008 Act (when development begins), forming part, or carried out for the purposes, of the 
authorised development other than operations consisting of onshore site preparation works and the words 
“commencement” and “commenced” are to be construed accordingly; [emphasis added]' 
 
Para 1 of Sch 2 defines “phase” for the purposes of Sch 2:  
 
'"phase" means any defined section or part of the authorised development, the extent of which is shown in a 
scheme submitted to the relevant planning authority pursuant to requirement 3 and which may individually or 
collectively include the onshore site preparation works (phases of the authorised development onshore) 
[emphases added]'.  
 
Consequently, in relation to Requirement 14, sub-para (2) overrides the general position established in the Art 
2 "commence" definition that operations consisting of onshore site preparation works are not 
"commencement" (for the purposes of Requirement 14 only). The definition of "phase" introduces some 
ambiguity because a "phase" may (or may not) include onshore site preparation works, so Req 14(2) asserts 
that no phase may commence even onshore site preparation works before the archaeological scheme has 
been approved.  
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Art 2 defines “onshore site preparation works”:  
 
“onshore site preparation works” means:  (c) pre-construction archaeological investigations;   (d) 
environmental surveys and monitoring; (e) site clearance;  (f) removal of hedgerows, trees and shrubs; (g) 
investigations for the purpose of assessing ground conditions; (h) diversion or laying of services; (i) remedial 
work in respect of any contamination or adverse ground conditions; (j) receipt and erection of construction 
plant and equipment; (k) creation of site accesses;  (l) the temporary display of site notices and 
advertisements; and (m) erection of temporary buildings, structures or enclosures," 
 
It must follow that under Requirement 14 the approved written archaeological scheme will be by reference to 
desktop investigations only (as pre-construction archaeological investigations are prohibited until the written 
archaeological scheme is approved), but the written scheme may direct that such (potentially invasive) 
archaeological investigations are carried out as pre-construction archaeological investigations.  
 
It would be normal for a requirement of the submission for approval of a written scheme of archaeological 
work, and for this to be submitted and approved in writing before the commencement of the development (this 
allows the considerable detail of the necessary archaeological work to be set out in the WSI rather than 
rehearsed in the condition wording). 
 
In this case the WSI will also include preliminary archaeological survey (known as an evaluation) the result of 
which might identify archaeological mitigation works which will in their own right need to be described and 
agreed. This is set out in the ES paragraphs 21.8.11, 21.8.1.3 to 21.8.1.15.  


DCO1.5.35 Portsmouth City 
Council  Hampshire 
County Council 


Across Articles 10, 11 and 13 (in particular) 
of the dDCO [APP-019], numerous 
provisions are made in respect of highway 
works. Are the Highway Authorities content 
with the scope and level of rights 
empowered to the applicant by the dDCO 
[APP-019]? 


PCC is not content that the appropriate level of rights is empowered to the applicant by the dDCO nor that this 
is the appropriate mechanism to authorise and manage the works within the highway. The LHA requires that 
all works are carried out fully in-line with the NRSWA ‘91 
 
Administering roadspace bookings and control of the permit scheme is undertaken by COLAs on behalf of the 
council to deliver the LHA obligations under the terms of NRSWA. The LHA require that this scheme, if 
approved, is delivered entirely in accord with the NRSWA and operational permit scheme. 
 
Article 10 of the dDCO giving the undertaker power to permanently or temporarily alter the layout is of 
particular concern and this power should not be exercised without the explicit approval of the LHA and provide 
for “restoration as per SRoH (Specification of Reinstatements and Openings of Highways). 
 
Article 11 gives the impression Aquind will be acting as a statutory undertaker following NRSWA and TMA 
specifications and SIs on their occupancy, standards and permitting, they will be required to pay permitting 
fee’s, are liable to FPNs and responsible for guarantee periods on their reinstatements, they would not be 
utilising Section 50 licenses to access and open the highway.   
  
Article 13 of dDCO does not include any provision for vehicle access to property, only pedestrians, this will 
impact Farlington Ave residents especially and potentially Yeo Court/Kingsley Road and should be amended 
accordingly 
 


Are these Articles (and the full scope of 
powers sought within them) necessary for 
the type of development proposed? 


In part, the draft DCO does not seem to make provision for the follow sections from the NRSWA:  
Section 56 – Power to give direction to the timing of streetworks  
Section 58 – Restriction on works following substantial highway works  
Section 64 – Traffic-sensitive streets  
Section 66 – Avoidance of unnecessary delay or obstruction (by undertakers)  
Section 73 – Reinstatement affected by subsequent works  
Section 74 – Charge for occupation of the highway where works are unreasonably prolonged  







17 
 


Reference Respondent Question Response 


Section 75 – Inspection fees  
Section 78 – Contributions to costs of making good long term damage  
These provisions are important to allow operational control of network by the LHA and should not be 
disregarded. 
 


DCO1.5.40 Statutory 
Undertakers 


Please comment on whether the suite of 
protective provisions written into the dDCO 
[APP-019] would be sufficient to ensure 
respective undertakers are able to meet 
their statutory obligations and ensure that 
any development does not impact in any 
adverse way upon those statutory 
obligations. 


No the draft DCO does not seem to make provision for the follow sections from the NRSWA:  
Section 56 – Power to give direction to the timing of streetworks  
Section 58 – Restriction on works following substantial highway works  
Section 64 – Traffic-sensitive streets  
Section 66 – Avoidance of unnecessary delay or obstruction (by undertakers)  
Section 73 – Reinstatement affected by subsequent works  
Section 74 – Charge for occupation of the highway where works are unreasonably prolonged  
Section 75 – Inspection fees  
Section 78 – Contributions to costs of making good long term damage  
These provisions are important to allow operational control of network by the LHA and should not be 
disregarded  
 


DCO1.5.42 Local planning 
authorities 


A number of Articles in the dDCO [APP-
019] contain provisions deeming consent 
to have been granted in the absence of a 
response from the consenting authority. 
Are the local planning authorities content 
with the provisions and the responsibilities 
on them as the relevant consenting 
authority? 


No, a specific confirmation is required rather than an assumption that a deemed consent is granted in the 
absence of a response 
 
In terms of Traffic Management strategies, at this stage it is unclear how many will be submitted in what 
format nor from how many contractors as the scheme is implemented. If for example multiple strategies are 
provided for all phases of the works by different contractors coincidentally then review and response to those 
within 20 days will not be practically achievable. 
 
Relevant references are at Article 10(4), 11(4), 13(8), 14(2).  Reference also to traffic authority at Article 17(7), 
19(6),  
In general, PCC will resist the imposition of 'deemed' consents, especially those with timescales of 20 days. It 
is vital that PCC along with the other consenting authorities maintain control over this process. 
 
The default position in the case of any deeming provisions not struck out of the DCO should be that the 
consent sought is deemed refused if unanswered in the given time limit. 
 


DCO1.5.44 The Applicant  
Relevant local 
planning authorities 


Could the Applicant and the local planning 
authorities please review the definitions of 
‘commence’ and ‘onshore site preparation 
works’ set out In Article 2(1) of the dDCO 
[APP-019]? A number of site preparations 
are listed to be excluded from the definition 
of commencement.  Does the Applicant 
believe that these definitions in Article 2 of 
the dDCO would allow such site 
preparation works to be carried out in 
advance of the choice of Converter Station 
option, and the discharge of Requirements, 
including approval of the CEMP, the 
landscape and biodiversity mitigation 
schemes and the surface water drainage 
system? On what basis does the Applicant 
believe this is acceptable? 
 


It is not clear that the choice of the Converter Station option affects PCC directly, but Requirement 4 only 
purports to restrain development of Work No. 2 because the definition of "commence" excludes 'Onshore Site 
Preparation Works'.  
 
We note that under Requirement 15 "No phase of the authorised development landwards of MHWS including 
the onshore site preparation works may commence until a construction environmental management plan 
relating to that phase has been submitted to and approved". This does not appear to dovetail well with the 
inclusion of "(c) pre-construction archaeological investigations;   (d) environmental surveys and monitoring; … 
(g) investigations for the purpose of assessing ground conditions; … (i) remedial work in respect of any 
contamination or adverse ground conditions;" in the definition of 'onshore site preparation works' here and in 
other Requirements. For Requirement 15, it actively prevents intrusive investigations as part of a CEMP, 
meaning only desktop investigations are permitted when drafting the CEMP. Is that acceptable or does it 
relegate the CEMP to a tick-box exercise? Would it build meaningfully on the 'outline onshore construction 
environment management plan'? 
Applied to the specific drafting of Requirement 14 on Archaeology, 14(2) runs into the general problem 
detailed above - no pre-construction archaeological investigations can be undertaken that involve work on-
site. 
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To illustrate the converse, Requirement 13 on Contaminated Land and Groundwater as presently drafted 
permits investigations that are necessary and desirable prior to commencement but simultaneously permits 
the laying of accesses or services (for example) that could interfere with necessary regulatory investigations 
and release as yet un-surveyed contaminants.  
 


Does the Applicant believe that the 
onshore site preparation works include the 
creation of site accesses, and, if so, would 
this conflict with the need for design 
approval of ‘vehicular access, parking and 
circulation areas’ for Works 2 and 5 in 
Article 6 and Requirement 10? 


N/A 


The definition of ‘onshore site preparation 
works’ includes ‘diversion or laying of 
services’, while Requirement 13 
(contaminated land and groundwater) does 
not include an exclusion from the 
preparation works similar to the one in 
Requirement 14(2). Does the Applicant 
believe that intrusive works such as the 
laying of services could be carried out on 
any contaminated land before a 
management scheme has been agreed?  If 
so, is this acceptable? 


N/A 


Should Requirement 13 include similar 
wording to Requirement 14(2)? 


Requirement 13 'Contaminated land and groundwater' does not provide that "commence" includes onshore 
site preparation works, so these could be carried out before a written contamination scheme is submitted 
under Requirement 13(1). As can be seen from the definition of "onshore site preparation works", a number of 
those activities could entail breaking or disturbing ground without any prior oversight of contamination matters. 
 
Requirement 13(3) reads:  
 


"(3) Any scheme submitted to deal with the contamination of any land, including groundwater, within 
the Order limits landwards of MHWS which is likely to cause significant harm to persons or pollution of 
controlled waters or the environment will include an investigation and assessment report, prepared by a 
specialist consultant approved by the relevant planning authority, to identify the extent of any 
contamination and the remedial measures to be taken to render the land fit for its intended purpose, 
together with a management plan which sets out long-term measures with respect to any contaminants 
remaining on the site. [emphases added]" 


 
It follows from Requirement 13(3) that any written contamination scheme under 13(1) will need to include site 
investigations and not rely upon mere desktop sources. However, it does not follow that other activities 
included in the "onshore site preparation works" should occur without any assessment of contamination where 
those activities might break or disturb ground. I note that the Thanet DCO in the context of archaeological 
provisions refers to "invasive" "pre-commencement works". A requirement similar to Requirement 14(2) is 
therefore necessary and feasible with some a definition of "invasive" or "intrusive".  
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Also, could the Applicant provide a detailed 
explanation as to why each of the elements 
of onshore site preparations works are 
excluded from the definition of commence, 
notwithstanding any commencement 
control through a Construction 
Environment Management Plan 
(Explanatory Memorandum [APP-020] 
paragraph 5.3.2]? The response must 
include details of the benefits implied in 
paragraph 5.3.7 of the Explanatory 
Memorandum. 


N/A 


Could the local authorities comment on 
whether they are agreeable to these 
exclusions? 


PCC is concerned that the drafting of the definition of 'commencement', combined with that of 'onshore site 
preparation works', appears to simultaneously prohibit site investigations and operations such as the laying of 
accesses and services, causing ambiguity that if unaddressed could encourage the carrying out of intrusive 
operations with the potential to release contaminants during the onshore site preparation works before the site 
has been robustly assessed. 


DCO1.5.57 The Applicant  
Relevant local 
authorities 


Are the relevant planning and highway 
discharging authorities and other relevant 
bodies content with their roles in the 
discharge of Requirements? (Refer to 
paragraph 12.4 of the Explanatory 
Memorandum [APP-020].) 


No we require conformity with NRSWA and the permit scheme 
 
 Whilst Condition 13 (12.4.1) makes provision that the “Undertaker may at any time maintain the authorised 
development”, they will still require a permit granted to access the public highway as do all other SU’s. 
 
"Role"  
 
[Requirement 16 - would PCC as LPA want to control external construction lighting in relation to sensitive 
wildlife in Works 4 or 5?] 
 
[Requirement 18 - LPA will be responsible for setting times of works under the CEMP. In relation to 18(1)(b), 
concerning Works 4, presumably the LHA are content to give advice to the LPA while the LPA remains the 
formal decision-maker] 
 
[Requirement 21 - consultation with both the LPA and the LHA] 


7 - Flood Risk 


FR1.7.1 Portsmouth City 
Council 


Given the schedule, nature and extent of 
planned improvement works to the coastal 
flood defences on Portsea Island, do you 
have any concerns that the Proposed 
Development could have adverse 
implications or threaten the effectiveness 
and efficiency of the works? If so, please 
provide specific, evidenced reasoning.   
 


PCC does not have concerns regarding the impact on the effectiveness of the coastal flood defences, as long 
as the works do not directly interfere with them (i.e. go through them); they avoid the footprint where possible; 
or go under where they cannot avoid, as the applicant has stated. 
 


While the proposed HDD works pass 
below the coastal defences and avoid 
direct effects, do you believe that there is 
any potential for sea water to use the HDD 
channels and bypass the coastal 
defences? The ExA would encourage 
Portsmouth City Council to liaise with the 


PCC have no real concerns in this regard – it would be similar to drainage pipework issues. As long as the 
ductwork is sealed, starts and ends above or behind flood defences there should be a low risk of it impacting 
on the flood protection.  
 
If this is not the case suitable one way valves or seals should be provided within the duct work to prevent the 
HDD providing a route for flood water to enter the protected areas. 
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East Solent Coastal Partnership in the 
formulation of a response to this question. 
 
 
 
 


9 - Landscape and Visual Amenity 


LV1.9.10 The Applicant 
Portsmouth City 
Council 


Paragraph 15.4.4.6 of ES Chapter 15 
[APP-130] tells us that the Applicant and 
the ‘landscape representative for 
Portsmouth City Council’ agreed that no 
ZTV was required for the Optical 
Regeneration Station buildings at Fort 
Cumberland. Given the existence of 
sensitive visual receptors locally 
(community and historical), what was the 
rationale for this decision? 


The rationale applied by PCC was one of proportionality.  The proposed site of the ORS is readily 
understandable and notwithstanding the local visual receptors it was considered that the visual impact could 
be adequately assessed through agreeing viewpoints rather than requiring a full ZTV to be defined. 


Would the clarity of the assessment be 
improved by the production and 
presentation of wirelines for viewpoints 19 
and 22 [APP-286] and [APP-289]? 


Yes 


The photography prepared to represent the 
views of the proposed Optical 
Regeneration Station buildings ([APP-285] 
to [APP-289]) is limited to summer views 
only. Does this represent an accurate and 
adequate worst case?    


PCC’s summary response  to the photos is set out below: 
285 - Adequate representation.  The trees in the middle distance (south of the site) are evergreen.  However 
the tree in Viewpoint 18 (Right): Wireline Summer Figure 15.52 D is deciduous.   
286 - The tree in Viewpoint 19: Baseline Summer Figure 15.53 A is deciduous and there would also be an 
element of dieback in the underlying vegetation. 
287 - Viewpoint 20: Baseline Summer Figure 15.54 A, save for comments about the tree on left hand side of 
photo, this is adequate 
288 - With regard to Viewpoint 21: Wireline Summer Figure 15.55 B, a winter view may be required as clearly 
the car park was well used on the day the photograph was taken and as such the parked cars partially screen 
the view of the proposed building. 
289 - See above with regard to comments about the car-par and the deciduous tree in the middle distance, 
highlighted by an arrow.  
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How do these exclusions and matters sit 
with the Planning Inspectorate’s Scoping 
Opinion [APP-366] at entry ID 14.13.2? 


At entry ID 4.13.2 (not 14.13.2) - PCC would agree with the Inspectorate's conclusion that:  
'The Scoping Report does not contain sufficient detail regarding the spatial and temporal nature of the 
proposed works associated with the landfall site, or the likely scale and significance of the acknowledged 
temporary effects, for the Inspectorate to agree that this matter can be scoped out of the ES. The Inspectorate 
notes the character area information including heritage assets within close proximity to the landfall site, as 
described in the Scoping Report. The ES should include an assessment of landscape and seascape character 
effects, including heritage assets, arising from the proposed landfall works, where likely significant effects 
could occur.' 


Are there any relevant updates from the 
ongoing consultation that is being 
undertaken in this respect?   


None that PCC is aware of. 


11 - Noise 


N1.11.2 Relevant local 
authorities 


Is each affected local authority content with 
the approach and methodology used for 
undertaking the construction and 
operational noise assessments, particularly 
the location of survey points at the 
Converter Station and Optical 
Regeneration Station sites relative to the 
identified noise-sensitive receptors? 
 


Methodology used as given in Guidance BS-5288 Part 1 - Code of Practice for Noise and Vibration on 
Construction Sites. 
No information of noise monitoring for sensitive receptors for north of Havant Road, Farlington Avenue (start 
of section 5) or coming from Havant boundary in to Portsmouth City Council boundary.  
Insufficient information for sensitive receptors in location 6, receptors backing on to Eastern Avenue to its 
west and also dwellings to the east of the Order Limits on Nutborne Road and Zetland Road. 
Noise report states that breaking, cutting and resurfacing equipment has been excluded from the assessment. 
This needs to be included. 
More detailed assessment required for Section 8 especially outside of Harbourside caravan park. 


N1.11.5 Relevant local 
authorities 


In ES Tables 24.4 and 24.6 [APP-139], the 
allocation of a category for the magnitude 
of impact is wholly dependent on how 
many ‘consecutive’ periods would be 
involved. Do the local authorities believe 
this is an appropriate approach, or should 
some account be taken of the overall, total 
length of time (perhaps with breaks) that 
the noise or vibration affects a particular 
receptor? 


The works are transient and daytime and weekend work will have a lesser impact upon sensitive receptors. A 
clear timescale/plan is required of the works to be carried out and the number of days in each location. 
Night time works for trenching and duct installation, resurfacing likely to cause a significant disturbance to 
sensitive receptors and possible alternative accommodation should be offered if works allowed to take place 
for 3 or more consecutive nights. 
Vibration from the equipment is not a cause of concern at the sensitive receptors. 
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N1.11.7 The Applicant  
Relevant local 
authorities 


Do you believe that the application of 
definitions of magnitude of impact to the 
noise environment as set out in Table 
24.13 of the ES [APP-139] is unclear? For 
example, what would constitute ‘a total 
loss’ of key elements or features of the 
baseline? Would an alternative set of 
definitions be more appropriate, and if so, 
would the noise assessment need to be re-
run? 


For the purpose of determining the significance of noise and vibration effects, the sensitivity of residential 
receptors, hotels, educational and healthcare facilities are considered to be high (24.4.7.4). 
An alternative set of definitions is set out in the Noise Policy Statement for England with which the ExA will be 
familiar. This provides the following measures of impact:  
NOEL – No Observed Effect Level  
This is the level below which no effect can be detected.  In simple terms, below this level, there is no 
detectable effect on health and quality of life due to the noise.  
LOAEL – Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level This is the level above which adverse effects on health and 
quality of life can be detected. 
SOAEL – Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level  
This is the level above which significant adverse effects on health and quality of life occur. 
PCC would support the use of this as a measure and we consider in the circumstances it would assist the ExA 
if the assessment was re-run and the NPSE used. 


N1.11.8 Portsmouth City 
Council 


Does Portsmouth City Council consider the 
limited baseline noise monitoring data set 
out at ES 24.5.1.25 [APP-139] sufficient to 
set criteria for the operational noise 
associated with the Optical Regeneration 
Station? 


No noise information has been provided for an Optical Regeneration Station. The Converter Station is not 
within PCC district and the information for noise and vibration only relates to the laying of cables within PCC 
district. 


N1.11.10 The Applicant  
Relevant local 
authorities 


For all of the impact assessment sections 
that follow ES paragraph 24.6.1.14 in 
Chapter 24 [APP-139], in converting the 
noise level magnitudes to impacts, 
allowance is made for the temporary 
nature of the effect, thus ameliorating the 
severity (from ‘medium’ to ‘low’ in 24.6.2.2, 
for example). However, does not the 
methodology adopted for the assessment 
already build duration into the calculation 
of magnitude (e.g. 24.4.2.36), and thus is 
there not an element of ‘double-counting’ 
of duration in reducing the severity of 
effects?  If so, what are the implications of 
this for the assessment findings?  For 
example, if trenching impacts for section 4 
were recalculated without the ‘double-
counting’, would these become significant 
(ES 26.4.5.3 ff)? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


The ABC Methodology in BS-5288 Part 1 - Code of Practice for Noise and Vibration on Construction Sites this 
specifies noise limits for the threshold of noise where it would be a significant disturbance and the noise from 
the construction works should not exceed these levels at the sensitive receptors. These levels do not take into 
consideration transient noise. 
The noise report gives a baseline for noise levels without the construction and then predictions would have 
been made using noise levels in BS5288 of the equipment to be used to see if the noise level during the 
construction  
phase was higher than the given levels in BS5288 in relation to disturbance and significantly higher than the 
levels without construction.  
The magnitudes is a descriptive way of describing the impacts of the noise rather than showing the numerical 
values in decibels so therefore not double counting it. 
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13 - Planning Policy 


PP1.13.1 Local Planning 
Authorities 


Could each of the local planning authorities 
please provide comments and any updates 
in relation to the Applicant’s summary of 
the Development Plan position, including 
any emerging plans and plan documents. 
(The Planning Statement Appendix 4 
[APP-112] refers.) 


In respect of the summary for the Portsmouth City Council area, the Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan 
(HMWP) (2013) also forms part of the development plan for the area. This is recognised in section 1.71, 
where the proximity of the proposed Onshore Cable Corridor to a safeguarded mineral importation site 
(Kendalls Wharf) is also noted. However the proposed cable corridor also crosses two safeguarded mineral 
resource areas: superficial Sand and Gravel around Milton Common and Brick Clay in the coastal area 
adjacent to Burfields Road. These resources are protected under Policy 15 of the HMWP to prevent their 
needless sterilisation by other non-minerals development in order to secure the future long term supply of 
minerals. 
 
Seafront Masterplan Supplementary Planning Document 2013 (section 1.5.4); a 'final draft' of the revised 
masterplan is currently being consulted on; consultation closes on 30th October 2020. The intention is to adopt 
the new SPD in late 2020/ early 2021.  
 
Consultation on a revised Parking Strategy and Parking SPD is also expected to be carried out in the Autumn 
of 2020.  
 


16 - Traffic and Transport 


TT1.16.3 The Applicant  Local 
planning authorities 


With reference to paragraphs 22.2.3.10 to 
22.2.3.39 of Chapter 22 of the ES [APP-
137], are there any pertinent updates in 
respect of the local planning policy 
framework? 


Whilst we are working on a new Local Transport Plan, it is not yet under full consultation and can be given 
little weight at this stage.  
 
 
Update for para. 22.2.3.15. The new Local Plan for Portsmouth, for a 2020 - 2038 plan period, is being 
prepared in accordance with the timetable in Local Development Scheme, updated in August 2020. It is 
envisaged that a further Regulation 18 draft Local Plan will be published for consultation early in 2021, to be 
followed by a Regulation 19 Publication Draft in Spring / Summer 2021 and a submission draft (Regulation 22) 
plan in Autumn 2021.  Adoption of the new plan is envisaged for the Summer of 2022. The current timetable 
may be affected by changes to national planning policy.  
 
In addition whilst not related to the planning policy framework PCC would also mention the following: 
A NRSWA permit scheme was introduced in August and it is PCC’s position that its provisions should be 
applied to these DCO works and not modified or removed.   
 
The public consultation for the Clean Air Zone (CAZ) was conducted between 15th July – 26th Aug 2020. The 
results of the consultation are being considered as part of the final business case to be submitted late 2020. 
 


TT1.16.9 Local planning 
authorities  Highway 
authorities 


Are the baseline traffic surveys set out in 
the Transport Assessment sufficient 
(Appendix 22.1: sections 1.5.3 for the 
Converter Station; 1.5.4 for the onshore 
cable corridor; and 1.5.5 for the routes that 
may be affected by traffic redistribution in 
the wider transport network) [APP-448], or 
is there a need for data from a wider 
spread of months to present a more 
representative view and to take account of 
festivals and events? 


The DfT specify that traffic data collection should be on a “neutral day” - which is a weekday between March-
October. The data collected by the applicant fits this. The dates given are “June” or “July”, it is therefore 
presumed that the latter was prior to school holidays. 
 
In Portsmouth, based upon the FTMS, works to the A2030 Eastern Road are scheduled to only take place in 
the Jun-Aug period and as such, the counts are probably most relevant for this. What isn’t fully clear 
is whether the applicant has fully understood the difference in traffic patterns between weekday/weekends - 
provided they stick to their FTMS strategy, the football season should be largely irrelevant.  
 
Whether the development can be implemented in this timeframe is a moot point but will be influenced largely 
through routing which remains to be confirmed. 
 



https://www.portsmouth.gov.uk/ext/documents-external/pln-revised-local-development-scheme-aug-2020-final.pdf
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Reference Respondent Question Response 


TT1.16.16 Portsmouth City 
Council 


In your Relevant Representation [RR-185], 
you state planned works on traffic sensitive 
routes are only allowed during off-peak 
hours and the City also operates works 
embargoes. Could you set out how the 
route and timing of the Proposed 
Development would be affected by these 
embargoes, and whether any such 
restrictions are reflected in the ES ([APP-
137] and [APP-449])? 
 
 
 


Where the cable route is located on traffic sensitive routes (in this case principally Eastern Road) there will be 
limited scope to undertake work during the day (when working in peak periods is prohibited) and where that 
will conflict with specific events. It will be required that any trenches opened in carriageways are located in the 
first third of lane 1 and traffic management pulled close to the excavation to retain two way working during 
peak periods.  This is a matter that has not been properly considered as the applicant has sought to defer 
such details to a post consent CTMP. 
 
Furthermore we have a seasonal works directional period on the mapped routes from the 7 th December 
through to the 5th January, only essential works should be undertaken on the routes in the time period. 
 
Exemptions to work embargo periods will be considered on a case by case basis and may be permitted where 
prevention of work would not practically restrict capacity but would prolong the period of works.  
 


TT1.16.26 Portsmouth City 
Council 


Your Relevant Representation [RR-185] 
suggests that reliance on the agreement of 
tailored Construction Traffic Management 
Plans post-consent is unacceptable as the 
impacts of the Proposed Development 
should be understood in advance of 
consent. Please explain the approach that 
would normally be expected for projects 
such as this and detail any additional 
information you would like to see included 
in the Framework Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 


Whilst there will need to be some arrangements which will have to be reserved pending a detailed CTMP at 
this stage even basic information such as the final cable route, how many contractor compounds there 
might be and where they will be remains to be confirmed. These fundamental principles together with working 
hours and traffic routing should be established in the framework CTMP with details such as specific signing 
arrangements for works to be confirmed after approval. 
 
It would seem that no early contractor involvement has been carried out to date to understand how a future 
contractor might look to construct the cable route, whether the phasing set out in the CTMP and FTMS is 
realistic/achievable, whether the numbers of staff on site is realistic and how it will be ensured they access the 
site sustainably (it is proposed that workers are shuttled to site) - similarly how/where will contractors park to 
be collected by a shuttle service.   
2.3.3 Suggests a permanent access for the ORS building, yet no details have been submitted for this.  
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Reference Respondent Question Response 


TT1.16.32 Portsmouth City 
Council 


Please give further details of the bid to the 
‘Transforming Cities Fund’ and the 
programme of works anticipated to take 
place up until 2023, including any decision 
made in March 2020 (as alluded to in [RR-
185]).  Is the Council able to submit into 
the Examination any maps or diagrams to 
show which parts of the City could be 
affected by the South East Hampshire 
Rapid Transit system?   
How would the Proposed Development 
impact on the proposed programme of 
works associated with the bid to the 
‘Transforming Cities Fund’, if it was 
successful?   


The cable route options do not directly interfere with any schemes within the Portsmouth highway network 
however I believe there is potential conflict along the A3 with one or more of the schemes promoted by HCC 
as part of the bid. The residual impacts of the diverted traffic will potentially be exacerbated by works at some 
key junctions on the diversionary routes, within Portsmouth these include the roundabout junction at Spur 
Road/Northern Road, Portsbridge Roundabout (A2047/A27/A397) and the Rudmore Roundabout (A3/M275).   
The delivery period remains the same, concluding March 2023 and PCC would be happy to share versions of 
project programmes as they become available. A map showing the locations of schemes included in the bid is 
reproduced below.  


  
 


17 - Trees 


TR1.17.1 The Applicant What is the effect of Portsmouth City 
Council’s stated policy not to apply TPOs 
to qualifying trees in its guardianship, as 
set out in the Council’s Relevant 
Representation [RR-185]? (See Schedule 
11 of the dDCO [APP-019].) Has any 
progress been made towards an 
agreement with Portsmouth City Council 
over how this matter can be 
accommodated in the assessment and the 
dDCO? 


Local planning authorities may make Orders in relation to land that they own. However trees on Local 
Authority land are generally considered to be under good arboriculture management and are less likely to be 
under pressure from development as their retention and management is undertaken to improve the amenity 
value of public open space for the populace. 
No progress has been made and no approach has been received in order to address this. 


The effect of PCC's stated policy is that the dDCO has a significant blind-spot in relation to the impact on 
trees. Although this matter was flagged with the applicant well in advance of the examination period, no 
progress has been made to assess the precise trees that are likely to be affected. This experience resonates 
with the applicant's general response that much of the detail of the scheme is to be deferred until a contractor 


is appointed after the DCO has been made.   
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Reference Respondent Question Response 


TR1.17.3 The Applicant  
Relevant local 
authorities 


The Government places importance on 
‘street trees’ in the National Design Guide 
for the benefit of place making. Is the 
Applicant’s approach to the identification, 
retention, protection, mitigation of impacts 
and compensation for any losses of such 
trees sufficiently unambiguous and is it 
appropriate?  Could the Applicant please 
comment in detail on how the ‘potential 
removal’ of the TPO trees listed in dDCO 
[APP-019] Schedule 11 would be avoided. 


As set out in the National Design Guide, A well-designed movement network defines a clear pattern of streets 
that (inter alia): incorporates green infrastructure, including street trees to soften the impact of car parking, 
help improve air quality and contribute to biodiversity. 
 
Further, in paragraph 89, 'Utilities services and infrastructure include water supply, sewerage, drainage, gas, 
electricity, full fibre broadband, digital infrastructure and telephones. Their siting and layout take into account: 


 their space requirements and visual impact; 


 convenient maintenance while not impeding the planting of street trees; and 


 implications for foreseeable future changes in demand. 
 
There is no approach to the identification, retention, protection, mitigation of impacts and compensation for 
any losses of such trees within the limits of the draft DCO only unnecessary damage is taken into account. 
 
In respect of TPO trees the condition ' the duty contained in section 206(1) of the 1990 Act (replacement of 
trees) shall not apply.'  has been inserted. The potential impact in terms of amenity and eco system services 
as a result of this is therefore potentially significant and highly detrimental.  
 
PCC considers that the applicant’s approach to trees is not appropriate. 


The approach to date is wholly inadequate as rehearsed in questions DCO1.5.9 and TR1.17.1. No 
methodology for calculating damages for loss of trees or hedgerows has been proposed. 41(2) needs to 
clarify that any damage or loss of trees will be compensated, not merely any damage that is "unnecessary" in 


the reasonable belief of the undertaker. 
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1. BACKGROUND, INTRODUCTION AND POLICY CONTEXT 
 


1.1 Background 
1.1.1 AQUIND Limited ('Aquind' or 'the Applicant') has applied under the Planning 


Act 2008 (as amended) for a Development Consent Order in respect of the 
proposed development. 
 


1.1.2 The AQUIND interconnector (the 'Project') is a 2000MW subsea and 
underground High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) bi-directional electric power 
transmission link between Normandy in France and the South Coast of 
England.   
 


1.1.3 The Application seeks consent for those elements of the project located in the 
UK and within UK territorial waters.  The proposed development comprises: 
• HVDC cables from the boundary of the UK exclusive economic zone1 


to the UK at Eastney in Portsmouth 
• Jointing of the HVDC marine cables and HVDC onshore cables 
• HVDC onshore cables 
• A converter Station and associated electrical and telecommunications 


infrastructure  
• High Voltage Alternating Current (HVAC) onshore cables and 


associated infrastructure connecting the Converter Station to the 
National Grid at Lovedean Substation 


• Smaller diameter fibre optic cables to be installed together with the 
HVDC and HVAC cables and associated infrastructure. 


 


1.2 Introduction 
1.2.1 This Local Impact Report has been prepared by Portsmouth City Council.  


Portsmouth City Council is a unitary authority, having the powers of a non-
metropolitan county and district council combined. It provides a full range of 
local government services including Council Tax billing, libraries, social 
services, processing planning applications, waste collection and disposal, and 
it is a local education authority. 
 


1.2.2 The LIR is defined in Section 60(3) of the Planning Act 2008 as a 'report in 
writing giving details of the likely impact of the proposed development on the 
authority's area (or any part of that area)'. 
 


1.2.3 Guidance on the content and preparation of LIRs is provided in the Planning 
Inspectorate’s Advice Note One: Local Impact Reports (version 2, April 2012).  


                                                            
1 The Exclusive Economic Zone Order 2013 (SI 2013/3161) and 
https://www.marineregions.org/documents/42902_Cm_8931_accessible.pdf  



https://www.marineregions.org/documents/42902_Cm_8931_accessible.pdf
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PCC has sought to follow the guidance in the preparation of this LIR.  
Accordingly, this report is structured as follows: 
 
 Chapter 2 sets out the generic concerns about the proposals that 


Portsmouth City Council shares with neighbouring local authorities, 
namely Havant Borough Council, Fareham Borough Council, Gosport 
Borough Council and Winchester City Council as well as Hampshire 
County Council. 


 Chapter 3 identifies the local impacts of the proposed development 
through Portsmouth.  Areas of significant concern include the likely 
effects of the Proposed Development on the following locations:  


o Southsea Leisure Park  
o The car park at Fort Cumberland  
o Portsmouth Day Services  
o Bransbury Park Recreation Ground and Skate Park  
o Milton Pierce Allotment Gardens  
o Milton Locks Nature Reserve  
o University of Portsmouth Sports Ground at Furze Lane/Orchard 


Lane/Langstone student village  
o Milton Common & Flood Defences  
o Kendall Stadium Sports Ground (Baffins FC)  
o Kendall's Wharf  
o Farlington Playing Fields  
o Impact on ecology (e.g. Brent Geese mitigation cf the Sea 


Defences project)  
o Disruption to highway network  
o Air quality  
o Impact of noise (during construction)  
o Impacts on the amenities of local residents in close proximity to 


the proposed route  
 Chapter 4 sets out the Environmental and Planning Impacts 
 Chapter 5 sets out the Highways impacts, and 
 Chapter 6 offers some concluding remarks 


1.3 Policy Context 
 


National Policy 
1.3.1 National policy for this development is to be found in the National Policy 


Statements2 EN1 (Overarching Energy) and EN5 (Electricity Networks).  The 
NPPF3 does not contain policies for nationally significant infrastructure 
projects 


                                                            
2 https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/legislation-and-advice/national-policy-statements/ 
3 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/81
0197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf 
 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/legislation-and-advice/national-policy-statements/

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
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Local Policy 
 


1.3.2 The development plan for the Portsmouth City Council area is comprised of 
the following adopted documents: Portsmouth Plan Core Strategy (2012) 
Portsmouth City Local Plan saved policies (2006)Southsea Town Centre Area 
Action Plan (2007) Somerstown and North Southsea Area Action Plan (2012) 
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan (2013) The development plan 
documents are supported by a number of adopted Supplementary Planning 
Documents (SPDs) which provide greater detail on specific Local Plan 
policies and help guide their implementation. The following SPDs that  are 
currently in force and relevant to the proposed development include: Minerals 
and Waste Safeguarding in Hampshire (2016)  


 Eastney Beach Habitat Restoration and Management Plan (2014)  
 Parking Standards and Transport Assessments (2014)  
 The Seafront Masterplan (2010)  
 Air Quality and Pollution (2006)  
 Developing Contaminated Land (2004)  


1.3.3 Other Relevant Documents comprise the following: 


 Statement of Community Involvement (2017)  
 Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule (2012)  
 Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy (2017)   
 Interim Nutrient Neutral Mitigation Strategy (2019)  


 


1.3.4 A new Local Plan is in preparation the timetable for which is set out in the 
published Local Development Scheme4.  Essentially it is envisaged that a 
Regulation 185 draft Local Plan will be published for consultation early in 2021 
to be followed by a Regulation 19 Publication Draft in Spring / Summer 2021 
and a submission draft (Regulation 22) plan in Autumn 2021.  Adoption of the 
new plan is envisaged for the Summer of 2022. 
 


1.3.5 Portsmouth City Council considers that the following development plan 
policies are relevant  


PORTSMOUTH PLAN (CORE STRATEGY) (2012) 


1.3.6 The Portsmouth Plan (Portsmouth Core Strategy) was adopted in January 
2012, replacing many of the policies contained in the Portsmouth City Local 
Plan (2006). It sets out the high-level strategy for the development of 
Portsmouth up to 2027. In addition, the Core Strategy identifies broad 
locations for new development, allocates strategic sites and details 


                                                            
4 https://www.portsmouth.gov.uk/ext/documents-external/pln-revised-local-development-scheme-aug-
2020-final.pdf 
 
5 ie in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 



https://www.portsmouth.gov.uk/ext/documents-external/pln-revised-local-development-scheme-aug-2020-final.pdf

https://www.portsmouth.gov.uk/ext/documents-external/pln-revised-local-development-scheme-aug-2020-final.pdf
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development management policies that will be used in the determination of 
planning applications.    
 


1.3.7 The following policies have been identified as relevant to the Proposed 
Development:   


PCS9 The Seafront – outlines how new development will be expected to 
contribute to the revitalisation of the seafront, tourism and wider regeneration 
strategy for Portsmouth. Requires protecting the nature conservation value at 
Eastney Beach.   


PCS11 Employment Land – details where the provision of new office, 
manufacturing and warehouse land/floorspace to support sustainable 
economic development will be considered acceptable.  


PCS12 Flood Risk – outlines the measures that will be taken to reduce flood 
risk when considering planning applications. Details requirement for 
sequential and exception tests and the requirement for site-specific flood risk 
assessment.   


PCS13 A Greener Portsmouth – outlines how proposals should protect, 
enhance and develop the green infrastructure network in the city; sets out 
criteria against which applications will be considered.   


PCS17 Transport – states that the council will work to deliver a strategy that 
will reduce the need to travel and provide a sustainable and integrated 
transport network; encourages development around transport hubs; 
safeguards land for new transport infrastructure.   


PCS23 Design and Conservation – requires all new development to be well 
designed and to respect the character of the city.   


SAVED POLICIES OF PORTSMOUTH CITY LOCAL PLAN: 


1.3.8 The following saved policies have been identified as relevant to the Proposed 
Development: 
 
DC21 Contaminated Land – states that permission will only be granted for 
development on or near contaminated land where appropriate and sufficient 
measures can be taken to deal with the contamination.   


CM8 Portsdown Hill – development proposals on open space or other 
undeveloped land on Portsdown hill will not be permitted unless for 
recreational, agricultural or related countryside uses.  


MT2 Land south of St James’ Hospital – allocates land for publicly accessible 
open space.   


MT3 Land at St James’ Hospital – allocates land at St James’ Hospital for 
new mental health care development and housing.  
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LH1 Langstone Harbour Open Coastal Area – only development that 
specifically requires a costal location will be considered. Requires proposals 
to demonstrate they will not have an adverse effect on the coastal landscape, 
public access, navigation or nature conservation.   


LH2 Langstone Harbour Costal Zone – requires development within the 
identified coastal zone to demonstrate that it does not have an adverse effect 
on the coastal landscape, public access, navigation or nature conservation. 


 


SEAFRONT MASTERPLAN SPD ADOPTED APRIL 2013   


1.3.9 Adopted in April 2013 the Seafront Masterplan SPD contains specific 
proposals for the seafront area of the city and provides detailed guidance on 
the implementation of Policy PCS9. The SPD applies (section 4.6) to the 
proposed landfall site at Eastney Beach along with Fort Cumberland and its 
surrounds.   The Seafront Masterplan is currently being reviewed. An initial 
issues and options public consultation took place in July and August 2018. 
Consultation on a draft revised Seafront Masterplan took place between 8 
February and 22 March 2019.   The revised Seafront Masterplan updates the 
2013 document in the light of the emerging Southsea Coastal Scheme (sea 
defences) which is expected to act as a catalyst for change along the 
seafront. The revised Masterplan seeks to respond to the changes and 
opportunities presented by the sea defences scheme and sets out the 
placemaking and development aspirations for the area. 1.3.10 Potential 
areas of relevance to the Proposed Development include the proposals on 
Public Spaces and Lighting (Theme 1 – includes surface materials, 
landscaping) and Development Opportunities which highlights Short Term 
development potential at Fraser Range, Fort Cumberland and Southsea 
Marina.   


 


EASTNEY BEACH HABITAT RESTORATION AND MANAGEMENT PLAN SPD 
ADOPTED DECEMBER 2014   


1.3.10 The Eastney Beach Habitat Restoration and Management Plan SPD was 
adopted in December 2014 and is closely associated with the Seafront 
Masterplan SPD. The SPD provides guidance on the preservation and 
enhancement of the natural environment at Eastney along with guidance on 
mitigation options for the development detail in the Seafront SPD.  


 


PARKING STANDARDS AND TRANSPORT ASSESSMENTS SPD ADOPTED 
JULY 2014   


1.3.11 The Parking Standards and Transport Assessment SPD was adopted in July 
2014. The SPD sets out standards and design principles for car / cycle 
parking and also provides guidance on transport assessments and travel 
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plans.   Only Section 6, which provides guidance on assessing and dealing 
with the transport impacts of development, is considered relevant to the 
Proposed Development.   


 


AIR QUALITY AND POLLUTION SPD ADOPTED MARCH 2006    


1.3.12 Adopted in March 2006 the Air Quality and Air Pollution SPD provides 
guidance on how air quality and air pollution issues will be dealt with through 
the planning system. Section 3.3, which deals with Air Pollution issues 
resulting from major development projects, is of most relevance to the 
Proposed Development.   


 


 DEVELOPING CONTAMINATED LAND SUPPLEMENTARY PLANNING 
GUIDANCE (SPG) ADOPTED FEBRUARY 2004   


1.3.13 The Developing Contaminated Land SPG was adopted in February 2004 and 
provides details on the approach Portsmouth City Council will expect 
developers to adopt when dealing with sites which are, or may be, 
contaminated.  


 


 EMERGING PORTSMOUTH CITY LOCAL PLAN   


1.3.14 In February 2019 PCC published the Portsmouth City Local Plan Consultation 
Document. This document summarised the work that has been undertaken for 
the new local plan and seeks the views of the public and other key 
stakeholders on a variety of key issues. 


 


 


  







Aquind Limited: the Aquind Interconnector   
Local Impact Report 
 


October 2020  10 


2.0 MATTERS OF COMMON CONCERN 
 


2.1  The following represents areas of common concern shared by Portsmouth 
City Council, the Borough of Havant, Winchester City Council and Hampshire 
County Council: 


(1) Disruption to the efficient running of Portsmouth's highway network and 
knock on effects within Hampshire (Havant and Winchester City) and on the 
motorway network (M275, M27, A3(M))  


(2)         Loss of open space at Milton Common, Farlington Playing Fields as 
these provide a valuable resource not only to Portsmouth residents but the 
wider area 


(3)         Loss playing pitches (football, cricket etc) at Farlington, Baffins Milton 
Rovers and University of Portsmouth (Langstone Village) as these provide a 
valuable sport and recreational resource not only to Portsmouth residents but 
the wider area 


(4) Lack of adequate consideration of alternative routes 
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3.0 LOCAL IMPACTS 
ROUTE IMPACT GENERALLY   


3.1 This section chapter 3 identifies the local impacts of the proposed 
development through Portsmouth following the route of the scheme and by 
reference to plots. 


3.2      Southsea Leisure Park  
3.2.1 Southsea Leisure Park is in Section 10.  As shown in marked within plots 


10.33 and 10.34 (see Land Plan doc ref 2.2) and Plate 3.226: 


 


3.2.2 It is proposed to employ Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) under Southsea 
Leisure Park. As such it is understood that the disturbance to residents should 
be minimal.  However due to the duration of HDD-1, which will involve 
construction taking place in 12 hour shifts, 7 days a week over a 44 week 
period commencing in Q3 2021, there will undoubtedly be disturbance to 
residents entering and leaving the park due to the proximity of the landing site 
within the Fort Cumberland open space car park. 


3.2.3 The land would be subject to New Connection Rights (as with much of the 
land identified along the route and route options). The council has concerns 
about the wide nature of these rights in the future following construction in 
order to allow for maintenance and monitoring and which clearly extend the 
potential impact of the works clearly beyond construction., the Rights of 
Access are clearly permanent and speak for themselves but the New 
Connection Rights include not only the “right to install” and “operate…the 
underground electrical and fibre optic cables” but also to “maintain” the said 
cables (see §6.1.6 of the Statement of Reasons Doc Ref 4.1). The draft DCO 
(Doc Ref 3.1) at Art 2 defines “maintain’ widely and as including “ inspect, 
upkeep, repair, adjust, alter, improve, preserve and further includes remove, 
reconstruct and replace any part of the authorised development” albeit subject 
to the works not giving rise “materially new or materially different 
environmental effects” than in the Environmental Statement (‘the ES’). 


                                                            
6 Environmental Statement – Volume 1 – Chapter 3 Description of the Proposed Development [Doc 
Ref: 6.1.3] 
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3.3 The car park at Fort Cumberland  
3.3.1 The car-park at Fort Cumberland which forms part of the Open Space will be 


heavily impacted by the proposed works due to it being the chosen 'landfall 
location' and the location of the proposed Optical Regeneration Stations 
(ORS). The parts of the car park that are to be subject to Compulsory 
Acquisition and New Connection Rights are shown in plots 10.30 and 10.32 
(respectively)(Land Plans doc ref 2.2 and Book of Reference doc ref 4.3) 


3.3.2 With regard to the landfall location, this will be located in the car park south of 
Fort Cumberland Road, adjacent to the Land West of Fort Cumberland SINC. 
Fort Cumberland SINC and Scheduled Ancient Monument are located further 
east.  The car park will be the location of the temporary northern compound of 
the HDD from TJB7 (Transition Joint Bay) to Marine Cable Corridor (HDD 1) 
which will run in a south-south-easterly direction under Southsea Holiday 
Home, Lodge & Leisure Park and Eastney Beach to a point off-shore.  The 
TJB, where the Marine Cables and Onshore Cables (and FOC) will also be 
jointed together, will be located in this car park. 


3.3.3 The two Optical Regeneration Stations required in connection with the FOC 
will be located at the northern end of the car park (section 3.6.5) as illustrated 
in the Indicative Optical Regeneration Station(s) Parameter Plan (document 
reference 2.11) The exit point of the HDD is expected to be approximately 
1,400 to 2,000 m in length from the TJB in the Marine Cable Corridor.  As 
referred to in Paragraph 3.6.4.55 of ES Chapter 3 (Doc Ref APP-118) it is not 
determined yet whether the HDD direction will be onshore to marine, marine 
to onshore, or drilling from both ends.    Where the Onshore Cable Route 
impacts on publicly accessible open space, in this Section, Fort Cumberland 
Road car park details of the anticipated location and duration of impact is, 
according to paragraph 3.6.4.56 of the above document detailed in Table 3 of 
Appendix 3.5.  However there would appear to be no Table 3 as shown by the 
extract from that document below. 


                                                            
7 Each Transition Joint Bay (TJB) is to be 8m by 3m by 2m and will involve an excavation area some 15m by 5m. 
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3.4 Portsmouth Day Services   
3.4.1 SensePlus Portsmouth is an In house Day service for adults with Profound 


and Multiple learning Disabilities. It is based on two sites across the city, Ferry 
Road PO4 9AG and Balliol Road PO2 7PP. Of these the Ferry Road site 
would be impacted by the proposed cable route.  Whilst the route of the 
cabling does not appear to directly impact on the Day Centre, Plots 10-24, 10-
27 and 10-31 being on the highway adjacent to the day centre, and utilising 
the only access to the site, will have an impact on the service users and those 
who live along the route shown who are provided transport; as such there 
would be disruption when /if the works begin.  


 


3.5 Bransbury Park Recreation Ground and Skate Park   
3.5.1 This open space and park (which is recognised by the applicant as special 


category land) has 3 football pitches hosting approximately 54 games in a 
season. Plot 10.21 as shown in the Land Plans (ref 2.2) shows the part of the 
recreation ground that is to be subject to New Connection Rights. The order 
limit plans show the works interfering with at least one of the pitches on site 
and resulting in impacts or loss to the field access and /or car park.  This 
would have significant effect on the use of the pitches and ability to complete 
league fixtures. An average of 33 different teams use these pitches affecting 
1296 participants per season with a loss of revenue in the region of £3000. 


3.5.2 The park and car park is also used by local people for dog walking and 
general use including a skate park and open space any loss of areas of the 
park for any period would be detrimental to the health and wellbeing of the 
local residents as the next nearest open space is some distance away. 


3.5.3 The order limits include the whole car park part of Football pitch 2, running 
adjacent to some very mature trees and tracks across the whole park form 
Bransbury Road to Glasgow Road in a wide swathe. Although works have 
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been estimated at approximately 12 weeks the Council has assumed this 
does not include re-instatement times of approximately 3 to 6 more months. 
Depending on timings this would mean the pitch would be out of action for up 
to 9 months. 


3.5.4 The order limits could restrict access to the field, football pitch 3, skate park, 
and car park including disabled parking bays for the full length of the order 
limit.   The applicant has not included any proposals to mitigate the impacts of 
works, and the displacement of users of the open space. 


3.6 Milton Piece Allotment Gardens  
3.6.1 This allotment land is identified on the Land Plans (Doc ref 2.2) as plots 10. 


12; 10.13; 10.14. 


3.6.2 Plots 10.12; 10.13 are proposed to be subject to permanent New Access 
Rights and plot 10.14 subject to New Connection Rights. The plots are also 
noted as special category land by the applicant. 


3.6.3 Both these rights mean that the allotment land will not only be subject to 
potential disruption during construction but also clearly into the future once 
operational, the Rights of Access are clearly permanent and speak for 
themselves but the New Connection Rights include not only the “right to 
install” and “operate…the underground electrical and fibre optic cables” but 
also to “maintain” the said cables (see §6.1.6 of the Statement of Reasons 
Doc Ref 4.1). The draft DCO (Doc Ref 3.1) at Art 2 defines “maintain’ widely 
and as including “ inspect, upkeep, repair, adjust, alter, improve, preserve and 
further includes remove, reconstruct and replace any part of the authorised 
development” albeit subject to the works not giving rise “materially new or 
materially different environmental effects” than in the Environmental 
Statement (‘the ES’). 


3.6.4 If Aquind/the future developer carry out the construction works as the Council 
understands was indicated to the allotments association, namely drilling under 
the allotments, it appears there would be little or no impact on the allotments 
at that point. 


3.6.5  However as noted above  the rights sought by the  applicant by means of 
compulsory acquisition powers reserves the right to open dig through the 
allotments and what is more the ES at § 3.6.4.46 (dec ref 6.1.3)describes 
during construction “access will be required over the paths [sic]within the 
Allotments during installation works for monitoring purposes”. In addition, no 
limit is set out as to how access is to be gained to the cables once installed 
other than through the surface. 


3.6.6 As such it appears to the Council that there is in fact the clear potential to 
disrupt the cultivated allotments and the allotment holders (who are tenants of 
the Council) as well the large sections of roadways and the main car park and 
entrance area within Plots 10-13 and 10-14)  
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3.6.7  It is of considerable concern to the Council based upon recent 
communications with its tenant allotment holders that this potential disruption 
does not appear in fact to have been explained either to the Allotment 
Association and/or the tenants directly. For example at a presentation held by 
Aquind at the allotments the Council is aware it was suggested that there 
would be no surface disruption to the allotments and that there should be no 
reason for the holders to be concerned.  


3.6.8 Also the requirement to have extended access to the route of the new cable, 
as a consequence of the rights sought for acquisition may have implications 
on allotment holders generally along this route. Even if the cable were to be 
drilled under the allotments, as asserted by the applicant, the permanent 
easement sought subsequently for 50m along the cable, would directly affect 
around 97 allotment plots.  There is no detail provided that the Council could 
identify as to what this permanent easement sought entails but as noted the 
clear implication of having such a right which is currently not circumscribed 
(despite what the DCO appears to suggest about the ES). Put simply the 
rights sought currently mean that AQUIND or any successor would be 
permitted access to allotment plots at any time and that this would include the 
right to excavate these plots throughout construction and in future to access 
the cables.   


3.6.9 Alarmingly, none of the allotment tenants or the interests and rights they hold 
as tenants of the allotment has been identified or listed within the Book of 
Reference or in the Land Plans. 


3.6.10 Setting that aside, a good number of the allotment holders have established 
and cultivated their plots over many years. It is evident that the loss and 
disruption caused by excavating these plots for the cable route would be 
devastating. 


3.6.11 The work Order limit as shown in the Land Plans covers the whole of Milton 
Piece which has some 200 allotments and part of Eastney Lake affecting 52 
allotments there, plus 2 of the main car parks and access roads and paths. 
There is no evidence as to what is proposed in terms of access what is 
required over this area. 


3.6.12 This is not sustainable at any time, all of these allotments are let to tenants 
and any threat of disruption for up to 7 years would clearly be a matter of 
major concern and anxiety to the affected tenants. 


3.6.13 The Council has no alternative allotment sites and waiting lists at all sites with 
nearly 4 years at the Milton site.   


3.6.14 The ES in the Council’s view makes no assessment of this potential impact 
and no mitigation measures or controls on these powers appear within 
AQUIND’s application documents. As such the Council would highlight the 
potential disruption and loss to allotment holders as a consequence of the 
DCO as going unrecognised by the Applicant and as in fact being severe.  
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3.7 Milton Locks Nature Reserve   
 


3.7.1 Land at Milton Locks (see plots 10-03 and 10-09,  Plan Sheet 10 of 10 (doc 
ref APP-008 and 008a) is leased to Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife 
Trust, as a Local Nature Reserve to serve educational and recreation 
activities. 


3.7.2 The application shows the land to be treated in the same manner as Milton 
Allotments during construction (horizontal directional drill) thereby, minimising 
hopefully impact.  However, for the same reasons noted above in respect of 
Milton Allotments, the rights (i.e. New Connection Rights) sought clearly allow 
for there to be variation to this method, the extent of impact on a sensitive 
ecological site would need to be re-evaluated as well as the potential to 
disrupt the land in future for maintenance purposes . 


3.8 University of Portsmouth Sports Ground at Furze Lane/Orchard 
Lane/Langstone student village   


 


3.8.1  The current order limits provide for two either/or route options down either 
Furze Lane to the west of the student village or through a large area of 
playing fields to the east of the student village. Following the virtual 
walkthrough presentation by AQUIND on 28th September 2020, PCC has 
been advised that it is proposed to utilise the route option through the playing 
fields to the east of the student village (see below).   


3.8.2 However under the current order limits both options are under consideration.  
Should the Furze Lane option be pursued this will cause disruption to a bus 
route that utilises this highway as well as impacts on a line of historically 
significant poplar trees along the highway edge.  Furze Lane is also the only 
form of access to the student village campus and sports centre. 


3.8.3 It is understood that the works at University of Portsmouth Playing Fields and 
Langstone Sports Site, if the eastern route option is pursued, will result in the 
following temporary recreational disturbances:  


• Temporary loss of the football pitch for the duration of works (an 8 week 
period, with an additional period of 8-10 weeks for re-turfing).  


• Temporary loss of the southern rugby pitch for the duration of works (an 8 
week period, with an additional period of 8-10 weeks for re-turfing). 


 


 
 







Aquind Limited: the Aquind Interconnector   
Local Impact Report 
 


October 2020  17 


 


The pitches are the only such facility owned and available to the University and 
disruption to their access will have implications for sports participation and the 
academic programme of the University.  The pitches are also used by community 
user groups and other groups outside of the academic year. 


In addition to temporary disruption the eastern route will also place the 
interconnector infrastructure within an area that will require ongoing 
access/maintenance having an impact on the operation of the University Sports 
centre and any future development or alterations the University wishes to make.  The 
previously developed status of the underutilised land immediately adjacent to the 
proposed order limits are indicative of future opportunities to make better use of this 
land and its setting.  The provision of the proposed infrastructure will place a 
constraint of future planning, design and layout for this area. 


 


3.9 Milton Common & Flood Defences   
 


3.9.1 The land in this area is identified as Plots 9-01 to 9-20 and Plots 902 to 9-14 
on Land Plans Doc Ref 2.2 


3.9.2 There are 2 route options identified across and round Milton Common - one 
through the centre and one around the western edges. Although Milton 
Common is large enough to accommodate these works, whilst still leaving 
enough space for other users, the Common is a designated SINC site (Site of 
Importance for Nature Conservation). The many users who are very protective 
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of this site and together with the nature conservation interest prevalent on this 
site mean that any works carried out here must take this into account. 


3.9.3  The site is also mostly made up of landfill ground with varying levels of 
contamination below the surface which is clearly a further issue for concern 
when carrying out any excavation and cable laying works. 


3.9.4 There have recently been major coastal defence works carried out on this site 
and it is imperative that any future works do not impact on the integrity of 
these sea defences. 


3.9.5 There is a third route option noted on the Land Plans (EN020022-2.2-LP-
Sheet9) which utilises the A2030 Eastern Avenue southward to its junction 
with Eastern Avenue and Moorings Way to bypass the Common completely. 
This would result in added congestion on a main arterial road A2030 into 
Portsmouth but would have little effect on Milton Common apart from access.    


3.9.6 The timing and construction times of these works are unclear.  However the 
Council understands that the work order limits are to remain in place for 7 
years which would have a detrimental impact on the highway network and the 
amenities of both local residents and users of the Common. 


3.10 Kendall Stadium Sports Ground (Baffins FC)  
 


3.10.1 Portsmouth City Council is the landlord of Kendall’s Stadium, which is leased 
to Baffins Milton Rovers Football Club (‘Baffins FC’), land identified as being 
plots 8-02 and 8-03 in the Book of Reference [doc ref 4.3 and Land Plan doc 
ref 2.2] and subject to proposed New Connection Rights. Further to a recent 
Microsoft Teams Meeting (28th September 2020), the Council was presented 
by the Applicant and its advisors with proposed changes to the order limits 
affecting the Stadium land. As such, the Council will respond formally in its 
capacity as an Affected Person when the changes are consulted on, and our 
opinions expressed here may be subject to additional points raised in future 
responses and submissions.  


  


3.10.2 We understand that the Applicant has engaged with the Council’s tenant, 
Baffins FC, and a preference has been identified between parties in respect of 
a route alignment for the cables through stadium land. However, the Council 
wishes to ensure, as freeholder and landlord, that the use of the land is not 
prejudiced in any way, either during construction or once the Proposed 
Development is operational.  


  


3.10.3 As such, the Council considers it is fundamental that there are appropriate 
reinstatement requirements imposed along with clear commitments as to 
timing of works (to avoid impacting the use of the ground), as well as 
indemnity provisions to avoid any future liability falling to Baffins, the Council 
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or any other future occupiers of the site. The Council is seeking the 
Applicant’s agreement to these obligations by securing them in a land 
agreement between the Applicant, the Council and Baffins FC as tenant, to 
ensure specific obligations are legally enforceable. In the event that no such 
agreement can be reached or in the alternative the Council consider these 
matters need protection through requirements imposed upon the DCO. 


3.10.4 The same issues currently arise here as above as a consequence of seeking 
New Connection Rights to the potential for future disruption as a consequence 
of the future operator having rights to access the cable to carry out monitoring 
ad maintenance works.  


3.11 Kendall's Wharf  
 


3.11.1 Sea defences are in the process of being constructed (as part of the North 
Portsea Island coastal defence scheme) along the stretches of existing sea 
wall shown within the vicinity of the proposed cabling in sections 7 and 8 and 
the very top of section 9 (see e.g Land Plans doc ref 2.2). The majority of the 
land shown as falling within the order limits for these sections (see Plot 8-03 
of Land Plans doc ref 2.2) together with the indicated route of the cable, is in 
the freehold ownership of Portsmouth County Council and in some areas is 
subject leasehold interest granted to a third party by the Council. 


3.11.2 In section 7, where the proposed route extends from beneath seabed to meet 
with the land in the area of Kendall's Wharf, it is important that the work 
required does not interfere or compromise the sea defences that have already 
been constructed. It is noted that the route of the cable is due to extend 
beneath the compound area of Kendall's Wharf. This area is currently 
occupied by the contractor carrying out construction of the sea defences on 
behalf of the Council. The area will continue to be occupied as the main 
compound and offices for the duration of the sea defence scheme. Work 
commenced in January 2020 and is due to complete in December 2023.  
These sea defence works are of considerable importance and there should be 
no interruption or disruption to use or occupation of this area, such that it 
affects the contractor's ability to deliver the scheme on time. An area of the 
compound is also in use by Aggregate Industries as parking for its activities at 
the wharf and for which the Council receives a rent. 


3.11.3 Where the line of the cable is shown in blue and going immediately south of 
the compound (Application document reference 2.2 Low Resolution - Land 
Plans Sheet 8 of 10) this initially crosses land leased by the Council to Baffin 
and Milton Rovers FC football ground (see above). There is also a further 
football field/cricket pitch on land owned by the Council immediately south of 
this which is in regular use.  It appears that trenching to lay the cable will 
cross these areas and, dependent upon timing, may affect the ability to use 
the grounds for playing of sport. Depending on when this is done, it could be 
for an extended period of time. This could have a potentially very disruptive 
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impact therefore. No proposals from AQUIND have been provided in the DCO 
to mitigate the loss of open space or mitigate the displacement of users of the 
land.  


3.11.4 The cable route which is shown as diverting to the South East from the 
compound runs along a vehicular access route to both the Tudor Sailing Club 
and Andrew Simpson Watersports Centre (ASWC). This route is also used by 
the contractor building the sea defences. HGVs transport materials and 
equipment from the main compound to further two compounds, one at the 
south of ASWC, the other just south of the cricket pitch. It is anticipated that 
this access will be required at least until the end of 2022. Access will also 
need to be maintained along this route for the benefit of the Sailing Club and 
ASWC so that they may continue to access their premises.  


3.11.5 In addition it appears that the boat compound which forms part of the lease 
between the Council and the Tudor Sailing Club, has been identified as being 
suitable car parking in connection with the proposed Aquind scheme. This 
area is used for the storage of boats and is in regular use by members of the 
Sailing Club. There is no obvious alternative within the immediate area for the 
storage of the boats and there is concern that the activities of the Council's 
tenants will be compromised as a result of this proposal. It should also be 
noted that both the Sailing Club as tenant and the Council as landlord will 
both need to be party to any discussions concerning use of this site. 


3.11.6 Following the proposed route of the cable further south, it crosses a car park 
which serves the sports field at Plot 8-03 of Land Plans doc ref 2.2. This is 
currently let to Audi for parking of its employees during office hours and for 
which the Council receives a rental income. The area immediately adjacent is 
being used by the Council’s contractor for the sea defence scheme as a 
materials storage compound. It is therefore important that access continues to 
be maintained to this area whilst any AQUIND related works are taking place. 


3.11.7 In section 8 of the cable route (see eg Land Plan doc ref 2.2) the cable 
passes to the west of Harbourside Holiday Park, running along the Eastern 
Road before crossing over towards Great Salterns Quay (see plot 8-06 of 
Land Plans doc ref 2.2). It is noted that the order limits extend to include the 
car park at the Harvester Inn (see Plot 8-09 of Land Plans doc ref 2.2). This is 
let by way of a long lease to Butlers & Mitchell. Whilst it is understood that 
Aquind has approach B&M directly about its proposals, it should be noted that 
the Council retains the freehold to the property and will need to be party to 
any agreement.  


3.11.8 Running south, it appears that the proposed route of the cable is very closely 
aligned to the sea defence wall. Work on this section of the Proposed 
Development (or the SDW???)is scheduled for 2022-23 and it is important 
that the laying of any cable should neither impede the construction of  nor 
compromise the completed sea defences. It is also indicated the cable and 
the order limits will include Salterns Quay car park (see plot 8-10 of Land 
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Plans doc ref 2.2), however this has been identified for use as a compound by 
the contractor for the sea defence scheme from 2022 and it is important that 
use and access of this area is not compromised during construction. 


3.11.9 In summary the proposed cable route and construction works throw up issues 
in respect of timings and in particular how these will interface with the 
construction of important sea defences for Portsmouth along this stretch over 
the next 3 or so years, assuming that there is no slippage. It is extremely 
important that the AQUIND scheme should neither compromise nor impede 
progress of this crucial sea defence scheme for the city. In addition, it is of 
concern that construction will significantly disrupt the peaceful enjoyment and 
use of properties let by the Council to a number of tenants, as well as 
potentially disrupting income flow to the Council from these lettings. 


 


3.12 Farlington Playing Fields 
 


3.12.1 Farlington Playing Fields is shown in plots 7-12 to 7-18 of Land Plans Doc Ref 
2.2. This is the City Councils largest sports ground and has 2 cricket squares, 
10 senior football pitches, and 1 junior football, and rugby training pitch. Over 
56 different teams use the football pitches at Farlington and it is an important 
and well used facility.  


3.12.2 On an average Sunday morning during the football season this would host 10 
or 11  football games affecting over 240 individual people not including any 
spectators. There are also some games on Sunday afternoons and 
occasional mid-week games.  


3.12.3 Cricket matches are played at weekends as well as mid-week.  


3.12.4 This sports field hosts in a season an average 238 senior football matches, 
and 39 cricket matches plus junior football on regular basis a year. Over the 
season this would affect over 5700 football participants and over 900 
cricketers. In addition this would result in a loss in revenue to the Council in 
the region of £13,500 for football and £3200 for cricket per annum. While the 
income is important to Portsmouth City Council, the bigger issue is the loss of 
available facilities to the residents of Portsmouth and wider users of the 
playing fields. This would be multiplied year on year for the duration of the 
works up to 7 years.  


3.12.5 This site also hosts camping for the Victorious music festival held in August 
each year where the whole field is used for camping over the weekend. 
Unfortunately within the city no other site offers the space or infrastructure 
required. Loss of this facility would result in significant financial loss to 
Portsmouth City Council and possibly effect the whole Victorious festival for a 
period of up to 7 years. A plan of the campsite for 2019 is provided with this 
LIR.  
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3.12.6 The Aquind application states as a guide (but not confirmed) in Table 3.9 of 
the Environmental Statement – Volume 1 – Chapter 3 Description of the 
Proposed Development (Doc Ref 6.1.3) that construction works will be need 
to be on site for around 52 to 58 weeks between Q3 2021 and Q2 2024.  
However, there is no mention of re-instatement between works or whether 
reinstatement will be carried out on completion of all works. 


 


3.12.7 Aquind have not offered any mitigation as to how sports fixtures will be 
accommodated, bearing in mind they also require an unspecified area of the 
car park as a site compound. The order limits impact directly on 8 senior 
pitches the 9v9 and 1 cricket the car park and access road so we have to 
assume this would make the majority of the whole field depending on car park 
and access availability unusable for up to 2 years plus the reinstatement times 
of 6 to 12 months this would make nearly 3 years of disruption. However 
construction related limitations would be in place on land within the Order 
limits for 7 years so even this 2 -3 year estimate is not confirmed. 


3.12.8  Farlington also has an integrated land drainage system covering the whole 
site and any damage to part of this may impact on the integrity of the whole 
system. A plan showing the layout of the drainage system is provided with this 
LIR. The scale and extent of the order limits indicates that a large area of the 
fields would be impacted either through digging or heavy vehicle movements 
which could potentially damage the drainage system below ground and  
require a large part of the field drainage to be completely re-laid/replaced. 
This on top of the construction period would mean several months would have 
to pass before the playing surface is usable again further impacting on the 
sports field. This must be taken into consideration during and after works are 
completed, no mention of how or when this will be reinstated without full re-
instatement the field is prone to flooding and potentially unusable. 


3.12.9 Any disruption to this sports ground would have significant impact on both 
football and cricket over a number of seasons. Unfortunately, Portsmouth City 
Council does not have the capacity to move these games to alternative 
venues. This would have a fundamental impact on both the football and 
cricket leagues and, with only limited alternative pitches available, it is likely to 
void whole league seasons for 2- 7 years with the subsequent health and 
wellbeing of users affected. This in the Council’s view would be clearly 
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unacceptable to the leagues but is a severe impact that the applicant has 
simply failed to acknowledge. 


3.12.10 Currently there are no mitigation or alternatives put forward by Aquind for the     
loss of the sports pitches or potential impact on Victorious festival camping.  


3.12.11 Beyond the use of Farlington sports field for sports and recreation, it is also 
an identified site for overwintering birds. As such any disruption or lack of 
grazing availability during the winter months would have potentially significant 
impacts on the wild life that use this site. Again, no assessment or mitigation 
has been put forward by Aquind or any assurance that for example grass 
cover would be intact for the winter months. 


 


3.13 Impact on Zetland Field 
 


3.13.1 This is a small, local park with a playground for children and large grass area 
within Plot 7-04 of the Land Plans Doc Ref 2.2. The park is used for dog 
walking and general activities by the local children and residents. 


3.13.2 Any disruption to this park would a have detrimental localised effect on the 
residents as the next nearest park /open space is nearly ¾ mile away across 
the busy A2030 Eastern road. 


4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL and PLANNING IMPACTS 
 


4.1     This chapter identifies the local impacts of the proposed development by 
 reference to specific environmental and planning issues.  


4.1 Impact on Ecology  
 


A. Trees. 


4.1.1   The Aquind application appears to require rights to fell, lop, or root prune any 
tree or hedge that arises within the works area.  


4.1.2 Portsmouth is a city which is heavily built up and trees are considered an 
extremely important part of its environment. Any loss of trees or hedges would 
be a matter of great concern to the Council and the local residents.  


4.1.3  The importance of trees is highlighted by the fact that the Council is regularly 
asked and encouraged to plant more trees by both residents and government. 
The removal of trees and in particular mature trees would be a very 
backwards step and would be detrimental.   


B. Over wintering birds 
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4.1.4 Both Langstone and Farlington are sites designated as overwintering bird 
grassing sites for Brent Geese. As noted above, following cable laying 
operations there is concern that there by sufficient grass coverage intact and 
ready for the winter season and which could detrimentally affect the birds 
overwintering on these sites.     


C. Reinstatement 


4.1.5 The applicants have gone into some detail about re-instatement over the 
cable route albeit without confirmed timescales, however there is no mention 
at all that the council could find of the reinstatement of other areas within the 
order limits that will have been subject to potentially large vehicles tracking 
back and forth, stock piling of materials etc.. The effect of these operations 
could potentially compact the ground and damage the soil structure, and 
drainage at Farlington.  


4.1.6 The Council considers re-instatement clearly to be a very important issue with 
regard to assessing the permanent impact of the Aquind works. To that end 
the Council it intends to raise with the ExA the question of ensuring an 
independent inspector (for example from the IOG (institute of groundsmanship 
or similar) can be agreed by both parties to assess and/or confirm 
reinstatement works. Such an Inspector would be provided at Aquind’s 
expense and ensure the reinstatement is carried out to both parties 
agreement and which would help to prevent protracted arguments between 
the Council and Aquind as to the quality and nature of any reinstatement.  


   


D. SINC sites (Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation) 


4.1.7 Any works carried on within designated SINCs must have regard to protecting 
their biodiversity and community value.  


4.1.8 Milton Common and Fort Cumberland Open Space are both identified as 
Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation Value in the Portsmouth Plan 
(Local Plan) and clearly have considerable value in the context of a very 
developed urban area such as Portsmouth.  


4.1.9 It is highly material in the Council’s view that regard be given to ecological 
surveys that describe the presence of habitats and species, and also the 
management aims of the described in management plans for the sites.  


4.1.10 The Examining Authority will no doubt when assessing this DCO consider 
whether the application adheres to all relevant legislation relating to the 
proposals in the sites and environs  e.g. Conservation of Habitats and 
Species Regulations 2017,Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended). 
In addition, whilst the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019 does 
not apply to DCOs the council asks the ExA to consider any failures to comply 
with its policies in this context as indicative of a failure to adhere and therefore 
important and relevant .  
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4.2 Air quality  
 


4.2.1 Environmental campaign organisation ClientEarth successfully challenged the 
government's national Air Quality Policy  a number of times in the Courts 
based upon, inter alia, a failure to include actions necessary to achieve legal 
limit value for nitrogen dioxide in the shortest possible time in accordance with 
the EU Air Quality Directive and the UK  Air Quality Regulations8. As a result 
of this legal action Portsmouth City Council has been issued with four 
Ministerial Directions in respect of air quality.  These direction place a legally 
binding duty on the Council to undertake a number of steps to improve air 
quality in the city, in particular to reduce air pollution concentrations across 
the city to within the legal limits, in the shortest possible time.  


 


4.2.2  The areas of the city that are currently in exceedance of the legal limit for 
annual average concentrations of nitrogen dioxide are shown on the attached 
map provided (red dots). There are also a number of locations in the city 
where the nitrogen dioxide concentrations are high but not technically in 
exceedance. These are known as 'near exceedance' locations and are shown 
by the orange dots on the attached map. One thing that each of the 
exceedance and near exceedance locations has in common is that emissions 
from road traffic are the major contributor to the levels of nitrogen dioxide 
recorded and therefore these locations are very sensitive to increases in 
traffic volumes or queuing traffic.  


4.2.3 It should be noted that the map shows a point on the Eastern Road water 
bridge as being a 'near exceedance' location. Technical studies have shown 
that the cause of the high nitrogen dioxide concentration in this location is 
queuing traffic travelling northbound out of the city. Whilst the DCO 
application proposals do not suggest lane closures along the water bridge 
during construction, the use of temporary traffic management along the length 
of Eastern Road has potential to lead to queuing traffic in this location. There 
is therefore a clear concern that the lane closures will result in increased 
queuing time for vehicles which will have a detrimental impact on air pollution 
concentrations at the 'near exceedance' location, potentially pushing this site 
into exceedance. Equally there is also concern that the lane closures on 
Eastern Road could also result in traffic rerouting via the M275 to travel into/ 
out of the city, meaning that additional traffic will be travelling through the 


                                                            
8 See R (ClientEarth) v Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [2015] UKSC 
28; R (ClientEarth) v Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [2016] EWHC 2740 
(Admin); 22. R (ClientEarth) v Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs [2017] 
EWHC 1618 ; R (ClientEarth) v Secretary of State for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs  [2018] 
EWHC 315 (Admin).  
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exceedance locations, which again are sensitive to increases in traffic 
volumes and queuing. 


 


4.2.4  The mitigation measures included in the Operation Management Plan and ES 
(chapter on Air Quality ref 6.1.23) are considered sufficient to reduce some of 
the air quality impacts of the construction works in respect of the proposal, 
however it is noted that there is uncertainty in the modelling. To that end 
therefore “it cannot be determined with certainty that an exceedance of the 
NO2 annual mean objective will not occur as a result of diverted traffic." (see 
para 23.6.4.119 of ES Chapter on Air Quality ref 6.1.23) 


 


4.2.5 The Government requires Portsmouth City Council (PCC) to implement a 
Class B charging Clean Air Zone (CAZ) as part of its national air quality plan 
and as set out in the Ministerial Directions. This is in order to reduce the 
nitrogen dioxide emissions to within legal limits across the city, with a focus on 
the exceedance locations. If legal limits of concentrations of nitrogen dioxide 
are not met by the end of 2022, PCC could be required to implement a more 
stringent CAZ i.e charging additional vehicle classes vehicles. Therefore 
proposals which risk achievement of this legal objective cannot be supported 
unless sufficient mitigation of the impacts can be found. 


4.3 Impact of noise (during construction)  
4.3.1 It is the Council’s view based upon considering the ES (doc ref 6.1.24), that 


noise from construction of the Proposed Development during the day time will 
be no different to normal road works, however noise levels should be 
monitored by the contractor to ensure that they are complying the levels as 
set in BS5288. 


4.3.2 The main concerns are works that need to be carried out late at night and 
through the night. This has been identified as a significant impact in the ES 
noise report at doc ref 6.1.24  


The areas identified in the ES noise report are: 


(1) Section 5 - Havant Road between Farlington Ave and Eastern Rd.  


This assessment refers to a significant amount of properties likely to be 
affected - Work to take place between 22:00 - 07:00hrs 


Paragraph 24.6. 6.13 refers to equipment and activities not taken into account 
in the noise report due to noise levels being unacceptable at night time in any 
circumstance  due to the close proximity of sensitive receptors e.g. Trenching, 
road breaking and cutting equipment and resurfacing of the road. 


(2) Section 6 - Fitzherbert road and Sainsburys car park 


The assessment refers to a significant amount of properties likely to be 
affected - work to take place between 22:00 - 07:00hrs 
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Paragraph 24.6. 7.10 refers to equipment and activities not taken into account 
in the noise report due to noise levels being unacceptable at night time in any 
circumstance  due to the close proximity of sensitive receptors e.g. road 
breaking and cutting equipment and resurfacing of the road. 


(3)Secton 8 - Eastern Road between Airport Service Road and north of Milton 
Common 


Harbourside Caravan / Mobile Home Park is identified as only as one property 
in the ES noise report, although there are approximately 69 pitches within  the 
park the majority of which are occupied by mobile homes.  As set out on their 
website (https://www.harbourside-park.co.uk/ ) Harbourside Park is an 
exclusive gated community of Holiday Homes and Lodges open for 11 months 
of the year including Christmas and New Year. 


Paragraph 24.6.9.21 sets out that the weekday evening, weekend day time 
and night time works represent a high magnitude of impact. It is clear 
therefore, Harbourside Caravan Park and Great Salterns Mansion Harvester 
will experience a direct, temporary, short term but significant effect.  


The work across this area is expected to take up to 7 days. 24.6.9.8.  


This is likely to affect all the occupants and residents and it is entirely wrong 
to approach this on the basis that a single property is affected. No alternative 
accommodation has been offered to residents affected by the noise at night or 
at all. The council's main concern is residential occupants in Harbourside 
Caravan Park as caravans do not have the same sound insulation properties 
as houses. 


(4) Great Salterns Golf Course and Inn Lodge  


This is identified in ES noise report as being medium/low sensitive receptor 
and therefore will not be significantly impacted by the night works 


 


4.3.3 36 Residential properties are affected on Eastern Road 160m to 260m 
southwest of night works (no longer than 4 nights). This is identified in the ES 
noise report as not having a significant impact due distance of works in 
relation to the location of sensitive properties. 


4.3.4 The Council considers however that: further noise assessment is  necessary 
and should  include noise levels for trenching, road breaking and cutting 
equipment as well as resurfacing of the road if night works are going to be 
carried out and these activities are taking place. 


4.3.5 In addition, mitigation measures have not been clarified for day time noise or 
night time noise. It is a matter of great concern if this is to be left wholly to the 
contractor as appears to be the case. 


4.3.6 It is noted that there was mention of different contractors carrying out the 
works. The Council is concerned that if a contractor has not finished the 



https://www.harbourside-park.co.uk/
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section they are working on what measures there will be in place to stop them 
working late into the night, for example is the use of a notice under Section 60 
(Control of noise on construction sites) or Section 61 (Prior consent for work 
on construction sites) of The Control of Pollution Act 1974 available? 


4.4 Impacts on the amenities of local residents in close proximity to the proposed 
route  


 


4.4.1 It is the Council’s view that people living in their houses or flats in Portsmouth 
should expect to enjoy a good level of residential amenity.  This amenity is 
influenced by a range of factors such as private outdoor space, privacy, 
outlook and natural light.  On this basis, when operational, the Council 
considers that the development should have minimal impact.  However during 
the construction phase, particularly at the locations identified below, there will 
be clearly be an impact on 'residential amenity' of varying degrees of harm. 
The council has identified these and suggested mitigation measures that 
ought to be required and confirmed as achievable prior to any DCO being 
confirmed either through the imposition of a requirement in the DCO and/or 
some other legal measure or agreement. 


4.4.2 From north to south: 


Land Plan & 
Street Name 


Likely 
disruption 


Degree of harm 
Red - Most harmful 
Amber 
Green - Least 
harmful 


Recommended mitigation 


Land Plan 6:    
Farlington 
Avenue 


Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


RED Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (no 
overnight or Sunday / bank 
holiday working) 


Evelegh 
Road 


Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 
Increased 
awareness 


RED Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (to 
outside of school drop off / 
pick up times, no overnight or 
Sunday / bank holiday 
working) 
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Land Plan & 
Street Name 


Likely 
disruption 


Degree of harm 
Red - Most harmful 
Amber 
Green - Least 
harmful 


Recommended mitigation 


given proximity 
to school 


Havant Road Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


AMBER Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (no 
overnight or Sunday / bank 
holiday working) 


    
Land Plan 7    
Eastern 
Road 


Disruption to 
traffic flows, 
Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


AMBER Given that Eastern Road is a 
main distributor road, suggest 
overnight working (when 
traffic flows are lower) and to 
expedite the construction 
process 


    
Land Plan 8    
Harbourside 
Park 


Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


RED Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (no 
overnight or Sunday / bank 
holiday working) 


    
Land Plan 9    
Eastern 
Road 


Disruption to 
traffic flows, 
Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 


AMBER  
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Land Plan & 
Street Name 


Likely 
disruption 


Degree of harm 
Red - Most harmful 
Amber 
Green - Least 
harmful 


Recommended mitigation 


restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


Eastern 
Avenue 


Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


RED Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (no 
overnight or Sunday / bank 
holiday working) 


Moorings 
Way 


Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


AMBER Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (no 
overnight or Sunday / bank 
holiday working).  Keep 
workings away from 
residential frontages 
wherever possible 


Furze Lane Disruption to 
traffic flows, 
Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


AMBER Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (no 
overnight or Sunday / bank 
holiday working). Restrict 
construction to outside of 
University term / semester 
times 


    
Land Plan 
10 


   


Furze Lane Disruption to 
traffic flows, 
Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 


RED Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (no 
overnight or Sunday / bank 
holiday working). Restrict 
construction to outside of 
University term / semester 
times 
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Land Plan & 
Street Name 


Likely 
disruption 


Degree of harm 
Red - Most harmful 
Amber 
Green - Least 
harmful 


Recommended mitigation 


access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


Locksway 
Road 


Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


RED  


Longshore 
Way 


Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


AMBER  


Kingsley 
Road 


Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


RED  


Yeo Court Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


RED  


Henderson 
Road 


Disruption to 
traffic flows, 
Disturbance 
during 
trenching 


RED  
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Land Plan & 
Street Name 


Likely 
disruption 


Degree of harm 
Red - Most harmful 
Amber 
Green - Least 
harmful 


Recommended mitigation 


(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


Fort 
Cumberland 
Road 


Disruption to 
traffic flows, 
Disturbance 
during 
trenching 
(noise, dust, 
vibration), 
restricted 
access, anti-
social hours of 
working 


RED Minimise construction period, 
restrict hours of working (no 
overnight or Sunday / bank 
holiday working). Restrict 
construction to outside of 
peak holiday season when 
maximum access to the 
beach and shoreline will be 
required. 
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5.0 HIGHWAYS IMPACT  
 


5.1.1 One of the most significant issues in terms of local impact from the proposed 
development is that of its impact on traffic and highways in Portsmouth. This 
section considers the transport assessment and addresses those impacts 
from the Council’s view in particular from its perspective as local highway 
authority (‘LHA’). The LIR has approached this by considering the following 
documents: 


• The ES Vol Transport Assessment (‘the TA’)  
• The Framework Traffic Management Strategy (ES Appendix 22.1A)  
• The ES Vol 3 Appendix 22.2 Framework Construction Traffic Management 


Plan  
• Technical Note ERTN01 – Eastern Road Further Traffic Assessments 


 


5.1.2 The applicant’s Transport Assessment (‘the TA’)is set out in ES Vol3 It has 
been developed to reflect the scoping opinions of the statutory consultees, 
including comments made by PCC during the PEIR process and to reflect 
further comments made against the TA and SRTM scoping notes.  


5.1.3  The onshore cable route spans from the proposed Lovedean converter station 
to the proposed landfall location at Eastney. The proposed order limits for the 
onshore cable routes has been narrowed since the initial meetings held with 
AQUIND (and their representatives) however the limits are still relatively 
broad and provide little certainty as to the likely final route. It is confirmed in 
para 1.3.5.3 that  the final cable route choice  will not be decided at the 
examination stage or by Aquind but by the contractor(s) who have not yet 
been appointed to construct the cable route.  


5.1.4 This makes it impossible to assess the construction implications of the project 
except on a very wide basis upon a number of different assumption and 
thence determine if those are acceptable or how they may best be mitigated. 


5.1.5  Once constructed, the only infrastructure along the cable route that will be 
visible in Portsmouth are the joint bays (there will be a building at the Landfall 
site).These joint bays are to be used to pull the cables through and join the 
sections together and will provide access during the life of the development 
for maintenance purposes. However, similarly to the cable route, the locations 
and even number of joint bays are currently unknown. It is suggested in 
1.3.5.4 that the joint bays will be located preferably in highway verges, fields 
or car parks and be anywhere between 600m and 2km apart; however the 
final positions of these again are  also to be determined by the contractor(s) 
yet to be appointed to constructed the development. 


5.1.6  The methodology for the cable installation is understood. This is 
predominantly by open-cut trench with up to 6 sections of HDD/trenchless 
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installation used to cross areas unsuitable for trenching (including beneath 
Langstone Harbour/Farlington Marshes).  


5.1.7 It is suggested that in-highway construction would progress at a rate of 100m 
per week with flexibility with regard to the footprint of the works to ensure 
sufficient width is maintained for road users, which is welcomed. However, TA 
para 1.3.5.9 suggests that the final route "will be dictated by, amongst other 
factors, existing services" It is not clear what work (ECI, stats enquiries etc.) 
has been carried out to ascertain the positioning of services which would 
allow the applicant to give greater certainty as to the final location of the cable 
route. Also, if considering the worst case scenario, as this review must do, 
should highway trenching progress at just 18m per day (the lowest end of the 
estimated rate of progress) then only 90m would be achieved in 5 days thus 
potentially extending the projected programme.  


5.1.8  The order limits are described for each section in the TA, most of these whilst 
they are fairly broad however have a singular area identified for the cable 
installation. Sections 5 & 8 have alternate options for cable routes, these 
sections are at Farlington and A2030 Eastern Road (adjacent to Milton 
Common). Section 5 is split with the option to use some land within the 
ownership of Portsmouth Water for one circuit with the second circuit within 
Farlington Avenue. Whilst it is understood from discussions with the applicant 
since submission that this is their preferred routeing however the final location 
will (again) be determined by the contractor.  


5.1.9 Section 8 of the route is more uncertain with the ground conditions in the 
preferred location, within Milton Common, seen as high risk. Therefore the 
applicant has also considered a second route which continues the cable along 
A2030 Eastern Road before cutting through Eastern Avenue and along 
Moorings Way.  


5.1.10 The Council considers that this would clearly be significantly more disruptive 
to traffic but also to residents living in this area and it is not acceptable that 
the final route is still unknown at this stage considering how different the 
impact might be upon residents. It is in addition not clear what ‘incentive’ there 
will be for the contractor to use the preferred route, rather than simply 
choosing to take the lower risk route which throughout the consultation 
process was largely publicly set aside, with Milton Common having been 
championed by the applicant as the preferred route.  


5.1.11 TA section 1.3.7.9 states that a "new formal access arrangement will be 
required for the ORS Building located in the public car park south of Fort 
Cumberland Road, and will be designed to appropriate standards and will 
follow all relevant visibility splay and tracking requirements and subject to a 
full Road Safety Audit prior to approval with PCC". This suggests that a new 
road access to the highway will be required rather than accessing the 
compound from the car park. However no details or plans of such an access 
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have been presented to PCC either during pre-application consultation or 
within this DCO submission.  


5.1.12 TA section 1.3.10. refers to the various construction activities required to build 
the final cable route.  


5.1.13 TA Paras 1.3.10.1-5 relate to the trenching that will be needed to lay the 
majority of the cable ducts. Specifically, 1.3.10.3 states "a significant 
proportion of the route will be within the public highway and typically one 
trench will be opened and reinstated before the second trench is opened in 
any particular section"; it has been communicated to the Council throughout 
the pre-application consultation that the applicant may instruct several 
contractors to undertake the works should the development be consented 
however it is not clear how these various contractors will be coordinated. If 
various contractors are not centrally managed and programmed by either a 
lead contractor or the project delivery team, the Council is concerned that 
there is a risk that contractors will compete for road space at conflicting times. 
Whilst the above statement presumes that trenches will not be worked on 
simultaneously, it is not clear if or how the applicant could control this.  


 


5.1.14 TA section 1.5 details the traffic routes that are likely to be affected by the 
installation of the cable route, either due to the direct impact of the cable 
installation or as a result of traffic diverting to avoid the works site. A number 
of ATC surveys were carried out on these roads to measure the existing traffic 
volumes and concentration of HGV traffic. Generally the results presented 
look to be reasonable benchmarks for each routes relative importance to 
traffic movement. The one exception being Portsdown Hill (site 1) which 
shows just 6 two-way movements in the AM peak and 5 in the PM peak. 
Whilst I would not expect this to be heavily trafficked, these figures seem 
much too low considering the survey conducted to the East of the A3 junction 
recorded 1098 and 1499 movements in the AM  & PM peaks respectively. 
Whilst a significant proportion of these trips would likely route via A3 London 
Rd, the Council considers the notion that 99.5 &99.7% of trips recorded at 
survey site 2 would not also travel through survey site 1 is not a  reasonable 
one . 


5.1.15 TA section 1.6 outlines the existing sustainable transport network that is likely 
to be impacted by the cable route. There are 2 routes of the National Cycle 
Network (NCN) that are likely to be affected; a small section of route 2 that 
follows the southern coastline of Portsea Island, and a significant section of 
route 222 which routes along the eastern coastline alongside Langstone 
Harbour. Much of route 222 utilises the coastal path and shared footway 
along the A2030 Eastern Road. It is heavily used by both commuters and 
leisure cyclists with more than 500 cyclists regularly using the route daily. The 
cable route is likely to affect "the majority of the sections of Route 222.." that 
are in the vicinity of the proposed order limits. In some areas where the cable 
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route is to be laid in carriageway, there will likely be a need to stop/limit 
access to the shared footways during the works. The accident analysis 
included within the TA highlights a number of accidents along the A2030 
corridor involving cyclists, it is therefore expected although not committed that 
any cycle routes directly impacted will be re-provided to ensure a suitable 
provision is retained as there are not viable diversion alternatives for any 
displaced cyclists. 


5.1.16 TA sections 1.8 & 1.9 provide a summary of the Framework Construction 
Traffic Management Plan and Framework Traffic Management Strategy, these 
documents are addressed later. 


5.1.17 TA section 1.10 details the traffic assessment methodology used to conduct 
the assessment of the likely highway network performance during the 
proposed works. This builds upon the SRTM scoping note submitted to and 
agreed by PCC in 2019 detailing the modelling approach using the strategic 
transport model covering the Solent area. A "worst case" scenario of 6 
sections of the possible route that could feasibly have works taking place 
simultaneously were put forward by the applicant in the scoping note to be 
tested; two scenarios were ultimately tested with the expected closure at 
A2030 Eastern Road (between Burrfields Road & Airport Service Road) in 
scenario "Do Something 1" replicating a southbound lane closure, and in "Do 
Something 2" replicating a northbound lane closure. This is because lane 
closures on each carriageway are expected due to the lack of alternative 
cable route options in this location. Lane closures at A2030 Eastern Road 
(south of Tangier Road) have not been tested despite being included within 
the order limits, it is therefore assumed that it is not intended to carry out 
these works at the same time as the other sections included within the "Do 
Something" scenarios. A further Technical Note has been produced by the 
applicant to address the potential closure of a lane south of Tangier Road 
which is discussed at section 5.0 of this review. 


5.1.18 A number of junctions were identified for assessment within Portsmouth in the 
SRTM scoping note, all of which were agreed by PCC Highways. Section 
1.10.4.4 outlines further junctions that were identified following the SRTM 
modelling that showed significant increases (>10%) in traffic and that that 
junction showed a volume/capacity (V/C) ratio of above 100% in one or both 
of the "Do Something" scenarios. I would agree that the identified junctions 
are already operating close to their practical capacities and therefore it is 
likely that in the forecast year, the performance of these junctions will 
deteriorate.  


5.1.19 TA section 1.11 outlines the findings of the SRTM modelling exercise; the 
cable route has been split into "zones" each of which has been reviewed to 
analyse where diverted traffic is likely to re-route. TA section 5&6 covers the 
Farlington area with sections 7 to 10 covering Portsea Island. Link capacity 
assessments have then been carried out on the identified diversion links and 
sifted in line with guidance from GEART used for the EIA previously carried 
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out. This is a reasonable approach and identifies several links to be assessed 
for their suitability to be used as diversionary routes assigning a RAG rating. 
Those routes rated Red are as a result of that route either being unable to 
accommodate additional traffic levels or for being a lower order street than 
that closed. Broadly, the Council would agree with the ratings assigned to the 
identified streets in section 5&6 given many are residential roads; the Council 
does not concur that Station Road, despite its available capacity, is suitable to 
accommodate an additional 217 vehicles in the PM peak hour as is suggested 
would be the impact. Given the wholly residential nature of the route and 
proximity to Springfield School, this would not be appropriate albeit it is 
conceded that measures to prevent this would be challenging to implement 
without further impacting upon the residents of that road. 


5.1.20 TA sections 7-10 identify significantly more roads that are likely to experience 
additional traffic as a result of the works; this is in part as the study area is 
significantly wider, but also as the volume of traffic from the affected road is 
considerably greater than that in the previous study area (section 5&6). The 
majority of streets (11/18) in this section are identified as arterial type routes 
with the remaining 7 being residential streets; none of the streets have been 
assigned a Red rating. All of the residential streets have been assigned 
amber ratings as they are lower order routes than the closed road and/or 
would be at/over capacity during the "Do Something" scenarios. The two 
residential roads predicted to be over capacity are Derby Road and Gladys 
Avenue; these are identified as having a higher degree of movement than 
other typical residential roads owing to the wider nature of the road and direct 
link between A-class routes.  


5.1.21 Other residential roads identified are typical of the grid system of roads found 
in this part of Portsmouth and as such much of the traffic is forecast to split 
across these roads. It is stated at TA para 1.11.6.61 that "In terms of 
mitigation, the FTMS will include measures to sign the residential streets as 
access only. Temporary stopping up orders could also be considered as a 
means of physically preventing redistributing traffic from using a certain 
road."; if this is to be the case, there will be significant number of vehicles 
having to use those routes deemed to have a "higher movement function" 
rather than those such as Paulsgrove Road that is given as an example of the 
residential road most impacted with nearly 3 additional cars per minute using 
it. Whilst acknowledged that none of these residential roads are "wholly 
appropriate" to accommodate diverted traffic, the Council would agree that the 
level of increase across each of the roads would not cause a safety risk or 
severe capacity issue albeit would likely result in increased noise and air 
pollution for residents. As such the Council would agree that these roads 
should be appropriately managed; however if this is to be done, the modelling 
will need to be revisited at the time temporary stopping up orders are 
considered to ensure the bulk of diverted trips on these roads are reallocated 
to the higher order routes that would have to convey this traffic instead. 
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5.1.22 The TA also then considers journey time changes across the cable route, the 
worst increases in journey time during the AM peak period occur outside of 
the Portsmouth network however one route (A2030) has a predicted increase 
of 60seconds in the northbound direction in the DS1 (northbound closure) 
scenario. This delay reduces to approx. 35s in the DS 2 (southbound closure) 
scenario with other affected routes on Portsea Island predicted to experience 
negligent delays of no more than 12s (Copnor Road in DS2 scenario). During 
the PM peak period, the delay areas are broadly the same however the scale 
of delay is increased reflecting the increase in the base journey times over the 
AM peak. The largest increase in journey times is again at the A2030 during 
the DS2 scenario, however in the PM peak the largest increase is for 
southbound traffic with approx. 153s added to the average journey time. 
Copnor Road southbound also is predicted to experience an increase in 
excess of 1min. All other affected routes have increases less than 1min during 
the PM peak. The identified areas are broadly reflective of known areas of 
congestion during peak periods and therefore disruption on parallel routes will 
inevitably result in increased journey times in these locations.  


5.1.23 TA Section 1.12 details the local junction modelling undertaken on the 
junctions identified in section 1.10. The method of testing these junctions has 
previously been agreed with the applicant; signals junctions have therefore 
been tested using LinSig and priority/roundabout junctions have been tested 
with the Junctions 9 package. An assessment of the expected practical 
reserve capacity of each junction has been produced for the future year 2026.  


5.1.24 Of the junctions tested along the cable route, all are proposed to operate 
within their Practical Reserve Capacity (PRC) in both the Do Minimum and Do 
Something scenarios with the exception of one junction; Eastern 
Road/Burrfields Road is predicted to operate slightly in excess of its PRC in 
the Do Minimum scenario but still within the theoretical capacity of the 
junction. I would broadly agree with the findings of these models, several of 
the junctions are busy and approach capacity during peak periods however 
generally operate reasonably well. What is not clear is how/if exit blocking has 
been treated in the models, as this is a particular problem from some of the 
junctions along the cable route. This is a symptom of the constrained network 
where the A2030 (south) joins the A27 (Farlington) roundabout often causing 
queuing back to (and beyond) the Anchorage Road junction; therefore the 
performance of this junction is reduced by the downstream junction. 


5.1.25 One priority junction was tested; this was the T-Junction at Eastern 
Road/Hayling Avenue. Whilst the main road (Eastern Road) proved to operate 
easily within capacity, some spurious results were reported by the model for 
the Hayling Avenue arm (DM & DS2) reflecting the inaccuracy of models once 
PRC is exceeded. This is likely due to the right turn movement being difficult 
to replicate in the model given the high volume of traffic recorded at Eastern 
Road and as such, unrealistic queues and delay have been reported. Having 







Aquind Limited: the Aquind Interconnector   
Local Impact Report 
 


October 2020  39 


experience of the area, this is not the case and these results reflect the 
limitations of the model.  


5.1.26 The broad theme of the model results along the cable route suggest that the 
performance of junctions may marginally improve due to the throughput of 
traffic reducing as a result of traffic diverting away from the works. The local 
models however do not effectively account for reduced capacity of 
downstream links (and exit blocking caused as a result) or cumulative residual 
impacts of traffic merging to pass-by works. It is therefore likely that junctions 
and the links subject to works between them will operate less favourably than 
suggested by the models. 


5.1.27 Several further junctions in Portsmouth have also been assessed that lie off of 
the cable route but are expected to experience increased traffic as a result of 
diverted trips avoiding works on Eastern Road. The modelling showed that 
many of these junctions are expected to be operating in excess of PRC in the 
forecast year (2026), some also in excess of theoretical/actual capacity. 
These junctions are all known to experience capacity issues during peak 
periods, therefore the degree to which each junction is impacted is of 
significant importance. This is especially the case a number of the junctions 
highlighted will be subject to upgrade works through the PCC bid to the 
Transforming Cities Fund; upgrades that must be delivered by March 2023 
thus conflicting directly with proposed AQUIND works.  


5.1.28 Most of the junctions, although worsened in at least one of the peak periods, 
suffer a negligible impact as a result of diverted trips. That said, three of the 
junctions (Copnor Road/Burrfields Road; Milton Road/Velder Ave; and Church 
Street/Mile End Road RAB) are already forecast to operate significantly in 
excess of capacity and as such any additional traffic loaded onto those 
junctions could be classed as severe. I would however question the results for 
the Portsbridge Roundabout junction as the stated queue during the morning 
peak period (Do Min) is just 9.4 pcus when in reality the queue is known to 
extend beyond the length of the slip road on a daily basis. Even in the two "Do 
Something" scenarios, the predicted queue length is extended by a maximum 
of 7 pcus (16.3 total) which would still be well short of the total slip road length 
and therefore not reflective of the actual road conditions. It is therefore a 
concern that the model has not been adequately validated and as such the 
results for this junction are inconclusive at this stage. Having said that the 
effect is likely to extend the queue beyond the slip road onto the main 
carriageway increasing the risk of shunt type accidents. 


5.1.29 Section 1.12.6 continues with Linsig modelling results of the proposed shuttle-
working sections. There are 5 sections within Portsmouth that will utilise 
shuttle signals, these are mostly non-strategic roads with relatively low traffic 
flows the exception being Portsdown Hill Road. Previous instances of lane 
closures in this location has resulted in significant queues, this is broadly 
reflected within the modelling results however this will be significantly 
worsened should there be an incident on the SRN. It is likely that some traffic 
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will divert away from this closure and as such it will be important to ensure the 
closures at Havant Road do not occur simultaneously. Aside from this, the 
other locations tested are unlikely to cause significant disruption to the wider 
network. 


5.1.30 Section 1.13 deals with impacts upon sustainable transport networks including 
bus and walking/cycling. Table 181 at section 1.13.1.4 details the various bus 
services that will be directly disrupted by the proposed cable route - 9 of which 
originate/terminate in Portsmouth and provide connections both within the City 
and to neighbouring areas. 


5.1.31 The disruptions in some areas, particularly at the A3 London Road will 
disproportionately disadvantage bus services given the use of an existing bus 
lane to run the cable circuit(s). Services will lose existing on-road priority 
given to buses and have to travel amongst general traffic and as a result likely 
cause delays to services inconveniencing passengers and potentially resulting 
in operators needing to increase the number of vehicles on the road to 
maintain headway. The A3 corridor is also a key focus of the committed 
schemes (funded by Transforming Cities Fund) to provide rapid transit 
services into Portsmouth, the delivery period of the funding ends in March 
2023 and therefore will likely be affected in some way by these works. 


5.1.32 Aside from the direct impact of the cable route, the redirection of traffic across 
the city of Portsmouth will increase congestion and delays. This will also 
impact upon bus services across the city, especially those using the 3 key 
routes of A288 Copnor Road & A2047 London Road; both of which have 
junctions predicted to be impacted by the construction of the development. 
This specific delay to bus services, either along the cable corridor or in the 
wider impact area, has not been assessed. 


5.1.33 Paragraph 1.13.1.20 states "It is possible that the temporary works may have 
a limited impact on a short section of shared footway/cycleway on Eastern 
Road.". This section of cycleway is heavily used by both commuting and 
leisure cyclists, the number of users has risen significantly during the Covid-
19 "lockdown" period and as a result any closure of cycle routes will 
disadvantage a considerable number of cyclists. Further, the paragraph goes 
on to say "The impacts are likely to be minimal due to the existing width of 
Eastern Road being sufficient to allow space for safe, alternative footways 
and facilities to be provided to pedestrians and cyclists for a short period of 
time if required."; I would contest this assertion as in many sections of A2030 
Eastern Road there is no alternative route and along large stretches of the 
road there is no footway on the western side of road. It is therefore not clear 
how it will be possible to retain walking & cycling routes along A2030 Eastern 
Road during construction if the footway is needed for installation of a cable 
circuit or as safe working area for the same. 


5.1.34 Paragraph 1.13.1.21 goes on to address similar measures to close footpaths 
during construction of the cable section alongside Milton Common. The scale 
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of which will of course depend on which route the applicant intends to take, 
however it is suggested that it "is likely to include temporary diversions for the 
footway/cycleway and temporary crossing facilities." Any crossing facility over 
A2030 Eastern Road will need to be signalised due to the volume and speed 
of traffic. It is not clear if these will be included within existing junctions or 
additional facilities which will also have a further impact upon the expeditious 
movement of traffic as well as cause inconvenience to active travel modes. 


5.2 Summary  


5.2.1  The order limits proposed are still too wide and the possible variables for the 
cable route, especially those at section7/8/9 (along A2030 Eastern Road), 
give scope for significant difference in impact upon the Highway Network.  


5.2.2 The number and location of joint bays are still unknown. Whilst it is suggested 
that the intention is to place these "off-carriageway", like the cable route, this 
will ultimately be decided by the contractor or contractors whom have yet to 
be appointed. Unlike the cable route, no suggested locations have even been 
given for these joint bays and as such their impact is impossible to assess.  


5.2.3 It is not clear what, if any, early contractor involvement has been carried out to 
define the route. The applicant may wish for the route to be laid through off-
carriageway areas where possible however where difficulties around land 
ownership or contamination exist, it is unclear what will incentivise potential 
contractors to follow these routes.  


5.2.4 No engagement has been carried out with the LHA with regards method of 
access to the ORS compound. 


5.2.5 The impact upon cyclists and Pedestrians using A2030 Eastern Road is likely 
to be significant, it is unclear how or if this impact can be mitigated. 


5.2.6   The traffic modelling has been carried out in line with the scoping note 
previously submitted to and agreed by the LHA. In line with this approach, the 
applicant has attempted to replicate a "worst case" scenario. However, the 
modelling does not cover a possible cable route along the A2030 between 
Tangier Road and Eastern Avenue nor does it account for cumulative residual 
impacts of traffic merging to pass-by works or diverting away from works. It is 
noted that SRTM does make an assumption as to the redirection of traffic 
however it does not accurately predict vehicle movements at a microscopic 
level and as a consequence, the overall impacts of the works are likely to be 
greater/wider than anticipated. Note: the applicant has attempted to address 
this with the production of a technical note (ERTN01) and is discussed at 
section 5.0 of this review.  


5.2.7 The junctions highlighted as experiencing a material change in traffic flow as a 
result of traffic diverting away from the works are broadly as expected 
although one in particular (Portsbridge Roundabout) has returned results that 
are not in my view, credible. Further, many of these junctions are included in 
the infrastructure schemes committed as part of Council's successful 
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Transforming Cities Fund (TCF) bid. Therefore, it is highly likely that the works 
related to this development could impede the delivery of, or increase 
disruption around, junction improvement works related to TCF. These works 
would be carried out between Jan 2021-March 2023. 


5.2.8 It is unclear what the impact upon sustainable transport will be, both in terms 
of delay to bus services but also what walking/cycling facilities might be 
impacted and when. 


5.2.9 The traffic modelling does not consider the highway safety implications of 
extended queue lengths or traffic diversions within the network which is a 
fundamental omission in the impact assessment preventing a clear 
understanding of the construction impacts and mitigation options.  


 


5.3 ES Appendix 22.1A Framework Traffic Management Strategy - 6.3.22.1A 
 


5.3.1 A Framework Traffic Management Strategy (FTMS) has been produced to 
accompany the Transport Assessment. This sets out the intended approach 
to traffic management that appointed contractors will be expected to work 
within throughout the duration of the works.  


5.3.2 The FTMS acknowledges key periods/dates throughout the year where works 
on the network would cause additional stress/conflict on the network including 
various events, school term times and the Football season. Whilst this is 
welcomed, the constraints on working during peak periods are not recognised. 
There are various events through the summer months that would be impacted 
by lengthy works especially on the A2030 Eastern Road, therefore weekend 
closures on this route should be avoided. 


5.3.3 Section 2.8 of the FTMS covers the communications strategy, and details the 
key stakeholders that will need to be communicated with during the 
construction of the development. The provision of a dedicated Comms officer 
for the project is welcomed, it is expected that this individual works closely 
with PCC's own Comms team to agree the appropriate messaging to put out 
and the timeline for this. 


5.3.4 FTMS section 2.9 covers the impact upon pedestrians and cyclists, at 2.9.2.1 
it is stated that the minimum width of footway provided will be 1.0m past 
works. Where a footway closure is required, and no alternative can be placed 
nearby or on the opposite side of a road, a carriageway route will be provided, 
again of a minimum width of 1.0m. This is too narrow and does not facilitate 
access for wheelchair users or pushchairs, therefore a minimum of 1.2m 
should be provided at all times.  


5.3.5 FTMS section 2.9.3 details for the closure of cycle routes is outlined, where 
cycle routes are closed or diverted it is suggested that a width of 2.5m will be 
maintained where possible, this is acceptable. However the section goes on 
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to suggest that in some areas shared footways may need to be "pinched" 
down as low as 1.0m, in this instance cyclists will be asked to dismount and 
use the footway for the length of the closure. It is highly unlikely that this will 
happen, especially at A2030 Eastern Road, given the number of cyclists that 
use the National Cycle Route. A route suitable for two-way cycling should be 
maintained to ensure the safety of all road users.  


5.3.6 FTMS section 2.12 details the intended Responsive Traffic Management 
Protocol to manage works and respond to ad-hoc incidents/events. The LHA 
would support such an initiative and will be especially important on Football 
match days and through the summer months when traffic levels increase 
significantly at weekends, especially when there are events (other than the 
major events listed in section 2.7) on the seafront; typically these run from 
April/May to September. In addition to this, it will likely be necessary for 
temporary traffic signals to be manually managed at peak times. The inclusion 
of a road safety officer as a single point of contact is positive, they would be 
encouraged to liaise closely with PCC officers and Network Management staff 
at Colas during the works. They would also be encouraged to make use of the 
Routes 4U App which details accessible routes for less able pedestrians 
across Portsmouth, this allows for obstructions (both temporary and 
permanent) to be mapped and for users to plan an accessible route between 
destinations. 


5.3.7 Sections 3 - 12 detail each of the cable sections, with cable sections 5-10 
being in Portsmouth (with 2 sub-sections within Cable section 4). Each 
section, and sub-section, has been considered in terms of possible 
restrictions on working times and possible conflict with the construction of 
other sections of the route. These restrictions have in conjunction with 
projected construction durations for each sub-sections been used to give an 
outline programme of periods when work could happen. This is however only 
at a month-by-month level at this stage and is likely to vary considerably in 
some areas depending on the selected cable route and what working hours 
are used etc. What is not clear is how the overall programme might look 
considering many areas will be subject to significant restrictions and need two 
separate cable trenches that cannot be carried out simultaneously. Further, 
where cables trenches are being laid by separate contractors it is not clear 
how road space will be prioritised if the construction window is severely 
constrained. At this stage, there is insufficient information for the LHA to 
determine firstly, whether the suggested programme is appropriate, and 
secondly how other statutory undertakers' (and the LHA's) road space 
requirements could be managed during the construction period. 


5.3.8 FTMAS Para 7.3.2.3 suggests that there will be restrictions placed upon 
access to private residences during the works. It is not clear whether this will 
be throughout the works or just during working hours and therefore outside 
peak periods. However it is required that residents retain access to their 
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properties at all times. This will be especially important where on-street 
parking is prevented to allow vehicles to pass street works.  


5.3.9 FTMS Paras 8.1.1.5-7 cover measures that will be required to facilitate the 
cable route across Fitzherbert Road. This road is extremely busy in part as it 
is the access to a supermarket but also has a very high number of HGV 
movements due to the large industrial estate situated along Fitzherbert Road. 
The management of this section will have to be closely monitored and works 
should be carried out as quickly as possible due to the impact upon the 
Eastern Road/Fitzherbert Road/Grove Road junction but also as large 
vehicles often attempt to use Lower Farlington Avenue to access the estate 
despite the width restriction in place. This causes significant disruption to the 
residents in Lower Farlington Avenue and the roads off of it as the roads are 
highly unsuitable for large vehicles and as such measures to prevent access 
to traffic besides residents should be put in place. 


5.3.10 FTMS Section 10.2 details cable section 8 and the possible construction 
periods for the 3 sub-sections in this area. In the "worst case" scenario, sub-
section 8.1 would take 9 weeks per circuit with between 5-14weeks to 
undertake this work per calendar year. This window has been calculated 
based upon the final route for sub-section 8.2, which is unknown, that in a 
"worst case" scenario could take 10 weeks. Given that the "best case" 
scenario routes across land known to have significant levels of contamination, 
it is a distinct possibility that the "worst case" scenario becomes the favoured 
(or only viable) cable route. In the "worst case" scenario, the works for sub-
sections 8.1 & 8.2 would take 9 weeks and 10 weeks respectively; with the 
other restrictions there would only be 5 weeks and 8 weeks to carry out these 
two sub-sections per year therefore leaving a deficit. This would result in 
these works extending into periods that have been identified as unsuitable for 
working on this route thus highlighting the current level of certainty over cable 
route options and the impact of that uncertainty upon a possible future 
programme of works.  


5.3.11 FTMS Para 12.2.1.3 refers to use of shuttle traffic signals in Henderson Road 
for a distance of 300m for a duration of approx. 3weeks. It is presumed the 
intention is to split this into 3 x 100m sections; 300m is too far for shuttle 
signals to work effectively and would likely result in long queues and possible 
safety issues although the intent remains to be clarified. 


5.3.12 Appended to the FTMS are diagrams showing the extent and possible 
methods of Traffic Management (TM) that will be required to facilitate the 
construction of the cable route. These are generally useful to show an outline 
of the various TM methods that will be needed however detailed TM layout 
drawings will be required for each sub-section of the cable route. In some 
areas, it is suggested that pedestrian crossing facilities may be suspended, 
this should be avoided if at all possible; should this be absolutely necessary a 
replacement facility will be expected to be provided.  
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5.4 Summary; 


5.4.1 No over-arching programme has been provided at sectional (and sub-
sectional) level, as a consequence it is not possible to ascertain whether the 
various assumptions/restrictions applied to each section (and sub-section) will 
translate to a viable programme. In a "worst case" scenario, some elements of 
the provided programme would appear undeliverable. It is also unclear how 
programming will be managed where multiple contractors are engaged to 
deliver different sections of the route that either cross or are adjoining each 
another.  


5.4.2 Where temporary footway closures or diversions are necessary, adequate 
space to cater for the users of the closed/diverted path must be made. 
Absolute minimums of 1.0m for a footpath and 1.5m for a shared footway will 
not be acceptable. Such facilities would pose a significant safety risk to the 
users of that facility. 


5.4.3 Access for residents (and their vehicles) to their properties should be provided 
throughout the works period; this is especially important where on-street 
parking has also been removed to facilitate works. 


5.4.4   It is not clear whether the constraint preventing working during peak periods 
on traffic sensitive routes has been understood by the applicant and this 
should be reflected in all construction management plans. 


 


5.5 - 6.3.22.2 ES Vol 3 Appendix 22.2 Framework Construction Traffic Management 
Plan 
 


5.5.1 A Framework Construction Traffic Management Plan (FCTMP) has been 
produced to accompany the Transport Chapter of the Environmental 
Statement and sets out how construction traffic associated with the 
development will be managed. This is intended as a framework to show how 
the final CTMPs for each section will be structured and the general 
assumptions that have been made at this stage before contractors have been 
appointed.  


5.5.2 FCTMP Section 2.4 details the likely requirements around compounds and 
laydown areas. Para 2.4.1.3 states that laydown areas will be required 
adjacent to work sites along the cable corridor, as shown in the associated 
diagram, these compounds will require a significant area however at present 
there is no indication how many of these might be needed or where these 
could be accommodated.  


5.5.3 FCTMP Section 2.7.7 sets out the applicant's definition and approach to the 
management of Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs). In para 2.7.7.1 it is stated 
that "a vehicle is considered abnormal when…. the gross weight is over 80 
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tonnes". This is in conflict with the official guidance that states that a load is 
considered "abnormal" if it is over 44 tonnes. During the pre-submission 
consultation, the applicants stated on more than one occasion that the cable 
drums delivered to site when cables are being pulled will likely weigh in the 
region of 50tonnes and these would likely be needed on a daily basis during 
the cable pull. There has been no acknowledgement of this in the FCTMP and 
therefore no identification of routes that would be utilised to make these 
deliveries and the frequency of those deliveries. The applicant has 
acknowledged the mistake and promised a technical note to detail the AIL 
routes as well as frequency of the required AIL movements however this has 
yet to be presented and therefore no assessment of the possible impact has 
been possible. 


5.5.4 FCTMP Para 2.8.4.1 details construction arrangements for the construction of 
joint bays; the text suggests that a compound is needed for each joint bay 
however as no number or location of joint bays has been provided within the 
application it is unclear whether such compounds could be provided.  


5.5.5 FCTMP Section 3.4 details the HGV routes that would be used to access the 
various works areas, for Portsmouth this includes the on-shore cable route 
and landfall at Eastney. There is however no mention or acknowledgement of 
the Highway constraints of Portsea Island, particularly the weight restrictions 
of the bridge links to the mainland. The key identified route for construction 
traffic is via the A2030 Eastern Road (via A27 Farlington Junction). This 
bridge is subject to a 40tonne weight restriction and therefore would not be 
suitable for cable deliveries (presuming these are consistent with the previous 
advice from the applicant's engineering team). 


5.5.6 FCTMP Para 3.4.9.3 then refers to the revocation of weight restrictions in 
some roads particularly in section 8 (Eastern Road/Moorings Way). The 
weight restriction referenced is in effect midnight-0700 and 1900-midnight 
Monday to Saturday and all day Sunday. It is not clear why this limit would 
need to be revoked as these times do not clash with times that would be 
acceptable to carry out construction activities given the proximity to residential 
properties. 


5.5.7 FCTMP Para 4.2.1.1 refers to the likely number of construction gangs that will 
be deployed simultaneously; the modelling work was based upon the 
presumption that no more than 6 sets of works would be carried out at any 
time, an assumption that is repeated in this paragraph. It is not clear however 
that this can/will be controlled; such a scenario has not been modelled and as 
such the impact is completely unknown.  


5.5.8 FCTMP Para 5.3.9.1 outlines plans to take over a construction compound that 
will be used by the Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership (ESCP) during their 
works to improve sea defences along the Eastern shore of Portsea Island. 
With these works due to finish in October 2022, this implies that that the 
proposed development will not begin in this section until after this date. It is 
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not clear whether ror not this has been accounted for in the programme. Any 
use of this compound by AQUIND (and/or their contractors) should also be 
subject to any restrictions placed upon ESCP's use of it; it should also be 
made clear who will subsequently be required to reinstate the ground and any 
highway access associated with the compound. 


5.5.9 FCTMP Para 5.3.11.1 identifies the Fort Cumberland car park as being 
required for construction access for the landfall and ORS building. It's not 
clear if the entire car park is required, and if not, measures should be taken to 
control access to the car park. The existing entrance has a height barrier to 
prevent unauthorised access which should be retained/replicated if the car 
park is retained in part for public use.  


 


5.6 Technical Note ERTN01 – Eastern Road Further Traffic Assessments 
 


5.6.1  Following submission of Portsmouth City Council's Relevant Representation 
(‘RR’) the applicant has sought to address the comment made by the Council 
and Portsmouth LHA which was as follows:  


5.6.2  “The traffic modelling has been carried out in line with the scoping note 
previously submitted to and agreed by the LHA. In line with this approach, the 
Applicant has attempted to replicate a "worst case" scenario. However, the 
modelling does not cover a possible cable route along the A2030 between 
Tangier Road and Eastern Avenue nor does it account for cumulative residual 
impacts of traffic merging to pass-by works or diverting away from works. It is 
noted that SRTM does make an assumption as to the redirection of traffic 
however it does not accurately predict vehicle movements at a microscopic 
level and as a consequence, the overall impacts of the works are likely to be 
greater/wider than anticipated.” 


5.6.3 By way of a response, the applicant has produced a technical note focussed 
upon the potential impact of the proposed development upon the A2030 
Eastern Road and the junction of A2030 Eastern Road/Tangier Road (‘the TN’ 
or ‘the report’). 


5.6.4 Section 2 of the report outlines the method that was taken in the Transport 
Assessment (TA), Framework Traffic Management Strategy (FTMS), 
Environmental Statement Chapter 22 was agreed with PCC LHA and the 
method of coding the SRTM was agreed with the relevant Highway 
Authorities. The contention of the LHA was that at the time of agreeing the 
coding note specifically, the DCO limits were not confirmed and the working 
assumption was that the cable route would cross Milton Common. Once the 
DCO limits were finalised, it was clear that there would be a very real prospect 
of the cable route continuing along A2030 Eastern Road and consequently it 
was a concern that the worst-case scenario had not been considered. 
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5.6.5 Chapter 3 of the TN reviews the observed traffic flow data collected through 
surveys undertaken by the applicant and why this shows that the omission of 
the potential lane closures south of Tangier Road was/is justified.  


5.6.6 TN Section 3.2 highlights an identified error in some of the traffic survey data 
initially presented within the TA. The data relates to ATC surveys undertaken 
at Eastern Road and displayed at section 1.5 of the TA. Many of the 
discrepancies are very minor, the site between Airport Service Road and 
Burrfields Road is the only site with notable discrepancies as far as I am able 
to discern. The alterations are as follows. 


• Northbound flow; AM +201, PM +63 


• Southbound flow; AM +411, PM +799 


These figures are significant and as such the applicant should confirm that the 
amended figures were representative of those tested as part of the model 
runs and the difference is simply an error in replicating the table. Such a 
discrepancy in the modelling would be grounds to repeat the exercise given 
the potential implications of adding up to 799 vehicles into a traffic link.  


5.6.7 TN section  3 continues, outlining the link flows of the various highway links 
along Eastern Road and how the modelled Traffic Management measures on 
the link (Airport Service Road - Burrfields Road) would affect a greater 
quantum of vehicles than if the same measures were to be modelled on the 
link (Tangier Road- Eastern Avenue). This has been demonstrated by the fact 
that greater number of vehicles were recorded during the survey undertaken 
on the link between Airport Service Road-Burrfields Road than was recorded 
by a survey undertaken between Burrfields Road- Tangier Road (validated by 
a further survey between Euston Road- Velder Avenue). There is also a 24hr 
weekend flow profile given however it is not clear how this compares to a 
football match day (or whether the data displayed is from a match day 
weekend); however the flows given for survey sites 3 & 4 are comparable, if 
not marginally in excess of weekday flows and as such is considered 
reasonably robust.  


5.6.8 TN section 4 further explores the outputs/results of the macroscopic modelling 
previously carried out using the Solent Region Transport Model (SRTM) and 
reiterate why this was/is the appropriate tool to assess the impacts of the 
traffic management measures required to construct the development. 


5.6.9 TN section 4.3 examines both link speed data and journey time of traffic on 
A2030 Eastern Road. In the AM peak, traffic travelling northbound in the DS2 
scenario (northbound lane closure) is predicted to be most adversely affected 
with a reduction of 78% in link speed. Southbound traffic in the DS1 scenario 
(southbound lane closure) is less affected with a 44% reduction in link speed. 
In the PM peak, southbound traffic in the DS1 scenario is by far the worst 
affected with an approximate link speed reduction of 86%. This relates to the 
link between Airport Service Road and Burrfields Road, no equivalent data is 
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provided for Tangier Road - Eastern Avenue; although it is agreed that speed 
reduction on this link as a result of TM related to the development is likely to 
be lower for southbound traffic given the already slow speeds that exist at 
peak times in this location (resulting from existing lane merge). Additionally, 
changes in journey times are given with a max predicted JT increase in the 
AM Peak of 1m54s (Northbound, DS2) and in the PM Peak of 4m8s 
(Southbound, DS1).  


5.6.10 Further to this in section 4.3.3., the changes in flows derived from the SRTM 
as a result of replicating the implementation of TM measures between Airport 
Service Road and Burrfields Road are given. The results of redistribution are 
then also given and show all those roads across the city that would see 
significant changes in traffic flows as a result of the TM measures causing 
traffic to re-route. Both this data and the link speed/journey time changes is 
presented by the applicant to show that the modelling undertaken shows the 
full extent (or worst case) of the impacts upon the highway. It would have 
been useful to have included graphical delay and v/c plots as are often used 
to easily show the SRTM outputs and to understand the scale of change in 
relation to the baseline. 


5.6.11 Finally, in TN section 5, the applicant explores the impact of a lane closure 
through the Eastern Road/Tangier Road junction; a scenario that will occur no 
matter which cable route option is ultimately selected. The junction has been 
modelled using LinSig and it is noted that "Traffic flows have been calculated 
from the SRTM DM and DS scenarios used to assess the temporary impacts 
of the TM within the TA; and These traffic flows have been combined with 
local junction capacity model assessments and link assessments to consider 
the implications of the SRTM modelling at a detailed level."  The model results 
show that the junction is predicted to operate well over theoretical capacity in 
the PM peak in DS1 (southbound closure) with a reported saturation of 
112.8%. In the DS2 scenario, the junction is expected to operate at slightly 
over the theoretical capacity at 103%. Both of these results are considerably 
above the Practical Reserve Capacity (PRC) of the junction which will result in 
increased delay and longer queue lengths. In the DS1 scenario, the queue is 
predicted to reach 153pcus, equivalent to approx. 900m. It is however noted 
that the Linsig model is not able to predict redistribution and although some 
redistribution has already been factored within the derivation of flows used in 
the model, it is likely given the significant over-saturation of the junction 
caused as a result of the TM measures that will be required, that there will be 
additional re-routing of traffic. What is not known is whether the patterns of re-
distribution as a result of a lane closure south of Tangier Road will reflect that 
which have been presented having been derived from the SRTM (scenarios 
DS1&2 - closures between Airport Service Road-Burrfields Road). There is 
also no reference to road safety implications in relation to the considerable 
increase in stationary traffic predicted to result from this lane closure on the 
approach to a junction. 
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5.6.12 It is the LHA’s expectation that where trenches are required within 
carriageways those will be excavated in the first third of lane 1 thereby 
allowing traffic management to be pulled in tight to the excavation and 
preserving 2 lane operation in each direction when works are precluded 
during peak periods. Subject to detailed traffic management plans this may 
avoid the need for a lane closure through the junction during peak periods 
although it is not clear that this constraint and traffic management expectation 
is understood by the applicant.  


5.6.13 In summary, this note shows that traffic flows on the Airport Service Road-
Burrfields Road link are generally higher than that on the Tangier Road-
Eastern Avenue link as such TM measures as already tested in SRTM would 
affect more vehicles. It also shows, in line with the submitted TA, that traffic 
will redistribute away from the proposed lane closures and distribute across 
other routes as a result of significantly reduced traffic speeds and therefore, 
longer journey times. This is agreed and is not contested – however this is not 
to say that the results of that redistribution is accepted/acceptable. The note 
also shows that the Eastern Road/Tangier Road signal junction will be 
severely impacted by the lane closure that will be required to be put in place 
through the junction. This will result in significantly longer queues and 
additional delay to traffic; this is likely to also result in diverted traffic, it is less 
clear the scale of traffic that will re-route or where that traffic will choose to re-
route. Given the lack of major routes south of Tangier Road, it is likely that 
residential roads will bear the brunt of re-routing bringing increased noise and 
air pollution. This is more likely in the northbound closure scenario however 
given the increased opportunities to divert on higher order routes to the north 
of Tangier Road that would be available during the southbound closure.  


5.6.14 The Council would agree that a more detailed traffic model of the affected 
areas of the highway network is not required for what will be temporary, albeit 
potentially prolonged disruption. However, the strategic model is limited as to 
the impact (especially upon smaller residential roads) that it can display 
predominantly as many smaller residential roads are not included within the 
basemap/coding of the model. One such road that is wholly residential but is 
included in the model is Paulsgrove Road; at para 2.16 of this review this 
example is explored further however the intimation in the TA is that the TM 
strategy will mitigate against use of "residential streets" and make these 
"access only". If this is to be the case, roads such as Paulsgrove Road that 
are predicted to see significant uplift in traffic flow will be treated with TM 
measures and as a consequence the traffic predicted to re-route using that 
road will need to route elsewhere. With no fixed idea as to if or how residential 
roads might be treated in a traffic management strategy, it is extremely 
difficult to predict the scale to which use of these roads as an alternative route 
will be and what the corresponding impact upon alternative higher order 
routes (and junctions) might be. Given how close to capacity many of the 
higher order routes (and junctions along them) do/are predicted to operate, 
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any additional traffic displaced by supplementary TM measures will likely 
exacerbate already increased congestion.  


5.6.15 The modelling work does provide a reasonable indication about how and 
where traffic might divert to avoid the works associated with the development 
however it remains the Council’s opinion that there will most likely be second 
and third level impacts beyond that shown by the modelling not least because 
the road works associated with this development will remove any resilience 
the highway network in Portsmouth (Portsea Island especially) has. 
Portsmouth is predominantly an Island city with just 3 road links onto/off of 
Portsea Island. These routes into the city are effectively severed by the 
Strategic Road Network (SRN) and are often significantly affected by 
disruptions on the SRN and vice versa. Ultimately, the works associated with 
this development will put further pressure on alternative roads and junctions 
that are already subject to significant stress at peak times resulting in further 
delays, pollution and longer "rush hour" periods (peak spreading).  


5.6.16 The information submitted in support of this DCO application does not 
consider possible mitigation of impacts nor the potential road safety 
implications of increased congestion along the cable route or identified 
diversion routes. This is a fundamental omission without which the impacts of 
increased congestion arising during the construction period on the safety of 
the highway network cannot be determined.    
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6.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 


6.1  As set above and in all the circumstances, the Council can show to the 
Examining Authority that the proposed route of the AQUIND interconnector 
cabling works will have a wide range of highly detrimental local impacts on a 
number of locations in the City and also have deleterious effects on ecology, 
the highway network, air quality and the amenities of local residents living in 
close proximity to the proposed route as well as users of open space land 
(and the recreational facilities the open space land accommodates) who will 
be displaced for extended periods of time, for which there is no mitigation to 
the impacts of the Proposed Development in the dDCO This is so not only as 
a consequence of the construction works but once operational it would appear 
that the operator (whether it be AQUIND or future operator) based upon the 
permanent and wide “New Connection Rights” sought mean that future 
disruption in order to maintain the cable(s) will also be highly detrimental to 
users of the land as well as those with higher rights. 


6.2  In addition, 'Users of open space land (and the recreational facilities the open 
space land accommodates) will be displaced for extended periods of time, 
and there is no mitigation to the impacts of the Proposed Development in the 
dDCO. 
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0.0 Summary 
0.1 Portsmouth City Council (PCC) maintains significant concerns, detailed below regarding the 


timing of the scheme, in light of ongoing litigation in the CJEU, and the funding of the 


proposal due to the paucity of information provided. 


 


0.2 PCC is also concerned that the provision of the optical regeneration stations and fibre optic 


cables are unnecessary and exceed that which could be considered associated infrastructure 


under the Planning act 


 


0.3  It is considered that the Applicant has made significantly insufficient efforts to engage with 


PCC to acquire land by agreement and more importantly that their evidence does not 


demonstrate that all of PCC's land is required for the development with the Order limits 


drawn manifestly too broadly for its purpose.  PCC also retains significant concerns in 


respect of the applicant's unreasonable intention to acquire highway subsoil.  And their 


engagement with Allotment Holders and intention to acquire rights over land currently in 


use as allotments. 


 


0.4 PCC also raises significant concern over the likely implications for traffic management, 


congestion and the implications of the application proposal on Air Quality. The timeliness 


and accuracy of traffic modelling and understanding of the worst case scenario has raised 


concerns throughout the pre-application period and are retained.  The applicant's intention 


to seek deviation from or disapplication of the NRSWA 1991 is also considered unnecessary 


and unreasonable. 


 


0.5 Further significant concerns regarding the proper management or ground contamination 


and onshore ecology are also retained with considered additional work needed on this 


matters that are not considered appropriate to be deferred to post consent requirements. 


 







 


0.6  Other concerns are discussed in more detail within the following representation, the 


previous relevant representation and the Council's responses to Examination Questions and 


the Local Impact Report. 


1.0 Introduction: 
1.1 These are the Written Representations of Portsmouth City Council (PCC) in respect of 


AQUIND Limited's ('Aquind' or 'the Applicant') application under the Planning Act 2008 (as 


amended) for a Development Consent Order (DCO) in respect of the AQUIND interconnector 


(the 'Project' or ‘Proposed Development’): a 2000MW subsea and underground High Voltage 


Direct Current (HVDC) bi-directional electric power transmission link between Normandy in 


France and the South Coast of England.   


 


1.2  The Proposed Development covers the administrative boundaries of four UK local planning 


authorities (also with a marine licence component, under jurisdiction of the Marine 


Management Authority).  It affects land within the ownership of PCC ("PCC").  


 


1.3  PCC is an 'affected person' within the meaning of the Planning Act 2008 (‘the 2008 Act’) and 


related legislation.  


 


1.4 PCC objects to the DCO Application by Aquind in its capacities as a relevant authority in 


whose area the DCO land is located (including  as local highway authority) and as an affected 


person under Planning Act 2008.  It is an Interested Party under s.102 of the Planning Act 


2008. 


 


1.5 PCC set out its views and position in respect of Aquind’s application for a DCO in its Relevant 


Representation (RR) dated19 February 2020 (RR-185). 


 


1.6 PCC asks the Examining Authority (‘the ExA’) to have regard to the RR together with the 


Local Impact Report also submitted by PCC in accordance with the ExA’s Rule 8 timetable. 


2.0 Procedural and Legal Issues  
2.1 The issues related to concerns in respect of procedural and legal issues are summarised set 


out in the RR at section 2.   


 


2.2 One of the most significant legal issues raised by this Proposed Development is the current 


litigation being conducted before Court of Justice of the European Union ("CJEU") relating to 


the regulation of the continental half of the interconnector. The 2 cases, Aquind v ACER, 


Case T-735/18 and Aquind and Others v Commission, Case T-885/19 are still pending before 


the CJEU. In Aquind v ACER, Case T-735/18, Aquind has specifically pleaded that the CJEU 


acknowledge "the legal impossibility for the applicant to operate the proposed 


interconnector in France without an exemption” ' 


 


2.3 This litigation clearly represents a serious impediment to the underlying scheme as well as 


raising questions of timing of any implementation of the Proposed Development within the 7 


year time limit sought by the applicant or within a reasonable timescale or at all. It also 


raises clear issues as to the scheme's viability  


 







 


2.4 There are also concerns about one of the variations of the route proposed going past Solent 


Infant School on Evelegh Road close to its junction with Farlington Avenue.  Schools are 


congested areas at the best of times, and with large sections of Farlington Avenue and 


potentially Evelegh Road, depending on which route is chosen, proposed to be utilised 


during the construction phase, this would result in significant disruption and a significant 


detrimental effect on thousands of people's lives who live in the vicinity. This would be 


further exacerbated when accidents occur on the nearby M27 / A27 as then Farlington 


Avenue is regularly used as an alternative route 


 


2.5  PCC understands that matters related to the adequacy of the applicant’s compliance with 


relevant pre-application procedures and in particular its attempts to consult with the public 


and relevant authorities are not principal issues in themselves, given that the application 


was accepted. However PCC does consider it is important, appropriate and relevant that 


these matters are brought to the ExA’s attention.  


 


2.6 This is on the basis first, that these actions prior to the application belie and add to the 


weakness of the applicant’s case that the DCO should be granted when there is a series of 


errors which are material that the applicant is only now seeking to address at the 


examination stage (which is far too late) and secondly, the applicant’s conduct prior to the 


application is relevant in any event to the ExA’s assessment of the applicant’s justification 


for grant of  powers of compulsory acquisition of land and rights through the DCO (and 


which are addressed in the next section). 


 


2.7 Those errors include a fundamental failure to determine the route of the proposed 


development (combined with a failure to justify its initial decision as to the landfall location) 


which has in turn led to a clear excess of proposed landtake within the Order limits and an 


excess in the limits of deviation when the route is more determined. 


 


2.8 PCC asks the ExA to note that it has been informed by the applicant that it is proposing to 


make a number of changes to the Order limits.  PCC understands this will include proposed 


additional land as well as a reduction in the Order limits. The applicant confirmed to PCC at a 


meeting on 28 September 2020 that it would inform the ExA of these changes at the ExA's 


first programmed deadline i.e. 6 October 2020. 


 


2.9 PCC will comment on these changes when they are clarified in evidence however as a 


general position PCC expects that where changes lead to less impact and less landtake and 


are beneficial, that will be acknowledged.  


 


2.10 In terms of the legal and procedural implications of a series of changes which are material, 


PCC reserves its position. 


 


2.11 The limits of deviation and extent of landtake are also manifestly affected by the fact that 


the applicant purports to seek consent under the Planning Act 2008 for commercial 


telecommunications infrastructure. This appears to be on the basis that all such 


telecommunications infrastructure (‘the TI’) is “associated development”. 


 


2.12 It is however only the minimal fibre optic cables which are said to be required for monitoring 


the interconnector scheme that appear to be justified as part of the NSIP. The remaining 







 


telecommunications infrastructure, namely the commercially related fibre optic cables; two 


optical regeneration stations at Eastney and two telecommunications buildings within the 


Converter station area at Lovedean as part of this NSIP (see section 5.3 of the Statement of 


Reasons (APP-022)) clearly having nothing to do with the interconnector. 


 


2.13 PCC would also draw attention to the fact that no other interconnector schemes involve any 


optical regeneration stations nor fibre optic cables for commercial use.  


 


 


2.14 The Secretary of State’s direction under s35 of the 2008 Act on 30 July 2018 directed that 


the Proposed Development, together with any development associated with it, is to be 


treated as development for which development consent is required. There is nothing within 


the Direction that suggests that the telecommunications infrastructure in whole or in part 


meets the definition of “associated development”. 


 


2.15 PCC is also aware of a Direction sought by Aquind from Ofcom under section 106(3) of the 


Communications Act 2003 (‘CA 2003’) applying the electronic communications code. This 


grants Aquind Code rights under Sch 3A of the CA 2003 but makes it clear that “Ofcom…set 


the scope of the Code powers to exclude the UK Aquind Interconnector Fibre which would be 


deployed in the Aquind Interconnector. The Applicant has indicated that it will seek 


development consent for this part of the electronic communication network under the 


Planning Act 2008.” 


 


 


2.16 In order for any of the telecommunications infrastructure which is commercially related in 


itself and has no function as part of the electricity interconnector to be treated as 


‘associated development’ under the 2008 Act it needs meet the following in accordance with 


the relevant PINS Guidance: 


(i) a direct relationship between associated development and the principal 


development. Associated development should therefore either support the 


construction or operation of the principal development, or help address its 


impacts.  


(ii) should not be an aim in itself but should be subordinate to the principal 


development. 


(iii)  should not be provided in order to cross-subsidise the cost of the principal 


development or only be necessary as a source of additional revenue for the 


applicant, 


(iv) should be proportionate to the nature and scale of the principal development. 


(v)  should be typical of development brought forward alongside the relevant type 


of principal development or of a kind that is usually necessary to support a 


particular type of project, for example (where consistent with the core 


principles above), a grid connection for a commercial power station.  


 


2.17 It is clear in PCC's submission that none of the commercially related telecommunications 


infrastructure accords within any of the above. 


 


2.18 This means that the limits of deviation provide for non NSIP development and are therefore 


unlawful under the PA 08.  







 


 


2.19 In addition, the limits of deviation are  excessive in any event based upon the premise of a 


level of  uncertainty acknowledged now given the final route, its form and detail of the 


laying of the cabling is to be left to the as yet to be appointed contractors to resolve. This 


includes in particular the contractor having to resolve local issues regarding routing in the 


vicinity of Farlington Avenue / Evelegh Road and Havant Road.  For further details of this 


concern please see PCC's response to Examination question CA.1.3.108 and PCC’s Local 


Impact Report (‘the LIR’) 


 


3.0 Compulsory Acquisition  
 


3.1  Whilst the question of the justification for the compulsory acquisition powers as well as the 


temporary possession powers sought by the applicant overlap with the above, PCC considers 


it is necessary to consider these issues under a separate heading. 


3.2  Prior to the application being accepted by the Planning Inspectorate the applicant (a) did 


not engage properly or at all with PCC about the compulsory acquisition sought of PCC land 


and compensation (b) did not provide heads of terms for PCC land (c) did not provide the 


proposed Order land plans or details of the parcels of land required for the Scheme.  The 


first sight PCC had of the draft DCO was when the application had been accepted. 


3.3 As set out in the Government’s Guidance “Planning Act 2008: guidance related to 


procedures for the compulsory acquisition of land” (‘the CA Guidance’) §25 


“Applicants should seek to acquire land by negotiation wherever practicable. As a general 


rule, authority to acquire land compulsorily should only be sought as part of an order 


granting development consent if attempts to acquire by agreement fail”. 


3.4  The Applicant has made no such efforts to engage with PCC to acquire land by agreement 


prior to the application for compulsory acquisition powers, and as such has not satisfied the 


requirements of the Guidance.  


3.5 The applicant’s evidence does not demonstrate that all of PCC's land is required for the 


development or is required to facilitate or is incidental to the proposed development (s122 


PA 2008).  


3.6 This is once again because the final cable route through the City of Portsmouth has not been 


identified and the breath of the order land sought is purposefully too wide for what Aquind 


purportedly need and is more than is reasonably required for the development.  


3.7 In addition, this is once again because the land said to be required for the commercially 


related telecommunications infrastructure is not associated development and/or is not 


‘needed’ for the NSIP as identified in the s35 direction.  The compulsory acquisition of the 


land for these works is therefore not reasonably necessary for the purpose of the 


interconnector development and is not proportionate. Such powers therefore cannot 


lawfully be provided under the DCO.  







 


3.8  The proposed interference with the Council's rights in land and the public's rights to use 


that land (highway, public open space and allotments) for the commercial 


telecommunications is not for a legitimate purpose and is not necessary or proportionate.  


3.9 Further, the applicant has the benefit of an Electricity Interconnector Licence and is 


therefore a statutory undertaker for the purposes of the New Roads and Street Works Act 


1991 (NRSW). The acquisition of highway subsoil is not necessary where NRSWA can be 


applied.  


3.10 In addition, the Applicant has stated in terms that it was not the intention to negotiate the 


rights sought in the highway land. This is an explicit statement confirming the Applicant’s 


intention not to acquire by agreement, in contradiction to the Guidance, and its stated 


position in the Statement of Reasons (Chapter 7.4 of Application document 4.1; APP-022). 


3.12 There is no compelling case in the public interest to justify the compulsory acquisition of 


PCC's interests in land. The public benefit does not outweigh the loss that the Council, its 


residents and users of the land within the Order Limits (including the highway, public open 


space and allotments) will suffer. 


3.11 The applicant is also seeking to acquire permanent rights, restrictive covenants, access rights 


as well as temporary use of all of the order land, during construction and subsequently for 


maintenance and monitoring purposes once the development is operational. The applicant 


also seeks to extinguish existing rights.  


3.12 The applicant therefore seeks wide ranging and excessive powers to interfere with existing 


rights and interests not only during the construction of the development but also 


afterwards.  


3.13 A large proportion of the land which the applicant seeks to interfere with its land over which 


the public has rights i.e. the public highway, public open space and allotments. As set out in 


the PCC’s LIR this will significantly and adversely affect the existing and future use, character 


and nature of the Council's land and the enjoyment as well as rights of the public and 


residents of Portsmouth.  


3.14  The applicant is seeking compulsory acquisition of rights of special category land. This land 


comprises of allotments, public open spaces (including Portsmouth Primary Public Sports 


Fields) .As set out in the PCC’s LIR the proposals will be devastating to the recreational 


facilities across the City, including numerous playing fields (circa 17) taken out of use, some 


for years.  


3.15 Once again lack of timely and meaningful engagement with PCC has resulted in the failure to 


adequately mitigate the impacts on critical recreational facilities either through provision of 


replacement land through the draft DCO (see paragraph 15.14), or through any proposed 


accommodation works, and as such there are outstanding impediments to the use of 


compulsory acquisition powers (paragraph 19 (second bullet) of the Guidance).    


3.16  With regard to allotments land and open, space Article 23 of draft DCO seeks to grant 


compulsory acquisition of rights and the imposition of restrictive covenants for the 


allotments and public open space. PCC’s view is that the developer has not satisfied the 


requirements of s132 of the Planning Act 2008 on the basis that it has identified such 


allotment land and open space as special category land (see Book of Reference (APP-024)). 


The applicant argues that the use or enjoyment of such land will not be affected as the 







 


development will not affect the surface of such land and no replacement land is therefore 


being offered.  


3.17 In addition, as with the applicant’s approach to acquisition of highways subsoil land, there 


has been no proper attempt to negotiate with the Council as freehold owners of the subsoil 


of the allotments and open space nor with the tenants of the allotments. Indeed with regard 


to the latter, there is no reference to these tenants’ interests at all within the Book of 


Reference or anywhere on the face of the application. 


 3.18 Specific concerns relate to Parcels 10-13 and 10-14 as shown on the Land Plans: 


 


3.18 Setting aside whether as tenants the allotments holders have any interest in the subsoil, the 


new connection rights as well as the permanent access rights sought over the allotment land 


clearly grant future access rights over the surface of the allotments in order to maintain; 


repair or monitor the cables and equipment beneath once construction is complete and it is 


operational. Such tenants clearly have an interest in the land and therefore are affected 


persons within the meaning of the 2008 Act.  


3.19 PCC is aware of recent discussions by the applicant with the allotment holders namely the 


Milton & Eastney Allotment Association on 29 September 2020. It is not aware that the 


applicant has informed them that they are such affected persons and indeed are Interested 


Parties under s.102 and 102B of the 2008 Act. The examination has not had representations 


from any such allotment holder. 


3.20 This is a matter of serious concern which PCC brings to the ExA’s attention in its capacity as 


the freehold owner and landlord but also in its capacity as a public authority. 


3.21 Any attempt to grant rights over this land without proper procedure will also clearly involve 


breaches of the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) i.e. Article 1 of the First 


Protocol – a right to protection of property and Article 6 – a right to a fair trial, which includes 


determination of the issues (i.e. compensation) within a reasonable time. 


 







 


3.22 Overall, PCC considers that the applicant has failed in any event to take into account the 


nature and character of the land over which such rights are being sought and the persons 


currently benefitting from the land. The Applicant has not adequately considered 


alternatives, or modifications to the scheme which would have a lesser impact on such land 


(as is required under Paragraph 8 the Guidance). 


 


 


3.23 PCC has referred above to the likely serious impediment to the underlying scheme 


represented by the current and ongoing CJEU litigation which raises questions over the 


timing of any implementation of the Proposed Development within the 7 year time limit 


sought by the applicant or within a reasonable timescale or at all.  


 


3.24 Para 19 of the CA Guidance makes the following clear: 


“19. The high profile and potentially controversial nature of major infrastructure projects 


means that they can potentially generate significant opposition and may be subject to legal 


challenge. It would be helpful for applicants to be able to demonstrate that their application 


is firmly rooted in any relevant national policy statement. In addition, applicants will need to 


be able to demonstrate that: 


• any potential risks or impediments to implementation of the scheme have been properly 


managed; 


• they have taken account of any other physical and legal matters pertaining to the 


application, including the programming of any necessary infrastructure accommodation 


works and the need to obtain any operational and other consents which may apply to the 


type of development for which they seek development consent.” 


 


3.25 It is clear that the applicant has neither managed the risks to implementation properly (or at 


all) and has failed to take this guidance into account or accord with it.  


 


3.26  As well as the issues raised above there are clear issues as to the scheme's viability not only 


as a consequence of the legal issues and impediments which will either prevent the scheme 


from proceeding but also will in any event delay it until any of these matters can be 


resolved. 


 


3.27  The CA Guidance also makes the following clear with regard to the justification for 


compulsory acquisition and proof of funding: 


“Resource implications of the proposed scheme 


17. Any application for a consent order authorising compulsory acquisition must be 


accompanied by a statement explaining how it will be funded. This statement should provide 


as much information as possible about the resource implications of both acquiring the land 


and implementing the project for which the land is required….  


 


18. The timing of the availability of the funding is also likely to be a relevant factor. 


Regulation 3(2) of the Infrastructure Planning (Miscellaneous Prescribed Provisions) 


Regulations 2010 allows for five years within which any notice to treat must be served, 


beginning on the date on which the order granting development consent is made, though the 


Secretary of State does have the discretion to make a different provision in an order granting 


development consent. Applicants should be able to demonstrate that adequate funding is 


likely to be available to enable the compulsory acquisition within the statutory period 







 


following the order being made, and that the resource implications of a possible acquisition 


resulting from a blight notice have been taken account of. 


3.28 As set out in the section below the evidence provided to date by the applicant as to funding 


of the scheme and the compulsory acquisition is wholly insufficient. 


4.0 Funding 
4.1 Aquind Limited's Funding Statement is manifestly insufficient in detail as to how the 


proposed project costs have been calculated, and how the project is to be funded.  


4.2 There is paucity of information regarding the ability of Aquind Limited to fund either the 


construction costs, or the costs of land acquisition of the proposed development. As 


acknowledged in the Funding Statement (doc ref 4.2; APP-023)§8.1, "the Project does not 


have the benefit of full funding at this stage", and in fact given that "funding for the project is 


expected to be subject to grant of the development consent order" this would indicate that 


the project is almost entirely unfunded and at risk.  


4.3 Aquind Limited states it intends to raise equity capital and project debt financing to meet 


the estimated costs of the proposed development, these are stated to be secured against 


the operational profits of the project. However the Funding Statement is entirely silent on 


what levels of revenue will be generated by the project, the timing of such revenue, and 


whether these would be sufficient to act as the required security. This is a crucial component 


of the overall viability of the project as well as its case for compulsory acquisition.  


4.4 Equity capital and project debt financing is proposed to be funded from a number of sources 


(including infrastructure funds and institutional investors). Aquind state that "Market 


engagement has been undertaken", this is not evidenced, and additionally there is only 


anecdotal evidence that there "is a strong interest in the provision of finance for the 


Project."  


4.5 Usually, SPV companies promoting Development Consent Orders are backed either by 


Government departments or by UK registered parent companies (such as regulated utilities) 


or by publically listed companies with audited accounts, extensive assets and track records 


for delivery of similar projects and detailed public information regarding shareholdings and 


governance. Aquind Limited is a recently incorporated SPV company with little trading 


history. Its most recent set of accounts filed at Companies House (for the year ended 30 


June 2018) show that the company has a Shareholders deficit of £1.85m. Additionally the 


accounts show an amount of £12.6m being owed to group undertakings, this is an overseas 


entity which would require an additional level of due diligence to be carried out on it.  


4.6 The current capital cost estimate for the proposed development (£622m) shown within 


Aquind Limited's Funding Statement is based on an equal split of the estimated overall cost 


of the project between the elements in France and in the UK. This is an incredibly simplistic 


and rather unconvincing assumption and the Funding Statement does not in any way 


demonstrate how realistic this is. Are the construction elements required in France and the 


UK similar in nature? In complexity? The Funding Statement is entirely silent on this.  


4.7 The broad breakdown of the proposed development cost estimate is very high-level. With 


regards to a project of this size PCC would expect to see a much more detailed breakdown, 


especially of the £599m construction cost figure (representing 96% of total costs). 


Additionally development costs are stated at £19m which is confusing given the statement 







 


that "As at 30 June 2019, it is estimated that the total assets of the Applicant were 


approximately £24.5m, mainly consisting of the capitalised development costs of 


approximately £23m."  


4.8 It is unclear whether there are any allowances for risk or contingency within the proposed 


development cost estimate, which would be a pre-requisite of any financial modelling at this 


stage of a project of this size and infancy.  


4.9 Aquind Limited's Funding Statement asserts that "the costs of interest and other debt 


servicing will be met from revenues generated by the Project". To reiterate the comment 


made above, the Funding Statement is silent on what levels of revenue will be generated by 


the project and whether these would be sufficient to meet the costs of interest/debt 


servicing (as well as providing security for the project finance funding).  


4.10 The land acquisition costs stated within the Funding Statement exclude the valuation of the 


Crown Estate's seabed interest. There is every chance that this is a material cost which 


would further add to the sizeable unfunded capital cost estimate of the project and would 


require additional funding to be identified and secured.  


4.11 Aquind Limited also do not anticipate any claims for blight will arise, which is a rather 


disingenuous position given a project of this scale and the proposed route of the HVDC 


onshore cables. If they do arise they would add to the unfunded proposed development cost 


estimate.  


4.12 Beyond that, there is only anecdotal evidence provided that there is any prospect of credible 


investors agreeing to invest the hundreds of millions of pounds necessary to deliver the 


proposed development on the basis of the limited business case set out in Aquind’s 


Application.  


4.13 The sort of evidence that is required to satisfy the ExA and the Secretary of State that 


Aquind is “able to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect of the requisite funds for 


acquisition becoming available”  is that sufficient to satisfy an investor, especially one 


expected to invest circa £600m,  that the project is viable, and that there will be a return on 


their investment within a reasonable period. 


4.14 A speculative assertion as here that funding for compensation liability will be secured at a 


later stage is incompatible with the CA Guidance. The CA Guidance also makes clear where 


financial ambiguity arises, that an applicant has to demonstrate it has taken steps to provide 


confidence that funds will be in place to resource the compensation liability. 


4.15 In addition, the Applicant has not confirmed how any financial shortfalls will be met or 


produced evidence of investors underwriting the scheme.  


4.16 The current Funding Statement and other application materials contain no information on 


how the estimated land compensation sum of £4m has been calculated. PCC does not 


consider that this figure represents a full and proper valuation of the costs of land 


acquisition for the proposed development.  


4.17 Similarly, the Funding Statement and other application materials merely assert that the total 


construction cost of the proposed development will be £599million without any proper 


breakdown or explanation as to how this figure has been arrived at, or how this expenditure 


is to be phased through the life of the proposed development.  







 


4.18 There is no consideration given in the Funding Statement or elsewhere in the application to 


the lifetime costs of the proposed development, or how ongoing maintenance costs are to 


be met from expected revenues.  


4.19 There is no information on the expected operational revenues, which would be necessary in 


order to inform a view on the likely economic viability of the proposals. This is a key 


requirement due to the reliance on the revenues to secure project finance funding.  


4.20 There is no evidence from the Application materials that Aquind Limited has actually 


assessed the commercial viability of the proposed development. There is no evidenced 


business case for the proposed development.  


4.21 PCC considers in the circumstances that nothing short of a full viability appraisal by Aquind 


would be sufficient to satisfy the relevant test.  


4.22 This should include as a minimum:  


• details of the land valuations used in the model;  


• details of the assumptions and projections for build costs for each element of the 


proposals;  


• details of any allowances for risk and uncertain costs;  


• details of provisional values of operational costs, replacement costs and decommissioning 


costs;  


• revenue assumptions and short, medium and long-range revenue forecasts for each 


revenue element; and  


• details of project financing costs and structures.  


4.23 Once the information detailed above has been provided and due diligence is carried out it 


will then and only then be possible to understand if Aquind Limited's development proposals 


are at all viable and realistic.  


4.24 In the circumstances as they stand currently however there is simply insufficient financial 


evidence to support the exercise of compulsory acquisition powers and such powers cannot 


be justified and should not be granted.  


 


5.0 Highways, Traffic and Transport 
5.1 PCC has set out an assessment of the traffic and highways impact from the Proposed 


Development in the LIR. PCC has had regard to the advice of its own highways officers and 


has approached this evidence principally from its perspective as local highway authority. The 


views formed are based on consideration of the following application documents 


 The draft DCO 


 The ES Vol Transport Assessment (‘the TA’)  


 The Framework Traffic Management Strategy (ES Appendix 22.1A)  


 The Environment statement (‘ES’) Vol 3 Appendix 22.2 Framework Construction Traffic 


Management Plan    


 Technical Note ERTN01 – Eastern Road Further Traffic Assessments  







 


Draft DCO highways issues 


5.2 The Draft Development Consent Order (DCO) contains a number of articles pertaining to 


Highways; these include (but are not limited to) use and/or purchase of land, rights to 


undertake works and powers to alter the operation of the highway. 


 


5.3 As the ExA will know, Portsmouth City Council as the Local Highway Authority (LHA) strongly 


objects to the compulsory acquisition of any part of the highway subsoil and disagree that 


this is in justified or necessary especially given the intended status of the applicant as 


statutory undertaker and the powers available in that event. 


 


5.4 In the event however that the applicant is granted powers to compulsorily acquire  the 


highway subsoil this could potentially impede the LHA from exercising its statutory powers 


as LHA , for example in respect of the operation or alteration of  the publicly maintained 


highway in future. Further, it is possible that other statutory undertakers with apparatus 


already in-situ may be impeded from altering or maintaining said apparatus in future. 


 


5.5 As the ExA again will be aware Portsmouth Council in its role as LHA  (‘the LHA’)objects to 


any deviation from or disapplication of the NRSWA 1991 (‘the '91 Act’). Statutory 


undertakers (such as Aquind following the grant of its Electricity Interconnector Licence) are 


provided with sufficient rights and protections under the 91 Act to install and maintain any 


apparatus or carry out any other activity related to the operation of that apparatus.  


5.6 The LHA objects to an undertaker having rights to make, alter, impose and enforce Traffic 


Regulation Orders (both permanent and temporary) as if it were the LHA. The LHA will be 


unable to properly manage and control its network should the Undertaker be given such 


powers. The LHA already has robust set of processes for drafting, advertising and making 


TROs (both permanent and Temporary) that are used successfully for other undertakers 


carrying out works on the Highway. There appears to be no justification for the modification 


or exclusion of the normal statutory controls for TROs the result of which is disproportionate 


in this instance.  


5.7 Art 8(3) disapplies the Traffic Management( Hampshire County Council) Permit Scheme 


Order 2019 (the Permit Scheme)and in its place proposes to adopt a statutory approvals 


process broadly in line with provisions of the 91' Act as described in Article 10 of the draft 


order.  


5.8 Portsmouth are a permitting authority and consider the continued application and use of the 


mechanisms available under the Permit Scheme create the appropriate level of 


management and protection for traffic to allow for any works consented to as a 


consequence of a grant of a DCO for the Proposed Development. To that end PCC does not 


consider the Permit Scheme should be disapplied. In addition, it is likely that PCC will seek 


powers to implement a lane rental scheme during 2021. Should consent be granted for the 


Proposed Development any future works associated with this development will also need to 


take that rental scheme into account as will to comply with the street works process in place 







 


in Portsmouth at the time of those works taking place.   The Permit Scheme would allow for 


all these works to take place in but in a controlled fashion. 


 


t5.9 As covered in the response to the relevant Examination Question PCC note that The Draft 


DCO at Art 2 provides the definitions of various terms used within the Draft DCO. One such 


term is "onshore site preparation works"; under which is a number of activities that this 


term encompasses. With these activities excluded from the definition of "commence", 


whereby activities are only permitted once pre-commencement requirements are met, it is 


suggested that the works will be controlled by way of a Construction Environment 


Management Plan (CEMP) relevant to that phase of works. Where this work is on the 


Highway, it is expected that the applicant would adhere to the network booking process in 


place within the Portsmouth authority area at that time. 


5.10 Where the term "phase of the works" is used, it is not clear how these phases currently 


defined; how many phases of work the applicant expect there to be; nor how many separate 


CEMP documents will be submitted for consideration. It is imperative that the Local Highway 


Authority (LHA) know how many documents to expect and in what timeframe so as to be 


able to adequately resource teams to review and respond to the applicant within set 


timescales. 


5.11 The Draft DCP at Art 2 of Part 1 sets out various definitions including also offers term 


"maintain". This covers the areas included within section 48 of the New Roads and Street 


Works Act 1991 (the '91 act) but appears to extend the definition to also include "extending, 


enlarging….any part of the development". It is not clear what this might relate to and if it 


would be applicable anywhere within the confines of the order limits or even extend beyond 


the order limits. PCC therefore objects to this wording. 


5.12 Art 2 defines "subsoil" as "any stratum of land that is below the surface of the ground". 


Where highways are considered it is not clear if this definition relates to the area 


immediately below the surface course of the highway, beneath the full depth of 


construction of the highway or from some other point beneath the highway. Note: the 


applicant has subsequently set out that in their opinion, only the first metre beneath the 


surface may be regarded as "highway" and for that reason they require ownership/rights 


over the "subsoil" however this is different to the approach of all other statutory 


undertakers who regularly place apparatus at a depth exceeding 1m beneath the surface of 


a road. This needs to be properly reflected on the face of the DCO and PCC objects to this 


wording as currently shown. 


5.13 Art10 relates to the Power to alter layout etc. of streets. Para 7.5 of explanatory 


memorandum to the draft DCO refers to the "need for flexibility" in delivering the 


development and as a consequence asserts  it is "not feasible to provide details of the 


alterations required in connection with the carrying out of the authorised development".  


5.14 It is not clear what this means and would be unreasonable to give authority for the 


undertaker to alter any street without consent/approval of the LHA. For example, this 


provision would seem to make it possible for a CEMP/TMP to be agreed for a cable route 


across an area of land only to find that it is not feasible, and that section then be diverted 


into live carriageway without any further permissions from the LHA. 







 


5.15 Para 7.7 of the Explanatory memorandum covers Article 11 (street works) and the additional 


powers added to a model provision that the undertaker would have. The paragraph goes on 


to say that the "consent of the highway authority is not required in connection with the 


carrying out of works pursuant to this power within the order limits". It is not clear whether 


this refer only to the additional powers or to all of the powers within the model provision. 


Further, it seems to exempt the undertaker from requiring a licence or complying with the 


permit scheme which is wholly unacceptable to the LHA.  Article 11(2) then refers to 


sections 48(3) & 51(1) of the '91 act as justification for the powers requested in 11(1) 


however those sections of the '91 act require undertakers to gain consent from the street 


authority and consequently it does not so follow. 


5.16 Article 11(3) seems to prevent the LHA from refusing use of a street outside of the order 


limits which is again wholly unacceptable to the LHA 


5.17 Article 16 covers powers to make, impose and enforce Traffic Regulation Orders. The powers 


requested seem to give the undertaker equal standing to the LHA in this respect, if this is the 


case the LHA would strongly object to this. In that case the LHA have no rights to prevent 


imposition of new/altered TROs which would again be wholly unacceptable. Later in 16(7) it 


refers to the process as an "application" to the LHA however the remainder of that article 


does not appear to afford the LHA right of veto. Article 16(4) gives the undertaker power to 


enforce any TRO; the presumption is that this is related to any TRO that the undertaker 


makes/alters under the powers requested within Article 16 rather than any and all TROs 


although the article is not clear. The sort of enforcement is envisaged, and financial gain to 


the undertaker for such enforcement is not explained. 


 


4.6 The traffic modelling has been carried out in line with the scoping note 


previously submitted to and agreed by the LHA. In line with this approach, the 


applicant has attempted to replicate a "worst case" scenario. However, the initial 


modelling did not cover a possible cable route along the A2030 between Tangier 


Road and Eastern Avenue nor did it account for cumulative residual impacts of 


traffic merging to pass-by works or diverting away from works. It is noted that 


SRTM does make an assumption as to the redirection of traffic however it does 


not accurately predict vehicle movements at a microscopic level and as a 


consequence, the overall impacts of the works are likely to be greater/wider than 


anticipated. The applicant has also produced a technical note (ERTN01) to 


address the required lane closures at the Eastern Road/Tangier Road junction and 


demonstrate that the modelled scenarios where "worst-case" so far as the 


modelled sections were/are the most trafficked. However, the information 


submitted in support of the application still does not consider possible mitigation 


of impacts nor the potential road safety implications of increased congestion 


along the cable route or identified diversion routes. This is a fundamental 


omission without which the impacts of increased congestion arising during the 


construction period on the safety of the highway network cannot be determined. 


4.7 Abnormal loads are briefly referenced within the Framework Traffic 


Management Plan however incorrectly state that "a vehicle is considered 


abnormal when…. the gross weight is over 80 tonnes". The official definition of an 


abnormal load is those in excess of 40 tonnes (amongst other criteria). The 


applicant's consultants suggested during pre-submission consultations periods 


that 50 tonne cable drums would be brought to site each day during cable-pulling 







 


(possibly from the Ferry port where the cable drums could be stored). This would 


result in abnormal loads being transported through the centre of Portsmouth on a 


daily basis, which would inevitably disrupt traffic and bus services even if 


undertaken outside of peak hours. The frequency and/or proposed route of 


abnormal loads have simply not been addressed or their impact assessed. An 


updated technical note to correct this issue and highlight the abnormal load 


stategy has been promised by the applicant but as of 1st October has not been 


forthcoming and as such the management of abnormal loads cannot be assessed.  


4.8 A framework Construction Traffic Management Plan has been provided, 


however a tailored CTMP produced for each construction phase is proposed to be 


submitted only when a contractor(s) is appointed. This would be too late as the 


impact should be properly understood at this stage. Whilst it is acknowledged 


that there will need to be some arrangements which will have to be reserved 


pending a detailed CTMP, at this stage basic information such as the final cable 


route and number and location of contractor compounds. Having previously 


enquired about Early Contractor Involvement, it would seem that there has not 


been any carried out to date to understand how a future contractor might look to 


construct the cable route, whether the phasing set out in the CTMP and FTMS is 


realistic/achievable and whether the numbers of staff on site is realistic and how 


it will be ensured they access the site sustainably. 


4.12 The proposed programme of works for the development will likely clash with 


significant schemes being delivered in Portsmouth and risks delaying these work 


packages; in the case of committed works associated with the Transforming Cities 


Fund any delay could jeopardise the overall delivery given the time restrictions 


placed upon the funding. The City Council, in conjunction with Hampshire County 


Council and the Isle of Wight Council, have been successful in achieving funding 


from the Transforming Cities Fund and as such there are in excess of 20 schemes 


across the Portsmouth and S-E Hampshire funded for delivery. The proposed 


cable route will intersect and travel along sections of the route proposed to form 


the new South East Hampshire Rapid Transit (SEHRT) network (both in 


Portsmouth and Hampshire authority areas).  The programme of works will run 


until March 2023, implementation of what will be a congested delivery period 


could not be delayed nor could newly installed highway infrastructure be 


disturbed/undermined.  


4.13 Through a PFI, Colas contractually undertake the network duty of 


coordination of third parties/statutory undertakers on the public highway acting 


as Local Highway Authority. All works on the public highway are required under 


the New Roads and Street Act 1991 and Traffic Management Act 2004 to have 


notices served correctly on the Street Works Register, appropriate traffic 


regulation orders etc. Portsmouth is now operating a permit scheme (as of August 


2020), with a lane rental scheme to follow; any works on the highway associated 


with this development will be expected to adhere to the procedures set out by the 


Local Highway Authority. Portsmouth LHA objects to any deviation from or 


disapplication of the NRSWA 1991 (the '91 act). As statutory undertaker, the '91 


act provides sufficient rights and protections to undertakers to install and 


maintain any apparatus or carry out any other activity related to the operation of 


that apparatus. It is also for this reason that the purchase of any highway subsoil 


by the applicant is strongly objected to and in the view of the highway authority, 


completely unnecessary. 







 


4.14 Portsmouth LHA objects to an undertaker having rights to make, alter, 


impose and enforce Traffic Regulation Orders (both permanent and temporary) as 


if it were the LHA. The LHA will be unable to properly manage and control its 


network should the Undertaker be given such powers. The LHA already has robust 


set processes for drafting, advertising and making TROs (both permanent and 


Temporary) that are used successfully for other undertakers carrying out works 


on the Highway. There appears to be no justification for obtaining this power 


other than previous precedent.  


 


5.0 Air Quality & Noise 
5.1 With regard to Air Quality, as set out in the Local Impact Report, Environmental campaign 


organisation ClientEarth has challenged the government's Air Quality plans in the High and 


Supreme Courts for failing to include an actions necessary to achieve legal limit value for 


nitrogen dioxide in the shortest possible time. As a result of this legal action Portsmouth City 


Council has been issued with four Ministerial Directions.  These place a legally binding duty 


on the Council to undertake a number of steps to improve air quality in the city, in particular 


to reduce air pollution concentrations across the city to within legal limits in the shortest 


possible time. 


5.2 The Eastern Road water bridge is a 'near exceedance' location. Technical studies have shown 


that the cause of the high nitrogen dioxide concentration in this location is queuing traffic 


travelling northbound out of the city. Whilst the proposals do not suggest lane closures 


along the water bridge, the use of temporary traffic management along the length of 


Eastern Road has potential to lead to queuing traffic in this location. There is a concern that 


the lane closures will result in increased queuing time for vehicles which will have a 


detrimental impact on air pollution concentrations at the 'near exceedance' location, 


potentially pushing this site into exceedance. Equally there is also concern that the lane 


closures on Eastern Road could also result in traffic rerouting via the M275 to travel into/ 


out of the city, meaning that additional traffic will be travelling through the exceedance 


locations, which again are sensitive to increases in traffic volumes and queuing. 


5.3 The mitigation measures included in the Operation Management Plan and ES (chapter on Air 


Quality) are considered sufficient in reducing some of the air quality impacts of the proposal, 


however it is noted that there is uncertainty in the modelling and therefore ", it cannot be 


determined with certainty that an exceedance of the NO2 annual mean objective will not 


occur as a result of diverted traffic." 


5.4 Government require Portsmouth City Council (PCC) to implement a Class B charging Clean 


Air Zone (CAZ) in order to reduce the nitrogen dioxide emissions to within legal limits across 


the city, with a focus on the exceedance locations. If legal limits of concentrations of 


nitrogen dioxide are not met by the end of 2022, PCC could be required to implement a 


more stringent CAZ i.e charging additional vehicle classes vehicles. Therefore proposals 


which risk achievement of this legal objective should not be supported unless sufficient 


mitigation of the impacts can be found. 


5.5 With regard to noise, the key concern is the potential for disruptive overnight construction 


work.  In particular further noise assessment will be necessary, mitigation measures have 







 


not been clarified and there is no mention of the contractors that will be carrying out the 


works. 


6.0 Surface Water Resources 
6.1 Nothing further to add 


7.0 Heritage & Design 
7.1 Nothing further to add 


8.0 Impact on Trees 
8.1 As stated in the RR, trees are a valuable component of the City's gren infrastructure 


network.  In addition, as explained in the RR, PCC's approach, common with many other 


local authorities, is not to TPO trees on its land holdings or in its guardianship.  As such the 


revised proposal tabled by AQUIND on 29 September namely proposing to run the cables 


through Zetland Field (Parcels 7-04 to 7-08) while resulting in a potential reduction in traffic 


disruption through now promoting option 2 (as described in the statement of reasons) will 


have a likely adverse effect on trees in this area that has not been properly and fully 


considered.  PCC are not satisfied that the extent of powers sought by the applicant over 


trees along and adjacent to works are proportionate and appropriate and the necessary 


requirements to the order should reflect the need for PCC to retain control over the 


protection and, if exceptionally required, replacement of trees following a full arboriculture 


assessment based on the accurate route and associated minimum land take. 


 


9.0 Socio-Economics/Human Health 
9.1 The Councils relevant representation and Local Impact report provide detailed concerns in 


respect of the deleterious effect to playing pitches and open space within the city derived 


from the application proposal.  The implications for several business places and community 


assets and services are also identified within those documents. 


11.0 Ground conditions/contamination 
11.1 The inclusion of these areas raises issues not only relating to the acquisition of land but also 


raises issues of public health due to the previous history of the land.  The Milton Allotments 


occupy reclaimed land (formerly a tidal inlet that was reclaimed from the sea and then 


landfilled with inert and non-inert waste).   


11.2 As such and in order to demonstrate that it is not contaminated land, AQUIND must be 


required to carry out the following: 


Preliminary Risk Assessment – Also known as a Phase I Desk Study, this work involves the 


collection and review of many different sources of information including: local authority 


registers, environmental databases, geological maps, and historic records. A site walkover is 


usually also undertaken to identify any specific sources of contamination and to collect 


relevant photographs. This information is compiled to produce a Conceptual Site Model 


(CSM). There are three essential elements to the concept of risk in the context of land 


contamination, which combine to form a ‘contaminant linkage’. In order for a contaminant 


linkage to be active, a source, pathway, and receptor must all be present. 







 


Site Investigation – This work should meet the criteria set out in British Standard 10175 


entitled Investigation of Potentially Contaminated Sites - Code of Practice.   It can typically 


involve completion of boreholes or trial pits and collection of soil or groundwater samples 


for submission to an appropriately accredited laboratory. 


Generic/Detailed Risk Assessment – This process involves assessment of contaminant 


concentrations in the context of the site’s proposed end use. Assessment can be either 


generic (using predefined assessment criteria) or detailed (taking into account a number of 


site and receptor-specific factors). 


Remedial Options Appraisal - Should the risk assessment demonstrate that unacceptable 


risks to human health or the surrounding environment are likely to exist, then some 


remedial work will be necessary. This process involves three key stages:  


Identification of Remedial Options – A short-list of feasible remediation options, capable of 


achieving the remedial targets should be drawn up. 


Remedial Options Appraisal – Each remedial option should be reviewed on its merits and 


drawbacks. Site-specific information should be considered along with the timescale and 


sustainability of each option. 


Development of Remedial Strategy – A remedial method statement should be produced, 


which sets out how the remedial work will be implemented. 


Implementation of the Remedial Strategy - Once the remedial strategy has been approved 


by relevant regulatory authorities then it should be implemented. A verification report 


should be produced upon completion of the work to demonstrate that remedial targets have 


been achieved. This work may include testing of remedial excavations, results of post-


remedial monitoring, certification for imported material or membrane integrity testing, 


amongst other things. Details of ongoing/long-term monitoring may also need to be agreed 


at this stage, possibly under a Section 106 Agreement.  


Upon completion of this process, the site should not pose a significant risk to future users or 


the surrounding environment and should be suitable for its end use. Once this process of site 


assessment has been completed successfully then any associated planning conditions can be 


discharged. 


  


12.0 Onshore Ecology 
12.1  Until there is greater clarity on the final cable route there is potential for significant effects 


on bird disturbance to the Solent SPAs (notably the adjacent Langstone and Chichester 


Harbour SPA, designated predominantly to protect over-wintering birds) and Functionally 


Linked Land lying outside the physical boundaries of the SPA/Ramsar sites used by birds 


associated with the designated sites or measures for mitigation required to reduce impacts 


to acceptable levels to ensure the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 


(the Habitat Regulations) and integrity of any relevant European sites are met.  


12.2  Eastern Solent Coastal Partnership (who provide a comprehensive coastal management 


service and is directly employed by PCC and three other partner authorities) raised concerns 


surrounding the adequacy of the impact mitigation and the impact being secured as part of 







 


coastal defence projects being undertaken to Portsea Island. Cumulative impacts are based 


on inaccurate information and requires updating to reflect overlap in construction and 


therefore in-combination impacts. The DCO needs to ensure any flood defences are retained 


or replaced, to ensure the same level of flood protection is maintained and Aquind reduce 


any cumulative impacts and disruption, to ensure ecological mitigation of sea defence works 


remains effective.  


 Designated Sites and works 


12.3 In respect of Statutory Designated Sites PCC conclude that overall, the ES and supporting 


documents make sensible recommendations regarding mitigation and enhancements to 


ensure a negligible residual effect. On this basis, PCC is satisfied with the mitigation 


proposed in principle as it meets the requirements of Local Plan PCS13 in relation to 


European sites. However, the measures proposed are not yet sufficiently detailed to be able 


to be secured and implemented. PCC are of the strong view that further information 


regarding the specific details of mitigation are still required, and the absence of the relevant 


detail at this stage of the application is of significant concern. For example, further details of 


an ecological programme of works showing phasing and timing, a detailed drawing 


identifying the location and specification of protected species mitigation and enhancement 


measures, as well as details of the areas of turf preservation and reinstatement, seeding and 


planting, long term management of created and reinstated habitats, ECoW involvement, a 


strategy for turf storage and reinstatement with justification for its likely success, planting 


and seeding specifications, taking into account species of local provenance, and suitability 


for the habitat in which planting and seeding will take place, etc. are all considered 


necessary to enable the necessary confidence that no adverse effects to European sites will 


occur. 


12.4 In respect of the Non-Statutory Designated Site of Milton Common SINC PCC note that the 


cable crossing Milton Common was originally ruled out due to technical challenges 


associated with crossing of Milton Common, however it now forms part of the Order Limits. 


It is PCCs opinion that it is likely that the chosen route will either follow the sea defence 


footpath east of Milton Common or follow the southern and western boundaries of Milton 


Common. This SINC underwent a detailed botanical survey confirming the habitats as mainly 


disturbed and widespread, with an area of better quality MG5 grassland being a result of 


mitigation seeding for the recent coastal defences work. Temporary loss of 10.5ha of Milton 


Common SINC is expected, with habitat to be reinstated post-completion. SINCs are 


designated at county level and should be retained and enhanced through the planning 


process.  Local Plan policy PCS13 requires refusal of proposals which result in the net loss of 


area from Milton Common (among other areas of green space identified on Map 21 of the 


Portsmouth Plan), but provided the outline mitigation measures are implemented, there 


should be no net loss. While temporary loss is of less concern it must be highlighted that 


10.5ha is a substantial portion of the SINC, being almost one quarter of its total area.  Effects 


of potential alterations to soil structure are also recognised.  PCC therefore believes that it is 


essential that the applicant provides detail on the programming of this work to ensure its 


ecological function is maintained and to describe any interim measures for protecting green 


infrastructure and maintaining the island’s ecological network while work is underway on 


Milton Common. Micrositing of the cable will be implemented along the chosen route to 


further minimise impacts, and this is welcomed. 







 


12.5 The measures broadly outlined in the Outline CEMP include employment of an Ecological 


Clerk of Works (ECoW) for the scheme. Like many aspects of the applicants proposal 


specifics of the role have not been provided, such as confirmation that they will maintain a 


full-time presence for the life of the scheme and be suitably experienced to cover the range 


of species present across the full works area. PCC again consider that this lack of detail is 


unacceptable at this stage and recommend that a request be made for further detail in this 


regard. 


 Habitats 


12.6 The draft Biodiversity Position Paper reports a significant predicted increases for hedgerow 


units (+5.1%) and calcareous grassland (+157%). However, PCC notes that there is an overall 


post-development net loss of 18.92% across all area-based habitats. PCC is committed to 


supporting habitat creation and retention, as illustrated in PCS13 of the Portsmouth Plan 


which sets out the council’s commitment to ensure that ‘development retains and protects 


the biodiversity value of the development site and produces a net gain in biodiversity 


wherever possible. Any unavoidable negative impacts on biodiversity as a result of 


development should be appropriately mitigated.’ Currently the proposals do not comply with 


local plan policy in this respect, as an overall net loss is proposed.  PCC do not believe that 


the applicant has adequately demonstrated that their proposal has properly considered all 


alternatives available that would result in less ecological harm, nor that the proposal results 


in sufficient benefit to outweigh the harm to biodiversity through the net loss of habitat that 


is acknowledged. 


Protected Species 


12.7 The bat surveys undertaken were restricted to the Converter Station Area. No bat surveys 


were undertaken within Portsmouth, nor a written justification for this within the 


application provided. The ES chapter confirms that construction work will be restricted to 


daylight hours in areas where street lighting is absent, to reduce impacts to bats. The 


applicant has not provided sufficient clarity as to how this will affect areas within PCC, as the 


bat assessment is strongly focussed on the Converter Station Area. PCC are concerned that 


the temporary loss of 10.5ha of suitable bat foraging habitat from Milton Common may be 


significant for the city’s bat population. Even if this habitat had been classed as low 


suitability for bats, the Bat Conservation Trust (BCT) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: 


Good Practice Guidelines (Collins, 2016) recommend one visit per season in spring, summer 


and autumn to conduct transect and automated bat detector surveys, however, these have 


not been undertaken.   PCC are of the opinion that Milton Common needs to be given some 


further evaluation in the local context. Portsmouth is a highly urbanised area, and there are 


very few areas of ‘typical’ high quality foraging habitat in the city – generally confined to 


discreet pockets of more open habitat such as allotments, cemeteries, and parks. The 


seafront and limited adjoining green areas such as Milton Common are among the better 


habitats available to bats in the city. Beach-interfacing habitats can be rich in invertebrates 


and therefore there is the potential for this area to be of potentially higher importance to 


local bat populations than might be expected if Milton Common were located further inland.  


There are relatively few formal bat records held by HBIC for this area of Portsmouth. 


However, it cannot be concluded from this that there are few bats in the city. The paucity of 


records may simply be due to a lack of recording effort. There is a very large number of 


buildings of various ages and construction type in close proximity to Milton Common, and 


many of these are likely to have bat roost suitability. The Common may therefore be of 







 


particular value to local bat populations roosting across the nearby built-up areas. 


Furthermore, coastal and adjacent areas can be of seasonal value to some bat species. While 


the local bat population is likely to be largely dominated by more widespread species more 


adapted to urban environments, coastal areas can be of more seasonal value to species such 


as Nathusius’ pipistrelle (which have been found using other urban and semi-urban areas of 


Hampshire’s coastline).  PCC also note that the CEMP states that the lighting strategy for 


Farlington Playing Fields will be designed in accordance with BCT guidance. There is however 


insufficient details of lighting across the remaining areas of the scheme, if this is indeed 


required, and how lighting will be minimised where possible in line with the guidance.  


Without suitable bat surveys of Milton Common and confirmation of lighting design 


elsewhere in the scheme PCC are of the opinion that the applicant has failed to provide 


necessary detail to enable the Examining Authority to reach an informed understanding of 


how effects on this species group can be adequately avoided, mitigated or compensated 


within the Portsmouth area.  


12.8 Seven bird species of conservation interest were recorded breeding within the site during 


the breeding bird surveys, including black redstart listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and 


Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and six Species of Principal Importance.  Black redstart is 


scarce in the UK and Hampshire and nests in brownfield habitat, relying on surrounding 


supporting habitat for foraging. The species was recorded breeding within Fraser Range and 


this and the immediate surrounding area may play an important part in linking the wider 


population of black redstart across Gosport, Portsmouth and Hayling. The ES chapter 


describes the breeding bird community as important at the Local scale, however PCC would 


assess the survey area to be at least of County importance for breeding birds given that 


black redstart is breeding adjacent to the site. The black redstart nest-site will not be directly 


affected by the proposals.  The ES chapter states that ‘the works’ will be timed to avoid the 


breeding bird season. However, there are also plans to avoid certain works in the wintering 


season, and if both restrictions were applied to the same element of works, that would only 


leave September for these elements.  Without a detailed programme of ecological works to 


explain how relevant works will be scheduled within these constraints PCC is of the opinion 


that the scheme will have an unmitigated adverse impact on protected birds. 


12.9 Much like the works submitted in respect of Bats, the reptile assessment submitted focusses 


on the Converter Station Area, and suitable reptile habitat within PCC have not been 


surveyed. As 10.5ha of Milton Common is to be temporarily lost, and these losses could 


include areas of less-managed grassland and scrub which are suitable for reptiles, PCC 


retains a concern that widespread reptile species may be harmed during the construction 


phase if suitable mitigation is not implemented. Portsea Island is known to support pockets 


of widespread reptile species in available habitat, such as Milton Common. Slow-worm has 


been recorded on Milton Common and common lizard has been recorded in the Land West 


of Fort Cumberland SINC, adjacent to the site. There could be direct harm to individual 


reptiles if suitable mitigation is not implemented. Widespread species of native UK reptile 


(grass snake, slow worm, common lizard and adder) are legally protected under the Wildlife 


and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  A Precautionary Method of Working is outlined for 


reptiles in Section 16.8.9 of the ES Onshore Ecology chapter. However, PCC find it 


unacceptable and unjustified that all areas south of the Converter Station Area have been 


dismissed as unsuitable for reptiles, when this is not the case. Therefore, the suitability of 


the remainder of the site for reptiles requires further consideration. 







 


Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy  


12.10 The Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy sets out the applicant’s intentions for 


providing mitigation for the effects of the proposals on landscape and biodiversity, and 


enhancements. Like many key details of the applicant's proposal, a detailed Landscape and 


Biodiversity Strategy will be produced for approval at a later date. This document is intended 


to provide detailed landscape mitigation, along with management, maintenance and 


monitoring plans. The Outline Strategy outlines management prescriptions for a 5-year 


aftercare period. PCC would suggest that a reasonable expectation for the management plan 


for biodiversity, in light of the above concerns regarding habitat and protected species 


would prescribe measures for the lifetime of the operational phase of the development.  


PCC are also concerned that Paragraph 1.3.2.7 of the outline plan states that no reptiles 


were recorded within the Landfall during surveys. However, the Reptile Survey Report 


appears not to include it.  


13.0 Impact on Coastal Flood Defences 
13.1  The project proposes HDD from Farlington to the north-west of Kendall's Wharf to avoid 


impacts on Langstone Harbour and Phase 1 of the North Portsea Island (NPI) coastal defence 


scheme. The project identifies a construction compound use of the yard to the south-west of 


Kendall's Wharf. Depending on timing there is the potential for conflict with delivery of NPI 


Phase 4 coastal defence works that already has its construction compound there.  


13.2  To the south of Kendall's Wharf there are options for cabling (a) to the west of the Baffins 


Milton Rovers FC playing pitch, through the cricket pitch and the second southern football 


pitch before crossing a car park and into Eastern Road or (b) along the eastern side of the 


Baffins Milton Rovers FC pitch. If the latter option is used it would likely affect the 


landscaping/screening that will be installed as part of the NPI Phase 4 works to mitigate 


disturbance to birds using the Core SWBGS site (P11) from re-routing of the footpath 


landward of the Andrew Simpson Watersports Centre/Tudor Sailing Club.  


13.3  Between Airport Service Road and the northern end of Milton Common the cabling options 


are in the carriageway and/or verge of the highway. The cumulative construction traffic 


effects and potential impacts on access to the NPI construction compounds/haul roads 


requires assessment. However, the Access and Rights of Way Plans includes land to the east 


of the highway that raises potential concern that (a) south of the Langstone Harbour 


Viewing Car Park, this land will be realigned in 2022 as part of the NPI Phase 4 coastal 


defence works and (b) on the northern end of Milton Common, this area will be used as a 


construction compound during the NPI Phase 4 works and based on the current programme 


will be unavailable from April 2021 until September 2022.  


13.4  Across Milton Common, it is anticipated that the cable will progress through the corridor 


adjacent to the path which runs from north-to-south through the Common, parts of which 


form the coastal flood defences. At the northern part of the coastal defences, a short HDD 


will be required below the bund of the coastal defences. The cable would then continue 


south, adjacent to the path to the south-east corner of Milton Common. This suggests that 


only the crossing of the secondary defence will be HDD and the remainder of the route 


across the common will be open trenched.  


13.5  The HRA (ref 6.8.1) and the Winter working restrictions (ref 6.3.16.14) documents indicate 


that no works will be undertaken in SWBGS core, primary or secondary sites during October 







 


to March. There should, therefore, be no impact on the bird usage of the mitigation areas 


ESCP propose on Milton Common to offset the impact of the NPI Phase 4b Compound 6 on 


the SWBGS core site P23R during the winter (NB Aquind ES refers to P23R and P23A – in the 


latest [2018] version of the SWBGS these polygons have been merged and are both now 


included within P23R). However, these mitigation areas are very close and potentially 


overlapping the proposed route north-south across the common. The project must ensure 


that it would not inadvertently impact on the mitigation areas during construction works in 


the summer months and their need to be returned to grass by the end of September.  


14.0 Cumulative Effects 
14.1  New development at Fraser Range Eastney is identified. A planning application for this site, 


ref 19/00420/FUL, has been formally submitted for new housing (for 134 dwellings) with sea 


defence works, which is pending consideration.  


14.2  Reference is also made to Coastal Defence Schemes for Portsea Island. A planning 


application for Phase 4A of the North Portsea Island defence scheme, between Kendall's 


Wharf and the A2030 (Eastern Road), was granted planning permission in July 2019. 


Construction of the Phase 4A works is underway. A planning application submitted for Phase 


4B, between Kendall's Wharf and Milton Common, has been resolved to be in February 2020 


and the intended construction programme will form a continuation of the Phase 4A works. 


Furthermore, in December 2019 planning permission was granted for the £115 million 


Southsea Sea Defence project. It relates to a 55.75ha site along a 4.5km stretch of seafront, 


from Old Portsmouth to Eastney, designed to protect 8,077 homes and 704 businesses from 


the risk of tidal flooding for the next century. Construction is programmed to start in early 


2020 and the project completed in 2026.  


14.3  The HRA in-combination assessment for onshore defers to the onshore ecology cumulative 


effects assessment. The NPI Phase 4 sea defence project (see above) has been screened out 


of cumulative effects with the Aquind project at Stage 2 on the basis that it "…will not 


interact with the Proposed Development to lead to cumulative effects." This cannot be 


accepted as correct. Based on the potential interactions outlined under 'Onshore Ecology' 


and 'Impact on Coastal Flood defences' and, in particular, the potential of the cable route 


and construction works to impact mitigation measures incorporated into the NPI Phase 4 


works to avoid an adverse effect on the SWBGS sites there clearly would be such effects. The 


final cable route and its timing/access would require close working with the ESCP to ensure 


no adverse effect on brent geese and waders  


 


16.0 Concluding Remarks 
16.1 Portsmouth City Council objects in the foregoing terms both in respect of the substance of 


the application, the unjustified scale of the order limits and of the draft DCO scope to 


disapply other consenting regime and to identified procedural failing and legal concerns.  


PCC reserves its position to respond to new evidence as the examination continues 
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1. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 


1.1. PURPOSE OF THE STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND 


 A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement produced as part of 


the application process for an application for a Development Consent Order (DCO) 


and is prepared jointly by the applicant and another party. A SoCG sets out the 


matters of agreement between both parties, matters where there is not agreement 


and matters which are under discussion.  


 In this regard paragraph 58 of the Department for Communities and Local 


Government’s guidance entitled “Planning Act 2008: examination of applications for 


development consent” (26 March 2015) hereafter referred to as DCLG Guidance) 


describes a SoCG as follows:  


“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by the 


applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which they 


agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it is also 


useful if a statement identifies those areas where agreement has not been 


reached. The statement should include references to show where those matters 


are dealt with in the written representations or other documentary evidence.” 


 The aim of a SoCG is to assist the Examining Authority to manage the examination 


of an application for a DCO by providing an understanding of the status of matters at 


hand and allowing the Examining Authority to focus their questioning. The effective 


use of SoCG is expected to lead to a more efficient examination process.  


 A SoCG may be submitted prior to the start or during an Examination and updated 


as necessary or as requested during an Examination.  


1.2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 


 AQUIND Limited (“the Applicant”) submitted an application for the AQUIND 


Interconnector Order (the 'Order') pursuant to Section 37 of the Planning Act 2008 


(as amended) (the “PA2008”) to the Secretary of State on 14 November 2019 (the 


'Application').  


 The Application seeks development consent for those elements of the AQUIND 


Interconnector (the 'Project') located in the UK and the UK Marine Area (the 


'Proposed Development'). 
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 The Project is a new 2,000 MW subsea and underground High Voltage Direct Current 


(‘HVDC’) bi-directional electric power transmission link between the South Coast of 


England and Normandy in France. By linking the British and French electric power 


grids it will make energy markets more efficient, improve security of supply and 


enable greater flexibility as power grids evolve to adapt to different sources of 


renewable energy and changes in demand trends such as the development of electric 


vehicles. The Project will have the capacity to transmit up to 16,000,000 MWh of 


electricity per annum, which equates to approximately 5% and 3% of the total 


consumption of the UK and France respectively. 


 The Proposed Development includes:  


 HVDC marine cables from the boundary of the UK exclusive economic zone to 


the UK at Eastney in Portsmouth; 


 Jointing of the HVDC marine cables and HVDC onshore cables;  


 HVDC onshore cables; 


 A Converter Station and associated electrical and telecommunications 


infrastructure;  


 High Voltage Alternating Current (‘HVAC’) onshore cables and associated 


infrastructure connecting the Converter Station to the Great Britain electrical 


transmission network, the National Grid, at Lovedean Substation; and 


 Smaller diameter fibre optic cables to be installed together with the HVDC and 


HVAC cables and associated infrastructure. 
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1.3. THIS STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND AND THE ROLE OF 


PCC 


 This SoCG has been prepared jointly by the Applicant and Portsmouth City Council 


(“PCC”) in accordance with the DCLG Guidance and precedent examples of SoCG 


available on the Planning Inspectorate’s website.  


 PCC is interested in the Proposed Development as a Local Planning Authority, 


Highway Authority and Street Authority in respect of the parts of the Proposed 


Development located within their administrative boundary. In addition, PCC is an 


owner of land affected by the Proposed Development.  


 PCC would be responsible for discharging many of the requirements of the Order 


associated with development in their administrative area should development 


consent be granted for the Proposed Development. PCC would also be responsible 


for monitoring and enforcing many of the DCO provisions and requirements.  


 For the purpose of this SoCG the Applicant and PCC will be jointly referred to as the 


“Parties”. 


 This Statement of Common Ground has been prepared by AQUIND Limited and is 


considered to represent an accurate reflection of discussions with PCC to Deadline 


1. This draft was issued to PCC prior to a meeting between the parties on 4 August 


2020 and represents the third draft issued by AQUIND to PCC (following earlier drafts 


issued on 18 March 2020 and 15 July 2020). Whilst the matters set out in the various 


iterations of the document have been subject to discussions between the Parties 


PCC have not provided any formal written comments on this or earlier drafts. Further 


discussions will continue to take place throughout the Examination to confirm 


positions on the outstanding issues indicated in this SoCG. 
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2. RECORD OF ENGAGEMENT 


UNDERTAKEN TO DATE 


 The tables below set out a summary of the key meetings and correspondence 


between the parties in relation to the Proposed Development. 
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Table 2.1 - Schedule of pre-application meetings and correspondence 


Date Form of Contact Summary 


10/01/19 Meeting (Planning and Highways, including WCC, EHC, 
HBC, HCC, SDNP) 


Preferred Converter Station location; 
Preliminary Environmental Information Report (“PEIR”) for forthcoming statutory consultation; 
Update on cable route options; 
Land referencing (including Land Interest Questionnaires (“LIQ”)); 
Future engagement; 
Statement of Community Consultation (“SoCC”).  


22/01/19  Meeting (Planning and Highways, including WCC, EHC, 
HBC, HCC, SDNP) 


PEIR and forthcoming statutory consultation / process; 
Cable route options and rationale; 
Alternatives to limit impact of cable route on highway. 


05/02/19  Telecon (Planning and Highways, including WCC, EHC, 
HBC, HCC, SDNP) 


Deposit locations for Consultation Documents; 
Converter Station design and level of information in PEIR.  


07/02/19  
 


Meeting (Planning, Estates, Highways) Cable route options; 
Construction methodology for cable installation; 
Consultation methodology agreed as per SoCC; 
Awareness to recreational space users who may not live in the area; 
Proposed Development and forthcoming consultation; 
Site notices, and appropriate locations along the cable corridor and in car parks of recreational areas. 


15/05/19 Meeting ESCP Update on progress and consultation responses;  
Milton Common proposals and design of sea defences.  


12/06/19 Meeting (Contaminated Land Officer) Review of historical records of contaminated land. 
 


03/07/19  
 


Meeting (Planning and Highways) Onshore Cable Corridor update on technical work; 
Transport Assessment scope;  
Transport SRTM scoping note (methodology and assumptions). 


06/07/19 
 


Meeting (Landscape Viewpoints, visualisations and mitigation requirements for ORS buildings at landfall.  


15/07/19  
 


Meeting (Elected Members and senior officers) February – April 2019 consultation;  
Onshore underground cable route; 
Construction impacts.  


23/07/19 Workshop (LLFA/Drainage, including EA, Portsmouth 
Water and HCC LLFA/Drainage) 


Update on Proposed Development and flood risk profile within the Order Limits;  
Surface water resources and flood risk assessment; 
Permitting requirements;  
Potential constraints at Converter Station; 
Crossing of the ESCP flood defences.  


06/08/19 
Meeting (Environmental Health, including EHDC and HBC) 


Construction noise and vibration along Onshore Cable Corridor.  


09/08/19 
Telecon (Planning, Estates, Transport) Update on Stakeholder meetings; 


Timescales and DCO Process; 
Optioneering Update, specifically, Landfall, Open Space including Bransbury Park and Farlington Playing 
Fields, and Farlington Avenue; 
Targeted Consultation; 
Land Referencing Update. 
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Date Form of Contact Summary 


16/08/19 Telecon Route Option update; 
Targeted Consultation; 
Land Referencing Update. 


22/08/19 Meeting (Planning, Estates, Transport) Onshore Cable Corridor – optioneering update;  
ORS buildings at landfall;  
DCO process.  


30/08/19 Meeting (Planning, ESCP) Coastal defences at Milton Common; 
Phase 4 ESCP works.  


04/09/19 Briefing (Elected Members, Planning) Councillor Briefing on Proposed Development, Onshore Cable Corridor and DCO Process. 


10/09/19 Meeting (Planning, Estates, Transport) Update on planning and transport; 


Elected member concerns on air quality; 


Land interest questionnaire refresh; 


Update on ESCP meeting (30/08/19); 


Works at landfall including the ORS; 


Outputs of traffic (STRM) modelling, focussing on individual junctions; 


AIL routes;  


Utilities; 
Groundwater.  


25/09/2019 Telecon (Planning, Estates, Transport) Project update; 
Progress on Order Limits/refinement; 
ORS at Landfall; 
DCO process.  


08/10/19 Meeting (Planning, Estates, Transport) Order Limits and key changes post consultation, including retained flexibility; 
Landfall, buildings and construction timescale; 
HDD/trenchless crossings; 
Impact on open land; 
Transport update; 
DCO process update. 


29/10/2019 Meeting (Arboriculture, Planning) Review of approach and likely impacts of TPO features; 
Mitigation on worst-case scenario. 


04/11/19 Telecon (Planning, Transport, Estates) Submission update; 
Traffic; 
Air Quality; 
Contaminated Land; 
Arboriculture; 
ORS;  
Ecology;  
Open Space;  
Post Submission and Comms. 
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Date Form of Contact Summary 


18/12/2019  
Updated Order Limits 
Project Description 
Landfall, construction and ORS (and permanent land acquisition) 
Milton Common 
Baffins Milton Rovers and Langstone Playing Fields 
Farlington Playing Fields 
Farlington Avenue 
Portsdown Hill Road 
SoCG 
Section 56 Notices, site notice (additional locations) 
Communications Strategy 


07/01/2020 Meeting 
Project Update 
SoCG and Future Meetings 
Open Space 
Estates/Property and DCO (PCC Land Ownership) 
Communications 


12/03/2020 Telecon 
Project and Examination Update 
Highways, focus on Relevant Representation 
SoCG 


04/08/2020 Telecon 
Examination Update 
SoCG Draft 


11/08/2020 Telecon (Transport) 
Transport update covering Eastern Road Technical Note, traffic management, modelling, survey data and 
abnormal loads 


28/09/2020 Telecon 
Run through of route through Portsmouth City Council’s area of jurisdiction (including changes to the Order 
limits post submission, to be submitted at Deadline 1). 
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3. SUMMARY OF TOPICS COVERED BY 


THE STATEMENT OF COMMON 


GROUND 


3.1. COVERED IN THE STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND  


 The following topics discussed between the Applicant and PCC are discussed within 


this SoCG: 


 Planning policy 


 Needs for the Proposed Development 


 Landscape and visual amenity 


 Ecology (including arboriculture) 


 Soils and agricultural land use 


 Ground conditions 


 Groundwater 


 Surface water and flood risk 


 Heritage and archaeology 


 Traffic and transport 


 Air quality 


 Noise and vibration 


 Socio-economics 


 Human health 


 Waste and material resources 


 Cumulative effects 


 Onshore Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (“Onshore 


CEMP”) 


 Draft DCO (including requirements to the draft DCO) 


 Optical Regeneration Stations 


 Community Fund 
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 Where helpful to assist with an explanation of the position of the Parties these topics 


have been split into sections to align with the Onshore Cable Corridor within the 


administrative boundary of PCC: 


 Section 4 (south) – London Road/Portsdown Hill Road to Burnham Road 


 Section 5 – Farlington 


 Section 6 – Zetland Fields and Sainsbury’s Car Park 


 Section 7 – Farlington junction to Airport Service Road 


 Section 8 – Great Salterns Golf Course to Velder Avenue/Moorings Way 


 Section 9 – Velder Avenue/Moorings Way to Bransbury Road 


 Section 10 – Eastney (Landfall) 
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4. CURRENT POSITION 


 


 


4.1. PLANNING POLICY 


Table 4.1 - Planning Policy 


Ref. Description of 


matter 


Current Position RAG 


Planning Policy  


PCC 


4.1.1 


Role of NPS EN-1 It is agreed that the relevant National Policy Statement for the Proposed Development is the Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1) 


(2011) and represents the primary policy basis for the determination of the application as set out in the Planning Statement (APP-108). 


Agreed 


PCC 


4.1.2 


PCC 


Development Plan  


Local planning policies from the relevant authorities can be ‘important and relevant’ considerations for the Secretary of State (‘SoS’) in determining the 


Application. The Development Plan for PCC comprises (as set out at Appendix 4 of the Planning Statement (APP-108)):  


 The Portsmouth Plan (2012); 


 Portsmouth City Local Plan saved policies (2006); and the 


 Seafront Masterplan SPD (2013). 


 Eastney Beach Habitat Restoration and Management Plan SPD (2014).  


 Parking Standards and Transport Assessments SPD adopted (2014).  


 Air Quality and Pollution SPD (2006).  


 Developing Contaminated Land SPG (2004).  


Agreed 


 


4.2. NEED FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 


Table 4.2 - Need for the Proposed Development 


Ref. Description of 


matter 


Current Position RAG 


PCC 


4.2.1 


Need for the 


development  


The overarching need for the Proposed Development as set out in the Needs and Benefits Report (APP-115) is a matter for consideration by the SoS as 


decision maker in considering applications for development consent under the Planning Act 2008.  


On-


going 


PCC 


4.2.2 


Wider benefits  The Needs and Benefits Report (APP-115) also sets out the wider benefits of the Proposed Development in terms of job creation and economic activity. 


PCC views are sought on these benefits outlined at Section 2.4 of the Needs and Benefits Report where they relate to the local area, specifically: 


 new employment opportunities (section 2.4.4.); and 


 wider economic activity (section 2.4.5)  


On-


going 


 


 


 


4.3. LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL AMENITY 
Table 4.3 - Landscape and Visual Amenity 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Landscape and Visual Amenity  
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4.4. ECOLOGY (INCLUDING ARBORICULTURE) 


Table 4.4 - Ecology (including Arboriculture) 


PCC  


4.3.1 


Area of study relevant to PCC  It is agreed that the parts of the Landscape and Visual Amenity assessment set out in Chapter 15 of the ES (APP-130) 


relevant to PCC are Sections 4 (London Road/Portsdown Hill Road to Burnham Road (south)) to Section 10 (Eastney - 


Landfall) which fall within PCC’s administrative boundary.  


Agreed 


PCC 


4.3.2 


ES Methodology - Study Area The 120 m study area on either side of the cable route is agreed (as noted at paragraph 15.1.2.6 of Chapter 15 of the ES 


APP-130) The scoping out of permanent significant operational effects on landscape and visual receptors within and 


beyond the 120 m buffer on either side of the Onshore Cable Corridor is also agreed (as per paragraph 15.3.5.1). 


Agreed 


PCC 


4.3.3 


ES Methodology - Study Area It is agreed (as noted at paragraph 15.1.2.7 of Chapter 15 of the ES APP-130) that a 300 m study area around the 


Landfall is appropriate, with no requirement for a Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) for the Optical Regeneration 


Station(s) (ORS). 


Agreed 


PCC  


4.3.4 


ES Methodology - Study Area The locations of the verified views and wirelines for the ORS at Landfall have been agreed (as noted at paragraph 


15.4.4.24 of Chapter 15 of the ES APP-130). 


Agreed 


PCC  


4.3.5 


ES Baseline  The landscape and visual baseline environment is set out at section 15.5.3 of Chapter 15 of the ES APP-130). AQUIND 


welcome PCC’s review and agreement of this baseline for the relevant sections.  


On-


going 


PCC  


4.3.6 


Predicted impacts  The impacts considered to have the potential to give rise to temporary significant effects during construction of the 


Proposed Development in relation to the Onshore Cable Corridor and Landfall are identified at section 15.3.6 of Chapter 


15 of the ES (APP-130). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement that these represent an accurate reflection of 


the predicted impacts.  


On-


going 


PCC  


4.3.7 


Mitigation - Outline Landscape and Biodiversity 


Strategy 


The Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy (APP-506) submitted with the Application and the extent of the mitigation 


in the Strategy relating to the ORS at the Landfall are matters to be discussed and yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.3.8 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – General 


Environmental Control Measures 


The measures set out in the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) section 5.2 (Landscape and Visual Amenity) are yet to be 


agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.3.9 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Location 


Specific Construction Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505): 


 section 6.2.3 (Landscape and Visual Amenity); 
 section 6.5.1 (Section 4 - Hambledon Road to Farlington Avenue - Arboriculture and Landscape); 
 section 6.6.1 (Section 5 - Farlington - Arboriculture and Landscape); 
 section 6.7.1 (Section 6 - Zetland Field and Sainsbury's Car Park - Arboriculture and Landscape); 
 section 6.8.1 (Section 7 - Farlington Junction to Airport Service Road - Arboriculture and Landscape); 
 section 6.9.1 (Section 8 - Eastern Road (adjacent to Great Salterns Golf Course) To Moorings Way - Arboriculture and 


Landscape); 
 section 6.10.1 (Section 9 - Mooring Way to Bransbury Road - Arboriculture and Landscape); and 
 section 6.11.1 (Section 10 - Eastney (Landfall) - Arboriculture and Landscape); 
are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.3.10 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Onshore 


Monitoring Plan 


The measures set out in the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) section 7.1 (Onshore Monitoring Plan - Landscape and 


Visual Amenity - Management of Vegetation) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.3.11 


Residual effects  Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of 


the assessment of residual effects set out at Tables 15.10 and 15.11 of Chapter 15 of the ES (APP-130). 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.3.12 


Requirement – detailed landscaping scheme The draft DCO (APP-019) requirements (7 and 8) relating to the need for a detailed landscaping scheme, comprising hard 


and soft landscaping, and a scheme of implementation and maintenance (LPA approval) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 
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Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Ecology (including Arboriculture)  


PCC 


4.4.1 


Area of study relevant to PCC  It is agreed that the parts of the Onshore Ecology assessment set out in Chapter 16 of the ES (APP-131) relevant to PCC 


are Sections 4 (London Road/Portsdown Hill Road to Burnham Road (south)) to Section 10 (Eastney - Landfall) which fall 


within PCC’s administrative boundary.  


Agreed 


PCC 


4.4.2 


ES Methodology – Study Area It is agreed (as noted in section 16.1.2 of Chapter 16 of the ES APP-131that the study areas for the Preliminary Ecological 


Appraisal (“PEA”) for ecological features is appropriate. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.4.3 


ES Baseline The ecological baseline as set out at section 16.5 of Chapter 16 of the ES APP-131. AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and 


agreement of this baseline for the relevant sections. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.4.4 


Predicted impacts The impacts are identified with regards to ecological/environmental designations and species in relation to the Onshore Cable 


Corridor and Landfall are identified (including mitigation) at sections 16.5.1.47 to 60, 16.6.2 and 16.6.3 of Chapter 16 of the 


ES (APP-131, and associated Appendix 16.3 (APP-411)). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement that these 


represent an accurate reflection of the predicted impacts. 


PCC have raised concerns on the lack of clarity on the final cable route, and a resultant potential for significant effects on 
bird disturbance to the Solent SPAs (notably Langstone and Chichester Harbour SPA) and the functionally linked land. As 
such the predicted impacts on Chichester and Langstone Harbour are identified in paragraph 16.6.2.3 to 16.6.2.19 of 
Chapter 16 of the ES and are yet to be agreed.  


On-


going 


PCC 


4.4.5 


Mitigation - embedded The embedded mitigation measures are set out in paragraphs 16.6.2.1 of Chapter 16 of the ES (APP-131) and are yet to 


be agreed with PCC. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.4.6 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – General 


Environmental Control Measures 


The agreement of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505): 


 section 5.3 (Onshore Ecology), including precautionary methods of works and arboriculture are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.4.7 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – 


Location Specific Construction Environmental 


Control Measures 


The agreement of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505): 


 section 6.2.1 (Onshore Ecology); 


o Winter Restriction of Works Adjacent to Chichester and Langstone Harbour SPA; 


o Bats and Lighting (Farlington Playing Fields); 


o Soil Horizon Preservation (Milton Common SINC, unimproved and semi-improved grassland); and 


o Ground Protection (Milton Common SINC, unimproved and semi-improved grassland); 


 section 6.2.2 (Arboriculture)section 6.5.1 (Section 4 Hambledon Road to Farlington Avenue - Arboriculture and 


Landscape); 


 section 6.6.1 (Section 5 Farlington - Arboriculture and Landscape); 


 section 6.7.1 (Section 6 Zetland Field and Sainsbury’s Car Park - Arboriculture and Landscape); 


 section 6.8.1 (Section 7 Farlington Junction to Airport Service Road - Arboriculture and Landscape); 


 section 6.9.1 (Section 8 Eastern Road (adjacent to Great Salterns Golf Course) To Moorings Way - Arboriculture and 


Landscape); 


 section 6.10.1 (Section 9 Moorings Way to Bransbury Road - Arboriculture and Landscape); 


 section 6.11.1 (Section 10 Eastney (Landfall) - Arboriculture and Landscape) 


are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.4.8 


Mitigation - Onshore Monitoring Plan The agreement of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505): 


 section 7.1 (Onshore Monitoring Plan - Arboriculture - Protection of trees); 


 section 7.1 (Onshore Monitoring Plan - Onshore Ecology - Seed harvesting and reseeding at Denmead Meadows, Kings 


Pond Meadow SINC and Unimproved Neutral Grassland); and 


On-


going 
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4.5. GROUND CONDITIONS 


Table 4.5 - Ground Conditions 


 section 7.1 (Onshore Monitoring Plan - Onshore Ecology - Construction impacts to the environment) 


are yet to be agreed. 


PCC 


4.4.9 


Residual effects Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of 


the assessment of residual effects set out in section 16.9 and table 16.9 of Chapter 16 of the ES (APP-131). 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.4.10 


Requirement - Biodiversity Management 


Strategy/Plan 


Draft DCO (APP-019) Requirement 9 relating to the need for a Biodiversity Management Strategy/Plan with mitigation and 


enhancement measures (LPA approval) is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.4.11 


Arboriculture 
The details set out in sections 1.3.1 -1.3.4.1 of the submitted Arboriculture Report (APP-411) are yet to be agreed. 


It is acknowledged that PCC do not protect trees under its own control (within PCC land). A summary of effects for onshore 
ecology are included at Table 16.9 of ES Chapter 16 Onshore Ecology (APP-131) and include for the loss of Category A 
trees. The loss of Category B tree and dense and scattered scrub is scoped out of the assessment as per Table 16.1. These 
effects are yet to be agreed. 


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.4.12 


Mitigation 
PCC have advised that the loss of any trees must be avoided and subsequently the details set out in sections 1.7.5 to 1.7.11 
identifying the baseline arboricultural conditions, potential impacts and specific mitigation within the submitted Arboriculture 
Report (APP-411) are yet to be agreed. 


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.4.13 


 
PCC are concerned about the potential removal of significant trees within the local authority area as identified in Schedule 
11 of the dDCO. The inclusion of the TPO trees within Schedule 11 of the dDCO (APP-019) and other non-protected trees 
within PCC, and Articles 41 and 42 of Part 7 of the dDCO is yet to be agreed.  


Ongoing  


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Ground Conditions  


PCC 


4.5.1 


ES Methodology – Study Area 
It is agreed that the study areas as identified in section 18.1.2 of ES Chapter 18 (APP-133) is appropriate. Agreed 


PCC 


4.5.2 


ES Methodology – Modelling 
It is agreed that the assessment methodology (as identified in section 18.8 of ES Chapter 18, APP-133) including for the 
completion of a Preliminary Risk Assessment (PRA) and preliminary Conceptual Site Model (CSM) to inform further 
ground investigation work and the Generic Quantitative Risk Assessment (GQRA) (APP-429) is appropriate.  


Agreed 


PCC 


4.5.3 


ES Methodology – Modelling 
Following the initial ground investigation carried out along the route as part of the ES the CSM was updated accordingly. It 
is further agreed that where the initial ground investigation and GQRA identified a potentially significant contamination risk 
to sensitive receptors more detailed ground investigation would be carried out following any grant of the Order. This would 
be carried out to confirm the required level of remediation and any other mitigation measures. 


Agreed 


PCC 


4.5.4 


ES Baseline 
The ground conditions baseline environment is set out at section 18.5 of ES Chapter 18 (APP-133) AQUIND welcome 
PCC’s review and agreement of this baseline for the relevant sections. 


PCC consider that a detailed assessment of contaminated land should have been expected as part of the DCO application 
to build upon the desk study completed with a conceptual model completed for each area. The Conceptual Site Model 
described in section 18.5.3 of ES Chapter 18 Ground Conditions and provided for each section in Appendix 18.1 (APP-429) 
is yet to be agreed. 


On-
going 
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4.6. GROUNDWATER 


Table 4.6 - Groundwater 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Groundwater  


PCC 


4.6.1 


ES Methodology – Study Area It is agreed that the 0.5 km study areas as identified in section 19.1.2 of ES Chapter 19 (APP-134) is appropriate. Agreed 


PCC 


4.5.5 


ES Baseline – Pollution  
Details for the location of further survey work identified as a post DCO deliverable as identified in section 11.2.1.1 the ES 
chapter 18 (APP-133) are yet to be agreed. Further discussion regarding agreeing locations/ further surveys is ongoing.  


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.5.6 


ES Baseline – Historic  
PCC have requested a watching brief for the Proposed Development for any unexpected areas of pollution. Details of the 
proposed mitigation for construction and decommissioning, including a watching brief as set out in section 18.9.2 of ES 
chapter 18 (APP-133) are yet to be agreed.  


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.5.7 


ES Baseline – Historical Use/Mitigation  
The ground conditions baseline environment set out at section 18.9.1.1 – 18.9.3.2 of ES Chapter 18 (APP-133) is yet to be 
agreed.  


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.5.8 


Predicted Impacts  
The impacts during construction of the Proposed Development in relation to the Onshore Cable Corridor and Landfall are 
identified at sections 18.7.3 and 18.7.4 (for construction and operation respectively) of Chapter 18 of the ES (APP-133). 
AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement that these represent an accurate reflection of the predicted impacts. 


On-
going 


PCC 


4.5.9 


Predicted Impacts - CSM Results 
The outcome/results of the Conceptual Site Model (CSM) (section 6 of ES Chapter 18 (APP-133) are yet to be agreed. On-


going 


PCC 


4.5.10 


Mitigation at Milton Common 
The proposed mitigation for Milton Common in ES Chapter 18 (APP-133, section 18.9.2.3) is yet to be agreed. On-


going 


PCC 


4.5.11 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – General 


Environmental Control Measures 
PCC have identified the need for a Method Statement to include for remediation and waste disposal. The measures set 
out in section 5.5 (Ground Conditions) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) specifically section 5.5 and its associated 
Appendix 4 – Outline Materials Management Plan which includes for a Remediation Strategy are yet to be agreed.  


On-


going 


PCC 


4.5.12 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Location 


Specific Construction Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in section 6.9.2 (Section 8 - Eastern Road (adjacent to Great Salterns Golf Course) To Moorings 
Way - Ground Conditions) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.5.13 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Onshore 


Monitoring Plan 
The measures set out in section 7.1 – (Onshore Monitoring Plan - Onshore Ecology - Construction impacts to the 
environment) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.5.14 


Residual effects 
Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of 
the assessment of residual effects set out in section 18.10 and table 18.8 of Chapter 18 of the ES (APP-133). 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.5.15 


Requirement 13 – Contaminated Land and 


Groundwater 
The draft DCO (APP-019) and its Requirement 13 for a written scheme, per phase, to deal with contaminated land, 
including groundwater (LPA approval in consultation with the EA (and MMO for intertidal area)) is yet to be agreed.  


Additional provision within Requirement 13 relating to unexpected contamination, and a scheme to deal with such 
contamination, remediation works, and verification is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 
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Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


PCC 


4.6.2 


ES Baseline The baseline environment is set out at section 19.5 of ES Chapter 19 (APP-134) AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and 


agreement of this baseline for the relevant sections. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.6.3 


Predicted Impacts The predicted impacts (section 19.6.4 to 19.6.9 of ES Chapter 19, APP-134) are considered in light of embedded 


mitigation identified in section 19.6.1. AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement that these represent an accurate 


reflection of the predicted impacts. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.6.4 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – General 


Environmental Control Measures 
The measures set out in section 5.6 (Groundwater) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.6.5 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Location 


Specific Construction Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in section 6.2.5 (Groundwater) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 
On-


going 


PCC 


4.6.6 


Residual Effect 
Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement 


of the assessment of residual effects set out in section 19.8 and at Table 19.7 of Chapter 19 of the ES (APP-134). 


On-


going 


4.7. SURFACE WATER RESOURCES AND FLOOD RISK 


Table 4.7 - Surface Water Resources and Flood Risk 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Surface Water Resources and Flood Risk  


PCC 


4.7.1 


ES Methodology – Study Area It is agreed that the study area as identified in section 20.1.2 of ES Chapter 20 (APP-135) is appropriate. Agreed 


PCC 


4.7.2 


ES Baseline The baseline environment as per the details set out in section 20.5 of ES Chapter 20 (APP-135) are yet to be agreed. It is 


noted that PCC disagree with the baseline within Chapter 20. The Applicant can confirm that the EA flood maps have been 


updated since the publication of the ES and this is being reviewed with regards to the baseline environment. Subsequently, 


the Applicant agrees that the ORS building is located in Flood Zone 3. 


The baseline for all other relevant sections of the Order Limits is agreed.  


On-


going 


PCC 


4.7.3 


East Solent Coastal Partnership The East Solent Coastal Partnership are a body formed by PCC and it agreed that PCC will comment on behalf of the 


East Solent Coastal Partnership in this SoCG in relation to matters relating to the North Portsea Island Coastal Schemes 


(Milton Common and Great Salterns Quay, and Eastern Road and Kendall’s Wharf). 


Agreed 


PCC 


4.7.4 


Coastal Flood Defences It is agreed in principle that works adjacent to the coastal flood defences can and will be designed to avoid works to existing 


or proposed coastal flood defence alignments.  


The principle of a short HDD (HDD-6) under the existing coastal flood defence to the north bund, west of Frog Lake is 


accepted. 


Furthermore, the principle of the proposed Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) under Broom Channel (Langstone Harbour 


HDD-3) to pass below or avoid any sheet piling associated to the coastal flood defence is also agreed. 


See section 20.7.5.6 and 20.9.2.3 of ES Chapter 20 (APP-135). 


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.7.5 


Potential conflict with the proposed 


construction compound and delivery of NPI 


Phase 4 


Details as set out in section 20.7.5.6 and 20.9.2.3 covering embedded mitigation associated with the ESCP coastal flood 


defence works within ES Chapter 20 (APP-135). 


On-


going 
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4.8. HERITAGE AND ARCHAEOLOGY 


Table 4.8 - Heritage and Archaeology 


PCC consider that depending on timing of the construction of the Proposed Development, there is the potential for conflict 
with delivery of NPI Phase 4 coastal defence works construction compound to the yard to the south-west of Kendall's Wharf.  
The Applicant is in the process of arranging a meeting with ESCP to discuss the timings of potential works. 


PCC 


4.7.6 


Cumulative constriction traffic effects/ potential 


impacts on access to the NPI construction 


compound  


PCC are concerned that the Access and Rights of Way Plans include land to the east of the highway that raises potential 


concern that: 


(a) south of the Langstone Harbour Viewing Car Park where land will be realigned in 2022 as part of the NPI Phase 4 


coastal defence works and  


(b) on the northern end of Milton Common, this area will be used as a construction compound during the NPI Phase 4 


works and based on the current construction programme will be unavailable from April 2021 until September 2022. 


Details as set out in section 20.8.1.1 and 20.9.2.10 on cumulative effects within ES Chapter 20 (APP-135) are yet to be 


agreed. Further detail on Cumulative effects are set out in Chapter 29 of the ES (APP-144). 


On-


going  


PCC 


4.7.7 


Embedded Mitigation 
Details regarding the existing and proposed flood defences and embedded mitigation in paragraph 20.7.5.6 set out in 
section 20.5.5 the ES Chapter 20 (APP-135) are yet to be agreed. 


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.7.8 


Predicted Impacts The impacts of the Proposed Development in relation to the Onshore Cable Corridor and Landfall are identified at section 


20.7 of Chapter 20 of the ES (APP-135). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement that these represent an 


accurate reflection of the predicted impacts. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.7.9 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – General 


Environmental Control Measures 


The measures set out in section 5.7 (Surface Water Resources and Flood Risk) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) 


are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.7.10 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Location 


Specific Construction Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in sections 6.2.6 (Surface Water Resources and Flood Risk) and section 6.3.5 (Temporary Surface 


Water Management) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.7.11 


Residual effects 
Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of 


the assessment of residual effects set out at section 20.10 and table 20.12 of Chapter 20 of the ES (APP-135). 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.7.12 


Requirement 12 – Surface and Foul Water 


Drainage 
Draft DCO (APP-019) Requirement 12 requiring written details, per phase, of surface and foul water drainage systems to 


accord with FRA (APP-439) (LPA approval in consultation with the sewerage and drainage authority) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.7.13 


Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 
The measures set out in the Flood Risk Assessment (APP-439) are yet to be agreed. 


The Applicant agrees that the FRA (APP-439) requires updating following a change in Flood Zone from 2 to 3 at the ORS 


location. An updated FRA and sequential test is being produced to address the change in the Environment Agency flood 


date. PCC will need to review the updated documents and the measures set out within. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.7.14 


Design and Access Statement (DAS) 
The DAS (APP-114) which incorporates flood risk design measures for the ORS are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Heritage and Archaeology  
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4.9. TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT 


Table 4.9 - Traffic and Transport 


PCC 


4.8.1 


ES Methodology – study area It is agreed that the study area of 500 m as set out in section 21.1.2 of ES Chapter 21 (APP-136) is appropriate. Agreed 


PCC 


4.8.2 


Engagement It is agreed that engagement will be undertaken with the Hampshire County Council (HCC) Archaeologist, as representative for 


PCC. 


Agreed 


PCC 


4.8.3 


Scope of Geophysical Survey The scope is agreed with the HCC Archaeologist, and survey subsequently completed. Agreed 


PCC 


4.8.4 


ES Baseline The baseline environment is set out at section 21.5 of ES Chapter 21 (APP-136). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement 


of this baseline for the relevant sections. Further to the identified areas of archaeological interest, Requirement 14 provides for the 


provision of a written scheme of investigation and is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.8.5 


Predicted impacts Impacts considered to have the potential to give rise to likely significant effects are set out at section 21.6.2 of ES Chapter 21 (APP-


136).  


AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement that these represent an accurate reflection of the predicted impacts. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.8.6 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – 


General Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in section 5.8 (Heritage and Archaeology) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. On-


going 


PCC 


4.8.7 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – 


Onshore Monitoring Plan 


The measures set out in section 7.1 (Onshore Monitoring Plan - Heritage and Archaeology - Archaeological remains) of the 


Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.8.8 


Residual effects  Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of the 


assessment of residual effects set out at section 21.9 and table 21.6 of Chapter 21 of the ES (APP-136). 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.8.9 


Requirement 14 - Archaeology Draft DCO (APP-109) Requirement 14 requiring a Written Scheme of Investigation for areas of interest as identified in the ES 


(LPA approval), with works carried out in accordance with the approved scheme is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


  Note that further reference to archaeology is contained within the Hampshire County Council SoCG as the archaeological advisor 


to PCC.  


 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Traffic/Transport/Highways  


PCC 


4.9.1 


ES Methodology – Study Area & Model The details within section 22.1.2 of ES Chapter 22 (APP-137)) and the Transport Assessment, incorporating the SRTM 


Scoping Note (APP-448) are yet to be agreed.  


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.2 


ES Methodology - Scenarios The assessment methodology as per section 22.4 of ES Chapter 22 (APP-137) and the coding note to be tested within the 


SRTM is agreed. 


The Transport Assessment, incorporating the SRTM Scoping Note (APP-448) are yet to be agreed, with PCC concerned 


that the "worst case" scenario modelling does not cover a possible cable route along the A2030 between Tangier Road and 


Eastern Avenue, or cumulative residual impacts of traffic merging to pass-by works. The Applicant has provided a 


Technical Note (ERTN01) which seeks to address the modelling queries raised by PCC. PCC are in the process of 


reviewing the Note to advise of the modelling is agreed. 


On-


going 
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PCC 


4.9.3 


Predicted impacts The predicted impacts are identified in section 22.6 (specifically sections 22.6.8 to 22.6.14) of ES Chapter 22 (APP-137). 


AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement that these represent an accurate reflection of the predicted impacts. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.4 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – General 


Environmental Control Measures 


The measures set out in the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505): 


 Section 5.9 (Traffic and Transport) of the Onshore Outline CEMP, referring to the Framework CTMP and Framework 


TMS; 


 Section 5.12 (Socio-Economics), of the Onshore Outline CEMP referring to the Framework CTMP, Framework TMS and 


additional traffic management, are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.5 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Location 


Specific Construction Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in sections 6.2.7 (Noise and Vibration), referring to out of hours working hours and section 6.2.9 


(Human Health), referring to road closures and access, of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.6 


Residual effects Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of 


the assessment of residual effects set out in section 22.9 and table 22.10 of Chapter 22 of the ES (APP-137). 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.7 


Requirement 10 – Details of access to a 


Highway by Vehicular Traffic 


Draft DCO (APP-019) Requirement 10 requiring written details of siting, design, layout, visibility splays, access 


management measures and maintenance programme for permanent or temporary access to a highway to be used by 


vehicular traffic (LHA approval) is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.8 


Requirement 17 – Construction Traffic 


Management Plan 


Draft DCO (APP-019) Requirement 17 requiring a Construction Traffic Management Plan in accordance with the framework 


construction traffic management plan, per phase (LHA approval) is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.10 


Location of Joint Bays  
It is agreed that joint bay locations are to be discussed and agreed subject to DCO approval. The Environmental Statement 
Volume 2 – Figure 24.2 Illustrative Cable Route (APP-336), HDD sites and Joint Bays for noise and vibration assessment, 
provides indicative joint bay locations to aid discussions. 


 


PCC 


4.9.11 


Co-ordination of third parties on the public 


Highway 
PCC have advised that they may be operating a permit scheme by summer 2020, with a lane rental scheme to follow. The 
Applicant notes this position and welcomes and updates regarding progress of the permit scheme. 


On-


going  


PCC 


4.9.12 


Requirement 19 – Traffic Management 


Strategy 
Draft DCO (APP-019) Requirement 19 requiring a Traffic Management Strategy in accordance with the framework traffic 


management strategy is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.12 


Requirement 21 – Travel Plan 
Draft DCO (APP-019) Requirement 21 requiring a Travel Plan for the contractors workforce (LPA/LHA approval) are yet to 


be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.9.23 


Abnormal Loads 
The Applicant agrees with PCC in that the reference to abnormal loads within the Framework Traffic Management Plan 


incorrectly states that "a vehicle is considered abnormal when…. the gross weight is over 80 tonnes". This is to be rectified 


in an updated version of the FTMP to be submitted to the ExA for consideration to align with the definition (over 44 tonnes) 


within the Glossary (APP-006). 


On-


going 
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4.10. AIR QUALITY 


Table 4.10 - Air Quality 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Air Quality  


PCC 


4.10.1 


ES Methodology – study area The area of study is agreed (as noted at section 23.1.2 of ES Chapter 23 (APP-138). Agreed 


PCC 


4.10.2 


ES Methodology It is agreed that use of the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) Dust Assessment methodology, aligned with the 


Transport Assessment and modelling referred in 4.1.14 above), and set out in section 23.4.2 of ES Chapter 23 (APP-138) is 


appropriate.  


It is also agreed that the assessment should include emissions related to traffic diversions, construction traffic, and the 


temporary and permanent emissions from backup power generation. 


Agreed 


PCC 


4.10.3 


ES Baseline The baseline is set out at section 23.5 of ES Chapter 23 (APP-138). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement of this 


baseline for the relevant sections. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.10.4 


Predicted impacts The potential air quality impacts are identified at section 23.6 of Chapter 23 of the ES (APP-138). AQUIND welcome PCC’s 


review and agreement that these represent an accurate reflection of the predicted impacts. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.10.5 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – 


General Environmental Control Measures 


The measures set out in section 5.10 (Air Quality) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. On-


going 


PCC 


4.10.6 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – 


Onshore Monitoring Plan 


The measures set out in section 7.1 (Onshore Monitoring Plan - Air Quality - Human and Ecological receptors) of the 


Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.10.7 


Residual effects Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of 


the assessment of residual effects set out in table 23.79 of Chapter 23 of the ES (APP-138). 


On-


going 
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4.11. NOISE AND VIBRATION 


Table 4.11 - Noise and Vibration 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Noise and Vibration  


PCC 


4.11.1 


ES Methodology – study area The study area as set out in paragraphs 24.1.2.5 to 24.1.2.11 of ES Chapter 24 (APP-139) is agreed. Agreed 


PCC 


4.11.2 


ES Methodology The detailed methodology for construction noise and vibration assessment and baseline information set out in section 


24.4 of ES Chapter 24 (APP-139) is agreed. 


Agreed 


PCC 


4.11.3 


ES Baseline The baseline environment is set out at section 24.5 of ES Chapter 24 (APP-139). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and 


agreement of this baseline for the relevant sections. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.11.4 


Predicted impacts The impacts of Noise and Vibration for the Proposed Development are set out in section 24.6 of Chapter 24 of the ES 


(APP-139). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement that these represent an accurate reflection of the predicted 


impacts. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.11.5 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – General 


Environmental Control Measures 


The measures set out in section 5.11 (Noise and Vibration) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be 


agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.11.6 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Location 


Specific Construction Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in section 6.2.1 (Onshore Ecology), referring to construction noise effects on Wintering Birds and 


section 6.2.7 (Noise and Vibration) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.11.7 


Requirement 20 – Control of noise during 


operation 
Draft DCO (APP-019) Requirement 20 with regards to the ORS, a noise management plan setting out particulars of noise 


attenuation and mitigations to minimise noise, and a scheme for monitoring and attenuation and mitigation measures, and 


a complaints procedure (LPA approval), in accordance with BS4142:2014 (See below for ORS) is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


 


4.12. SOCIO-ECONOMICS 


Table 4.12 - Socio-economics 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Socio-economics  


PCC 4.12.1 ES Methodology – Study 


Area 


The study area is set out in section 25.1.2 of ES Chapter 25 (APP-140). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement of the 


study area. 


On-going 


PCC 4.12.2 ES Baseline The baseline environment is set out at section 25.5 of ES Chapter 25 (APP-140). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and agreement 


of this baseline for the relevant sections. 


On-going 


PCC 4.12.3 Predicted impacts The predicted impacts set out at section 25.7 of ES Chapter 25 (APP-140) are yet to be agreed. On-going 


PCC 4.12.4 Parking The details for parking set out in section 25.7 of ES Chapter 25 (APP-140) are yet to be agreed, with PCC concerned about the 


temporary loss of provision to Farlington Playing Fields. 


Ongoing 


PCC 4.12.5 Access to Farlington 


Playing Fields/Bransbury 


Park 


The details for access to Farlington Playing Fields and Bransbury Park  set out in Table 25.14 of ES Chapter 25 (APP-140) are yet 


to be agreed. 


Ongoing  
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PCC 4.12.6 Time required for 


reinstatement of playing 


fields  


The details for reinstatement of open space set out in ES Chapter 25 (APP-140) are yet to be agreed, with PCC raising concerns 


about the time taken for reinstatement of pitches for re-use. Further detail on reinstatement options is provided in the Framework 


Management Plan for Recreational Impacts submitted to PCC for comment in advance of finalisation and submission to the ExA. 


Ongoing  


PCC 4.12.7 Timing/ Temporary loss of 


open space 


The details of the timing and temporary loss of open space set out in section 25.10 of ES Chapter 25 (APP-140) and illustrative 


phasing included in Appendix 25.5 (APP-473) are yet to be agreed. 


Further detail on how the impacts on recreational assets can be mitigated is provided in the Framework Management Plan for 
Recreational Impacts submitted to PCC for comment in advance of finalisation and submission to the ExA. 


Ongoing 


PCC 4.12.8 Accessibility of allotments  The details as set out in 3.6.4.45 – 3.6.4.46 ES Chapter 3 (APP-118) confirming the cable installation via HDD under Milton 


Allotments, and confirming access over the paths during installation for monitoring works is yet to be agreed.  


Ongoing  


PCC 4.12.9 Loss of Open Space 


regarding events / 


festivals 


The details of the residual effects on tourism (including the loss of open space set out in section 25.9.6 of ES Chapter 25 (APP-


140) are yet to be agreed.  


Further details on the illustrative phasing for retaining access to Farlington Playing Fields as shown in Appendix 25.5 (APP-473) is 


yet to be agreed. Additional detail on how the works at Farlington Playing Fields could be phased to allow use for the festivals is 


provided in the Framework Management Plan for Recreational Impacts submitted to PCC for comment in advance of finalisation and 


submission to the ExA. 


Ongoing  


PCC 4.12.10  The details included within Work Nos 1 to 5, with regards to the impacts on open space contained within Schedule 1 (2) of the 


dDCO (APP-019) are yet to be agreed.  


Ongoing  


PCC 4.12.11 Maintenance rights  The details for maintenance rights set out in 3.6.4.45 – 3.6.4.46 ES Chapter 3 (APP-118) are yet to be agreed, with PCC 


considering the rights to be too onerous. 


Ongoing  


PCC 4.12.12 Temporary Diversions  


PRoW 


The details for temporary diversions set out in ES Chapter 25 section 25.7.2.34 - 25.7.2.38 (APP-140) are yet to be agreed. Ongoing 


PCC 4.12.13 Cable works- Loss of 


business activity  
The potential impacts of the Proposed Development on business activity within the City of Portsmouth is not yet agreed.  


Ongoing  


PCC 4.12.14 Mitigation - Onshore 


Outline CEMP – General 


Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in section 5.12 (Socio-economics) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


 


On-going 


PCC 4.12.15 Mitigation - Onshore 


Outline CEMP – Location 


Specific Construction 


Environmental Control 


Measures 


The measures set out in section 6.2.8 (Socio-economics) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 
On-going 


PCC 4.12.16 Residual effects 
Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of the 


assessment of residual effects set out at section 25.10 and tables 25.15 of Chapter 25 of the ES (APP-505). 


On-going 
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4.13. HUMAN HEALTH 


Table 4.13 - Human Health 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Human Health  


PCC 


4.13.1 


ES Methodology – Study Area The study area is set out in section 26.1.2 of ES Chapter 26 (APP-141). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and 


agreement of the study area. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.13.2 


ES Baseline The baseline environment is set out at section 26.5 of ES Chapter 26 (APP-141). AQUIND welcome PCC’s 


review and agreement of this baseline for the relevant sections. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.13.3 


Predicted Impacts The predicted impacts are set out at section 26.6 of ES Chapter 26 (APP-141). AQUIND welcome PCC’s 


review and agreement that these represent an accurate reflection of the predicted impacts. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.13.4 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – Location Specific 


Construction Environmental Control Measures 
The measures set out in section 6.2.9 (Human Health) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be 


agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.13.5 


Residual effects Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s 


position on the assessment of residual effects set out at table 26.19 of Chapter 26 of the ES (APP-141). 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.12.8 


Health- Access to Leisure Facilities and Open Space The details set out in paragraphs 26.6.3.17 to 41 of ES Chapter 26 (APP-141) are yet to be agreed. Ongoing 


 


4.14. WASTE AND MATERIAL RESOURCES 


Table 4.14 - Waste and Material Resources 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Waste and Material Resources  


PCC 


4.14.1 


ES Methodology – Study Area The primary and secondary study areas are set out in section 27.1.2 of ES Chapter 27 (APP-142). AQUIND welcome PCC’s 


review and agreement of the study area. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.14.2 


ES Baseline The baseline environment is set out at section 27.5 of ES Chapter 27 (APP-142). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and 


agreement of this baseline for the relevant sections. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.14.3 


Predicted Impacts The predicted impacts are set out at section 27.6 of ES Chapter 27 (APP-142). AQUIND welcome PCC’s review and 


agreement that these represent an accurate reflection of the predicted impacts. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.14.4 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP – 


General Environmental Control Measures 
The measures set out in section 5.13 (Waste and Material Resources) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to be 


agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.14.5 


Mitigation - Onshore Outline CEMP - 


Onshore Monitoring Plan 
The measures set out in section 7.1 (Onshore Monitoring Plan -Soils and Agricultural Land Use and Waste and Material 


Resources - Construction impacts to soil, waste and material resources) of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet to 


be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.14.6 


Residual effects 
Subject to further discussion in relation to predicted impacts and mitigation measures, AQUIND seek PCC’s agreement of the 


assessment of residual effects set out in section 27.9 and table 27.22 of Chapter 27 of the ES (APP-142). 


On-


going 
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4.15. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


Table 4.15 - Cumulative Effects 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Cumulative Effects  


PCC 


4.15.1 


Methodology It is agreed that the approach taken to the assessment of cumulative effects, including the zone of influence is set out in section 


29.4 of ES Chapter 29 of the ES (APP-144) is appropriate and proportionate, in accordance with PINS Advice Note 17 (Cumulative 


Effects Assessment). 


Agreed 


PCC 


4.15.2 


Costal Defence Scheme  Details of the cumulative effects associated with the coastal defence schemes set out within section 29.5 of ES Chapter 29 (APP-


144) are yet to be agreed. 


Ongoing 


PCC 


4.15.3 


HRA – cumulative effects Details  of the cumulative effects associated with the HRA (APP-491) are set out within section 16.7 of Chapter 16 (APP-131) are 


yet to be agreed. 


PCC raise concern on the disturbance to SWBGS sites, specifically that the HRA in-combination assessment for onshore defers to 
the onshore ecology cumulative effects assessment. The Applicant is in the process of updating the HRA as it considers appropriate 
and will provide PCC and the ExA with the updated document for consideration once updated. 


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.15.4 


Cumulative effects and co-ordination 


of project and other planned works   


Details of the cumulative effects of other developments set out within Table 29.14 of ES Chapter 29 (APP-144) are yet to be 


agreed. 


The Applicant is in the process of arranging a meeting with ESCP to discuss the timings of potential works. 


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.15.5 


Programme of works  Details of the cumulative considerations regarding temporal scope set out within paragraph 29.4.5.9 to 11 of Chapter 29 (APP-144) 


are yet to be agreed. 


Ongoing  


PCC 


4.15.6 


ES Chapter The assessment of Cumulative Effects for the Proposed Development as set out in table 29.14 of Chapter 29 of the ES (APP-144) 


are yet to be agreed.  


On-


going 
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4.16. ONSHORE OUTLINE CONSTRUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 


Table 4.16 - Onshore Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Onshore Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) (document reference 6.9) 
 


PCC 4.16.1 Roles and 


Responsibilities  


The Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) and the personnel with defined environmental responsibilities as set out in Section 3 of the 


Onshore Outline CEMP are yet to be agreed. 


On-going 


PCC 4.16.2 General Environmental 


Requirements 


The General Environmental Requirements set out in Section 4 of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505): 


 Requirements and Consents; 


 Competence, Training and Awareness; 


 Internal Communication; 


 External Communication; 


 Method Statements; and 


 Environmental Incidents; 


are yet to be agreed 


On-going 


PCC 4.16.3 Monitoring and Review The CEMP and the proposal for an Environmental Manger to be responsible for maintaining the register of all environmental 


monitoring, to be made available for auditing and inspection as set out in Section 7 of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505) are yet 


to be agreed. 


On-going 


PCC 4.16.4 General Environmental 


Control Measures 


The proposed general environmental control measures contained in Section 5 of the Onshore Outline CEMP (APP-505), where 


relevant to the Onshore Cable Corridor are yet to be agreed. 


On-going 


PCC 4.16.5 Location Specific 


Construction 


Environmental Control 


Measures 


The proposals for site specific management measures for Sections 4 to 10 as set out in Section 6 of the Onshore Outline CEMP 


(APP-505) are yet to be agreed. 


On-going 


- - For topic specific outline CEMP environmental control measures see the relevant specialist/topic areas.   


 


 


 


 


 


4.17. DRAFT DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDER (INCLUDING REQUIREMENTS TO THE DRAFT DCO) 


Table 4.17 - Draft Development Consent Order 


Ref. Description 


of matter 


Current Position RAG 


Scope of the Draft DCO and Draft Requirements 
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Ref. Description 


of matter 


Current Position RAG 


PCC 


4.17.1 


Scope of 


Powers 


PCC consider the scope of the powers being sought through the dDCO (APP-019) are appropriate.  


PCC raises concerns on the securing of powers regarding trees, amendment of existing legislative frameworks, and departure from the New Roads and 


Street Works Act 1991. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.2 


Operative 


Provisions 


The dDCO (APP-019) is being reviewed by PCC, and consequently the wording of the operative provisions are yet to be agreed. On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.3 


Discharge of 


Requirements 


(procedure 


and 


timescales) 


The dDCO (APP-019) is being reviewed by PCC, and consequently the procedure and timescales provided for the discharge of requirements are yet to 


be agreed. 


PCC consider the procedure and timescales provided for the discharge of requirements to be too short. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.4 


Interpretation The dDCO (APP-019) and its explanation of meaning are yet to be agreed. On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.5 


Phases of 


authorised 


development 


onshore 


The dDCO (APP-019) requirement for a written scheme setting out phases of the authorised development to be submitted and approved (LPA approval) 


are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.6 


Works No. 4 


– Detailed 


design 


approval 


(onshore 


HVDC 


Cables) 


The requirement of Works No. 4, details of the (a) proposed layout; (b) proposed cable burial depths; and (c) indicative location of the joint bays, link 


boxes and link pillars within the dDCO (APP-019) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.7 


Works No. 5 


– Detailed 


design 


approval 


(onshore 


connection 


works) 


The requirement of Works No. 5, details of the (a) proposed layout; (b) proposed cable burial depths; (c) indicative location of the joint bays, link boxes 


and link pillars; and (d) optical regeneration stations within the dDCO (APP-019) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.8 


Requirement 


11 – Fencing 


and other 


means of 


enclosure 


The dDCO (APP-019) requirement that construction sites are to remain securely fenced at all times during construction and removed on completion of 


phase is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.9 


Requirement 


15 - CEMP 


The dDCO (APP-019) requirement for a CEMP according with the outline CEMP, per phase (LPA approval). See reference to Onshore Outline CEMP 


within tables below for specific topic/theme considerations is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.10 


Requirement 


18 – 


The proposed standard working hours between 0700 and 1700 hours on weekdays and 0800 and 1300 hours on Saturdays, excluding public holidays, 


except in the event of emergency unless otherwise agreed (LPA approval) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 
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Ref. Description 


of matter 


Current Position RAG 


Construction 


Hours 


PCC 


4.17.11 


Requirement 


22 – 


Restoration of 


land used 


temporarily 


for 


construction 


The dDCO (APP-019) requirement for reinstatement of land to its former condition (LPA approval) within 12 months of completion is yet to be agreed.  


Note open space reinstatement also covered in the Outline Landscape and Biodiversity Strategy. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.12 


Requirement 


25 – 


Amendment 


to approved 


details 


The dDCO (APP-019) requirement for development to be carried out with approved details unless any amendment or variation is previously agreed in 


writing with the relevant LPA or HA, being in accordance with the principles of the ES, is yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.13 


Order Limits Details as set out in Environmental Statement - Volume 2 - Figure 3.2 Order Limits (Onshore) (APP-147) and Environmental Statement - Volume 2 - 


Figure 3.9 Order Limits Sections (Onshore) (APP-154) are yet to be agreed, with PCC considering that the Order Limits contain an unjustified amount of 


land which results in uncertainty for the Council. 


Ongoing 


PCC 


4.17.14 


Part 3 – 


Streets  


Discussions are ongoing with PCC with regard to the rights to carry out works in the highway and the ability for the undertaker to utilise statutory highway 


powers to facilitate the carrying out of such works in an expeditious manner. The Applicant has confirmed that the dDCO will be updated to remove the 


ability to make permanent TTROs. 


Ongoing  


Working Hours (Exceptions) 


PCC 


4.17.WH1 


Works No. 4, 


exception 1 


The proposed working hours exception for Section 5 Havant Road near Drayton between Farlington Avenue and Eastern Road – up to 24 hour working 


for one weekend (noisy activities avoided during darkness) or 0700 to 2200 hours for up to four weekends are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.WH2 


Works No. 4, 


exception 2 


The proposed working hours exception for Section 6 Fitzherbert Road and Sainsbury’s car park – night works (noisy activities avoided during darkness) 


are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.WH3 


Works No. 4, 


exception 3 


The proposed working hours exception for Section 6/7 Farlington Railway Crossing (trenchless) – 24 hour working are yet to be agreed. On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.WH4 


Works No. 4, 


exception 4 


The proposed working hours exception for Section 7 Langstone Harbour (Kendall’s Wharf to Farlington Playing Fields HDD) – 24 hour working are yet to 


be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.WH5 


Works No. 4, 


exception 5 


The proposed working hours exception for Section 8 Eastern Road between Airport Service Road and north of Milton Common – up to 24 hour working, 


seven days a week for approximately 33 days (noisy activities avoided outside Harbourside Caravan Park during darkness) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


PCC 


4.17.WH6 


Works No. 5 


(Onshore 


Connection 


Works) 


Proposed Requirement 18, setting working hours between 0800 and 1800 hours on weekdays and 0800 and 1300 hours on Saturdays, excluding public 


holidays, except in the event of emergency unless otherwise agreed (LPA approval) are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 
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4.18. OPTICAL REGENERATION STATIONS 


Table 4.18 - Optical Regeneration Stations 


Ref. Description of matter Current Position RAG 


Optical Regeneration Station (ORS)  


PCC 


4.18.1 


Location AQUIND wish to seek PCC’s in principal agreement that the ORS should be sited at Fort Cumberland Car Park, being considered by the 


applicant to be the most appropriate location within 1 km search radius of landfall.  


Details considered in Chapter 2 of the ES (APP-117) from paragraph 2.6.6.22 is to be agreed. 


The site at Eastney is in use as a public car park, which is finished in rolled scalpings. The parking facility nestles inconspicuously into the 
scrubland character of the adjacent open space to the north-east, which forms part of a Local Wildlife Site encircling Fort Cumberland.”  


On-


going 


4.18.2 Parameters PCC does not wish to comment on the appropriateness of the Proposed Development’s design from an engineering point of view, though it is 


acknowledged and agreed that the Applicant has sought to incorporate a degree of flexibility within the layout and design.   


 


The flexible approach and maximum design parameters which are set out and secured in Table WN6 of Requirement 5 (Schedule 2) of the draft 


DCO are matters for further discussion. AQUIND would welcome PCC’s review of these design principles and agreement that they provide 


appropriate guidelines for future detailed design. 


On-


going 


4.18.3 Detailed design 


approval 


The design principles for Works No. 5, optical regeneration stations, contained in the Design and Access Statement (APP-114) are yet to be 


agreed. AQUIND welcome PCC’s review of these design principles and agreement that they provide appropriate guidelines for future detailed 


design.  


Proposed Requirement 5 of the dDCO (APP-019) is also yet to be agreed.  


On-


going 


4.18.4 Fencing and other 


means of enclosure 


Proposed Requirement 11 of the dDCO (APP-019) requiring permanent fencing to be completed before ORS is brought into use and maintained 


for the operation lifetime are yet to be agreed. 


On-


going 


- - For landscape associated with the ORS, see reference 5.9.3 within Table 5.9.  


- - For noise associated with the ORS, see reference 5.18.2 within Table 5.18.  


 


4.19. COMMUNITY FUND 


Table 4.19 – Community Fund 


 


PCC 


4.19 


Community 


Fund 
From PCC’s RR “PCC consider that a fund for community benefits to secure localised improvements for road users should be at least be required from 
Aquind to assist project mitigation. Biodiversity enhancement measures and a delivery programme for such improvements at Eastney after completion of 
works for the landfall underground connection bay should also form part of essential mitigation works.”  


PCCs position is noted with regard to funding for the community and will be considered. 


Ongoing  
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5. SIGNATURES 


 


Ref. Portsmouth City Council AQUIND (the Applicant) 


Signature   


Printed Name   


Title   


On behalf of Portsmouth City Council AQUIND Limited 


Date   


  







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


     AQUIND INTERCONNECTOR   


 








Contains OS data © Crown Copyright 2019


Proposed CAZ B with AQMAs and Exceedance
Locations (pending approval)


N


Near-exceedance Site


Exceedance Site


AQMA


CAZ B Boundary


Date: 21/10/2019

















If you have received this email due to an error in addressing, 
transmission or for any other reason, please reply to it and let the 
author know.  If you are not the intended recipient, you must not use,
disclose, distribute, copy or print it.

This email may be monitored, read, recorded and/or kept by Portsmouth 
City Council.  Email monitoring and blocking software may be used.
______________________________________________________________________







Contains OS data © Crown Copyright 2019

Proposed CAZ B with AQMAs and Exceedance
Locations (pending approval)

N

Near-exceedance Site

Exceedance Site

AQMA

CAZ B Boundary

Date: 21/10/2019


	Portsmouth City Council - Late Submission
	3.12.5 Victorious 2019 Camp Site 25.07.19 A1
	3.12.8 Farlington Playing Fields Drainage Layout
	4.2.2 Map - CAZ B with AQMAs and ES

