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1 Response to the Examining Authority’s Written Questions – Queen Elizabeth Park 
(QE) 

Table 1.1: Applicant response to Question 

ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

QE.1.1 Sheet 34 of the Works Plans 
(AS-048) would appear to 
necessitate the removal of 
the play area in Queen 
Elizabeth Country Park: 

i)       Confirm if it would be 
necessary to remove or 
temporarily close the play 
area during the proposed 
construction period. 

ii)       If it would need to be 
closed or removed, what 
alternative provision would 
be made for play for the 
duration of the construction 
period. 

iii)      If the play area is to be 
removed, would it be 
reinstated after the 
Proposed Development has 
been completed and if not, 
what alternative/ 
replacement provision is 

1.1 In answer to i), the construction of the replacement pipeline would involve the temporary removal 
of the existing Neighbourhood Equipped Area for Play (NEAP) within Queen Elizabeth Park, to 
the southeast of Cabrol Road. The need for the temporary removal of the NEAP during the 
construction of the replacement pipeline, and the effects of doing so, are reflected in Chapter 
16 of the Planning Statement (Application Document APP-132), particularly in paragraphs 
16.4.20 to 16.4.31, and in Appendix 16.1. 

1.2 In answer to points ii) and iii), the Applicant has committed to the reinstatement of the NEAP 
after the completion of the construction works. It has also committed to provide an alternative 
NEAP for use whilst the existing NEAP is not available.   

1.3 The Applicant’s commitments are contained within the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) 
(Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 16.1 (2)). The CoCP includes commitment OP05, which 
confirms that ‘In recognition that the existing neighbourhood equipped area for play (NEAP) at 
Queen Elizabeth Park would be impacted by the pipeline construction, the project would 
reinstate the existing NEAP as soon as practicable after construction (G94). The project would 
seek to provide an alternative NEAP for use while the existing NEAP is out of commission.  The 
alternative NEAP would either be provided by the project within the Order Limits in the vicinity 
of the existing NEAP on land belonging to Rushmoor Borough Council or would be provided in 
collaboration with Rushmoor Borough Council in accordance with the details agreed’. The 
reinstatement would take the form of new play equipment, to replace the existing older 
equipment. 

1.4 The Applicant is continuing to discuss the details of this provision with Rushmoor Borough 
Council which is both the landowner and local planning authority for Queen Elizabeth Park.  

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: 

proposed and where would 
this be located. 

iv)      Confirm that the 
reinstatement of the play 
provision is secured in the 
draft DCO (AS-059). 

1.5 In response to point (iv), the reinstatement of the NEAP, and provision of any alternative NEAP 
during the construction period, are secured in the draft Development Consent Order (DCO) 
(Document Reference 3.1 (3)) through commitments OP05 and OP06 in the CoCP. DCO 
Requirement 5 (Schedule 2 of the DCO) requires the development to be implemented in 
accordance with the CoCP. 

 

 

QE.1.2 Confirm the total number of 
trees to be removed during 
the construction of the 
proposed pipeline route at 
Queen Elizabeth Country 
Park. 

1.1 The Applicant is not expecting to remove all trees within the Order limits. The Applicant cannot 
yet confirm the number of trees that would need to be removed because the detailed 
construction design necessary to determine the precise location of the replacement pipeline is 
not required to support the application for development consent. This is normally undertaken 
prior to construction and as part of the detailed design work on the eventual alignment of the 
pipeline. If the Applicant is granted development consent the pipeline could be installed 
anywhere within the limits of deviation. This flexibility is required in order to deal with unforeseen 
ground conditions and local features. 

1.2 The Applicant’s aim is to avoid removing trees wherever practicable. Further, Article 41(2) of 
the draft DCO (Document Reference 3.1 (3)) states that ‘In carrying out any activity authorised 
by paragraph (1), the undertaker must not cause unnecessary damage to any tree or shrub’. 

1.3 In commitment NW17 in ES Chapter 16 (Application Document APP-056), the Applicant 
states ‘Working width reduced to 15m to reduce the impacts on Queen Elizabeth Park, an area 
of high amenity, visual screening and landscape value within an urban area’. 

1.4 Further, commitment G88 in ES Chapter 16 states that ‘Where possible, reinstatement of 
vegetation would generally be using the same or similar species to that removed (subject to 
restrictions for planting over and around pipeline easements)’. The Applicant is committed to full 
reinstatement following installation, with native shrubs being planted within the six-metre-wide 
easement over the pipeline. 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000174-6.2%20Chapter%2016%20Environmental%20Management%20and%20Mitigation.pdf


Southampton to London Pipeline Project  

Response to the Examining Authority's Written Questions - Queen 

Elizabeth Park (QE) 

 

 

 

Page 4 of QE 

 

ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

1.5 The Applicant intends to follow the existing cycle track within Queen Elizabeth Park and intends 
to install the replacement pipeline adjacent to the existing buried pipeline.  

1.6 The Applicant notes that much of the vegetation within the proposed Order limits consists of 
rhododendron. This invasive species is currently subject to a removal and management plan by 
the Council, work which the Council publicises within the park. The Applicant has confirmed to 
the Council that it would remove the rhododendron from within the working area.     

QE.1.3 A large number of RRs have 
raised concerns about the 
route for the Proposed 
Development across Queen 
Elizabeth Country Park. On 
their Unaccompanied Site 
Inspection (USI) the ExA 
observed this to be a well-
used space with a busy 
children’s play area and 
significant number of mature 
trees that contributed 
positively to the character of 
the area. The ExA is 
concerned about the route of 
the Proposed Development 
across this space and the 
potential effects it would 
have on local communities. 
Chapter 4 of the ES gives no 
assessment of the 
alternative routes 

1.1 In response to i), a route location which would avoid use of the Queen Elizabeth Park was 
considered and consulted upon as part of the Corridor Consultation. This was the Corridor ‘J’ 
sub-option which routed past Frimley Park Hospital. This sub-option was de-selected due to the 
potential impact on the hospital, schools and local roads during installation Appendix 3.12 of the 
Consultation Report (Application Document APP-034). Following the corridor consultation, the 
Applicant selected Corridors J and G to progress. One of the key reasons given by respondents 
for favouring these corridors was that they follow the existing route (section 3.17 and 3.18 of the 
Consultation Report (Additional Submission AS-013). In this particular case, the strong 
feedback from the consultation was that consultees preferred the sub-option that routes through 
Queen Elizabeth Park rather than the one that routed past Frimley Park Hospital.   

1.2 In response to ii), the working width would be reduced through Queen Elizabeth Park. The 
project has made a commitment to narrow working through the park which in this case means 
the project would only use a maximum of 15m. This narrow working commitment is shown on 
Sheets 34 and 35 of the General Arrangement Plans (Additional Submission AS-058) and is 
identified as NW17 in Table 16.1 in the REAC, Chapter 16 of the Environmental Statement 
(Application Document APP-056). The justification for the narrow working is identified in Table 
16.1 as ‘To reduce impacts on Queen Elizabeth Park, an area of high amenity and landscape 
value within an urban area. To reduce impacts to trees with bat roost potential and to retain the 
park's screening function for properties to the south’. The project does not anticipate a 
considerable loss of trees in the park. The Applicant intends to follow the existing cycle track 
within Queen Elizabeth Park and intends to install the replacement pipeline adjacent to the 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000153-5.1%20Appendix%203%20Pipeline%20Corridor%20Consultation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000332-5.1%20Consultation%20Report.pdf
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: 

considered to specifically 
avoid this public space. 

i)       Explain whether other 
route locations were 
considered to avoid the use 
of this community open 
space. 

ii)       Explain why the 
working width was not 
minimised here, as at other 
locations where trees and 
hedges are to be retained to 
limit the land take and 
minimise loss of trees. 

existing buried pipeline. As part of its narrow working proposals the Applicant intends to split the 
15m of narrow working into 5m for pipe stringing out (associated with the trenchless activities 
either side of the park) and 10m for pipe installation up the existing cycle track and adjacent to 
the existing buried pipeline. 

 

 

QE.1.4 Respond to the concerns 
raised in RR-102 regarding 
inaccuracies in the data 
submitted with regards to the 
plotting of the tree groups in 
Queen Elizabeth Country 
Park, Farnborough in 
Appendix 10.2 [APP-115]. 

1.1 The Applicant recognises that some of the grid references provided in Appendix 10.2 Schedule 
of Notable Trees (Application Document APP-115) were incorrect. The Applicant has provided 
a new version of Appendix 10.2 Schedule of Notable Trees showing where amendments have 
been made (Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 10.2 (2)).  

 

 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN070005/EN070005-000235-6.4%20Appendix%2010.2%20Schedule%20of%20Notable%20Trees.pdf
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ExQ1 Question: Applicant response to Question: 

QE.1.5 i) Explain whether 
trenchless techniques were 
considered for construction 
of the Proposed 
Development at Queen 
Elizabeth Country Park. 

ii)       Explain why they were 
discounted. 

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

1.1 In answer to i) and ii), trenchless techniques were not considered for installation of the 
replacement pipeline at Queen Elizabeth Park.  

1.2 In answer to iii), irrespective of the pipeline construction technique through Queen Elizabeth 
Park itself, a number of the trees in Queen Elizabeth Park would have to be cleared in order to 
provide space for the stringing and welding of pipe for the already proposed horizontal 
directional drilling (HDD) to install the pipeline adjacent to the railway line and just to the west 
of the park (Trenchless Crossing TC 018). In addition to this stringing area, access would need 
to be created in order to get construction equipment to the eastern end of the park and to clear 
an area for the trenchless crossing of the A325 Farnborough Road. 

1.3 The Applicant has now considered trenchless construction through the park. The stringing out 
and access/clearance for the existing trenchless commitments would lead to tree loss on a scale 
which is at least comparable with the tree loss associated with the use of trenchless techniques. 
Taking that tree loss into account, there is no benefit in trenchless construction through the park 
itself as regards impacts on trees.  

1.4 The Applicant has made a commitment to narrow working through the park, which in this case 
means the project would only use a maximum width of 15m. This narrow working commitment 
is shown on Sheets 34 and 35 of the General Arrangement Plans (Additional Submission AS-
058) and identified as commitment NW17 in Table 16.1 in the Register of Environmental Actions 
and Commitments (REAC) in Environmental Statement (ES) Chapter 16 (Application 
Document APP-056). The amount of tree loss would be further mitigated by utilising the open 
areas along the footpath/cycle track. 

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: 

QE.1.6 i)       Confirm whether public 
access to Queen Elizabeth 
Country Park would be 
restricted/prevented during 
construction 

ii)       If so, confirm for how 
long it would be unavailable 
and whether alternative 
provision would be provided. 

iii)      Explain whether 
access would be able to be 
maintained if a trenchless 
technique was used. 

1.1 In answer to i), public access to parts of Queen Elizabeth Park would be temporarily restricted 
during construction, with construction areas fenced to prevent public access. A detailed 
assessment of the potential impacts of the construction of the replacement pipeline on Queen 
Elizabeth Park is described in paragraphs 16.4.20 to 16.4.31 of the Planning Statement 
(Application Document APP-132). 

1.2 In answer to ii), it is not possible to confirm the precise duration of the construction works within 
Queen Elizabeth Park (and accordingly how long access to parts of the Park would be 
unavailable) at this time. However, paragraph 16.4.20 of the Planning Statement confirms that 
the area of land within the Order limits containing the Neighbourhood Equipped Area for Play 
(NEAP) close to Cabrol Road ‘will be used for a trenchless construction compound for between 
approximately six and 12 months. This is necessary in order to construct using trenchless 
techniques along the toe of the railway embankment without disruption or impact on the railway.’ 
The area within the Order limits in the southeast corner of the park, close to Farnborough Road, 
would accommodate trenchless construction under Farnborough Road and into the grounds of 
Farnborough Hill School, expected to be for a shorter duration (as the trenchless length is 
shorter than the trenchless in the southeast corner of Queen Elizabeth Park). The duration of 
the construction of the open cut trench technique between the two trenchless crossings at 
Cabrol Road and Farnborough Road is not yet confirmed. The Applicant does not consider that 
it is necessary to make alternative provision for those parts of Queen Elizabeth Park that would 
be temporarily restricted as these are only a small proportion of the park overall and access will 
continue to be enjoyed over the majority of the park. As set out in response to QE.1.1 the 
Applicant has made a commitment to provide temporary alternative play facilities for the existing 
equipment impacted by the construction works.  

1.3 In answer to iii), the use of trenchless techniques has no bearing on the ability for the park to 
remain accessible as there would still be areas required for stringing out and construction 
equipment. In any event, the Applicant has confirmed in the application that notwithstanding the 
use of a trenched construction technique through the park, access would not be subject to 
blanket restrictions. Paragraph 16.4.28 of the Planning Statement notes that ‘vehicular access 

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: 

to the park is maintained through the existing car park and entrance to the northeast off 
Farnborough Road (A325), with pedestrian access only maintained at the south via Cabrol 
Road’. Paragraph 16.4.28 of the Planning Statement notes, however, that ‘The majority of the 
park is unaffected by the construction of the pipeline and will continue to provide effective 
informal recreation opportunities, including alternative pedestrian routes through the park’. The 
CoCP includes commitment OP02, which provides that: ‘The existing walking and cycling route 
to the north of the Order Limits from Cabrol Road through Queen Elizabeth Park would be 
signposted as an alternative to the route within Order Limits.’ (See Table 3.1 of the Code of 
Construction Practice (Document Reference 6.4 Appendix 16.1 (2)). The details of this route 
would be discussed in advance with the Borough Council as the landowner and relevant 
planning authority. 
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