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1

Introduction

1.1

The Proposed Main Scheme

1.1.1

Ashford has been identified as a major growth area for the South East in the
Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan, with the provision of 31,000
additional homes and 28,000 new jobs in the area by 2031. The existing M20
junction 10, south of Ashford, suffers from congestion and delays, especially in
peak periods, caused mainly by conflict between strategic and local traffic. It is
predicted that the existing M20 junction 10 will suffer from increased
congestion and long delays in the future if additional capacity is not provided.
The M20 junction 10a Scheme is required to accommodate traffic generated
by this proposed future growth of Ashford and includes a new junction to the
south of the existing M20 junction 10 and a new link road to the A2070.

1.1.2

The proposed Main Scheme is presented in Figure 1.1 in Appendix A and
involves the following key elements:


A new junction 10a comprising a gyratory roundabout over the M20
approximately 700m east of the existing junction 10, two bridges over the
motorway each carrying three traffic lanes and four new slip roads to
cater for all movements to and from the motorway.



A new link road between the new junction 10A and the A2070 Southern
Orbital Road (SOR) to the south of Ashford.



Provision of a roundabout at the junction of the existing A2070 SOR and
the new link road in lieu of a signal controlled junction.



Removal of the existing east facing slip roads at junction 10.



A new pedestrian/cyclist bridge over the M20 from Kingsford Street to the
A20.



Demolition of three properties (Clarks Nursery (disused), Wyevale
Garden Centre and Highfield Cottage).



Demolition and relocation of the sewage pumping station on Highfield
Lane.



Demolition of the existing Highfield Lane bridge, with non-motorised
users (NMU) rerouted to the new footbridge adjacent to Kingsford Street.



Replacement of the Church Road footbridge with one suitable for cyclists
and meeting the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 2005.

1.2

Key Scheme Elements

1.2.1

The Main Scheme elements which have the impact to affect water resources
are described below. None of the other activities described above are
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considered to have the potential to affect the Water Framework Directive
(WFD) status of the waterbodies in the vicinity of the scheme, as listed below
in Section 3, due to their distance from the waterbodies. The sewage pumping
station on Highfield Lane that would be demolished and relocated as part of
the works would not affect the Aylesford Stream, as it is located approximately
220m from the stream. For the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that
relocation of the pumping station would not affect any emergency outfall point
for the pumping station, although the exact details of the relocation are not
know at this time.
1.2.2

There is the potential for localised and temporary water quality impacts as a
result of maintenance or construction works, although it is anticipated that this
would be minimal and can be further reduced with sensitive construction
techniques as listed in the Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) that will be produced. Guidance on best practice in relation to
pollution prevention and water management is set out in CIRIA’s
Environmental Good Practice on Site1.

1.2.3

Adherence to the CEMP would ensure any pollution pathways created
between the construction site and watercourses would be minimal, as
measures would be implemented to prevent surface water runoff containing
suspended sediment reaching watercourses through overland flow in rainfall
events. These measures could include, but not necessarily be limited to,
minimising the amount of exposed ground and soil stockpiles, sheeting or
seeding of any soil that does requires stockpiling, silt traps or settlement
lagoons.

New Slip Road Bridges
1.2.4

These two structures would be located on either side of Lacton Farm Culvert
and would carry the new west facing slip roads over the Aylesford Stream. It is
proposed that the bridges would be fully integral single span bridges, with the
new supports set back from the stream to avoid permanent structures being
placed in the stream or any impacts on the Flood Zones 2 and 3 associated
with it.

1.2.5

However, construction of the new coast-bound exit slip road would require the
northern headwall of the Lacton Farm Culvert, which carries the existing M20
over the Aylesford Stream, to be reduced in height by approximately 0.6 –
0.8m. In doing so, some of the metal reinforcement would be exposed and the

_________________________
1

Environmental good practice on site (third edition) (C692), Audus, Charles and Evans, December 2010.
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top would require sealing, by the replacement of approximately 0.2m of new
concrete.
Drainage
1.2.6

The M20 and slip roads are currently drained by a mixture of combined
surface and subsurface filter drains, with kerbs and gullies. The existing
drainage system contains two attenuation ponds, which are believed to be
sized to accommodate a 1-in-5 year event. In addition, the ponds provide
some water quality improvement through the settlement of grit and suspended
matter. A penstock at the outlet from one of the existing ponds allows
emergency isolation in case of spillages, although no pollution control or
means of isolation are provided at the other outfalls.

1.2.7

The proposed drainage strategy would retain the existing drainage systems
where they would be unaffected by the proposed works and use the existing
outfalls where possible. The existing drainage system would be modified to
incorporate the scheme layout and would be upsized where required and
where practicable to meet the design criteria of no flooding for the 1-in-100
year plus 30% climate change event.

1.2.8

The existing attenuation pond location to the east of the proposed junction 10a
would be re-located outside of the floodplain and increased in volume to
attenuate up to the required 1-in-100 year event (1% Annual Event Probability
AEP) plus 30% climate change allowance. Proposed Ponds 1 (to be located
south of junction 10a) and 2 (to be located north of the junction of the A2070
SOR and the new link road) are intended to be wet ponds which would provide
attenuation and treatment of flows. The designed retention time (up to 72 hrs)
would promote sediment removal and allow biological treatment to occur.
Pond 3 (to be located between junction 10a and the A20) is designed to be a
normally dry pond.

1.2.9

The two new slips to the west of junction 10a were previously intended to drain
to the proposed new attenuation pond, but subsequent design work has
shown this to be infeasible without pumping. Runoff from the short lengths
west of the stream would therefore discharge directly to the Aylesford Stream
via replaced outfalls, with discharge rates limited to match the existing
discharge rates. The majority of the slip roads would discharge to the
proposed attenuation ponds.

1.2.10

Penstocks would be installed upstream and downstream of each pond to allow
isolation in case of a spillage within the catchment. In addition, bypass oil
interceptors would be installed upstream of the ponds.
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1.3

Alternative Scheme

1.3.1

Friends Life Ltd is currently applying for planning consent from Ashford
Borough Council (ABC) under the Town and Country Planning Act (TCPA)
1990 (as amended) for a business park development (the Stour Park
development) which would be located immediately to the south of the
proposed A2070 link road (ABC application reference 14/00906/AS).

1.3.2

Whilst the Stour Park development does not form part of the DCO application
for which this WFD assessment has been prepared, should it gain approval
from ABC there would, in order for the Stour Park development to be fully
developed, be a need for an access in the form of a roundabout to be provided
to the Stour Park development from the new A2070 link road. This would be a
three-arm roundabout, located midway along the proposed A2070 link road,
opposite the access track to the attenuation pond.

1.3.3

Due to uncertainty over the timescales for the determination of the Stour Park
TCPA application and the need for Friends Life Ltd and Highways England to
enter into a satisfactory commercial arrangement, Highways England intends
to include an alternative in its DCO application which would allow construction
of the A2070 link road with or without the Stour Park roundabout access. This
will allow for the DCO application and supporting ES to be submitted in a
timely manner, and prevent the need to amend the DCO at a later date, should
it be granted. The proposed Alternative Scheme is presented in Figure 1.2 in
Appendix A.

1.3.4

This WFD assessment therefore considers both the Main Scheme and the
proposed Stour Park access roundabout on the A2070 link road to Stour Park
as an Alternative Scheme.

1.4

The Water Framework Directive

1.4.1

The Water Framework Directive2 came into force in Europe in 2000 and
became law in the UK in 2003. It aims to provide a better water environment
in Europe for surface waters, including rivers, estuaries and coastal waters,
and also groundwater. The WFD requires that Good status is achieved in all
water bodies by 2015. Improvement measures have been planned for water
bodies in the UK in order that they meet Good status. For surface waters,
Good status is made up of Good ecological status (or potential in artificial or
heavily modified water bodies) and Good chemical status. Ecological status

_________________________
2

Directive 2000/60/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 23 October 2000 establishing a framework for Community
action in the field of water policy
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consists of biological, hydromorphological and physico-chemical elements. For
groundwater, good status consists of quantitative and qualitative status of
elements including nitrate levels, saline intrusion, chemicals and impacts on
surface water and wetlands.
1.4.2

The WFD requires that there is no deterioration in water body status and the
WFD objectives to fulfil this are shown in Table 1.1 below.

Table 1.1 WFD Environmental Objectives
Objectives
(from Article 4
of WFD)

Reference and Description

4.1(a)(i)

WFD1 - Member States shall implement the necessary measures to prevent
deterioration of the status of all bodies of surface water.

4.1(a)(ii)

WFD2 - Member States shall protect, enhance and restore all bodies of surface water,
subject to the application of subparagraph (iii) for artificial and heavily modified bodies
of water, with the aim of achieving good surface water status by 2015.

4.1(a)(iii)

WFD3 - Member States shall protect and enhance all artificial and heavily modified
bodies of water, with the aim of achieving good ecological potential and good surface
water chemical status by 2015.

4.1(a)(iv)

WFD4 - Progressively reduce pollution from priority substances and cease or phasing
out emissions, discharges and losses of priority hazardous substances.

4.1(b)(i)

WFD5 - Prevent Deterioration in Status and prevent or limit input of pollutants to
groundwater.

1.4.3

Water body status deterioration can occur by deterioration of any of the
biological, physico-chemical or hydro morphological elements (Quality
Elements listed in Annex V of the WFD). Biological elements are communities
of plants, phytoplankton (free floating photosynthetic organisms) and animals
(for example fish), physico-chemical elements are temperature and the level of
nutrients i.e. conditions which support the biological elements.

1.4.4

Hydromorphological elements include water flow, sediment composition and
the structure of physical habitat. In order to meet the objectives, any activity
which has the potential to have an impact on any of the Quality Elements or
any of the mitigation measures listed in the River Basin Management Plan
(RBMP) must be assessed.

1.5

Purpose of the Water Framework Directive Assessment Report

1.5.1

This assessment considers the proposed Main and Alternative Schemes
against the WFD status and objectives for water bodies in the scheme area.

1.5.2

New activities and schemes which could potentially affect water features must
be assessed for compliance with the WFD to ensure that they do not cause

HA514442-MMGJV-GEN-SMW-RE-Z-631401
Revision A

12

M20 Junction 10a
TR010006

Appendix 14.1 Water Framework
Directive

deterioration or lead to failure of objectives. The Environment Agency (EA) is
the lead authority on the WFD in England and has produced guidance on
assessing impacts of new schemes. This guidance, “Protecting and improving
the water environment Water Framework Directive compliance of physical
works in rivers Screening step 1.3: WFD deterioration & risk to water body
status objectives”3, ‘‘Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD”4,
along with the accompanying “Assessing new modifications for compliance
with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance”5 have been followed here.
Consultation
1.5.3

Consultation with Statutory Environmental Bodies (SEBs) was undertaken in
2010 as part of a broad consultation exercise with all relevant statutory
consultees. A meeting was held between URS and the EA on 20 October
2010, to discuss Flood Modelling and Nature Conservation, although minutes
are not available for this meeting. A subsequent meeting was held with the EA
and a drainage engineer from Kent County Council, on 17 February 2015. The
purpose of this meeting was to reintroduce the scheme, and to discuss the
EA’s requirements for the FRA, ES and WFD assessment. Further meetings
were held on 2 September 2015 and 21 March 2016, to discuss updates to the
proposed drainage design and the ongoing environmental assessment work.
Minutes of the meetings are included in Appendix C.

_________________________
3

Protecting and improving the water environment Water Framework Directive compliance of physical works in rivers Screening step
1.3: WFD deterioration & risk to water body status objectives, Technical Guidance 488_10_SD06, issued 22/12/2014

4

Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD, Operational instruction 488_10, issued 09/11/2010

5

Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance, Supplementary guidance 488_10_SD01
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2

Methodology

2.1

Screening

2.1.1

The EA’s Technical guidance6 describes how to screen proposed physical
works in rivers for risk of causing WFD deterioration and risk to water body
status/potential objectives, as outlined in Appendix B.

2.1.2

The guidance relates only to physical works in rivers; it does not cover water
quality. In order to establish if the proposed physical works pose a risk to
waterbody status/potential or waterbody objectives, the following checks are
required:


If the proposed works are listed on the low risk activity register.



Where the proposed works are not listed on the low risk activity register,
if the risk screening thresholds apply.

2.1.3

However, even if both of the above criteria are met, the proposed scheme still
needs to be screened for risks to High Status waterbodies and other
environmental legislation.

2.2

Assessment Methodology

2.2.1

If the screening assessment concludes that a WFD compliance assessment is
required, the process to be followed is given in the EA’s guidance documents
‘Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD Operational Instruction
488_10’7 and ‘Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed
supplementary guidance 488_10_SD01’8. These describe an eight step
process, as presented in Figure 2.2 in Appendix B.

_________________________
6

Protecting and improving the water environment Water Framework Directive compliance of physical works in rivers Screening step
1.3: WFD deterioration & risk to water body status objectives, Technical Guidance 488_10_SD06, issued 22/12/2014

7

Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD, Operational instruction 488_10, issued 09/11/2010

8

Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance, Supplementary guidance 488_10_SD01
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3

Waterbody Baseline Data

3.1.1

Baseline Data Sources

3.1.2

The first stage of the assessment process is to collect data on the current
status of waterbodies. The following sources have been used to gather this
baseline data:


RBMP South East River Basin District9.



EA’s Catchment Data Explorer10.



EA’s website11: “What’s In Your Backyard?”.

3.2

River Basin Management Plan

3.2.1

The South East RBMP8 provides information on four WFD waterbodies within
the study area that have the potential to be either directly or indirectly affected
by the Main and Alternative Schemes, as shown in Figure 3.1 in Appendix A.
These are:

3.2.2



The Aylesford Stream (GB107040019650), which flows under the M20 to
the west of the new proposed Junction 10A, which is a tributary of;



The East Stour (GB107040019640), which is located approximately 2km
to the southwest of the scheme, although it will be considered here as it
is a downstream waterbody, which is a tributary of;



The Great Stour between Ashford and Wye (GB107040019741), which
lies approximately 5km to the north of the scheme, although it will be
considered here as it is a downstream waterbody; and,



The Kent Greensand Eastern (GB40701G501400) groundwater body,
which underlies the whole scheme.

The Aylesford Stream is currently at Moderate overall status, with supporting
elements at Moderate, Good or High status. The East Stour is currently at
Poor status, as the Macrophytes and Phytobenthos Combined and Phosphate
supporting elements are Poor. The Great Stour between Ashford and Wye is
currently at Moderate status, as the Macrophytes and Phytobenthos
Combined supporting element is Moderate. All three waterbodies are not
designated as Artificial or Heavily Modified Water Bodies.

_________________________
9

EA (2015) River Basin Management Plan South East River Basin District, available online at
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plans-2015, accessed 17/03/2016.

10

http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/WaterBody/GB107041006520, accessed 17/03/2016

11

http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx, accessed 05/05/2015.
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The South East RBMP10 indicates that the site overlies the Kent Greensand
Eastern (GB40701G501400) groundwater body. This is at Poor (quantitative
and qualitative) status, due to impacts on surface waters, current chemical
status and general chemical test and is noted to be at risk due to the following
pressures:


Hazardous Substances and other pollutants.



Nutrients; and Abstraction and other artificial flow pressures.

The current status and objectives of the four waterbodies are summarised in
Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 below. The previous status from the 2009 RBMP is
also listed to indicate the general trends of the four waterbodies.
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Table 3.1 Surface Waterbodies' Status
Waterbody ID

Aylesford Stream
(GB107040019650)
2009 RBMP
2015 RBMP
Good
Moderate

East Stour (GB107040019640)

2009 RBMP
Current Overall
Moderate
Status
Status Objective
Good by 2015
Good by
Good by 2027
(Overall)
2027
Ecological Status
Good Ecological
Good by
Good by 2027
Objective
Status by 2015
2027
Chemical Status
Not assessed in
Good by
Not assessed in
Objective
RBMP
2027
RBMP
Ecological Status
Good
Moderate
Moderate
Biological Elements status (and certainty that status is less than good)
Invertebrates
Good
Good
Not assessed in
RBMP
Fish
Not assessed in
Not assessed Moderate (Quite
RBMP
in RBMP
Certain)
Macrophytes and
Not assessed in
Moderate
Not assessed in
Phytobenthos
RBMP
RBMP
Combined
Supporting elements
Ammonia (PhysHigh
High
High
Chem)
Dissolved Oxygen
High
High
Good
pH
High
High
High
Phosphate
Good
Moderate
Poor (Quite
Certain)
Temperature
High
High
High
Copper
Not assessed in
High
High
RBMP
Triclosan
Not assessed in
High
Not assessed in
RBMP
RBMP
Zinc
Not assessed in
High
High
RBMP
Ammonia (Annex 8)
High
Not assessed High
in RBMP
HA514442-MMGJV-GEN-SMW-RE-Z-631401
Revision A

2015 RBMP
Poor

Great Stour between Ashford and Wye
(GB107040019741)
2009 RBMP
2015 RBMP
Moderate
Moderate

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Good by 2015

Good by 2027

Poor

Moderate

Moderate

Good

Good

Good

Good

Good

Poor

Moderate (Quite
Certain)GB107040019741
Not assessed in RBMP

High

High

High

Good
High
Poor

Moderate (Uncertain)
High
Moderate (Very Certain)

Good
High
Poor

High
High

Good
High

High
High

High

Not assessed in RBMP

High

High

High

High

Not assessed
in RBMP

High

Not assessed in
RBMP
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Waterbody ID

Aylesford Stream
(GB107040019650)
2009 RBMP
Supporting conditions
Quantity and
Supports Good
Dynamics of Flow
Hydrological regime
Not assessed in
RBMP
Morphology
Supports Good
Chemical Elements
Cadmium and its
compounds
Lead and its
compounds
Mercury and its
compounds
Nickel and its
compounds
Di(2ethylhexyl)phthalate
(Priority hazardous)
Nonylphenol
Tributyltin
Compounds

East Stour (GB107040019640)

Great Stour between Ashford and Wye
(GB107040019741)
2009 RBMP
2015 RBMP

2015 RBMP

2009 RBMP

2015 RBMP

Not assessed
in RBMP
High

Supports Good

Not assessed
in RBMP
Supports
Good
Supports
Good

Supports Good

Supports Good

Not assessed in
RBMP

Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP

Good

High

Good

Good

High

Good

Not assessed
in RBMP
Good

High
High

Not assessed in
RBMP
Good

Good

Not assessed in RBMP

Good

Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP

Good

Not assessed in RBMP

Good

Good

Not assessed in RBMP

Good

Supports
Good

Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP

Good

Not assessed in
RBMP
Not assessed in
RBMP

Good

Good
Not assessed
in RBMP
Good
Good

Good
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Table 3.2 Status and Objectives of the Kent Greensand Eastern Groundwater Body
Waterbody ID

Kent Greensand Eastern (GB40701G501400)
2009 RBMP
2015 RBMP

Current Overall Status

Poor

Poor

Status Objective (Overall)

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Quantitative Status Objective

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Chemical Status Objective

Good by 2027

Good by 2027

Justification for not reaching Good by
2015

Disproportionately expensive

N/A

Current Quantitative Status
Poor (Low)
Quantitative elements current status (and confidence)

Poor

Impact on Wetlands

Good (Low)

Good

Impact On Surface Waters

Poor (Low)

Poor

Saline Intrusion

Good (Low)

Good

Water Balance

Poor (Low)

Good

Current Chemical Status

Poor

Poor

Chemical elements current status (and confidence)
Drinking Water Protected Area
Good (Low)

Good

General Chemical Test

Poor (Low)

Poor

Impact on Wetlands

Good (Low)

Good

Impact On Surface Waters

Good (Low)

Good

Saline Intrusion

Good (Low)

Good

Abstraction and other artificial
flow pressures, Urbanisation,
Nitrate, Pesticides,
Chlorinated Solvents, DrWPA

Not available

Pressures and risks

3.3

Waterbody Quality Elements

3.3.1

Table 3.3 shows the Quality Elements that could be affected by changes to
hydromorphology as a result of the proposed Main and Alternative Schemes. It
is based on look up table A from ‘Assessing new modifications for compliance
with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance Supplementary guidance
488_10_SD01’12.

_________________________
12

Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance Supplementary guidance
488_10_SD01’12, Environment Agency, 2010
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Table 3.3 WFD Quality Elements Susceptible to Change by the Main and Alternative Schemes
QE

Potential for change in parameter

Aylesford
Stream

East
Stour

Biological elements
Phytoplankton
Composition
x
x
Abundance
x
x
Planktonic bloom frequency and
x
x
intensity
Macrophytes
Composition
x
x
and
Abundance
x
x
phytobenthos

Benthic
Composition
x
invertebrate

Abundance
x
fauna

Fish
Composition
x

Abundance
x

Age
x
Hydromorphological elements supporting the biological elements

Hydrological
Quantity and dynamics of water flow
x

regime
Connection to groundwater bodies
x

Morphological
River depth and width variation
x

conditions
Structure and substrate of the river
x
bed

Structure of the riparian zone
x
Chemical and physico-chemical elements supporting the biological elements
Thermal conditions
x
x
Oxygenation conditions
x
x

Salinity
?

Acidification status
?
Nutrient conditions
x
x

Specific
Pollution by all priority substances
?
pollutants
identified as being discharged into
the body of water

Pollution by other substances
?
identified as being discharged in
significant quantities into the body of
water

Great Stour between
Ashford and Wye
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
?
?
x
?

?

x – Scheme element not present for that route option
 – Scheme element present for that route option
? – Scheme element may be present, therefore included within assessment

3.3.2

Phytoplankton are photosynthetic organisms that live free-floating within the
water column. They are included as a Quality Element as they are an indicator
organism for the levels of nutrients within the water. Seasonal changes that
result in algae blooms during March to May and a second peak between
August and October (in temperate altitudes) are thought to be largely driven by
anthropogenic influences such as nutrient rich agriculture runoff or sewage
treatment works. The Main and Alternative Schemes would not have impact
on nutrient levels and it is therefore not considered that there would be an
impact on phytoplankton significantly at the water body level, thus this Quality
Element has been scoped out of this assessment.
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3.3.3

Macrophytes are aquatic plants large enough to be seen by eye. They provide
habitats for fish and smaller animals, bind sediments, protect banks
and absorb nutrients. Macrophytes can indicate the impact of increased
nutrients in rivers and are also influenced by other pressures such as channel
engineering, water abstraction, flow impoundment or
acidification. Phytobenthos are plants living on the bed of the watercourse,
predominantly diatoms. Phytobenthos are also good indicators of nutrient
enrichment and other pressures, and can be used to assess river water
quality. Both of these groups of organisms are sensitive to changes in nutrient
levels, such as from nutrient rich agriculture runoff or sewage treatment works.
As the proposed Main and Alternative Schemes would not affect nutrient
levels, these Quality Elements have been scoped out of this assessment.

3.3.4

Benthic/macro invertebrates that inhabit the watercourses receiving runoff
from the proposed Main and Alternative Schemes will be sensitive to changes
in their habitat structure, such as changes in the plant (macrophyte)
communities or changes to the flow within the watercourse. It is considered
that the proposed Main and Alternative Schemes would not affect
macrophytes, but the macroinvertebrate may be affected by changes to flows
and therefore this Quality Element cannot be scoped out of this assessment.

3.3.5

The proposed Schemes would increase the impermeable area, which would
increase surface water runoff to the Aylesford Stream if unattenuated. This
runoff could potentially contain pollutants from the road runoff, such as
suspended sediments, hydrocarbons and salt particularly in the winter period
from de-icing. These could affect the water quality, hydrological regime and
morphological conditions of the receiving watercourse. However, the proposed
drainage design for the Main and Alternative Schemes includes attenuation
ponds with upstream penstocks, to provide treatment and allow for isolation of
surface water run-off in an accident. An assessment of the water quality
effects of the proposed surface water run-off has been carried out using the
Highways Agency Water Risk Assessment Tool (HAWRAT), which has
demonstrated that there would be no adverse effects on the receiving
watercourses (see Appendix 14.3 HAWRAT Assessment, Volume 6.3, for
further details). It is therefore considered unlikely that the effects would be felt
2km downstream at the East Stour or 5km downstream at the Great Stour,
especially when the dilution factor when the Aylesford Stream flows into the
much larger Stour is taken into consideration. The effects on these Quality
Elements have therefore been scoped out for the East Stour and Great Stour
between Ashford and Wye.

3.3.6

Vegetation clearance would be required in sections of the riparian zone, to
enable the proposed new outfalls (as shown in Figure 5.1 in Appendix A) to be
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installed. This could change the structure of the riparian zone, which will
therefore be assessed for WFD compliance.

HA514442-MMGJV-GEN-SMW-RE-Z-631401
Revision A

22

M20 Junction 10a
TR010006

Appendix 14.1 Water Framework
Directive

4

Screening

4.1

High Status Waterbodies

4.1.1

There are no High Status waterbodies that could be affected by the Main or
Alternative Schemes.

4.2

Risk of WFD Deterioration and Risk to Waterbody
Status/Potential Objectives

Low Risk Activities
4.2.1

4.2.2

The following activities that would be carried out at part of the Main and
Alternative Schemes are considered to be low risk, and will therefore not
require assessment:


Maintenance of existing structures (not currently scheduled, but the need
for maintenance may be identified during onsite works).



Temporary scaffolding or clear-span bridges (may be required as part of
construction works).



Temporary cofferdam (would be required for height reduction of the
Lacton Farm Culvert headwall).



Temporary flow diversion, such as cutting temporary channels or overpumping (may be required for height reduction of the Lacton Farm
Culvert headwall).



Permanent clear span bridge, with abutments set-back from bank top
(proposed for the two new slip roads at junction 10a).



Replacing road, rail, footpath, or other surface on a bridge (resurfacing of
the A20 Swatfield Bridge may be required).

The following activities that would be carried out at part of the Main and
Alternative Schemes are not considered to be low risk, and will therefore
require assessment:


Riparian vegetation management (would be carried out for sections of
bank where new outfalls are proposed, which are likely to involve a
length of riverbank >200m in total).



Partial demolition to reduce the height of the headwall on the northern
side of the Lacton Farm Culvert to allow construction of the new coastbound exit slip road.



New drainage system and increased surface water run-off from the
proposed new carriageways and other areas of hardstanding.
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Threshold Screening Criteria
4.2.3

The following activities that would be carried out at part of the Main and
Alternative Schemes fall below the threshold screening criteria and will
therefore not require assessment:


All bridges and crossings covered by low risk activity screening
(proposed new footbridge over the Aylesford Stream west of Junction
10A would not reduce the flow area/width).



All outfalls that are exempt from Flood Risk Activity Permit (FRAP)
regime (four new outfalls to the Aylesford Stream from the drainage
system are proposed, as shown in Figure 5.1 in Appendix A).

4.3

Impacts to Natura 2000 Sites and to the Wider Water
Environment

4.3.1

Downstream of the city of Canterbury, and more than 20km downstream from
Ashford and the Aylesford Stream, the Great Stour flows through Stodmarsh
Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA) and
Ramsar site. From there, the river flows into the tidal Lower Stour area where,
approximately 40km downstream of Ashford and the Aylesford Stream, the
River Stour flows through Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay Ramsar and SPA
sites, Thanet Coast SAC, and Sandwich Bay SAC, and into Pegwell Bay (see
Figure 3.1 in Appendix A for the location of these sites).

Stodmarsh Ramsar, SPA and SAC Site
4.3.2

This is a 481ha complex site comprising inland, marine and coastal wetlands.
It is important because it supports six British Red Data Book wetland
invertebrates, two nationally rare plants and five nationally scarce species as
well as a diverse assemblage of rare wetland birds that use the site for
breeding and wintering purposes. A sizeable population of Desmoulin’s whorl
snail Vertigo moulinsiana lives beside ditches within pasture on the floodplain
of the River Stour, where reed sweet-grass Glyceria maxima, large sedges
Carex spp. and common reed Phragmites australis dominate the vegetation.

4.3.3

The Stodmarsh sites are potentially vulnerable to significant changes in water
supply and quality (including nutrient status, dissolved oxygen and other
contamination). However, such impacts are highly unlikely to result from the
proposed Main and Alternative Schemes due to its distance over 30km
upstream.
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Thanet Coast SAC, Sandwich Bay SAC, and Thanet Coast and Sandwich Bay SPA
and Ramsar Sites
4.3.4

This is a coastal site with multiple overlapping designations, consisting of a
long rocky shore and adjoining estuary, reef with submerged or partially
submerged sea caves, dune, maritime grassland, and saltmarsh and grazing
marsh. These habitats support unusual communities including littoral algal
flora, some of which are not known to be found anywhere else, and very
specialised algal and lichen communities. The qualifying features include 15
British Red Data Book wetland invertebrates, and the internationally important
numbers of wintering ruddy turnstone Arenaria interpres, breeding little tern
Sterna albifrons, and golden plover Pluvialis apricaria andis.

4.3.5

Water diversion and pollution from domestic waste, fertilisers, pesticides and
other agricultural sources has led to eutrophication within the designated site,
which are therefore considered to be potentially vulnerable to significant
changes in water supply and quality (including nutrient status, dissolved
oxygen and other contamination). However, significant changes in water
supply or quality are highly unlikely to result from the proposed Main or
Alternative Schemes due to the distance over 50km upstream.

4.4

Results of Screening Assessment

4.4.1

The results of the screening assessment show that the following activities
should be assessed for compliance with the WFD:


Riparian vegetation management (would be carried out for sections of
bank where new outfalls are proposed, which are likely to involve a
length of riverbank >200m in total).



Partial demolition to reduce the height of the headwall on the northern
side of the Lacton Farm Culvert to allow construction of the new coastbound exit slip road.



New drainage system and increased surface water run-off from the
proposed new carriageways and other areas of hardstanding.
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5

Preliminary Assessment

5.1

Preliminary Assessment of Deterioration

5.1.1

Four new outfalls are proposed, as shown in Figure 5.1 in Appendix A. In
order to construct these, some vegetation clearance would be required to
remove any obstructions.

5.1.2

The morphology screening table provided in look up Table B of the ‘Assessing
new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance
Supplementary guidance 488_10_SD01’4 states that ‘Detailed assessment is
required where the asset is being managed to target condition 2 and/or if
undertaking grass control at M1 or M2; weed control at W1 or W2, WB1 or
WB2 and tree control at TB1 or TB2 under the "Delivering consistent
standards for sustainable asset management guidelines". However, the
riparian vegetation management proposed for the Main and Alternative
Schemes is not required for asset management, and the guidance within look
up Table B is therefore not applicable.

5.1.3

The walkover visit carried out on the 17 and 18 March 2015 indicated that the
vegetation along the banks where the outfalls are proposed is mainly scrub
and ruderal plants that are of little ecological value, but may provide some
bank stability and would require removal to enable works. However, clearance
would be a one-off event, rather than the type of regular maintenance
proposed in look up Table B. Bank stability would be ensured by the design of
the outfalls and replanting would ensure the vegetation would regrow the
following season.

5.1.4

It is therefore not considered that the vegetation clearance alone would be
sufficient to cause any of the WFD objectives in Table 1.1 to be failed for the
Aylesford Stream.

5.1.5

Construction of the new coast-bound exit slip road would require the northern
headwall of the Lacton Farm Culvert, which carries the existing M20 over the
Aylesford Stream, to be reduced in height by approximately 0.6 – 0.8m. In
doing so, some of the metal reinforcement would be exposed and the top
would require sealing, by the replacement of approximately 0.2m of new
concrete. The exact details of the works will be agreed with the EA through the
FRAP process, but it is assumed that work would be carried out using hydrodemolition techniques, with a temporary cofferdam built within the stream to
isolate the working area from the main flows within the watercourse. Waste
water from the demolition would be recycled where possible, to reduce overall
water usage, with settlement of suspended solids provide through a settlement
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lagoon or use of a Siltbuster® or similar water treatment technique. The
cofferdam would be removed after completion of the headwall works.
5.1.6

As no permanent structures would be left within the Aylesford Stream, and
with the implementation of best practice construction techniques outlined in
the CEMP and the mitigation measures listed above, it is not considered that
the headwall works alone would be sufficient to cause any of the WFD
objectives in Table 1.1 to be failed for the Aylesford Stream.

5.1.7

A new drainage system would be required for the new A2070 link road, slip
road and any other areas of hardstanding, which would result in increased
surface water run-off being discharged to the Aylesford Stream. Pollution
prevention measures, such as oil interceptors and penstocks to isolate
spillages, would ensure that water quality changes as a result of the Main and
Alternative Schemes would be short-term and minimal, and would be
insufficient to cause any of the WFD objectives in Table 1.1 to be failed for the
Aylesford Stream. The dilution effect within the Aylesford Stream would
prevent there being any adverse effects on the East Stour and Great Stour
between Ashford and Wye waterbodies, as these are approximately 2km and
5km downstream respectively.

5.1.8

Attenuation ponds would reduce run-off rates from the majority of the
catchment to greenfield run-off rate for events up to the 1-in-100 plus 30%
climate allowance event. The topography and site layout does allow for all
flows to be attenuated to this level from all areas, but the proposed drainage
strategy would represent an improvement in attenuation from the existing
situation. Peak flows within the Aylesford Stream would therefore be
stabilised, thereby reducing erosion and sediment transportation.

5.2

Cumulative Impacts

5.2.1

The assessment of cumulative impacts has considered existing pressures on
the waterbody, any recent schemes, local knowledge and other planned
schemes that may introduce similar pressures to those already experienced by
the waterbody. The only Main and Alternative Scheme elements that have
been identified as having the potential to have cumulative impacts are riparian
vegetation management, partial demolition of the Lacton Farm Culvert
headwall and the proposed new drainage system. These activities would only
be carried out on the Aylesford Stream waterbody, and the dilution effect of
the stream would prevent there being effects on the East Stour and Great
Stour between Ashford and Wye waterbodies, as these are approximately 2km
and 5km downstream respectively. These other waterbodies will therefore not
be considered further in this preliminary assessment.
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5.2.2

It is not considered that the proposed Main or Alternative Schemes would
exacerbate existing pressures on the waterbody. The waterbody is currently at
Moderate overall status, with almost all the constituent elements at Good
status; only phosphate and fish are currently at Moderate status. The
proposed Main and Alternative Schemes would not contribute additional
nutrients to the waterbody (see Table 3.3 for Quality Elements scoped out due
to this). The hydromorphological conditions currently support good status,
indicating there are currently no flow pressures on the watercourse.

5.2.3

There is one other development nearby that could potentially have a
cumulative impact on the waterbody, namely the adjacent mixed use Stour
Park development. However the Stour Park development, if constructed,
would lie to the south of the proposed A2070 link road and would not involve
any works on the Aylesford Stream. There would therefore be no potential for
cumulative impacts from riparian vegetation management for the Stour Park
development. Moreover, no potential for cumulative impacts are envisaged
due to the increase of the impermeable area or either flood risk from the same
development, as all runoff from the Stour Park development would be
attenuated in accordance with the requirements of the NPPF.

5.3

Critical/Sensitive Habitats

5.3.1

There are no water dependent critical or sensitive habitats within the vicinity of
the Schemes that could be affected by riparian vegetation management.

5.4

Waterbody Improvement/Mitigation Measures

5.4.1

There are no improvement/mitigation measures listed in the RBMP for the
Aylesford Stream, East Stour or the Great Stour between Ashford and Wye.
There is therefore no potential for the Main or Alternative Schemes to affect or
provide opportunities for the waterbodies’ improvement/mitigation measures to
be implemented through the scheme works.
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6

Conclusion

6.1.1

The Main and Alternative Schemes are unlikely to have any significant
adverse effects on the waterbodies present as the activities proposed meet
the criteria for being ‘low risk’ or can be screened out of the assessment using
the EA’s risk screening thresholds for rivers (Environment Agency, 2014).
Riparian vegetation management, partial demolition of the Lacton Farm
Culvert headwall and the proposed new drainage system were identified as
having the potential to impact on WFD compliance, but assessment has
shown they would not affect the status of any of the waterbodies within the
study area.

6.1.2

The effects of the Main and Alternative Schemes on other European and
Internationally designated sites have also been considered and it is concluded
that sites designated under the Habitats and Birds Directives, and Ramsar
sites would not be affected.

6.1.3

There is the potential for localised and temporary water quality impacts as a
result of maintenance or construction works, although it is anticipated that this
would be minimal and can be further reduced with sensitive construction
techniques and reference to the CEMP that will be produced.

6.1.4

While mitigation measures in the form of adherence to the CEMP would not
change any pollution pathways created between the construction site and
watercourses, the risk of water quality deterioration would be minimal as a
result of the mitigation measures. These measures could include, but not
necessarily be limited to, minimising the amount of exposed ground and soil
stockpiles, sheeting or seeding of any soil that does requires stockpiling, silt
traps or settlement lagoons.

6.1.5

Based on the information available, the impacts resulting from construction
and operation of either the Main or Alternative Scheme are therefore unlikely
to cause a permanent change in the ecological status or ecological potential of
the water body and overall, both schemes are compliant with the requirements
of the WFD. This will be confirmed during consultation with the EA as detailed
design progresses.
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Appendix A. Drawings
Figure 1.1 Main Scheme Layout
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Figure 1.2 Alternative Scheme Layout
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Figure 3.1 Locations of Waterbodies and Designated Sites

HA514442-MMGJV-GEN-SMW-RE-Z-631401
Revision A

33

THANET COAST (SAC)

3

HERNE BAY

THANET COAST &
SANDWICH BAY
(SPA & RAMSAR)

SITTINGBOURNE
STODMARSH
(SAC, SPA & RAMSAR)

WILLESBOROUGH

M20 J10

1

A2

0

CANTERBURY

SANDWICH BAY (SAC)

SEVINGTON

DEAL

2
4
WYE
WYE & CRUNDALE
DOWNS (SAC)

INSET A

3

SCALE 1:25000

1
ASHFORD
DOVER
KEY:
SCHEME

KENT GREENSAND EASTERN

MAIN DESIGN

RIVERS

2
SEE INSET A

1

AYLESFORD STREAM

RAMSAR

2

EAST STOUR

SPECIAL AREA OF CONSERVATION (SAC)

3

GREAT STOUR BETWEEN ASHFORD & WYE

SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA (SPA)

4

GREAT STOUR BETWEEN WYE & A2

90

100

FOLKESTONE

ALTERNATIVE DESIGN

Project Title
80

M20 JUNCTION 10A

70

Drawing Title

50

60

FIGURE 3.1 LOCATION OF WATERBODIES AND
EUROPEAN DESIGNATED SITES

40

Drawing Status

30

Scale

1:12500
Original Size

20
10

0

DCO SUBMISSION (TR010006)
Designed

A1
A

06/16

REV.

DATE

DCO SUBMISSION
AMENDMENT DETAILS

DL

AH

0

GH

ORIG CHK'D APP'D

Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. AL100018928 2015

1:12500

625m

1250m

Drawn

CP
Date

JUNE 16

Checked

DL
Date

JUNE 16

Authorised

AH
Date

JUNE 16

Drawing Number

HA514469-MMGJV-GEN-SMW-DE-Z-61404

GH
Date

JUNE 16
Revision

A

M20 Junction 10a
TR010006

Appendix 14.1 Water Framework
Directive

Figure 5.1 Proposed Drainage Design

Note: this drawing has been taken from the Drainage Strategy.
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Appendix B. Methodology
Figure 2.1 WFD Screening Assessment
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Figure 2.1: WFD Screening Assessment

Source: Protecting and improving the water environment Water Framework Directive compliance of physical
works in rivers Screening step 1.3: WFD deterioration & risk to water body status objectives, Technical
Guidance 488_10_SD06#
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Figure 2.2 Assessment Methodology
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Figure 2.2: Assessment Methodology

Source: Assessing new modifications for compliance with WFD: detailed supplementary guidance,
Supplementary guidance 488_10_SD01

M20 Junction 10a
TR010006

Appendix 14.1 Water Framework
Directive

Appendix C. Consultation Minutes

HA514442-MMGJV-GEN-SMW-RE-Z-631401
Revision A

37

MEETING Notes
`
Date and Time
17/2/2105 11am

Project Title
M20 junction 10a

Location
EA Offices - Addington - Oak Room

Project Number
341755

Present
Pieter De Villiers (PDV) EA
Tom Reid (TR) EA
Barrie Neaves (BN) EA
Deborah Barton (DB) EA
Martin Kempshall (MK) ABC

Andy Jarmin (AJ) MMG
Jamie Roan (JR) MMG
Clare Postlethwaite (CP) MMG
Emily Fowler (EF) MMG
Keith Turner (KT)MMG
Mark Musgrove MMG

Apologies
Fay Tresidder MMG PM

Items
1. Overview
AJ provided scheme history and overview. In November 2003, the M20 Junction 10a
Scheme was added to the Programme of Major Schemes. Following the announcement
of the preferred route, the Highways Agency (HA) commissioned URS to carry out a
preliminary design as part of PCF Stage 3 in 2010. In May 2011 the progression of the
HA’s Modified Scheme was halted due to government funding, but in August 2014, the
HA resurrected the Modified Scheme and awarded the PCF Stage 3 preliminary design
to the Mott MacDonald Grontmij joint venture (MMGJV). A formal planning application is
to be submitted in late 2015 with a view to commence construction in early 2017.
The scheme requires the construction of a new junction 800 metres to the south east of
the present M20 Junction 10. The works will comprise new or affect 7 structures over
Aylesford Stream. All structures unless noted otherwise are Highways Agency
structures.
2. Discussion of the proposed structures options (Keith Turner)

•

•

Existing structures
The A20 Swatfield Bridge. This will remain unchanged however there may be a need to
place some additional fill on the bridge in order to raise the road levels, a load
assessment will be required. Should the new levels exceed the assessed strength the
options to be considered are:
o construct a new bridge,
o strengthening of the existing structure,
o replacement of existing fill with a lightweight material,
Existing culvert which carries the M20 main carriageway. This will remain largely
unchanged, although it is proposed that mammal ledges be added.
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•
•

A concrete footbridge located just downstream of Lacton Farm Culvert.
A2070 Aylesford stream box culvert located 600 metres downstream of Lacton Farm
culvert. Road levels over the structure are unlikely to be raised, no design work is
proposed.
New structures
There are two options to carry the proposed new slip roads at Junction 10a:
a. Two Box culverts
Two box culverts as extension to the existing M20 bridge. Culverts to be
the same size (3.5m wide x 3.1m high, clear dimensions) as existing.
Some realigning of the Aylesford Stream at the ends, although to a lesser
degree than the previous URS design. KT questioned why such a length
of stream realignment had been proposed previously. BN to confirm.
When linking up with the existing stream sharp bends should be avoided.
However, as short a length of the channel as possible should be affected
and a compromise needs to be reached between these two requirements.
Potential removal of the weirs for biodiversity benefits (i.e. to improve fish
passage) although the feasibility of this has not been established, as the
weir ownership and purpose is unknown.
EA prefer culvert to be as straight as possible with mammal passes. KT
confirmed mammal passes will be installed also on sections of existing
culvert. TR noted that there has been a recent otter sighting at Westbere
(NE of Canterbury, approx 27km downstream, although on the same river
network). This was reported by an RSPB warden and is therefore
considered to be a reliable report.TR suggested the use of (The
introduction of) grills on top of culvert between slip roads and M20 which
may help to increase (will ensure as much as possible) natural light levels
to (enters) the culvert, various benefits. However, it was acknowledged
that Health and Safety must be a priority.
EA advised banks could be faced with soft engineering with hard
engineering behind. Soft engineering options, such a willow spiling, are
the preferred option for bank reinforcements
b. Slip road bridges (clear span)
KT - Stream and the weirs intact
Gaps between the slip roads and the main carriageway structures which
will allow more light to reach the stream than the box culvert extension
option. However gaps pose problems in terms of highways safety and
pollution prevention
The HA probably maintains the culverted sections of the Aylesford Stream
beneath the M20 and A20. The EA maintains the open sections of
watercourse upstream and downstream of these culverts. Our 8 metre
byelaw margin adjacent to ‘main river’ watercourses such as the Aylesford
Stream allows us to access the river (and any flood defences) for
maintenance/improvement works. A minimum of 3.5 metres clear width on
one bank should suffice – depending on access / turning circles etc.
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Between the A2070 and the M20, EA would require at least sufficient
access width for plant from one side of the watercourse to enable
weedcutting/desilting operations. Access to the Aylesford Stream for EA
Operations Field team must not be blocked by the development.
CP asked if the access arrangement would be agreed via a Flood Defence
Consent and DB noted that although the HA is exempt from the
requirements for a FDC, the ‘pre-application’ discussions and process
should be the same, to enable a suitable design to be agreed on.
A slip road from the southbound A2070 may be provided to the south side
(left bank) of the Aylesford Stream. We will require more detailed
information to demonstrate that our access will be maintained. EA prefer
clear span bridge option
KT noted that the clear span option would be the least damaging option
but the more expensive solution. It had two possible disadvantages that
the gap between the slip road and the main carriageway was a safety risk
and an increased risk for pollution. If this option was adopted mitigation
measures would be required to reduce the risks.
CP asked whether the EA’s request (letter from PdV 23/12/2014) for the
old channel of the Aylesford Stream to be retained as a backwater would
still be required if the channel was not diverted, as in the previous URS
design. TR confirmed that it would not.
CP asked if the weir upstream of the A20 Swatfield Bridge was EA owned,
or if it was serving any purpose that the EA is aware of. BN suggested that
it may historically have been used as wet fencing, but it was not serving
any environmental benefit in keeping water levels high in the stream. It is
worth checking with the HA as to whether it is used as a silt trap, to
prevent the culvert silting up, but in general the EA would welcome its
removal, to improve fish passage, as possible mitigation for the culvert
option.
c. New footbridge
Proposed design considered to be improvement to the existing
Abutments located 2m from the top of the stream banks to prevent
disturbance of the watercourse.
Generally we would require new bridges/footbridges to be completely
clear span with bridge abutments, in locations such as this, to be a
minimum of 300mm above top of bank height to reduce impedance to
flows/water bourne debris. However, we understand that that the
proposed footbridge replaces an existing structure and offers an
improvement in terms of a raised soffit level.
New bridge will be DDA compliant, although a compromise will need to be
reached between DDA requirements for the slope of the access ramps
and clearance of the bridge soffit above flood levels. Bridge should not
project into the cross-section of the channel. If too high however ramps
will be required which could obstruct flood flow take up flood storage.
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3. FRA and modelling (Emily Fowler)
•

•
•

DB - With option a, we understand that the proposed culvert will be the same dimensions
as the existing culvert. We would not require flood modelling to be undertaken if the new
culvert is the same capacity as the existing culvert. DB to confirm. However calculations
could be provided to demonstrate that there will be no reduced capacity within the
culverted section under the M20. This could be compared to the capacity of the open
sections of channel. FRA to include assessment of flood storage loss and compensation
on level for level and volume for volume basis.
Development need to comply with Ashford borough Council SPD
Drainage strategy will be appended to the FRA

4. ES and WFD assessment (Clare Postlethwaite)
•
•

EA currently reviewing scoping report. PINS deadline 03/03/2015
New RBMP likely to be available from end 2015 - consultation version available now:
www.gov.uk/government/consultations/update-to-the-draft-river-basin-management-plans

•

•
•

•
•

CP requested details of the proposed mitigation measures in the 2015 RBMP. It was
noted that the 2015 RBMP will not be released until much later in the year, and is
therefore unlikely to be available for the purposes of the M20 WFDa, as it is still currently
out for consultation. The current RBMP is still relevant, although it was noted that
suggestion for green engineering in the waterbody mitigation measures may be removed
due to infeasibility. EA advised MMG to refer to existing RBMPs
WFD data available for free from Catchment Data Explorer:
http://environment.data.gov.uk/catchment-planning/
Aylesford Stream deteriorated from Good to Moderate due to phosphate. Phosphate
believed to come from misconnections / diffuse urban pollution. Highway run-off can
increase phosphate levels therefore use SuDS to filter run-off.
Aylesford Stream not been assessed for fish – likely to fail for this in future. Seek
improvements to fish passage if possible.
CP to contact Richard Charman to discuss WFD requirements

5. Drainage (Mark Musgrove)
•
•
•

•
•

New balancing ponds sit outside flood zone
Existing pond designed to 1 in 5yr. EA and ABC advised pond should be ideally designed
to 1 in 100yr including a 30% allowance for climate change.
MM advised HA unlikely to agree to 30% and would only accept a cc allowance of 20%;
CP suggested that this should be agreed on for the production of the Statement of
Common Ground, which will be required for the DCO submission. MK suggested that
ABC accepts that there can be a difference between national and local planning policy.
EA advised MMG take into account Sevington development drainage also discharging to
Aylesford stream
ABC’s SuDS SPD requires run-off to be restricted to 4 l/s/Ha south of M20 and 2 l/s/Ha
north of M20 – this is because there is more potential for infiltration north of M20.

6. AOB
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CP questioned the level of consultation that could be undertaken during the pre-election
period. BN responded that ‘private’ consultation, such as this consultation meeting, is still
ok. However, the EA can’t do any public exhibitions etc.
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Record of meeting/discussion

Project title
Subject
Location
Present

M20 Junction 10a Improvements
Aylesford Stream

Division
Project no

EA office, Addington

Date of meeting

Clare Postlethwaite (CP)

MMGJV

Andrew Jarmin (AJ)

MMGJV

David Stone (DS)

MMGJV

HDS
341755
02/09/2015

Pieter de Villiers (PdV)
EA – Senior Planning Advisor
Deborah Phillips (formerly
EA – Flood and Coastal Risk Management
Barton) (DP)
Barrie Neaves
EA – Water Framework Directive specialist
Recorded by

Distribution

CP

Above, plus Fay Tresidder, Elio Rapa, Giles Hewson

Item

Text
1

Action on

Introductions
AJ – Scheme overview, delays due to traffic modelling, discussion of
roundabout option at

2

CP – Asked for the procedure for submitting the PEIR to the EA for
review. PdV suggested that if it is a sent, a quick check can be
carried out to see how much time would be required from the EA
and then a quote can be given for this time. Responses are usually
provided within 30 days. CP to submit PEIR to PdV (via Fay
Tresidder) and copy in the KSL planning e-mail address, so a
quote can be supplied.

3

DS – Drainage design overview. The two new slips to the west of
J10a were previously intended to drain to the proposed new
attenuation pond, but subsequent design work has shown this to be
infeasible without pumping. It is therefore proposed to discharge
runoff from the short lengths west of the stream (the majority of the
slip roads will discharge to the proposed attenuation ponds) directly
to the Aylesford Stream, with discharge rates limited to match the
existing discharge rates. It is not possible to provide a betterment to
the existing run-off rates at these outfall points due to site
constraints. However, the overall cumulative attenuation the scheme
provides is a significant improvement in comparison to the existing
scenario. The existing outfalls would be replaced.

CP

DP – Asked whether Steve Parrish at ABC has been consulted, but
noted that if it is technically infeasible to provide attenuation, and
noting the improvements that would be achieved elsewhere, that
matching the existing run-off rate should be acceptable.
AJ – Noted that pollution control structures would be present on
every outfall, in response to a question by BN.
4

DS – The EA’s opinion on whether a dry pond that could attenuate
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Page 1 of 3

© Mott MacDonald 2009

Record of meeting/discussion
Continuation sheet
Project No.

Item

Date of Meeting

Text
to a 1-in-100 + 30% climate change allowance would be preferable
to a wet pond that could only attenuate to a 1-in-70 year event,
given that the latter could have biodiversity benefits and maintaining
water within the pond would help to smother roots and prevent the
pond becoming overgrown.

Action on

BN – Noted that dry ponds are still valuable habitats, but adequate
maintenance should be carried out to ensure the pond does not
overgrow. The EA’s preference would therefore be for the 1-in-100 +
30%, with maintenance.
5

AJ – Noted that the redundant area of the existing A2070 would be
landscaped or grassed over, thereby slightly reducing the run-off to
the Aylesford stream. The headwalls will be replaced with new
connections from the existing network, but only matching like for like
discharge, with no attenuation.

6

CP – Requested the EA’s preferences for the outfall design.
DP – Outfall pipes should not protrude into the stream. Concrete
bagwork outfalls are discouraged; brick or stonework, or gabion
baskets are preferred. It is understood that flood defence consent
applications are exempt from the DCO process, but the EA would
still want to have the same pre-application discussions to ensure
that the works proposed on the outfalls etc are suitable. Conditions
within the DCO may be appropriate.

7

PdV – Suggested that discussions should be held with PINS’
Consent Services Unit. PdV to provide contact details. It was
noted that removal of the footbridge would also require consent and
should therefore be included within the discussions.

PdV
–
completed
11/09/2015

8

DP – Noted that after the previous EA/MMGJV meeting (17th
February 2015) a discussion was held with the team leader of the
team that would carry out watercourse maintenance, to establish
their requirements. Most maintenance would be handcutting of weed
with access from a land rover (or similar) although desilting carried
out every 5 years would require access for larger machinery.
Appropriate access would therefore be required; if MMGJV can
provide details of the proposed access, this can be checked with the
Ops team. DS to provide when available.

DS

9

PdV – Noted that the EA can provide a checklist of everything they
would want to see to determine if access proposals are sufficient.
PdV to provide.

PdV
–
completed
11/09/2015

10

DP – Noted that the EA would usually require drawings, contractors’
method statements, compound locations, detailed of proposed
mitigation measures, although it was also noted that this information
is unlikely to be available for the DCO application. However, a
condition within the DCO may be appropriate and the EA can check
draft method statements.
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CP – Noted that a CEMP will be produced for the DCO application.

Action on

11

PdV – Asked if a mammal ledge is still proposed for the existing
Lacton Farm culvert. DS noted that it is marked on the structures
drawings and it is intended that one will be provided.

CP

12

DS – Noted that construction of the clear span bridges proposed for
the new slip roads would be easier if the weirs upstream and
downstream of the M20 could be removed.
BN – Noted that the EA would support this. Ownership and function
of the weirs is not known and would need to be investigated. It was
also noted that the forthcoming regulations requiring the installation
of multi-species fish passes will cost the weirs owners, and it may
therefore be cheaper to remove the weirs now.

13

PdV – Noted that 3.5m access on one side of the watercourse
should be sufficient under structures, although there would also be a
height consideration.

14

DP – Noted that the culverts are owned (and therefore maintained)
by Highways England and Ashford Borough Council and their
requirements should also be taken into consideration. The EA only
needs to access the areas upstream and downstream of the
culverts. If MMGJV can send more detailed drawings, then the field
team can assess and comment on whether the proposals would be
sufficient. Gates should be approx 3.5 - 4m in width.

15

PdV – Noted recent discussion between the EA and the drainage
engineers for the Sevington development. Currently they are
proposing to drain their site to the south, but there are concerns that
is not feasible due to the fall of the land, and that the northern part of
the Sevington site should be drained via the new attenuation pond to
the western end of the new link road.

16

DS – Noted that had been the previous Sevington drainage design,
but when questioned for the details they had stated that it had
changed. It would be possible to install redundant pipes under the
new link road to accommodate the Sevington drainage, although the
flood plain limits the degree to which the attenuation pond can be
enlarged.

PdV
–
meeting has
been
requested.

PdV – Noted that a meeting is due to be held with AXA soon and DS
requested that MMGJV be invited. PdV to liaise.
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Subject
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Present

M20 Junction 10a Improvements

Division

Aylesford Stream

Project no

EA office, Addington

Date of meeting

Clare Postlethwaite (CP)

MMGJV

Graeme Smith (GS)

MMGJV

Niall Connelly (NC)

EA - Planning Specialist

Deborah Phillips (DP)

EA – Flood and Coastal Risk Management

Tom Reid (TR)

EA – Water Framework Directive specialist

Richard Charman (RC)

EA - Geomorphologist

Recorded by

Distribution

CP

Above, plus Fay Tresidder, Abigale Hooper, Giles Hewson

Item

Text

HDS
341755
21/03/2016

Action on

1

Introductions

2

CP – Provided and overview of the scheme and updates since the
last meeting in September 2015.

3

TR – asked about the status of the proposed weir removal.
CP – noted that this had been removed from the scheme, as the
team had been unable to establish the ownership and function of the
weirs.
TR/RC – could serve notice on weirs’ owner(s) to require their
removal, which could then be carried out by Highways England’s
contractors. However, the function of the weirs needs to be
investigated, as there is a possibility that the upstream weir could
prevent the culvert silting up and the downstream weir could
maintain water levels within the culvert and allow fish to pass
upstream. Their removal could therefore be undesirable. TR/RC to
visit site and investigate.

TR/RC

Other options are possible to maintain water levels in the channel,
such as a two-stage channel or baffles/upstands within the culvert.
However it was noted there may be safety issues in carrying out
structural works within the culvert (both for confined spaces and
keeping the M20 open while works are underway). The installation
of a mammal ledge is a minor operation, and would have fewer
safety concerns.
4

TR – noted that there have been further sightings of otters within the
area (at Godmersham, approx 13km upstream). Otters must be
taken into consideration during construction.

5

CP – It is proposed that the Flood Defence Consent (FDC) be
disapplied, with protected provisions included within the DCO
instead.

CP

NC – described how the Statement of Common ground (SoCG) is
MMF011 Jul 2009 - PM/108/01
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used during the DCO examination to list items of agreement and any
outstanding issues. The production of a SoCG is an iterative
process, which is therefore unlikely to be signed off prior to the DCO
application. However, drafting of the SoCG can commence.
NC – noted that it would be useful to start to review the draft
protective provisions. CP to investigate is Highways England’s legal
team has started these, and provide NC with a draft if available.

Action on

CP

DP – a FDC would normally be required for any works in, over, or
under main river watercourses and within 8m of the top of the
riverbank (or toe of the flood defence). This could include bridges,
outfalls, work to headwalls etc. The EA currently cuts weed along
the Aylesford Stream annually, and periodically de-silts the
watercourse and anything in the proposed design that would affect
the EA’s ability to do this must be approved, including accessing the
site.
DP – Drawings should be provided showing the current conditions
and the proposed design, this should include cross-sections/plan
view/elevations with dimensions. If contractors’ method statements
are not available at this stage, a draft method statement could be
submitted for our comments. CP to compile a package of drawings
and send to DP.
6

CP – Stated that the target DCO submission date is the 23rd June

7

DP – explained that there’s new government guidance on climate
change (on gov.uk website). We will not be requiring HE to
undertake fluvial modelling using the new climate change guidance
for the proposed scheme.

CP

DP – would defer to Kent County Council and Ashford Borough
Council for surface water drainage aspect of the scheme, as this
responsibility now sits with the Lead Local Flood Authority (e.g.
KCC).
8

CP – noted that details of the layout of the construction compound
are not available at this stage, although it would be located to the
north of the Aylesford Stream. It is therefore proposed that the FRA
state some general principles about the compounds, stating that
large stockpiles and polluting material would be stored out of the
flood zone, the site would sign up for flood warning etc.
DP – noted that while this approach is broadly acceptable, any
compound elements that are located within 8m of the watercourse
must also be included in the disapplied FDC, e.g. detailed on
relevant plans and discussed in the method statement.

9

RC – described the EA’s requirements for the Water Framework
Directive (WFD) assessment. The WFD needs to demonstrate that
none of the mitigation measures listed within the River Basin
Management Plan (RBMP) and given on the EA’s Catchment Data
Explorer website would be compromised by the Scheme, and that
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the Scheme would help to deliver the mitigation measures where
possible. There must also be no deterioration in waterbody status
from the Scheme.

Action on

RC – noted that temporary works can be screened out of the WFD,
so the bailey bridge required during construction would not need to
be assessed. Any proposed outfalls <300mm in diameter would also
not require assessment.
NC – noted that there is also EA guidance available on exemptions
from permitting. NC to send guidance.
10

RC – questioned what pollution control measures would be
introduced to prevent deterioration in water quality.

NC
(completed
22/03/16)
NC

GS – described the pollution prevention strategy and location of
penstocks on outfalls.
11

TR – noted that additional planting along the south bank of the
Aylesford Stream would increase shading of the watercourse, which
would be beneficial. However, any planting along the stream would
need to consider the EA’s access requirements for maintenance.
Consultation with the EA would be required.

CP

CP – to check whether the existing farm crossing over the stream is
to be retained, or if an alternative would be provided.
TR – noted that Bramley Associates Consultants have recently
carried out a study for Kent County Council to identify plant species
and vegetation types suitable for planting in riparian are and within
SuDS. Contact details of Jonathan Bramley to be provided.
12

NC – in order to facilitate the EA commenting on DCO submission
documents, and in order to inform the production of the SoCG, draft
FRA, WFD and DCO wording should be provided, when available.
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