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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.  

 This SoCG has been prepared with Portsmouth City Council (‘PCC’) to show where 

agreement has been reached with AQUIND Limited (‘the Applicant’) during the pre 

and post DCO application consultation and in the course of the DCO Examination.  

This SoCG collectively refers to AQUIND and PCC as ‘the parties’.  

 The purpose and possible content for SoCG’s is set out in paragraphs 58-65 of the 

Department for Communities and Local Government’s guidance entitled “Planning 

Act 2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26 March 2015).  

Paragraph 58 of the 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.” 

 This SoCG comprises a record of agreement which has been structured to reflect 

topics of interest to PCC on the AQUIND Interconnector DCO Application (‘the 

Application’). Topic specific matters agreed, not agreed and actions to resolve the 

matter between PCC and the Applicant are included. 

 The position with respect to each topic of interest is presented in a tabular form. 

 This SoCG has been prepared by the parties for Deadline 8 and represents an 

accurate reflection of matters discussed and is the final version of this document 

between both parties.  

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'). 

 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 
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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. 

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”. 

 The Applicant has sought to engage with PCC throughout the Examination and has 

previously submitted unilateral draft SoCGs at Deadlines 1 and 4 to reflect the 
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Applicant’s engagement efforts.  At Deadline 6, updated unilateral draft SoCGs were 

submitted by both Parties to reflect progress where discussions had occurred.   

 At Deadline 7, the Applicant prepared a consolidated version of the unilateral drafts 

submitted at Deadline 6 into one draft SoCG, including relevant updates.  This 

document included discussions right up to Deadline 7 and represented a 

consolidated joint draft SoCG between both Parties at Deadline 7. 

 This SoCG reflects the outcome of discussions between the parties at Deadline 8 of 

the Examination. Throughout this document, points of agreement and disagreement 

between the parties are clearly indicated. 
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3. SUMMARY OF TOPICS COVERED IN 

THE STATEMENT OF COMMON 

GROUND 

3.1 TOPICS COVERED IN THE STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND  

 The following topics discussed between the Applicant and PCC are covered by 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 

 Draft DCO (including requirements to the draft DCO) 

 Optical Regeneration Stations 

 Community Fund 

 Definition of Associated Development 

 Relevance and Position of Other Licences and Consents (France) 
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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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Ref. Description 

of matter 

Current Position RAG 

 Bats and reptiles have not been presumed absent from Milton Common and other areas of suitable habitat, and mitigation for both features is 

provided within ES Chapter 16 Onshore Ecology (APP-131). 

 It is further noted that in 4.4.9 below PCC agree that residual effects identified in Chapter 16 on ecological features, including bats and reptiles, 

are unlikely to change following provision of further information; therefore, additional survey data would not alter the findings are conclusions 

presented.  

 The Applicant has identified areas where land take will occur within the Proposed Development that have potential to support common reptiles. 

This is limited to the Lovedean Converter Station where full surveys for reptiles were undertaken in 2019. Other sections of the Proposed 

Development were not subject surveys as standard mitigation by habitat manipulation are sufficient to ensure legal compliance. These areas, 

including Milton Common, involve temporary land take of a limited working width. The precautionary measures are detailed in the under 

‘Precautionary Measures of Work for Reptiles’ in the Outline Onshore Construction Environmental Management Plan (REP5-019). The measures 

propose do not distinguish between population size class definitions and are considered to apply in all scenarios. In addition, any survey work 

would not alter the conclusion on residual effects with regards to reptiles. This approach is proportionate given the highly localised and temporary 

nature of the work and is in line with similar developments such as the Southampton to London Pipeline Project. 

 With respect to black redstart, surveys identified this species within the derelict Fraser Range site. This is outside the Order Limits, with the 

closest black redstart sighting being <300m from the Eastney Landfall site and therefore does not breed in habitat that coincides with the Proposed 

Development. The evaluation of the breeding bird community is therefore appropriate and reflects those bird species that use habitats within and 

immediately adjacent to the Order Limits, which as demonstrated by breeding bird survey data (APP-420) is not the case for black redstart. The 

Applicant welcomes PCC’s agreement that this matter is agreed. 

 The water body within Great Salterns Lake SINC was included within the great crested newt Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) study, listed as Pond 

X (APP-417). It was found to have a very low HSI score of 0.27 and scoped out of the study as unsuitable to support great crested newts. 

Evidence shows Great Salterns Lake to be saline, precluding its use by this species. The SINC’s designation definition information held by 

Hampshire Biodiversity Information Centre (HBIC) indicates it supports salt marsh habitat that would not be present if it comprised fresh water. 

 The Applicant notes that PCC requested further HSI study data in its response at D6 (REP6-083). The Applicant provided additional HSI study 

data, as requested, to PCC on 27/01/21 to assist the progression of this matter . 

On 25/01/21, PCC confirmed that, following discussions with the Applicant, its previous comment made at D6 in (REP6-083) regarding the black 

redstart is withdrawn. 

On 10/02/21 PCC confirmed this matter was now agreed. The Applicant welcomes PCC’s agreement on this matter. 
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Ref. Description 

of matter 

Current Position RAG  

On 25 January 2021, PCC noted that with regard to local mitigation set out in the OOCEMP, the measures are agreed in principle, with the following 

comments: 

a) Please add PCC LLFA to list of consultees in 6.3.5.9 and 6.3.5.12 for standards, consents, Temporary Site Water Management Plan and all 

other items of relevance relating to drainage and surface water flood risk.  

b) AQUIND also need to be aware of the nature of WC14 as critical infrastructure for Portsmouth - as Great Salterns Lake drains approximately ¼ 

of the islands surface water. The pumps are Environment Agency assets.  

c) PCC are unclear on reference to 'HE' as noted in regulator, should this read PCC LLFA or Highways Authority?  

d) There is also a highways drainage box culvert immediately south of WC14, which drains into the lake from Eastern Road highway drainage, it 

is at depth from carriageway surface and should not be prohibitive to the proposal 

In response: 

a) The Applicant shall include PCC LLFA as a named consultee alongside approval from the relevant planning authority where relevant to 

drainage and surface water flood risk parts of Requirement 6, 12 and 15 of the dDCO. It should also be noted that PCC LLFA are listed 

against item 6 (Ordinary Watercourse Consent) of the other Consents and Licences (REP6-24) which is in addition to any grant of DCO as 

discussed in PCC 4.7.8. 

b) The Applicant acknowledges that WC14 is critical infrastructure in relation to flood risk management within Portsmouth. Great Salterns Drain 

and pumping apparatus is part of a Main River and will be subject to environmental permitting with the Environment Agency prior to 

commencement of works. Overarching principles for construction works over culverted watercourses are embedded into Section 5.7 and 

6.2.7 of the OOCEMP (REP7-032) and have been discussed and agreed with the Environment Agency as reflected within the SoCG between 

the Applicant and EA (onshore) (REP7-055).  

c) Reference to ‘HE’ within Table 6.1 of the OOCEMP shall be updated to reflect ‘PCC LLFA and/ or Highways Authority and reference to the 

highways drainage box culvert immediately south of this location. 

d) The Applicant welcomes the share of information regarding the highways drainage box culvert immediately south of WC14 which will be 

considered alongside other culverted watercourses at the detailed design stage. Prior to construction and excavation works the Applicant 

will undertake a full utility search including a request for as-built information of all known affected culverts. This information will be used to 

progress detailed design in relation to all crossings. Trial holes will also be carried out on all crossings to confirm that as-built information is 

correct prior to construction.  Detail of this process ahead of construction have been added to the OOCEMP for submission at Deadline 8. 

The Applicant confirms further details regarding detailed design, including surface water and groundwater management, will be developed in the 

construction environmental management plan in accordance with the OOCEMP, as secured by Requirement 15 of the dDCO (REP7-013). 

Furthermore, the Applicant confirms it will plan works and develop a safe system of works to avoid damage to any existing infrastructure.  

However, should any drainage infrastructure be damaged as a direct consequence of the works undertaken by the Applicant, proportionate 

remedial works would be undertaken to reinstate the affected infrastructure. Such provisions would be agreed with PCC LLFA through relevant 

Environmental Permitting based upon the overarching principles for construction works over watercourses are embedded into Section 5.7 of the 

OOCEMP.PCC LLFA have noted that they will be available for onsite advice at short notice for any such issues, or for previously unknown 

drainage / flood risk infrastructure encountered during construction stage. 

The principles for surface water and groundwater principles set out within the OOCEMP are agreed by both parties.  
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Ref. Description of 

matter 

Current Position RAG 

 PCC advised that Para 2.3.3.3 now explains that construction of joint bays, when required in the carriageway, will be subject to the same traffic 

management arrangements and proposals as apply to the trenching work. However these joint bays will occupy the carriageway for 20 days each and 

consequently will have a proportionately greater impact that the trenching works which has not been assessed nor alternative / additional mitigation 

considered. For example whilst trenching works may disrupt access to individual properties for 1 or 2 days, in which case an extended walk to a parking 

space may be acceptable, the joint bays may disrupt that access for 20 days in which case specific convenient alternative parking provision should be 

identified. Furthermore information regarding joint bay location is only indicative so cannot be relied upon by the ExA when determining the application.        

In response on this matter, the Applicant confirms that the construction of Joint Bays within the highways will be facilitated by the same traffic management 

as that required to install cable ducts in the same location as prescribed by the FTMS and assessed in detail within the ES and associated documents. 

The Applicant also notes that the indicative Joint Bays shown within the Joint Bay Feasibility Report do not disrupt access to individual properties other 

than in relation to on-street parking, for which it has been demonstrated that alternatives are available within 400m.  Also, as demonstrated within the 

Joint Bay Feasibility Report (REP7-098) construction of a Joint Bay would require a maximum length of approximately 60m during cable pulling period 

(approximately 5 days per Joint Bay) and 35m during the rest of the construction period.  This will not have a significant impact on on-street parking 

capacity, as assessed within the Appendix 1 of the FTMS, and therefore the Applicant disagrees that their location cannot be relied upon by the ExA 

when determining the application.  

 

 PCC advised that Para 2.5.3.6 explains that the exact traffic management strategy for side road accesses will be agreed with the Highway Authority 

through submission of detailed designs and traffic management measures prior to the commencement of works. These details should be provided at this 

stage to give the ExA confidence that safe arrangements with adequate traffic capacity can be achieved. In the absence of these it is the view of the LHA 

that the ExA does not have sufficient information regarding the impact of the scheme nor mitigation required to allow a positive determination of the DCO. 

  

In response on this matter, the Applicant notes that the  exact requirements of the traffic management at side roads will be dependent upon the final 

alignment of the Onshore Cable Route which will be confirmed during detailed design.  In all cases, the required traffic management layouts will be in 

accordance with guidance contained within the Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 8 which will ensure that safe working arrangements are provided in all 

circumstances. Where traffic signals are required, these will be manually adjusted during peak hours to minimise traffic delay as required by the FTMS 

and will be in place for only 1-2 weeks per circuit. 

  

PCC advised that Section 2.6  para 2.6.1.1 recognises that additional traffic management measures may be necessary to mitigate impacts on minor 

roads outside of the onshore able route and detail a list of the sorts of interventions which may be considered. It remains the case that the impact of 

diverted traffic on roads which are not included in the Strategic Transport Model have not been determined nor specific interventions developed to mitigate 

those impacts. In the absence of this detail it is the view of the LHA that the ExA does not have sufficient information regarding the impact of the scheme 

nor mitigation required to allow a positive determination of the DCO. 



   
 
 
 

AQUIND INTERCONNECTOR                 WSP 

PINS Ref.: EN020022 
Document Ref.: Statement of Common Ground with Portsmouth City Council                  March 2021 
AQUIND Limited                   Page 4-69 
 

In response, the Applicant reasserts that realistic worst-case and robust assessment on the highway network has already been completed within the 

Transport Assessment (APP448), Chapter 22 of the ES (APP-137), Supplementary Transport Assessment (REP1-142) and ES Addendum (REP1-137). 

The SRTM modelling is representative of impacts that may occur on roads not included within the model and therefore agrees with PCC’s view that there 

is little benefit in undertaking further traffic modelling.  In addition to this, and following discussion with PCC, the Applicant believes that concerns related 

to impacts on roads not included within the SRTM can be resolved through further traffic management mitigation measures that can be incorporated into 

individual Traffic Management Strategies as required by Section 2.6 of the FTMS submitted prior to D8; the approach to which has been agreed with 

PCC. 

 PCC advised that Para 2.6.1.3 explains that  should the committed part signalisation of the A3(M) junction 3 scheme be implemented prior to the 

construction of the cable route then this will require further consideration. The approach in these circumstances should have been developed to ensure 

that the impacts of the scheme could be reasonably mitigated and the ExA decision on the DCO informed accordingly. In the absence of this information 

it is the view of the LHA that the ExA does not have sufficient information regarding the impact of the scheme nor mitigation required to allow a positive 

determination of the DCO. 

In response on this matter, the Applicant notes that this comment refers to A3(M) Junction 3, the junction with Hulbert Road, which falls under the 

jurisdiction of Highways England and Hampshire County Council rather than PCC.  The Applicant also notes that the Hampshire County Council have 

not raised a concern in relation to this junction and that this matter is agreed with Highways England at Section 4.4.1 of their SoCG (REP6-044).  

  

 PCC advised that Para 2.7.1.3 helpfully explains that reinstatement will be agreed with the relevant LHA through the use of post condition photographic 

and scanner surveys. It is the LHA view that when so assessed the condition of the highway must as a minimum be no worse than that found prior to the 

commencement of the works and the FTMS should be explicit in that regard. 

In response, the Applicant notes that the FCTMP (para. 7.4.1.3 submitted prior to D8 include the following paragraph “Highway reinstatement will be 

completed in accordance with the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 and will be subject to post reinstatement liabilities in respect to that Act. Where 

a notice pursuant to Section 58 or 58A has been issued in relation to the relevant part of the public highway and the prescribed period in that notice 

remains in effect when the works are undertaken such reinstatement may include half or full carriageway reinstatement, to be agreed with the relevant 

highway authority. Completion of satisfactory reinstatement will be agreed with the relevant local highway authority through the use of post-completion 

photographic and scanner surveys.”  The fact that such reinstatement would need to be agreed with PCC as highway authority is, in the view of the 

Applicant, sufficient to secure the necessary highway reinstatement requirements 

 PCC advised that Para 2.14.1.2 refers to the use of traffic marshals being ‘considered’ in certain locations. At this stage commitment should be made to 

the provision of such marshals to give confidence that the impacts will be satisfactorily mitigated . In the absence of such commitment the ExA cannot 

be assured that  the impacts will be satisfactorily mitigated 

In response the Applicant is firm in its commitment of traffic marshals with paragraph 2.14.1.2 of the FTMS with this providing specific locations where 

they will be deployed.  It is also noted that detailed traffic management strategies will require approval by PCC. 

  

 PCC advised that Para 7.2.1.5 explains that the joint bay envisaged in Farlington Ave will be accommodated through signal controlled shuttle working 

each requiring 20 days per circuit. Therefore in this location traffic management will be in effect for 40 days simply for the joint bays in addition to that 

required for trenching. This will have an increased impact on local residents which has  not been assessed nor mitigated, for example whilst trenching 

works may disrupt access to individual properties for 1 or 2 days, in which case an extended walk to a parking space may be acceptable, the joint bays 

may disrupt that access for 20 days in which case specific convenient alternative parking provision should be identified. Furthermore information regarding 

joint bay location is only indicative so cannot be relied upon by the ExA when determining the application.        
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Ref. Description of 

matter 

Current Position RAG 

 In response, the Applicant confirms that the assessment of shuttle working traffic signals in the Transport Assessment and Supplementary Transport 

Assessment showed that on Farlington Avenue these would operate well within capacity with delays of less than one minute.  As demonstrated within 

the Joint Bay Feasibility Report (REP7-098) this shows that construction of a Joint Bay would require a maximum length of approximately 60m during 

cable pulling period (approximately 5 days per Joint Bay) and 35m during the rest of the construction period.  This will not have a significant impact on 

on-street parking capacity on Farlington Avenue as assessed within the Appendix 1 of the FTMS, and therefore the Applicant disagrees that the extent 

of their location cannot be relied upon by the Secretary of State when determining the application.  

 PCC advised that Section 7.3.2 explains the road closure necessary for the trenching work in Farlington Ave for a 350m length with construction zones 

of 100m. Given progress rates in the order of 24m/day (para 2.3.2.1 refers) even if construction lengths are reduced to 100m that will practically prevent 

access to properties for a 4 /5 day period. This  will have an increased impact on local residents which has  not been assessed nor mitigated rather para 

7.3.2.4 explains that detailed traffic management strategies should include additional traffic management measures. In the absence of this detail it is the 

view of the LHA that the ExA does not have sufficient information to be confident that the impact of the scheme can be satisfactorily mitigated as is 

required to allow a positive determination of the DCO. 

In response on this matter the Applicant confirms that an assessment of displaced parking on Farlington Avenue has been completed within Appendix 1 

of the FTMS, which concluded that adequate on-street parking capacity was available on streets surrounding Farlington Avenue within 400m of the 

impacted properties.  The Applicant discussed this with PCC on 09/02/21 prior to update of the FTMS for D8, where it was understood by the Applicant 

that PCC were comfortable with proposals for the road closure to take place in 100m sections. 

  

 PCC advised that Para 7.8.2.3 similarly indicates that additional traffic management interventions  may be required on residential roads east and west of 

Farlington Ave, West of the A2030 Eastern Road and north of Grove Road. The impact of the works on these roads has not been assessed and it is the 

view of the LHA that the ExA does not have sufficient information regarding that impact nor detail of the mitigation required to allow a positive determination 

of the DCO. 

In response the Applicant confirms that routes such as Grove Road and roads surrounding Farlington Avenue are assessed within the Road Safety 

Technical Note submitted to PCC in November 2020 and Appended to the Supplementary Transport Assessment Addendum.  Following completion of 

this document discussions between the Applicant and PCC it was agreed to include additional measures within the FTMS to account for impacts on 

routes outside of the Onshore Cable Corridor.  Where required, additional measures to mitigate impacts were incorporated into the FTMS submitted at 

D8.  The Applicants understood these to be agreed. 

  

 PCC advised that Para 8.1.1.7 explains that works on Fitzherbert Road may be undertaken on a 24hr working basis to minimise disruption although does 

not make any commitment to that. As a consequence it is the view of the LHA that the ExA does not have sufficient information to be confident that the 

impact of the scheme can be satisfactorily mitigated as is required to allow a positive determination of the DCO. 

In response on this matter the Applicant notes that all highway assessments have been completed using weekday peak hours and therefore provide a 

robust assessment of impacts.  The completion of 24hr working on Fitzherbert Road would therefore result in lesser traffic and transport impact in 

comparison with those already assessed.  

The Applicant also reiterates that the PCC will have sufficient powers to approve the final traffic management strategies for Fitzherbert Road. 
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 PCC advised that Paras 10.2.1.14 and 10.3.1.16 consider the traffic management required for a section of Eastern Road and explain that detailed traffic 

management strategies should include consideration of additional traffic management measures on residential roads between London Road / Kingston 

Road / Copnor Road and between Tangier Road/ Baffins Road and Eastern Road The impact of the works on these roads has not been assessed and 

it is the view of the LHA that the ExA does not have sufficient information regarding that impact nor detail of the mitigation required to allow a positive  

 In response on this matter, the Applicant reasserts the SRTM modelling is representative of impacts that may occur on roads not included within the 

model.  In addition, and at the request of PCC, the Applicant completed the Road Safety Technical Note, which considered the potential highway safety 

implications of traffic using alternative routes when reassigning away from traffic management on the Onshore Cable Route. In addition to this, and 

following discussion with PCC, the Applicant believes that concerns related to impacts on roads not included within the SRTM and those identified within 

the Road Safety Technical Road as requiring mitigation can be resolved through further traffic management measures that can be incorporated into 

individual Traffic Management Strategies as required by Section 2.6 of the FTMS submitted prior to D8. This approach has been agreed with PCC. 

 FTMS Appendix 1 Access to Properties Car Parking and Comms Strategy D8 

 Section 5.2 explains the approach taken to establish the availability of alternative parking facilities within a reasonable walking distance of displaced 

parking. It is explained at 5.2.1.1 that residential parking surveys have been undertaken in accordance with the Lambeth model. However the Lambeth 

methodology is specific that the walking distance to be considered is 200m. That is consistent with the walking distance considered reasonable by PCC 

when considering the proximity of off site parking opportunities relative to new residential development although despite this the applicant has applied a 

walking distance of 400m which is more appropriate when considering the proximity of  retail / employment / education / leisure and access to public 

transport.  

 PCC have misgivings regarding the detail of the Lambeth methodology which practically overestimates the availability of on street parking spaces as it 

relies on a formulaic approach in which the length of available parking roadspace is divided by 5 to determine the parking capacity. However this does 

not recognise the impact of inconsiderate or indiscriminate parking and predicts a level of parking capacity which simply isn’t realised on street. 

Furthermore at para 5.4.2.1 it is explained that the available road length has been divided by 4.5 (rather than 5 as recommended in the Lambeth 

methodology) to determine onstreet parking capacity. There is no justification for this which will simply unrealistically increase the number of parking 

spaces on street. 

In response, the Applicant maintains that the assessment of on-street parking contained within the STA and STA Addendum is robust which is based 

upon the Lambeth parking survey methodology which PCC recommend for use within paragraph 3.9 of their ‘Adopted parking standards and transport 

assessments’ Supplementary Planning Document.  

 PCC advised that Para 5.4.2.2 further explains that where parking surveys have not been undertaken an existing parking occupancy rate of 75% has 

been assumed without basis or justification. 

In response on this matter, the Applicant retains the view that this is a robust basis for assessments of on-street parking capacity in the absence of 

surveys and proposed strategy for providing access to properties. 

 

 It is the LHA view that the approach to determining both the number of onstreet parking spaces and practical availability of those within a reasonable 

walking distance of the displaced spaces is severely flawed and that the ExA can place little weight on the contention that displaced parking can be 
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accommodated elsewhere on street within a reasonable walking distance. There are no practical mitigations for displaced on street parking proposed 

which is of particular concern on the: 

 AIL routes via Locksway Road / Longshore Way and Kingsley Road where parking would need to be restricted over very significant lengths and the 

neighbouring streets are characterised by terraced property where the demand for on street parking already exceeds the space available; and 

 Farlington Avenue where a road closure is thought necessary for an extended period 

 The assessment underestimates the impact of parking displacement on residential amenity and air quality arising from drivers circulating whilst hunting 

for a place to park. This is likely to lead  result in vehicles being parked at junctions / obstructing footways or where parking is restricted to the disbenefit 

of highway safety. This impact has not been properly assessed and it is the view of the LHA that the ExA does not have sufficient information regarding 

that impact nor detail of the mitigation required to allow a positive determination of the DCO. 

  

In response on this matter, the Applicant maintains that the assessment of on-street parking contained within the STA and STA Addendum is robust 

which is based upon the Lambeth parking survey methodology which PCC recommend for use within paragraph 3.9 of their ‘Adopted parking standards 

and transport assessments’ Supplementary Planning Document.   

  

With specific response to Locksway Road / Longshore Way Kingsley Road, the Applicant also notes that Paragraph 3.4.10.3 of the updated Framework 

CTMP (AS-074) states that the contractor will be required to use smaller construction vehicles and plant when accessing these roads which would 

mitigate as far as practicable the need to suspend on-street parking.    

  

It is also noted that when taking account of this construction traffic control, it may only be necessary to suspend on-street parking to cater for the delivery 

of cable drums to Joint Bays should they be located at the eastern end of Locksway Road / Kingsley Road as shown indicatively in the Joint Bay Feasibility 

Report and are identified as a location for pulling of cables into the cable route.  Based on the preliminary strategy for this which was used to inform the 

cable drum delivery requirements assessed within the STA and STA Addendum, Kingsley Road will not be required to accommodate cable drum 

deliveries and will therefore not require temporary suspension of on-street parking.  

  

Notwithstanding this point, the Applicant also notes that suspension of on-street parking to accommodate such cable drum deliveries would be limited to 

a very short period within construction working hours, where on-street parking on residential areas including Locksway Road and Kingsley Road is lower 

than the overnight position assessed by the Applicant.  On this basis, the Applicant maintains that the assessments of available parking is robust and 

that any temporary restrictions to on-street parking can be accommodated without significant impacts being generated on highway safety. 

 

With regards to Farlington Avenue, it has been demonstrated that there is sufficient capacity available to accommodate displaced parking on surrounding 

streets during the required road closures. 

 FTMS Appendix 3 Traffic Signage Strategy 

I am comfortable with the traffic signing strategy although this does direct traffic to use routes which are not necessarily those to which traffic is found to 

reassign in the strategic traffic model (SRTM). As such this undermines the validity of the re-routing predictions in the SRTM model runs and consequently 
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Specific 

Construction 

Environmenta

l Control 

Measures 

I am concerned that the principles set out in the traffic management strategy - particularly single lane operation - will effectively impede (or deter) 
active travel, create a competition for space between cyclists and pedestrians and have possible road safety concerns. This applies to the whole 
onshore cable route, but particularly around key active travel/recreation locations such as Bransbury Park. Seek further reassurance on this. 

 

I am concerned with the proposal that footway obstruction allows for 1m width alongside as absolute minimum - this is the bare minimum for inclusive 
mobility and I'd be keen to see a commitment to a minimum of 1500mm to ensure a barrier-free pedestrian environment. Where bus stops need to be 
closed, there is no provision set out in the CEMP for enabling full accessibility to bus patrons who are disabled, visually impaired or have limited 

mobility. 

 

Temporary diversions of public rights of way - no detail outlining where these will be and what route they will take. I am concerned that the temporary 
diversions may not be accessible, inclusive of all pedestrians and may not be subject to natural surveillance for safety. Adequate signage and 

maintenance of temporary diversions are crucial in order not to deter users and impact on physical activity and recreation.” 
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PCC are of the view that this assertion significantly downplays the impact of the proposal. It suggests that the applicant has brought 

insufficient consideration of the scheme’s heritage impacts to bear in their justifications for its acceptability. This ‘setting aside’ of impact 

(implicit in the line taken by the applicant), lacks credibility and is in my opinion unconvincing. 

 

Impact ‘less than substantial’ 

Notwithstanding these observations, it is not asserted here that the impact of the structure, as it stands, would be ‘substantially harmful’ to the 

setting of the asset.   

It is also acknowledged that the proposal would inevitably require above ground physical infrastructure at landfall. In light of this the point of 

contention is the, scale, height, finish and overall physical ‘presence’ of the structure within its setting.   

 

Minimisation of Impact – unconvincing 

At p.43 (Para 7.5) - The Design and Access Statement which accompanies the submission suggests that the “The design and land take for 

the ORS and the Telecommunications Buildings will be minimised as much as possible”. 

It is unclear why the site should accommodate telecommunications equipment (in addition to any machinery/ infrastructure required for the 

ongoing monitoring /maintenance of the interconnector). If the purpose of this equipment is for example a revenue raising measure unrelated 

to the functioning of the interconnector, it is reasonable to suggest that its inclusion within the scheme (and therefore any increase in 

scale/impact which it necessitates), are unnecessary. 

It is also unclear why the proposed boundary/ means of enclosure around the site has the footprint it does. The 8m offset for example 

between the proposed boundary enclosure, and the buildings on the site is notable. 

These factors suggest that the statement made in the D&S is also unconvincing. The approach taken is inconsistent with the ‘very high’ 

significance of the asset, and the value of its preserved surrounding landscape. Insufficient effort has been made to genuinely minimise the 

land take and other related design parameters for this structure. 

 

Proposal not capable of conservation support 

In light of this the proposal as it currently stands is not considered capable of conservation support. The proposal’s impacts call for measures 

which go beyond the planting of soft landscaping around the structure to help ‘screen’ its presence. 

 

Reduction in scale/footprint required 

Insufficient effort has been made to ensure that the proposed compound is genuinely as compact/ small as it should/could be. The 

footprint/scale of the structure are considered excessive within their sensitive context, and in need of significant revision (downsizing), it is 

suggested, by a minimum of at least 50%, The proposed height of the structure (4m) may also benefit from a reduction. 
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