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1 Response to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions – Historic Environment (HE) 
Table 1.1: Applicant response to Question 

ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

HE.1.1 Requirement 11 of the 
draft DCO [AS-059] 
requires the submission 
and approval of a written 
scheme for the 
investigation of areas of 
archaeological interest 
(WSI). No Outline WSI 
document is before the 
Examination. 

i)       Justify the approach 
that no outline submission 
is before the ExA 
particularly as it must be 
approved by numerous 
relevant planning 
authorities. 

ii)       Explain how the ExA 
and relevant planning 
authorities can be satisfied 
and take any confidence 
that its measures would be 
capable of adequately 

1.1 In answer to i), the Applicant has submitted an Archaeological Mitigation Strategy (AMS) 
(Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 9.5 (2)) which sets out its strategy for managing 
archaeological risk on the project. This has been discussed with the County Archaeologists. The 
Applicant considers the AMS to contain the outline detail that the examining authorities require for 
examination. The role of the WSI is where specific archaeological works are being planned and 
where agreement of the relevant planning authority is required.  

1.2 The Applicant considers that the relevant planning authority is the appropriate body to consider 
the subject matter of a WSI. A WSI is location specific and not capable of universal adoption along 
the pipeline route. At this stage in the project there is no meaningful detail that can be included in 
an outline WSI as the archaeological trial trench evaluation and the detailed design are ongoing, 
meaning that the exact potential for impact on the archaeological resource, and therefore the 
necessary details for inclusion in the WSI (or even an outline WSI) are not known. It is accepted 
that a WSI would be approved by the relevant planning authorities, but the Applicant does not 
consider that provision of an outline document for examination (beyond what is contained in the 
AMS) would reduce that requirement or assist at the discharge stage. This is consistent with the 
approach adopted by other DCOs.   

1.3 In answer to ii), as per Requirement 11(3) of the draft DCO (Document Reference 3.1 (3)), the 
WSI, where required, must reflect the mitigation measures set out in the AMS, which would be a 
certified document. As set out in the relevant requirement, the relevant authority would need to 
approve the WSI and any concerns they have over the delivery of the mitigation can be resolved 
as part of the approval process. Part 2 of Schedule 2 of the draft DCO governs this process. If 
necessary, the relevant authority can request further information as part of its deliberations. 
Ultimately, if the Applicant and the relevant authority disagree over whether the WSI should be 
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

mitigating archaeological 
finds. 

iii)      Comment on Historic 
England’s RR [RR-243] 
that the absence of the 
Outline WSI may preclude 
archaeological finds from 
being designed out. 

iv)      Provide an Outline 
WSI, listing measures that 
would be secured, 
drawings to be prepared, 
detailing consultation that 
would be undertaken and 
with whom, and the inter-
relationship of landscape 
and ecology. 

v)      If an Outline WSI is 
to be provided, explain 
whether it should form a 
Certified Document in 
Schedule 11 of the draft 
DCO [AS-059] and update 
accordingly. 

approved with or without amendments, an appeal process is provided for, with an appeal to the 
Secretary of State. This is consistent with the approach adopted by other DCOs.   

1.4 In answer to iii), Historic England does not refer to the absence of an Outline WSI in its Relevant 
Representation, but to the difficulty of implementing mitigation measures for archaeological 
deposits that are found subsequently – which an Outline WSI would not address if prepared at 
this stage, but which the Archaeological Mitigation Strategy does address (Document Reference 
6.4 Appendix 9.5 (2)). The Applicant has responded to the Relevant Representation in (REP1-
003) and has submitted the Statement of Common Ground (Document Reference 8.4.18) 
between the Applicant and Historic England.  

1.5 In answer to iv) and v), as noted above, the Applicant does not consider it necessary or appropriate 
to prove an outline WSI, and the AMS (Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 9.5 (2)) contains the 
matters that need to be considered at this stage of the project. 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000693-Esso%20Petroleum%20Company,%20Limited%208.3%20Responses%20to%20Relevant%20Representations.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000693-Esso%20Petroleum%20Company,%20Limited%208.3%20Responses%20to%20Relevant%20Representations.pdf
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

HE.1.3 Respond to Historic 
England’s concerns as 
raised in its RR [RR-243] 
that compounds and pits 
may physically impact on 
Roman remains 
particularly in the absence 
of an Outline WSI. 

1.1 A meeting was held on the 22 August 2019 between the Applicant and Historic England, to discuss 
the relevant representation, as part of agreeing the Statement of Common Ground between both 
organisations. 

1.2 Historic England’s only concern about construction compounds and trenchless construction pits 
was in relation to the Roman site at Stephens Castle Down, and the potential for Roman remains 
to be affected by the proposed construction compound, which was discussed at this meeting. The 
Applicant understands these concerns and will commit to not utilising this area as a compound. 
This commitment is provided in the updated version of the CoCP submitted at Deadline 2 
(Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 16.1 (2)). See commitment D6a: ‘The construction 
compound measuring up to 55 metres by 52 metres to be located at Stephens Castle Down 
(Works No. 4F and shown on Sheet 6 of the Works Plan at CO-4F) is no longer required and will 
be removed from the works description in Schedule 1.  An area adjacent to the working width 
measuring 15 metres by 55 metres will still be required as part the construction of a trenchless 
crossing (TC002) beneath Stake's Lane. 

1.3 The Applicant has responded to the absence of an Outline WSI in answer to WQ HE.1.1.   

HE.1.4 Respond to Historic 
England’s concerns as 
raised in its RR [RR-243] 
that crash site remains 
should be classified as 
high significance and not 
as a low-priority risk as set 
out in Chapter 9 of the ES 
[APP-049]. 

1.1 The Applicant has subsequently agreed with Historic England to undertake an additional 
assessment of potential World War II crash sites, in the form of metal detecting, in order to provide 
a further level of understanding of the impact, and that there is no need to alter the level of 
significance in the assessment. 

1.2 The wreckage of military aircraft is protected through the Protection of Military Remains Act, 1986 
and a licence is required for their excavation. 

1.3 There are five World War II aircraft crash sites recorded within the Historic Environment Record, 
within 1km of the Order Limits (see Environmental Statement Appendix 9.3 Application 
Document APP-111). Two of the crash sites are within the built-up area of Frimley and would not 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000231-6.4%20Appendix%209.3%20Historic%20Environment%20Gazetteer.pdf
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

be impacted by the project. Three crash sites, although recorded as outside of the Order Limits, 
have the potential to be affected by the project: 

• Asset 308, the crash site of an RAF Mosquito near Westbrook Grange; 

• Asset 770, the crash site of an RAF Leopard Moth near Deepcut; and 

• Asset 826, the crash site of an RAF Hurricane near Chobham. 

1.4 The exact locations of these three assets are unknown, as the airframes on most crash sites are 
fragmentary. There is also the potential for significant ancillary items, such as engines, to be 
spread over a wider area, which could extend into the Order Limits. 

1.5 As an additional measure, the project will add an additional paragraph to the Archaeological 
Mitigation Strategy to state that: ‘The project will undertake preliminary metal detecting in areas 
within Order Limits which are due to be excavated (including trial trenches) that are within 300m 
of the recorded site of a crash asset. This will be undertaken prior to the excavation and any 
potential items investigated by the project to determine if they could be of archaeological 
significance. Further to section 2.4.2 of the Archaeological Mitigation Strategy, an assessment of 
the significance of the archaeological remains would be made according to the criteria for the 
selection of important sites, set out in ‘Military Aircraft Crash Sites, Archaeological guidance on 
their significance and future management’ (English Heritage, 2002). If significant archaeological 
remains from these crash sites are identified during the metal detecting or further archaeological 
work, the relevant local authority archaeologists, Historic England the Ministry of Defence would 
be consulted in line with section 2.4 of the Archaeological Mitigation Strategy.’ 

1.6 The above approach has been submitted to Historic England in the form of a Technical Note on 
Potentially Significant Heritage Assets. The aim is to agree this approach with Historic England 
through the Statement of Common Ground. 
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

HE.1.5 In the absence of an 
Outline WSI, update the 
ExA on discussions with 
the relevant planning 
authorities on mitigation 
for archaeology, as 
highlighted by Surrey 
County Council in its RR 
[RR-281]. 

1.1 The Applicant is currently in discussions with the archaeology officers (curators) of Surrey County 
Council, Hampshire County Council and Winchester City Council to obtain their agreement to a 
trial trench evaluation programme. It is anticipated that trial trenching will begin in January 2020. 
This full programme of over 1,000 trial trenches across the project will greatly inform the proposed 
mitigation in terms of where it is needed and what level of archaeological work is to be undertaken.  

1.2 Written Schemes of Investigation would then be produced, specific to each of Winchester, 
Hampshire and Surrey and specific to each mitigation method. These will be agreed with the 
relevant curator after the completion of the trial trench evaluation programme.  

1.3 The anticipated methods of mitigation are outlined in the Archaeological Mitigation Strategy (AMS) 
(Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 9.5 (2)). The principles set out in the original AMS were 
agreed with the curators prior to application. Version 2 of the AMS, submitted at Deadline 2, 
addresses minor comments provided by Hampshire County Council through the discussions on 
the Statement of Common Ground. 

1.4 The Applicant is working with Surrey County Council, Hampshire County Council and Winchester 
City Council to agree the programme of archaeological mitigation. The Statements of Common 
Ground provide the current status of these discussions. 
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