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Whilst this proposal relates to the creation of 1 full time job, as outlined in previous correspondence
dated 7t October 2020, 14 July 2021 and 13™ August 2021, copies of which are also attached for
ease of reference, the previous Applications upon which this follows lacked the necessary detail in
relation to the status of the neighbouring private road network and land and potential impact on
traffic on public and private infrastructure. We also observe that parties such as A'and P Tees and
National Grid also do not appear to have been contacted as part of this neighhbour consultation.

The complexity and cost of the wider South Bank development proposals are recognised, as is the
potential benefit to the area should the proposals be delivered. PD Teesport had offered to assist
financially with the development of South Bank, but this offer was not accepted by the Applicant, with
a £107million loan subsequently being secured from the government to assist with infrastructure
provision, The quantum of funding being potentially spent may indicate the true scale of any wider
development proposals with resultant implications on access and egress to and from the site.

We have previously referred the Council to the inaccuracy associated with the Highways Assessment
in the main and subsequent applications for the South Bank developments as referred to in the
aforementioned attached letters. The impact on Dockside Road has been massively understated given
the restrictions omitted from the Highways Assessment associated with the suggested use of PD
Teesport’s private road network, and should no longer be ignored. Whereas this Application for the
Primary Customs Zone will only result in 1 full time job, the traffic generation through the proposed
development site has not been considered in the Application. Given that the vehicle trip generation
and distribution is missing from the Application it is not possible to consider the wider impact on the
A66 at the junction with the B1513 Old Station Road and the impact to the businesses on Dockside
Road and Smiths Dock Road.

Yours sincerely

Michael McConnell
Group Property Director

cc. sue.jeffrey@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk
sandra.smith@redcar-cleveland.gov.uk

Encs:
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Para4.28 Within the South Industrial Zone [identified in the SPD] the Council, in partnership with
the STDC, will encourage development proposals for port related uses, including port based
fabrication, offshore energy industries, including manufacturing, materials processing and
manufacturing, contract fabrication and energy generation and, potentially rig and large equipment
decommissioning.”

Whilst the above statements provide an indication that a port related proposal may follow, there is
no commitment to port related development, noting of course an outline or full planning application
does not necessarily lead to any development taking place.

Access

It is noted the layout provides two main access routes, one at Smiths Dock Road and the other at Tees
Dock Road within the Teesport Estate, with a road running through the middle of the area of the
application area. This route largely replicates the Dockside Road/Teesport Link Road Scheme, being
designed as an alternative access between Bran Sands and Teesport to Dockside Road.

Paragraph 2.23 states “The development site is located directly to the east of Smiths Dock Road and
directly to the west of Tees Dock Road. These roads provide connectivity to the wider local road
network via the A66.”

The proposal appears to be for the industrial estate to access the private Teesport Estate and road
networl, before linking onto the Public Highway networlk at Tees Dock Road leading to the AB6. It is
noted that Highways England has objected to the proposal pending further information on highways
matters.

| Any proposals to access the private Teesport Estate and associated infrastructure would need to be
formalised with PD Teesport considering, amongst other things, security, health and safety and

‘ internal road capacity issues for the Teesport Estate in addition to the wider public highway access

| beyond the private road network. In recent years PD Teesport has invested its own capital in

| upgrading the public highway network outside the Teesport Estate. Any proposal by third parties to
access our own private road network as a method to access the public highway network will involve
consideration of the implications on road capacity both for our own estate and the public highway
infrastructure, and we would wish to reserve our position to comment further on those matters
whenever the applicant has provided the necessary detall.

As the Statutory Harbour Authority for the River Tees we would thank you for the opportunity to
comment on this outline application.

Yours faithfully

Mlichael McConnell
Group Property Director
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1.6. In the attached correspondence dated 7% October 2020 the Applicant was informed that any
proposals to access the private Teesport Estate and associated infrastructure would need to
be formalised, with PD Teesport considering amongst other things, security, health and safety
and internal road capacity issues for the Teesport Estate, in addition to the wider public
access beyond the private road network. Any proposal to access our private network as a
means to access the public highway would involve consideration of the implications on road
capacity for our own estate and the public highway infrastructure beyond. We have still not
received any formal request from the applicant nor any further details in order to consider
this further.

1.7. In the course of legal proceedings between the Applicant and PD Teesport (in which the
Applicant is being represented by Forsters LLP of Mayfalr and Jonathan Seitler QC of
Wilberforce Chambers), the Applicant has admitted that any tenants of the proposed
development would not have rights over No. 1 Quay Road. It is important that the correct
position on access is recorded on this application along with the various other planning
applications and associated studies for the larger South Bank site.

1.8. If it is proposed that access / egress to the application site only comes via Dockside Road,
then the traffic generation should be modeled with 100% of the traffic using this route and
all routes from the west i.e. from the A19 and A66. An understanding of the impact on the
junction of the A66 and B1513 (Old Station Road) has not been provided and should be
provided particularly given the scale of the associated manufacturing at the site.

2. Drainage

2.1, We note that there is no detail or clarification on how surface water and foul drainage will
be disposed of from the site. We note a drawing submitted with the application entitled
South Bank Parameters Plan Site Overlay Sheet 1 shows a “proposed culvert route” running
towards the Teesport Estate. We ask that full details of the proposed drainage from the
development be submitted prior to determination to ensure that full consideration is
understood on any potential impact caused on the neighbouring land at Teesport and the
River Tees and mitigation is provided, subject to works licence and owners consent.

We wish to offer our support of the efforts currently being made to remediate the area of South Bank
under the control of Teesworlks / South Tees Development Corporation. We do however urge caution
guard against a single blinkered agenda for potential development which does not appropriately
consider the position of major economic drivers and employers for the Tees Valley and beyond.

Yours faithfully

Michael McConnell
Group Property Director

cc. Chris Bell, Operations Directorate
Highways England

Yorkshire and North East Region
PLANNINGYNE@highwaysengland.co.uk
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PD Teespari Limited
17-27 Queen's Square,
Middlesbrough, TS2 TAH
+44 {0) 1642 877000

As you are aware from our correspondence dated 7t October 2020 relating to the Outline Planning
Application R/2020/0357/00M, PD had not received any formal request from the Applicant to use
the roads on the private Teesport Estate. This remains the situation as of today’s date. PD remains
willing to consider any proposal by the Applicant regarding accessing the private Teesport road
network. As outlined in our letter of 14% July, and acknowledged by the legal representatives of the
Applicant and again in the recent correspondence from Lichfields, Tenants do not have access rights
along the lines of those afforded to the freeholder of what was known in 1964 as the Clevelend Works
and Lackenby Works, That does not preclude engagement on the part of either the Applicant or any
prospective Tenant should it wish PD to consider any request for access together with associated
operational and commercial issues.

Should the Applicant wish to consult with PD on the new planning application, PD would welcome
this. The Applicant is also aware of the investment and businesses operating in and around the
Teesport Commerce Park and Dockside Road area, and we trustitwill recognise the need tonot cause
any interruption or congestion to this industrial zone. No doubt the appropriate assessment of the
traffic impact caused by the development proposal on the A66 and B1513 will be provided.

We would reiterate our support to the remediation of the area under the control of the South Tees
Development Corporation, but for this not to be at the detriment of existing businesses and
investment decisions on the River corridor.

In the potential absence of the Applicant offering any consultation with PD, we would be grateful for
notification from you of the new application and, if applicable, any withdrawal of the current one.

Yours faithfully

Michael McConnell
Group Property Director

ce. Mrs Justine Matchett, Lichfields (newcastle@lichfields.uk)

Mr Chris Bell, Operations Directorate
PLANNINGYNE@highwaysengland.co.uk

www.pdports.co.uk

Regislerad in England Mo, 02636007 os PD Teesport Limiled.

Registerad Olffice: 17-27 Queen’s Square, Middleshrough T52 TAH,

All business undertaken by the company is subject to the PD Tesspor Limiled general condifions of business, the lalest aditions of RHA, UKWA, CMR |where opplicable by law),
and BIFA (for Frsight forwarding only), os oppropriata o the servica being underlaken, Copies of lhe candilions are ovailable from the company en request or con ba found on
our yrebsite veviwpdporis.co.uk/legalienns/
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