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1 Response to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions – Alternatives and General 
Questions (ALT) 

Table 1.1: Applicant response to Question 

ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

ALT.1.1 Chapter 4 of the 
Environmental Statement 
(ES) [APP-044] states that 
a do-nothing scenario 
would lead to increased 
maintenance and eventual 
shutdown. 

Explain why both would be 
the case. 

1.1 Paragraphs 2.4.29 to 2.4.35 of the Planning Statement (Application Document APP-132) 
identify the need for a replacement pipeline. Paragraph 2.4.31 notes the need for increasing 
maintenance, stating that ‘While the existing pipeline is working adequately, given its initial design 
and construction for the transport of a hot product, the need for inspections and maintenance is 
increasing. The pipeline will require replacing earlier than the other fuel and gas pipelines which 
run adjacent to it.’   

1.2 Construction of the existing pipeline began in 1969 and it is now reaching the end of its economic 
life. An aging asset requires more frequent inspections and maintenance, thus increasing the 
ongoing costs of operating the pipeline and interruptions to supply. Eventually, it would become 
uneconomic to continue maintenance and operation of the pipeline.  The first 10km of this pipeline 
was replaced in 2001 for the above reasons.   

ALT.1.2 Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-
044] states that the 
existing pipeline is not 
able to be replaced in 
short sections “within the 
necessary timescales”. 
The Examining Authority 
(ExA) is not clear why 
timescales exist which 
prevent inline replacement 
of the existing pipeline. 

1.1 To replace a short ‘in line’ section of the pipeline would require the pipeline to be out of service 
whilst the short section is installed. The pipeline is Nationally Significant Infrastructure and crucial 
for the supply of energy needs. The pipeline cannot be out of service for long (circa 1 to 2 weeks) 
without causing disruption to airport operations. Therefore, pipeline replacement could only take 
place for short periods at any one time before needing to resume supply and replenish stocks at 
the West London Terminal storage facility. It would take multiple outages over many years in order 
to replace the entire existing pipeline. As set out in response to question ALT.1.1 the existing 
pipeline is reaching the end of its economic lifetime and, having regard to the likely length of time 
involved in replacing the existing pipeline in short sections, the Applicant does not consider that it 
would be appropriate to adopt this approach.   

1.2 The Planning Statement (Application Document APP-132) also highlights the importance of 
maintaining supplies through the pipeline without interruption. Paragraph 2.4.34 states, ‘Given the 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000255-7.1%20Planning%20Statement.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000255-7.1%20Planning%20Statement.pdf
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

What they are and why 
they are necessary. 

Respond. 

critical nature of the aviation fuel supply provided by the pipeline, it is clear that there cannot be 
any prolonged interruption of supplies through the construction and commissioning of any new 
pipeline. It is, therefore, not possible to lift and replace the existing pipeline on its current alignment 
without a very lengthy and prolonged interruption to these critical fuel supplies.’ 

ALT.1.3 Explain whether inline 
replacement was 
considered alongside 
construction of new 
sections of pipeline, as 
opposed to a complete 
replacement.      

1.1 As set out in the response to ALT.1.2, to replace a short ‘in line’ section of the pipeline would 
require the pipeline to be out of service whilst the short section is installed. The pipeline cannot 
be out of service for long (circa 1 to 2 weeks) without causing disruption to supply. Therefore, only 
1 to 2 weeks’ worth of pipeline replacement could take place at any one time before needing to 
resume supply and replenish stocks to the West London Terminal storage facility. It would take 
multiple outages over many years in order to replace the entire pipeline. 

1.2 Secondly, trenchless sections cannot be installed ‘in line’ since it is not feasible to remove a 
section of the existing line by trenchless methods. 

1.3 The whole pipeline between Boorley Green and the West London Terminal storage facility 
requires replacement, and it is not feasible to carry out a mixture of new replacement sections and 
in line sections for the reasons set out in paragraph 1.1.   

1.4 In line replacement is a complex process. Prior to removing a section of the pipeline, the entire 
pipeline would be purged of its contents and filled with nitrogen to provide an inert and safe 
environment to cut out the section being replaced.  A new section of pipeline could then be 
installed in the same location as the removed pipeline section. Once the new section is installed, 
the entire pipeline could be brought back into service by displacing the inert nitrogen with aviation 
fuel and, once refilled with fuel, start supplying the West London Terminal storage facility again. 
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

ALT.1.4 i)       Explain whether 
trenchless techniques 
were considered for 
construction of the 
Proposed Development at 
Fordbridge Park. 

ii)       If they were 
considered, explain why 
they were discounted. 

iii)      Consider trenchless 
techniques for the said 
areas given the effect on 
tree loss. 

1.1 In response to (i), the Applicant has considered trenchless construction through the park.  

1.2 In response to (ii), Trenchless construction techniques require access for construction equipment 
at either end of the trenchless section. The spatial distribution of the trees in Fordbridge Park is 
such that there would inevitably be some tree loss in order to create the access for the trenchless 
construction equipment. The amount of this tree loss is similar to the amount of tree loss that 
would result from the proposed narrow working technique and there is therefore no benefit in 
utilising trenchless construction techniques through the park with regard to tree loss mitigation. 
There is also an existing large diameter high pressure gas pipeline that runs through the park. 
The safety risks associated with trenchless construction in an area where the existing gas pipeline 
is located are higher than those of an open cut trench construction method. Given that it is feasible 
to open cut through the park, the project has decided to propose this method in order to reduce 
safety risks.  

1.3 The Applicant has also made a commitment to narrow working through the park which in this case 
means the project would only use a maximum working width of 10m. This narrow working 
commitment is shown on Sheet 52 of the General Arrangement Plans (Additional Submission 
AS-058) and is identified as NW30 in Table 16.1 in the REAC, Chapter 16 of the Environmental 
Statement (Application Document APP-056). The amount of tree loss would be further mitigated 
by using the open areas along the footpath. 

1.4 Given that the Applicant has committed to employing narrow working techniques to install the 
pipeline through the park, it is not anticipated that there would be a large amount of tree loss within 
the park.  

1.5 The response to (iii) is explained in response to i) and ii). 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000509-2.6%20General%20Arrangement%20Plans%20(3%20of%203).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000174-6.2%20Chapter%2016%20Environmental%20Management%20and%20Mitigation.pdf
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

ALT.1.5 Chapter 7 of the ES [APP-
047] references good 
practice measures and 
includes reducing the 
working width to 15m 
adjacent to the Maultway 
and to reduce impacts to 
woodland at 

Turf Hill. Paragraph 
7.4.161 of the Planning 
Statement [APP-132] 
states that a 10m width 
can be used when 
crossing through 
boundaries between fields 
where these include 
hedgerows, trees or 
watercourses, where 
feasible. 

i)       Explain why a 
reduced working width 
could not be utilised more 
extensively for open cut 
working and how was 
feasibility determined. 

ii)       Alternatively, explain 
why trenchless crossing 
was not considered to 

1.1 In response to i), the project has determined the standard working width considering a range of 
factors required to construct the pipeline safely and efficiently. To do this, the working width needs 
to accommodate the following elements: topsoil storage, heavy vehicle access route, excavator 
working area, pipe fabrication and coating area, the open trench, trench backfill material (subsoil) 
plus safety zones around each element.   

Illustration 1.1: Standard Working Width 

 

 

1.2 A schedule of Reduced Working Widths is contained in Annex A of the Code of Construction 
Practice (Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 16.1 (2)). This schedule lists the reasons why 
narrow working has been adopted in each specific narrow working area. 

1.3 The 15m reduced working width does not allow for a separate site access route, dedicated 
excavator area or subsoil storage area. As such, construction of the pipeline in the reduced 
working width area would involve more vehicle movements in a smaller space, restrictions on the 
direction of access to the working area and increased haulage of subsoil to a suitable storage 
area, all of which would increase the duration of construction and add to the risk of vehicle 
movement conflicts. Additional space would also be required to safely store the subsoil. This also 
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

avoid areas of high tree 
loss. 

introduces bio-security and soil quality concerns, as it may result in soil, and any organisms it 
contains, being moved over distances between fields or landholdings, rather than being kept 
adjacent to where it was excavated from. This was a concern raised by landowners and 
organisations such as South Downs National Park Authority. 

Illustration 1.2: Reduced Working Width  

 

1.4 The 10m reduced working width is only suitable to be applied over short distances such as 
crossing hedgerows or watercourses, as it does not allow for any topsoil storage alongside the 
trench, further increasing haulage requirements and construction duration.  
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

1.5 The project considers that the increase in construction duration, safety risks and biosecurity risks 
associated with the reduced working width would not be justified unless there were specific 
reasons for introducing such a width restriction at individual locations. 

1.6 In response to ii), through the use of narrow working and other commitments, the Applicant does 
not believe there will be areas of high tree loss. The use of trenchless techniques has been 
considered and utilised in a number of locations where appropriate to reduce tree loss and habitat 
damage. However, the use of trenchless crossings is constrained by a number of issues, including 
space to string out the welded pipe equivalent to the trenchless length, ground conditions and 
increased risk of deliverability compared to open trench pipelaying. Trenchless techniques also 
require large launch and reception pits which would in themselves require a larger area to be 
cleared.   

ALT.1.6 Paragraph 7.4.159 of the 
Planning Statement [APP-
132] also states that the 
feasibility of using 
trenchless techniques to 
avoid protected 
hedgerows and protected 
trees has been considered 
throughout the design 
development of the 
project. The conclusion 
was reached that it was 
not feasible to use 
trenchless techniques to 
avoid these features along 
the route because of the 
number of protected 

1.1 Response with regards to Important Hedgerows. This is a cross-country pipeline and by its 
very nature the pipeline route crosses through a large number of hedgerows (in fact approximately 
190 Important Hedgerows). As such, whilst the pipeline would be buried there is still the 
requirement for plant and material to be transferred from one field to another – generally through 
the hedgerow by a gap that is created up to a maximum width of 10m. Typically the distance 
between the hedgerows ranges from 50m apart to 300m apart. If the Applicant was to employ 
trenchless techniques to cross all these hedgerows it would require the haul route, for plant and 
material, to be diverted away from the pipeline route every time a hedgerow is intercepted. The 
haul route for plant and materials, would then need to be routed around the hedgerows. In many 
cases this would require having to go via field access gates or back onto the local road network 
only to re-join the pipeline route on the other side of the hedgerow. In several cases some fields 
are ‘landlocked’ and only have field to field access which isn’t necessarily close to the proposed 
pipeline route, thereby requiring the Applicant to impact on a larger footprint and an extended 
Order limit. The Applicant deems this to be infeasible as it would: 

• significantly increase the length of the haul route so as to increase impact on landowner 
operations; 
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

hedgerows and trees, 
which would result in 
additional engineering, 
environmental, social, 
planning and 
cost/scheduling 
challenges and impacts. 

Explain and justify the 
basis on which this 
conclusion was reached. 

• increase the duration of the installation of the pipeline as it would take much longer to access 
the pipeline route; 

• lead to increased construction traffic on local roads; and 

• significantly increase the number of tie-in welds required for the pipeline, thereby significantly 
increasing the need for construction operatives to enter trenches to weld pipe. This is a safety 
hazard that needs to be kept to a minimum. It is much safer to weld pipe at ground level and 
then lower it into the trench. 

1.2 Response with regard to Important Trees. The proposed limits of deviation (LoD) of the pipeline 
encroach upon or cross existing trees with Tree Preservation Orders (TPOs) at 14 locations. At 
eight of these locations the Applicant’s proposed method of installing the pipeline is trenchless 
construction. These can be seen on Sheets 11, 29, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 52 of the General 
Arrangement Plans (Additional Submission AS-058).  Of the remaining six locations, four have 
sufficiently wide LoD to enable the pipeline to be installed in an open cut trench without adversely 
impacting the TPO trees. At the remaining two locations the project would be employing special 
excavation techniques to reduce impact and/or loss of TPO trees as discussed with Natural 
England.  

ALT.1.7 The Register of 
Environmental Actions 
and Commitments 
(REAC), which is 
contained within Chapter 
16 of the ES [APP-056], 
indicates the proposed 
method of crossing the 
Cove Brook Flood Storage 
Area. The Environment 
Agency (EA) in its 

1.1 In response, the Applicant can confirm that a trenchless crossing is now the proposed method of 
crossing the Cove Brook Flood Storage Area. The list of trenchless crossings in Annex B of the 
Code of Construction Practice (Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 16.1 (2)) will be updated to 
reflect this, with detailed designs to follow at a later stge. In the meantime, the commitment has 
been made within the Statement of Common Ground discussed with the Environment Agency 
(Document Reference 8.4.01). 

 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000509-2.6%20General%20Arrangement%20Plans%20(3%20of%203).pdf
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

Relevant Representation 
(RR) [RR-239] has 
identified that these 
measures may result in 
structural weakness to the 
embankment, which could 
in turn increase the 
likelihood of embankment 
failure which would in turn 
risk life. 

Respond to this and 
explain why a trenchless 
crossing method has not 
been proposed at the 
Cove Brook Flood Storage 
Area. 

ALT.1.8 The EA in its RR [RR-239] 
states that the Proposed 
Development would 
conflict with the EA’s 
proposed River Thames 
Flood Defence Scheme. 
Set out the discussions 
that have taken place 
between the Applicant, the 
EA and the landowner with 
regards to this matter, 
beyond those outlined in 

1.1 The Environment Agency (EA) raised various concerns relating to the interaction between the 
project and the Agency’s River Thames Flood Alleviation Scheme and requested further 
consultation to agree the way forward. Following positive recent meetings with the EA on this 
issue, matters are now being negotiated between the Applicant and the EA’s legal teams. 

1.2 The Applicant has had a number of meetings with the EA and the landowner as listed below: 

• May 2018 - General meeting between the SLP project team and the EA where several 
matters were discussed including the Flood Defence Scheme. 

• October 2018 - Office meeting with the EA and their designers for the Flood Defence 
Scheme. 
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

the RR, and how could the 
matter be resolved. 

• February 2019 - On site meeting with the EA, their Land Agent, their designers for the Flood 
Defence Scheme and Brett Aggregates (the landowner). 

• August 2019 - On site meeting with the EA, their Land Agent, their designers for the Flood 
Defence Scheme, and Brett Aggregates (the landowner). 

1.3 The purpose of this engagement was to share information about the project and coordinate 
development of the designs, specifically in relation to the interaction between the Flood Defence 
Scheme and the Applicant’s project.    

1.4 Based on design information received from the EA, the Applicant widened the Order Limits and 
limits of deviation for the project to provide flexibility for reasonable accommodation of the Flood 
Defence Scheme. The matter is still being negotiated between the Applicant and the EA and is 
addressed further in the Statement of Common Ground between the Applicant and the EA 
(Document Reference 8.4.01). The Applicant has a good degree of confidence that matters with 
the EA will be agreed before the end of examination. 
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