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STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND

This Statement of Common Ground has been prepared and agreed by (1) Highways England
Company Limited and (2) the Environment Agency.

Signed

Jonathan Wade

Project Manager
on behalf of Highways England

Date: 28 April 2020

Signed

Clark Gordon

Strategic Planning Specialist, Strategic Planning & Engagement (Thames)
on behalf of The Environment Agency

Date: 22 April 2020

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 3 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030

8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

highways
england

Table of contents

Chapter

1.
1.1.

Purpose of this document
1.2. Parties to this Statement of Common Ground
1.3. Terminology
2. Record of Engagement
3. Issues
3.1.  Water Framework Directive (WFD)
3.2. Stratford Brook Mitigation Works
3.3. Bolder Mere Mitigation Works
3.4. Groundwater and Land Contamination
3.5. Flood Risk
3.6. Ecology
3.7. Draft Order, Permits, Licensing and Protective Provisions
APPENDICES
A.1.  Meeting (19.12.17)
A.2.  Meeting (09.03.18)
A3. Meeting (13.04.18)
A4. Letter (24.05.18)
A5. Meeting (02.08.18)
AB. Meeting (15.08.18)
A.7. Meeting (28.11.18)
A.8. Meeting (12.12.18)
A.9. Targeted Consultation Response (13.12.18)
A.10. Letter (14.12.18)
A.11. Site Visit (22.01.19)
A.12. Meeting (22.01.19)
A.13. Email (07.02.19)
A.14. Email (14.02.19)
A.15. Email (19.02.19)
A.16. Meeting (22.02.19)
A.17. Letter (06.03.19)
A.18. Letter (27.03.19)
A.19. Site visit (29.03.19)
A.20. Meeting (10.04.19)
A.21. Letter (18.04.19)
A.22. Letter (26.04.19)
A.23. Natural England Meeting (29.04.19)
A.24. Meeting (07.05.19)
A.25. Email (21.05.19)
A.26. Email (21.05.19)
A.27. Letter (22.05.19)
A.28. Letter (23.05.19)
A.29. Email (05.06.19)
A.30. Email (05.06.19)
A.31. Email (06.06.19)
A.32. Email (07.06.19)
A.33. Letter (10.06.19)
A.34. Letter (14.06.19)
A.35. Letter (17.06.19)
A.36. Meeting (31.07.19)
A.37. Letter (24.09.19)
A.38. Meeting (02.10.19)
A.39. Meeting (08.10.19)
A.40. Email (08.10.19)

Introduction

Pages

~NoO oo

8

13
13
18
21
30
34
37
38

43
44
46
51
53
55
58
67
71
73
75
77
79
82
84
85
87
93
97
101
103
109
116
118
123
128
129
131
133
135
136
145
146
147
148
152
155
163
165
173
184

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030

Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 4 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange :
TR010030 } 'g;g,';mays
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

A41. Email (17.10.19) 185
A42. Email (31.10.19) 186
A43. Emalil (12.11.19) 187
A.44. Email (06.01.20) 192
A.45. Email (30.01.20) 195
A.46. Email (06.02.20) 197
A.47. Meeting (07.02.20) 198
A.48. Email (14.02.20) 203
A.49. Email (02.03.20) 206
A.50. Email (04.03.20) 207
A.51. Meeting (05.03.20) 208
A52. Email (19.03.20) 211
A.53. Letter (03.04.20) 213
A.54. Emall (22.04.20) 215
A.55. Email (24.04.20) 218
A.56. M25J10/ A3 Wisley Interchange: Flood Risk Assessment (April 2020 update) 221

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 5 of 256



TR010030 ';;g,';mays

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

1. Introduction

1.1. Purpose of this document

1.1.1 This Statement of Common Ground ("SoCG") has been prepared in respect of
the proposed M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme ("the
Application") made by Highways England Company Limited ("Highways
England”) to the Secretary of State for Transport ("Secretary of State") for a
Development Consent Order ("the Order") under section 37 of the Planning Act
2008 ("PA 2008").

1.1.2 The SoCG has been prepared in accordance with the guidance published by the
Department of Communities and Local Government.!

1.1.3 This SoCG does not seek to replicate information which is available elsewhere
within the Application documents. All documents are available in the deposit
locations and/or the Planning Inspectorate website.

1.14 The SoCG has been produced to confirm to the Examining Authority where
agreement has been reached between the parties to it, and where agreement
has not been reached. SoCGs are an established means in the planning process
of allowing all parties to identify and so focus on specific issues that may need to
be addressed during the examination.

1.15 The SoCG covers the final position as agreed with the Environment Agency
(EA) as at 1 May 2020 and supersedes that submitted at Deadline 5 [REP5-
004]. Although the SoCG relates to the DCO examination period only, it is
acknowledged that there will be a need for further agreement between the
parties during detailed design and the execution of works.

1.2. Parties to this Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1 This SoCG has been prepared by (1) Highways England as the Applicant and (2)
Environment Agency.

1.2.2 Highways England became the Government-owned Strategic Highways
Company on 1 April 2015. It is the highway authority in England for the strategic
road network and has the necessary powers and duties to operate, manage,
maintain and enhance the network. Regulatory powers remain with the Secretary
of State. The legislation establishing Highways England made provision for all
legal rights and obligations of the Highways Agency, including in respect of the
Application, to be conferred upon or assumed by Highways England.

1.2.3 The Environment Agency is an executive non-departmental public body,
sponsored by the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra)
with the stated purpose ‘to protect or enhance the environment, taken as a
whole’. Within England it is responsible for:

! Department for Communities and Local Government Planning Act 2008: Guidance for the examination of
applications for development consent (2015)
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e regulating major industry and waste;

e treatment of contaminated land;

e water quality and resources;

o fisheries;

e some inland river, estuary and harbour navigations;
e conservation and ecology; and

e managing the risk of flooding from main rivers, reservoirs, estuaries and the
sea.

1.3. Terminology

1.3.1 In the tables in the Issues chapter of this SoCG, “Not Agreed” indicates a final
position, and “Under discussion” where these points will be the subject of on-
going discussion wherever possible to resolve, or refine, the extent of
disagreement between the parties. “Agreed” indicates where the issue has been
resolved.

1.3.2 It can be taken that any matters not specifically referred to in the Issues chapter
of this SOCG are not of material interest or relevance to Environment Agency,
and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties.
As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are
either not of material interest or relevance to Environment Agency.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 7 of 256
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2. Record of Engagement

2.1.1 A summary of the meetings and correspondence that has been taken place
between Highways England and Environment Agency in relation to the
Application is outlined in table 2.1.

Table 2.1: Record of Engagement

Date Form of correspondence |Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the
topics should align with the Issues tables)

19.12.17  Meeting Stage three meeting to provide an update to the
scheme.
09.03.18  Meeting Discussion regarding Water Framework Directive

and impacts and mitigation on Bolder Mere and
Stratford Brook.

13.04.18 Meeting Impacts on Bolder Mere and Stratford Brook.
24.05.18 Letter EA response to meeting minutes of 13.04.18.
02.08.18  Meeting Discussion regarding scheme updates, soils and

geology including ground investigation phasing, and
temporary de-watering requirements.

15.08.18  Meeting Discussions on water quality, with a particular focus
on Phosphorus in Bolder Mere, WFD and Ecology
mitigation in relation to watercourse crossings.

28.11.18  Meeting Discussion on scheme updates, EA interests
Protective Provisions, licencing and ground
investigations for the DCO application.

12.12.18 Meeting Discussion on the Statement of Common Ground,
method of input and governance.

13.12.18  Targeted Consultation Environment Agency provided feedback on the
response changes made to the Scheme since the Statutory
Consultation earlier in the year. This includes their
confirmation that the changes to the Scheme will
result in a reduced environmental impact including a
more limited impact on Bolder Mere lake.

14.12.18  Letter Receipt of EAs updated ‘standard’ Protective
Provisions. Request for further details on scheme
proposals in relation to the requirement for licences
and consents.

22.01.19  Meeting A site visit to assess the mitigation and
enhancement measures for Stratford Brook.as a
result of the Scheme. A set of mitigation measures
were agreed and discussion was had around
additional enhancement measures.

22.01.19  Site visit. A site visit to the Bolder Mere Site of Special
Scientific Interest and Special Protection Area to
discuss proposed and possible mitigation

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR0O10030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 8 of 256
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Form of correspondence |Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues tables)

measures. Other stakeholders included RSPB and
Surrey Wildlife Trust.

Email from stakeholder engagement team seeking
confirmation on status of agreement to disapply
certain consents.

Email from EA requesting information originally
requested in letter of 14.12.18.

Email from EA responding to other points in Atkins
email of 7th February 2019, that did not require
further information and reiterating the requirements
for further information on certain permits.

07.02.19  Email

14.02.19  Email

19.02.19  Email

22.02.19  Meeting Discussion on the Water Framework Directive and
proposals for mitigation measures.

06.03.19 Letter Response to WFD and Water Quality Assessment
from EA IEP

27.03.19 Letter EA feedback on meeting notes from 22.01.19 and
on mitigation proposals for Stratford Brook and
Bolder Mere.

29.03.19 Site visit To review mitigation proposals for scheme impacts

at Stratford Brook.

10.04.19  Meeting To update on project and programme and to
discuss risk assessment methodology for land
contamination in respect of DCO application.

18.04.19 Letter EA response to WFD Assessment Report. EA are
concerned with the lack of groundwater information
and how the scheme may impact on groundwater
resources and sensitive Site of Special Scientific
Interest. They request further information (ES
chapter 10) to alleviate their concerns and potential
objection to the DCO.

26.04.19 Letter Response to additional targeted consultation.

07.05.19 Meeting To discuss feedback in letter of 18.04.19 from the
EA on the WFD and Water Quality Assessment,
specifically in relation to the approach to the risk
assessment of potential impacts to ground water
quantity in light of available data.

16.05.19  Email Mitigation strategy and proposed amount for
commuted sum to act as fall back if preferred
mitigation options for Stratford Brook are not
possible. Sent to EA for their consultation.

21.05.19  Emalil EA provide clarification on their response to the
non-statutory consultation (April/May 2019) in
respect of the Stratford Brook flood modeling. They
confirm that the modelling demonstrates that the
bridge will not have a significant impact on flood
risk, and agree with the conclusions of the model

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR0O10030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 9 of 256
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Form of correspondence |Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues tables)

report but state that the FRA will still need to
demonstate that the bridge will not cause an
increase in flood risk, using the model results as
evidence’.

22.05.19 Letter EA response to mitigation strategy for Stratford
Brook. They agree commuted sum value for the
purpose of application submission, but state a) the
‘reasonable cost’ of works will need to be justified
and b) the commuted sum should not be taken as a
cap on expenditure. They also provide some
clarifications/corrections for the mitigation strategy.

23.05.19  Letter EA response (‘fall-back position’) in relation to A3
drainage discharge to Bolder Mere. They state that
if re-routing is not feasible they expect some form of
attenuation/pipe treatment/settlement that delivers
better treatment that that currently in place.

05.06.19 Email Updated ES chapters for Water Environment and
Drainage (8) and Geology and Soils (10) sent to EA
for their review and comment, in respect of
approach to assessment of risk to ground water
resources and that of contaminated land in absence
of Gl data.

05.06.19 Emalil Summary of s150 consents, licences and permits
required or not required for the project sent to EA
for their consultation.

06.06.19 Email Updated WFD report sent to EA for their review.

07.06.19 Email Response sent to EA comments on the WFD/WQ
assessment report.

10.06.19 Letter EA confirm that they are content with the meeting
note of the 07.05.19 and have no comments.

14.06.19 Letter EA confirm that they are content with the meeting
note of the 10.04.19 and have no comments. They
provide feedback on the draft DCO requirements
Bolder Mere, Stratford Brook and Contaminated
Land & groundwater; the permits/licences/consents
to be required or to be disapplied and confirm,
subject to some amends that they are satisfied with
the SoCG.

17.06.19  Letter EA provide feedback on their review of Chapters
(road drainage and the water environment) and 10
(geology and soils). They raise concern about the
climate change allowance used in the FRA. They
accept the risk assessment undertaken for
groundwater and contaminated land based on the
absence of Gl data.

31.07.19  Meeting Meeting to update EA on the project including DCO
programme and to discuss EA feedback on the

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR0O10030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 10 of 256
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Form of correspondence |Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues tables)

WFD assessment, chapters 8 and 10 of the ES,
water impoundment licence and the SoCG.

24.09.19  Letter Letter sent to EA providing clarification on a number
of issues raised in respect of the FRA and the WFD.

02.10.19  Meeting With EA Water Resources team relating to
requirement for water impoundment licences at
Bolder Mere and Manor Pond.

08.10.19  Meeting Meeting to review the EAs Relevant Representation
and to address points raised in the EA comments
log. It was agreed to update the comments log and
re-issue to EA for their review.

08.10.19  Email Summary of remaining clarifications re s150

consents, licences and permits required or not

required for the project sent to the EA for their
confirmation.

17.10.19 Email EA confirm that unless a highway drain notice has
been served specifying that the operation of a
highway drain (where that activity might lead to a
discharge) is a water discharge activity, then a
WDA permit is not required.

31.10.19  Emalil EA confirm water impoundment licence not required
for proposed works at Bolder Mere provided
Highways England do not modify or alter the current
outflows or entrance to the culvert. (This would also
apply to proposed works for Manor Pond).

EA confirm that they are content with the revised
Protective Provisions including the consent to
disapply Regulation 12 and the need for a Flood
Risk Assessment Permit.

12.11.19  Emall

06.01.20 Email EA confirm that they are content for no changes to
be made to Requirement 10 and that they are
satisfied that the requirements they requested are
provided for through the dDCO.

30.01.20 Email EA confirm they are content with the proposed
amendment to the Consents and Agreement
Position Statement (APP-021) in respect of Water
Impoundment Licences.

06.02.20 Email Provision of information to corroborate the use of
the FZ2 outline as a substitute for the 1 in 100 +
climate change for the FRA in advance of meeting
on 07.02.20.

07.02.20 Meeting To discuss the outstanding issues in the SoCG and
those raised in the EAs written representation for
Deadline 3. Issue 3.1.8, 3.7.9 and 3.7.11 were
agreed. EA requested further information in respect
of the FRA (item 3.5.6).

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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Form of correspondence |Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues tables)

14.02.20 Email Provision of further evidence to the EA to support
the use of Flood Zone 2 in the FRA.

02.03.20 Email EA respond to further evidence provided in which
they question the use of Flood Zone 2 as being
suitable and request further detail than the technical
note provides.

04.03.20 Email Provision of further clarification in terms of use of
Flood Zone 2 and the design standard for the
Scheme and request to discuss issue in a meeting

05.03.20  Meeting Meeting to discuss outstanding issues with regards
to FRA and Flood Zone 2 in which EA agree on all
outstanding points in respect of the FRA. EA to
confirm if the Scheme should be mitigating for loss
of floodplain in the 1 in 100 flood event including the
Upper End climate change allowance and whether
the wording of the draft DCO ensured that any
works in the floodplain would trigger the
requirement for a PP approval application.

19.03.20 Email EA confirm that they now consider all flood risk
issues resolved, subject to appropriate and relevant
updates being made to the submitted FRA as
previously discussed. They also confirm that they
are satisfied with the control they have through the

PPs.
03.04.20 Letter (Written EA state in their WR to PINS for Deadline 6 that
Representation) they will confirm whether they consider all flood risk

matters under their remit to be resolved once they
have reviewed the updated FRA.

22.04.20 Email EA confirm that they are content with proposed
updates to the SoCG.

23.04.20 Email Updated FRA is shared with the EA for review prior
to end of examination.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate account of the key meetings and consultation
undertaken between (1) Highways England and (2) Environment Agency in
relation to the issues addressed in this SoCG.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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3. Issues
3.1. Water Framework Directive (WFD)

Scheme impacts (Groundwater = The Environment Agency (EA) are Site investigation and risk Agreed
resources & SSSI) concerned with the lack of groundwater  assessment will be

information and how the scheme may provided/undertaken under

impact on groundwater resources and Requirement 13 of the dDCO.

sensitive Site of Special Scientific The EA have confirmed their

Interest (SSSI) sites in the locality of the  agreement with this approach in

scheme. their letter of 17 June 2019

(A.35) and at a meeting on 08
October 2019 (A.40)

3.1.2 WFD Assessment and proposed Overall, the EA are now satisfied that Noted Agreed

mitigation the WFD Assessment and proposed
mitigation packages are acceptable for
submission for the-Application, whilst
noting that further details are to be
submitted at later stages as noted
throughout the submitted documents. In
particular, the EA will be keen to review
the Ground Investigation (Gl) and
Hydrogeological Risk Assessment
(HRA), Construction and Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP), SPA
Management and Monitoring Plan and
Register of Environmental Commitments
and Actions for the Scheme, which
should provide the outstanding details
for the issues within the EA’s remit

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 13 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

} highways
england

WEFD status (Stratford Brook
and Bolder Mere)

3.14 WFD Assessment scope

3.1.5 WFD Screening & scope
Assessment/Water
quality
assessment

3.1.6 WFD Assessment  Stratford Brook Crossing

Comments Log
(CL): 028

Provided that the embedded mitigation, Noted
additional specific mitigation and generic
guidance on the principles of WFD
compliant design are implemented, the
EA are satisfied that the scheme will not
result in a deterioration in WFD status or
prevent the achievement of good status.
The EA are satisfied that the details of
the package of measures to mitigate for
the impacts on the Stratford Brook and
Bolder Mere Lake can be secured
through Requirements of the DCO,
providing they can be agreed with us at
detailed design

Agreed

Overall the EA are pleased with the
scope and breadth of the submitted
reports, taking into account that further
site investigation works need to take
place before the mitigation measures
can be finalised. The reports are clear
and well laid out. The EA agree that
Highways England have provided a
proportional evidence base for the
associated risk, except for groundwater.

Noted. An approach to
addressing issues raised by the
EA on groundwater was agreed
in meeting between EA and
Highways England on 07.05.19
(A24). A summary of how these
issues have been addressed is
presented in points 3.3.8, 3.4.3
and 3.4.4 below.

Agreed

The EA agree with what has been Noted
scoped in and out. We agree that this

scheme poses little to no risk to Drinking

Water Protected Area status and is also

not likely to impact on Nitrate Vulnerable

Zones.

Agreed

Paragraph 5.4.3 of the WFD report
states that “the bridge deck should run
perpendicular to the watercourse (to
reduce shading)”. The EA are

The planform of Stratford Brook
at the New Stratford Brook
Underbridge is shown on Sheet
1 of the Scheme Layout Plans

Agreed

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3
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3.1.7 WFD Assessment

CL 029

Stratford Brook Crossing

concerned that the bridge deck isn’t
running perpendicular to the
watercourse and that this could
necessitate the need for bed and bank
reinforcement later down the line.
Highways England should provide
justification for this alignment.

[APP-012]. Structural details for
the bridge are provided on page
57 of Engineering Drawings and
Section [APP-014]. The bridge
crosses a sinuous reach of the
brook. Fitting this multi-curve
meander shape into the
rectangular shape of a bridge is
a challenge that has principally
been addressed by designing a
bridge with a very wide span.
The abutments of the span are
broadly parallel with the most
likely (downstream) progression
of the meander under the
bridge, lowering the risk of the
river making contact with the
bridge into the future. The
design represents a sensible
balance between
accommodating the needs of
the water environment with the
alignment and constructability of
the road. The EA were satisfied
with this justification for the
alignment of this bridge at a
meeting on 08 October 2019
(A.39).

Paragraph 5.4.3 states that “bed and
bank protection should only be used
where a real risk to life or critical
infrastructure is apparent”. This should
be re-worded — the requirement for bed
and bank protection should be avoided
through good design, i.e. by aligning the

This is written as generic
guidance. There will always be
circumstances, particularly in
high energy or constrained
environments, in which
protection cannot be avoided
and will be required to protect
life and critical infrastructure.

Agreed

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3
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3.1.8 River Wey

Park Barn Farm Replacement
Land and Sanway Flood
Alleviation Scheme (Proposed
mitigation)

bridge deck so that it's perpendicular to
the watercourse.

The EA note that an area of land
identified by the applicant for
replacement common land (a portion of
the Park Barn Farm Replacement Land
parcel) has also been identified by the
EA as an area for floodplain
compensation for the proposed Sanway
Flood Alleviation Scheme (FAS).

The EA believe that there may be
construction and/or management
synergies between us and the land
owner/manager, as both the DCO
scheme and our FAS scheme are likely
to be constructed at similar times.

Having reviewed the Statement of
Reasons Appendix C: Common land
and open space report (AS-002) to more
fully understand the objectives of the
proposed land use, the EA consider that

Highway’s England will review
the means by which
amendments to the WFD can
be made during the DCO
process if considered
necessary. Suggested re-
wording to “bed and bank
protection should only be used
where an erosion hazard cannot
be avoided (for instance by
relocating an abutment or pier)
and a real risk to life or critical
infrastructure is apparent”. The
EA were satisfied with this
justification at a meeting on 08
October 2019 (A.39).

In principle, Highways England
supports the Environment
Agency’s aspirations for the
western (PBF1) parcel of land
at Park Barn to have a dual use
as Replacement Land for the
Scheme and as floodplain
compensation for the Flood
Alleviation Scheme (FAS).
Highways England also
supports proposals to link the
two schemes to improve public
access in the area.

Agreed.

Highways England welcomes
further conversations with the
Environment Agency project
managers on these matters, to
explore the practicalities of
achieving synergies between
the two schemes. In particular,

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3
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the proposed uses for Sanway FAS we are keen to clarify how the

(floodplain compensation, creation of programming of design and

wetland habitat, promotion of public construction of the two schemes

access) and the Scheme, do not conflict. allows the synergies to be
realised.

There are some issues of
practicality that will need to be
included in ongoing
discussions, such as: (1) The
Sanway FAS proposals for the
area of existing mature
woodland within the
replacement land. (2) The
Sanway FAS proposals for the
area of woodland that will
remain within private ownership
(that is, will not be part of the
junction 10 Scheme) adjacent to
the river. (3) Highways
England’s intention to undertake
woodland planting on much of
this parcel of replacement land
for the junction 10 Scheme, and
how much this may need to be
modified by and/or delayed by
its inclusion within the Sanway
FAS scheme. (4) The delay to
providing public access that
may be caused by the Sanway
FAS works.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 17 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange

TR010030

8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

} highways
england

3.2.

3.2.2

Stratford Brook Mitigation Works

Stratford Brook
(RR 3.2)

Xref: CL: 017;
018; 019;020; 058

Stratford Brook

Mitigation measures (timescale
for delivery)

Proposed mitigation measures

The EA require further clarification from
the applicant about the timescales for the
delivery of Stratford Brook additional
mitigation measures

Although the EA accept the effect of the
Scheme on Stratford Brook to be minor
and localised, it is concerned that the
proposed embedded mitigation does not
adequately address the effect of the
Scheme on the brook. The bullets below
are a high-level summary of the
Agency’s concerns:

e The embedded mitigation
comprising a widespan bridge
and channel mitigation works do
not fully mitigate or compensate
for the impact of the new
Stratford Brook overbridge on
the brook.

e The embedded mitigation does
not follow advice in Volume 10,
section 1, part 9 of HE’s Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges to

The detail of the construction
sequence is in Section 2.7 of
the ES [APP- 049], and further
work by Highways England
suggests that this section will be
built in March to September
2021. The feasibility studies will
be included in the project
programme to be completed in
time to inform the detailed
design.

In addition to the embedded
mitigation, the EA and HE have
now agreed a strategy for
delivering additional mitigation
necessary to address the effect
of the Scheme on Stratford
Brook. This strategy is set out
in Appendix F.3 and associated
Table 3 in the WFD
Assessment Report [APP-045].

Requirement 12 (Stratford
Brook Environmental Mitigation
Area) of the draft DCO [APP-
018] has been revised in
agreement with the EA to
secure mitigation for the effect
of the Scheme on Stratford
Brook and to address the

Agreed

Agreed
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always consider incorporating concerns raised by the EA on
mitigation for the effects of this matter.
existing roads when

improvements or major

maintenance works are planned

adjacent to watercourses. On

Stratford Brook opportunities

exist for improvement to fish and

mammal passage through

Stratford Brook culvert (North)

and Stratford Brook culvert

(South) as well as reducing the

backwatering effect of and

Stratford Brook culvert (North).

e Agreeing a prioritised list of
mitigation measures

e Ensuring adequate mitigation is
properly secured within the draft
DCO

Full details of discussions can be found
in minutes of meetings dated 9/3/18 (A3),
15/8/18 (A7) & 22/2/19 (Al17), record of a
site visit of 22/1/19 (A12) and letters of
6/3/19 (A18), 27/3/19 (A19), 29/3/19
(A20), 18/4/19 (A22) and 22/5/19 (A27).

393 Stratford Brook LEMP (fish and mammal The EA would want to ensure the final These measures will be Agreed
o Culverts passage) LEMP includes measures to assess the  included in the final LEMP
success of the potential impoundment which will be updated during
CL:025 detailed design stage.

lowering/fish passage improvement
associated with the existing Stratford
Brook (South) culvert.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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24 Stratford Brook LEMP (fish and mammal The objective for 7.8 should also be to The objective will be updated in  Agreed
Culverts passage) improve fish and mammal passage the final LEMP to state that
through the existing A3 culverts. Highways England will seek
CL 026 opportunities to implement
measures that improve fish and
mammal passage.
325 Stratford Brook Mammal ledge EA note that the plan for the crossing do These are preliminary design Agreed
underbridge not show mammal ledges. drawings. They will be
CL 056 superseded by detail design

drawings that will show
mammal ledges. The Scheme
is committed to providing the
ledges in Section 7.4.38 of the
Biodiversity Chapter of the ES
[APP-052] and in Appendix F of
the WFD assessment [APP-
045] as measure SB_c). The
measure is also carried through
to the Register of Environmental
Actions and Commitments for
the Scheme, which in turn forms
part of the Outline Construction
and Environmental
Management Plan [APP-134].

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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3.3. Bolder Mere Mitigation Works

Affected Scheme impacts (findings & The WFD assessment concludes that Agreed. The only minor Agreed
waterbodies proposed mitigation) the scheme won’t cause a deterioration localised adverse effect not

in any of the affected waterbodies at a addressed through mitigation

waterbody scale but it does suggest reported in the WFD

there will be several minor localised assessment is a temporary

effects, including increased adverse effect on Bolder Mere

shading/modification as a result of river (see matrices in Appendix C of

crossings and encroachment of Bolder the WFD Assessment, APP-

Mere Lake and the loss of associated 045). Chapter 7 - Biodiversity

marginal habitat. of the ES [APP-052] reports no

adverse long-term effects on
Bolder Mere during operation of
Although localised, these impacts must the Scheme. No adverse

still be mitigated (or as a last resort effects are reported in Chapter
compensated for). Where these 8 — Road Drainage and the
mitigations (or compensations) are not water environment [APP-053].
reflected in the WFD assessment, we In summary all water body scale
would expect them to be detailed in the and localised effects of the
Ecology (or similar) chapter of the Scheme on the water
Environmental Statement. environment are addressed

through mitigation.

8.8.2 Bolder Mere Scheme impacts (loss of bank  The widening of the A3 is likely to impact During development of the Agreed
and open water habitat — directly on Bolder Mere, including loss of Scheme a very wide range of
justification for scheme) bank and open water habitat. alternative solutions for
Justification is needed as to why resolving the traffic problems at
encroachment on Bolder Mere Lake is junction 10 have been
required and why other options with a identified, developed and
lesser effect on the lake have been ruled assessed. This process is set
out. out in Chapter 3 (Assessment of

Alternatives) of the
Environmental Statement [APP-
049] and with specific reference
to minimising effect on the

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 21 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030

8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

3

highways
england

3.3.3 Bolder Mere

habitat)

Scheme impacts (SSSI
designation; compensation

Bolder Mere has been assigned as a
WFD waterbody due to the areas SSSI
designation. We are therefore open to
compensation for the loss of habitat
being provided elsewhere on the
scheme.

We understand that Natural England
have advised that further ponds could
provide better habitat for the SSSI
designation. We would expect to be
involved — along with Natural England —
in any discussions for proposals on this
matter.

Thames Basin Heaths SPA in
Habitat Regulations
Assessment Stage 3 record
[APP-044].

Mitigation measures to
counteract the impacts on
Bolder Mere have been agreed
with Natural England (NE) as
detailed in M25 junction 10/A3
Wisley interchange (5.4) Water
framework directive compliance
assessment report. Appendix
F: Brief descriptions and
concept sketches for additional
mitigation (specific) [APP-045].
In line with the best practice of
mitigating the effect of a
scheme as close to source as
practicable, we have been able
to agree a package of
measures for mitigating the
effects on Bolder Mere that are
immediately adjacent to the
lake. Mitigation for the effects of
the scheme on ephemeral
headwater ditches does include
pond improvements.

Natural England agree in
principle that the package of
embedded and additional
specific measures are a)
proportionate to the risk of
adverse effect of the Scheme
on the Bolder Mere SSSI unit
and b) have the potential to
deliver additional biodiversity

Agreed
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3.34 Bolder Mere

habitat)

3.35 Bolder Mere

habitat)

Scheme impacts (SSSI
designation; loss of marginal

Scheme impacts (loss of
marginal habitat; water
quality; disturbance of lake

The WFD assessment acknowledges
that encroachment into Bolder Mere
Lake will also result in the loss of
marginal habitat which is known to
support a number of species for which
the SSSI is designated. We support
Natural England’s recommendation for
further macrophyte and aquatic
invertebrate surveys to be carried out
around the lake to better understand the
distribution and abundance of key
species and habitats which will help to
inform an appropriate mitigation strategy.

Compliance with the WFD status of
Bolder Mere appears to be dependent on
the implementation of some of the
mitigation measures identified. Without
these measures, the impacts are
predicted to be ‘adverse widespread or
prolonged effect’. It is therefore critical
that the proposed measures are ‘firmed
up’ - working with the EA and Natural
England - to ensure that deterioration
can be avoided.

benefit.(A.23 - meeting with
Natural England on 29.04.19)

Specialist aquatic ecological
surveys have been undertaken
to provide aquatic macrophyte
and aquatic macro-invertebrate
data from Bolder Mere. This
data has been used to inform
the scope for mitigating and
offsetting the effects of
encroachment of the A3 into the
north east shore of Bolder
Mere. This report Bolder Mere:
Ecological Survey and
Condition Assessment
Summary Report (Nov 2018)
has been shared with the
Environment Agency and can
be found in Appendix D.1 of the
M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange (5.4) Water
Framework Directive
Compliance Assessment report
[APP-045].

Mitigation as detailed in
Appendix F of the WFD
Assessment [APP-045] has
been agreed with Natural
England.

Natural England agree in
principle that the package of
embedded and additional
specific measures as detailed in
M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange (5.4) Water

Agreed

Agreed
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Framework Directive
Compliance Assessment report.
Appendix F: Brief descriptions
and concept sketches for
additional mitigation (specific)
[APP-045] are a) proportionate
to the risk of adverse effect of
the Scheme on the Bolder Mere
SSSI unit and b) have the
potential to deliver additional
biodiversity benefit. (A.23
meeting with Natural England
on 29.04.19)

The preliminary design
incorporates drainage
improvements that redirect road
runoff away from Bolder Mere.
Instead (treated) runoff will be
discharged to a watercourse
downstream of the lake. This
will reduce the volume of
pollutants generated by the A3
entering the lake.

However, the key water quality
concern for Bolder Mere from
the perspective of the WFD is
Phosphorus. Appendix F of the
WFD assessment demonstrates
that a) Phosphorus is very
unlikely to be sourced from the
road and b) the change in
volume of the lake associated
with the scheme is also very
unlikely to affect the WFD
Phosphorus status of the lake.
Although neither the existing
road or scheme are considered

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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3.3.6 Bolder Mere Environmental management
plan
837/ Bolder Mere WFD status

The EA recommend that an ongoing
maintenance plan and/or adaptive
environment management plan is
produced for Bolder Mere to set out
more detailed plans for each mitigation
measure and to monitor the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures
into the future and adapt approaches
accordingly if required.

Opportunities for enhancements should
be taken in line with the 25-year
Environment Plan and emerging national
planning policy. Waterbody
enhancements should aim to address
waterbody failures. Bolder Mere Lake is
currently failing to achieve Good
Ecological Potential due to its hydro

contributors to the current
Phosphorus concentrations in
Bolder Mere the mitigation
package does still include some
measures targeted at managing
Phosphorus, to support
achievement of WFD targets for
the water body. These
measures have been developed
in consultation with Natural
England and Surrey Wildlife
Trust (SWT).

Paragraph 4.7.35 of the WFD
assessment starting "Highways
England are committed to
implementation of additional
mitigations..." states that the
habitat improvements to the
shores of Bolder Mere (BL_b),
as described in Appendix F
Table 2, will be maintained and
monitored for a period of 15
years in accordance with the
specification set out in the
Thames Basin Heath SPA
Management and Monitoring
Plan [APP-105].

Agreed

Mitigation has been discussed
with the EA (and agreed with
Natural England) as detailed in
the M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange (5.4) Water
framework directive compliance
assessment report [APP-045].

Agreed
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morphology and phosphate levels —
measures to address these issues
should be explored.

Natural England agree in
principle that the package of
embedded and additional
specific measures are a)
proportionate to the risk of
adverse effect of the Scheme
on the Bolder Mere SSSI unit
and b) have the potential to
deliver additional biodiversity
benefit (A.23 meeting 29.04.19).

These measures are being
implemented with the objective
of maintaining and potentially
improving the conservation
value of Bolder Mere, with a
focus on providing for the needs
of species identified within the
citation for the wetland
elements of Ockham and
Wisley Commons SSSI, and in
particular the Odonata order
(dragonflies and damselflies).
The measures are based on
adult life stages. The measures
are based on recommendations
from Goldsmith Ecology (2018)
and follow extensive
consultation with the EA,
Natural England and Surrey
Wildlife Trust.

These are also recorded in the
M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange, Outline
Construction and Environmental
Management Plan [APP-134].
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3.3.8 Bolder Mere Scheme impacts Concern that the new retaining wall as
; (Groundwater flow) part of the scheme design will impact on
HETCIL Bl groundwater flows and could therefore
disrupt one of the main water sources to
the lake.

Highways England is committed
to the implementation of these
measures, or measures
generating equivalent
environmental benefit.

The draft DCO [APP-018]
includes a requirement
(Requirement 10) which
requires Highways England to
agree the details of the
mitigation measures for works
adjoining Stratford Brook with
the EA.

The EA have reviewed the
approach to the assessment of
impacts on groundwater
resources and SSSI as detailed
in Chapter 8 (Water and Road
Draining) and Chapter 10
(Geology and Soils) of the ES.
Information on the approach
was also presented at a
meeting on 7 May 2019 (A.24).

An assessment of groundwater
flow direction and groundwater
contribution into Bolder Mere
will be completed following the
ground investigations to be
undertaken as part of the
Scheme. Design of the sheet
pile element will take into
account the likely requirements
of Bolder Mere for groundwater
inflows.

Agreed
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3.3.10

Bolder Mere

Bolder Mere

Surface water/road drainage
(Bolder Mere)

Road drainage

Opportunities should be taken to improve
the road drainage from the M25 and A3
as part of the redevelopment. In
particular, the EA are keen to see the
current drainage outfalls into Bolder
Mere Lake altered so that they are not
having such a detrimental impact on the
water quality of Bolder Mere and
surrounding watercourses/ditches.

If re-routing the A3 drainage to a
watercourse downstream of Bolder Mere
is not technically feasible the minimum
the EA would expect is some form of
attenuation/pipe treatment/settlement
that is above what is currently in place to
at least offset the impact from the
increased traffic movement/larger
volume of surface water run-off to the
lake.

In section 4.7.26 of the WFD
Assessment, the EA are encouraged by
the plans to re-direct road runoff to
downstream of the lake as this will help
to ensure the salinity WFD element
remains at ‘High’ post-construction and

Mitigation has been discussed
with the EA as detailed in the
M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange (5.4) Water
framework directive compliance
assessment report. [APP-045].
This includes a significant
upgrade to road drainage that
replaces a direct untreated
discharge to Bolder Mere with a
treated discharge to a
watercourse downstream of the
lake. The design of the of the
drainage solution is dependent
on the outcomes of a drainage
survey yet to be undertaken.
The dDCO [APP-018] includes
a requirement (Requirement 10)
which requires Highways
England to agree the details of
the mitigation measures for
works within the Bolder Mere
mitigation and enhancement
area with the EA. The dDCO
also includes protective
provisions for the benefit of the
EA which requires the EA to
consent to any works carried
out under the dDCO which may
affect drainage works.

Agreed

The impact of the new outfall Agreed
(reference: PO-J10-006,

catchment 35) are reported in

the Environmental Statement

Chapter 8 Road drainage and

the water environment [APP-
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3.3.11 Bolder Mere

3.3.12 Bolder Mere REAC
CL: 007

Construction impacts

reduce the risk of WFD chemical failures.
It is not clear that the impact on water
quality at this new discharge location has
been included in any of your drainage or
water quality assessments; this will need
to be assessed

Although only a short-term activity, there
is the potential for longer term impacts
associated with the suspension of
solids/sediments and smothering of lake
habitats important to the SSSI
designation. This may pose a risk to
WFD Total Phosphorus and
Phytoplankton status if the retaining wall
and bank sediments and associated
nutrients are not controlled effectively.
Due to the nature of the water
environment this impact could last for
multiple years after the actual
construction phase. A detailed method
statement should be produced for this
specific element of the scheme to
demonstrate how this risk will be
reduced and the WFD status protected.

A construction phase Surface Water
Management Plan will be produced to
help address the impact and risk of
deterioration in surface water quality- it
will be important that this includes

053], paragraphs 8.10.14 and
8.10.18 t0 8.10.20. The effect
of the outfall during operation of
the Scheme, with mitigation in
place, is negligible with a
neutral significance of effect.
Note that this assessment will
be reviewed one site specific
ground investigation data
become available to confirm
mitigation measures are
appropriate.

This is addressed within the
wider environmental document
set, specifically the Outline
Construction and Environment
Management Plan [APP-134,
Section 4.8]. To make sure that
this specific issue is picked up
and detailed methods of work
are developed for construction
of the retaining wall at Bolder
Mere, Highways England has
also included this as a specific
item in the Register of
Environmental Commitments
and Actions (REAC) for the
Scheme.

The construction phase Surface
Water Management Plan will
include measures that will
ensure that Bolder Mere is not
adversely affected by works on

Agreed

Agreed
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measures that ensure Bolder Mere does
not get impacted by construction at the
North Bank of Bolder Mere.

3.3.13 Bolder Mere REAC and CEMP Environmental actions relating to fish,

CL: 023

biosecurity and a feasibility assessment
for non-native invasive species in Bolder

Mere should ideally be included in the
REAC and outline CEMP, although these
are covered in the ES.

3.4. Groundwater and Land Contamination

Ground water Gl data
(quality) and land
contamination

CL: 010

3.4.2 Groundwater Water Quality Assessment

To date there is little information that
indicates the redevelopment provides
a risk to the secondary aquifers on
which it is located. It is noted in the
report that additional site investigation
work is required to determine
groundwater quality and the nature of
potentially contaminated sites such as
Wisley Airfield. Provided this
information is forthcoming the EA does
not presently have any concerns with
this site from a groundwater quality
perspective. EA request the
submission of Gl assessments/data as
soon as is practicable.

The Water Quality Assessment Report
concludes that the scheme provides a
medium level of risk. We accept this in

the north bank of the
waterbody.

This is already committed to in Agreed
Appendix F.2 [APP-045] of the

WFD Assessment and will be

included in the CEMP.

Based on the current Gl Agreed
programme, it is anticipated that

the interpretative report / GQRA

will be provided to the EA at the

end of September 2020.

Highways England will notify EA

in the interim of any issues

should they arise.

Noted. Agreed
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3.4.3 Geology and soils  Ground investigation and

guantitative risk assessment

part because of the nature of the
receiving aquifer - mainly the Bagshot
Formation. The report does however
indicate that mitigation measures and
further risk assessment will be required
and we would concur with this
approach.

The EA understands from recent
discussions that the dewatering works
that were proposed for the gas main
realignment works are no longer taking
place and that techniques that do not
involve dewatering will be used,
predominantly to avoid impacts on
groundwater sensitive habitats in the
area. The EA also understands that no
borrow pits are proposed in the local
area for the scheme. Given the above,
the only outstanding issue is that
ground investigation works have not
yet commenced.

If the data collected from the Gl is not
ready in time for DCO submission,
then the ES will need to state that the
data and relevant documents would be
submitted to the EA for review prior to
groundworks.

The EA has reviewed Chapter
10 of the ES [APP-055]
(Geology & Soils) and the
approach to Gl and quantitative
risk assessment. This
information was also discussed
at meetings on the 10 April 2019
(A.20) and the 7 May 2019
(A.24).

The dDCO [APP-018] includes a
requirement (Requirement 13)
which prevents the
commencement of intrusive
ground works until Highways
England has submitted a site
investigation and risk
assessment to the Secretary of
State (in consultation with the
Environment Agency) and it has
been approved Information from
the scheduled ground
investigation, along with
quantitative risk assessments
undertaken in line with CRL11,
will be submitted to the EA for
approval at a later stage as part
of the detailed design and ahead
of any work commencing and
will be controlled through the

Agreed
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3.4.4 Geology and soils  Piling Risk Assessment

3.4.5 Geology and soils  Mineral extraction

3.4.6 Pollution & waste  Pollution control (during
(contaminated construction)

land/water)

3.4.7 Pollution & waste  Pollution control (during
construction)

Piling Risk Assessment (PRA): No
expected pathways to be created from
piling so if a PRA is not deemed
necessary then at the least a
controlled waters qualitative risk
assessment would be submitted.

If mineral extraction is to be carried out
then hydrogeological risk assessment
may be required.

All waste produced on-site should be
taken to an appropriate authorised
treatment or disposal facility.

All soils and construction, demolition
and excavation (CDE) waste should be
assessed for hazardous properties.

protective provisions for the
EA's benefit within the dDCO.

A PRA will be undertaken at a Agreed
later stage, once piling design is
sufficiently detailed to determine

a construction method for the

protection of groundwater and

that this is secured in the CEMP

under Requirement 3 of the

dDCO.

No mineral extraction will be Agreed
carried out as part of the

Scheme.

The waste producer or holder Agreed

will make appropriate checks
that waste carriers hold a
licence and facilities receiving
waste from the Scheme are
authorised to manage it.

Construction, demolition and Agreed
excavation waste arising during
construction of the Scheme will

be classified and assessed in

accordance with the ‘Guidance

on the classification and

assessment of waste (1st Edition

v1.1) — Technical Guidance

WM3'’ and waste legislation.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 32 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030

8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

} highways
england

3.4.8 Pollution & waste  DoWCoP

3.4.9 Pollution & waste

3.4.10 Pollution & waste  Pollution control (during
construction)

The EA wants to see any CLAIRE
Definition of Waste: Code of Practice
(DoWCoP) application in advance

The re-use and recovery of wastes
where appropriate is encouraged.

All waste leaving sites should be
accompanied by a relevant accurate

duty of care or hazardous paperwork.

Where a CL:AIRE Materials Agreed
Management Plan (MMP) is

required for the Scheme,

Highways England will consult

with the EA as required by the

CL:AIRE Definition of Waste:
Development Industry Code of

Practice.

The reuse and recovery of Agreed
waste arising from construction

of the Scheme will be prioritised,

where practicable. A Site Waste
Management Plan (SWMP) will

be produced under Schedule 2,
Requirement 3 (2) (c) (vii) of the

draft dDCO [APP-018]. SSWMP

will identify waste that can be

reused and recovered.

The waste producer or holder Agreed
will be required to transport
waste in accordance with Duty
of Care requirements. This
includes producing
documentation for the transport
of waste — either a waste
transfer note or hazardous
waste consignment note. These
will be kept for a minimum of two
and three years, respectively.
This information will be recorded
as part of the SWMP under
Schedule 2, Requirement 3 (2)
(c) (vii) of the dDCO.
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3.5. Flood Risk

Flood risk Flood Risk Assessment

CL: 034; 035;
037; 039; 042;
061.

3.5.2 Flood risk Flood Risk Assessment

CL: 44, 46, 47,
48, 49, 50 & 54.

3.5.3 Flood risk

habitat areas)

Scheme impacts (River Mole &
Wey; floodplain; compensatory

The EA can confirm that we consider
flood risk issues resolved, subject to
appropriate and relevant updates being
made to the submitted FRA as
previously discussed.

The EA are further satisfied that some
matters raised in their comments log in
relation to the FRA have been
addressed in the agreed form of
protective provisions for the benefit of
the EA.

At the detailed design stage, the EA
would expect to see confirmation that
there will be no impacts on floodplain

Highways England welcomes Agreed
EA’s confirmation that flood risk

issues have been resolved,

subject to the requested

updates being made to the

submitted FRA. The updated

FRA has been submitted to the

EA on 24 April 2020 and is

provided as an addendum to

this SoCG, A.55).

The matters raised relate to Agreed
requests for information (or
confirmation of when the
information will be available)
that will be part of the detailed
design. The EA wanted
clarification that they would see
the information and have an
opportunity to comment on it. It
has been clarified that through
the proposed Protective
Provisions included within the
dDCO, detailed design
information will be submitted to
the EA for their approval. The
comments in the log related to
this matter are: 44, 46, 47, 48,
49, 50 & 54.

Noted. This will be confirmed at Agreed
detailed design phase.
Approvals will be obtained for
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354 Flood risk
CL: 033

(xref 043, 045;
055)

FRA (Stratford Brook)

3.5.5 Flood risk (RR)

Xref CL: 037; 038;
039

FRA (Climate change)

storage or flow routes for the proposed
compensatory habitat areas adjacent to
the River Mole and River Wey. Any
works within 8 metres of a main river
will require a Flood Risk Activity Permit.

There is reference to upgrading and
straightening an existing culvert on the
Stratford Brook under the slip road.
Confirmation is requested as to whether
this has been included as part of the
modelling exercise to assess likely
impacts.

Of particular concern to the EA
following a review of the FRA was a
lack of demonstration that appropriate
allowances for climate change have
been considered, unclear terminology in
places and a number of assumptions
made without supporting evidence.

any works within 8m of a main
river through the dDCO
Protective Provisions.

Highways England and the EA
have agreed a suitable form of
protective provisions for the
protection of the EA and the EA
has agreed to disapply the
need for FRAP.

The culvert is only to be Agreed
strengthened, not straightened.

The FRA para 2.4.13

incorrectly referred to

straightening however as

confirmed in the same

paragraph, the internal

dimensions of the culvert will

not be affected. No modelling

has therefore been carried out.

The FRA [APP-046] has made  Agreed.
appropriate allowances for
climate change. Section 8.5.3
of the ES Chapter 8: Road
drainage and the water
environment [APP-053]
incorrectly referenced out of
date guidance. The FRA
methodology has followed the
appropriate current guidance
(Flood risk assessments:
climate change allowances, EA
2016) and has made an
appropriate allowance for
climate change. There are
therefore no implications for the
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3.5.6 Flood risk (RR)

Xref: CL 007;021;
022; 023; 063;
065

REAC

The EA notes that within the Register of

Environmental Actions and

Commitments (APP-135) that they are
proposed to review information related
to surface water flood risk or drainage.
These matters are not within our remit,
so other responsible agencies will need

to agree to review these details.

assessment of effects reported
in section 8.10 of Chapter 8 of
the Environmental Statement
(APP-053). This has been
discussed with the EA at the
meeting on 8 October 2019
(A.39) and at the meeting on
the 7 February 2020 (A47)
Following this recent meeting,
additional evidence to support
the approach was submitted to
the EA on 14 February 2020
(A48) .

In response to additional
queries from the EA (A.49) a
meeting was held on 05.03.20
(A51) to provide further
clarification to the EA.

The REAC [APP-135] (as part
of the update to the CEMP) will
be amended and submitted to
the ExA. Matters relating to
surface water flood risk or
drainage will be reviewed by
the local flood authority if the
dDCO is granted.

Agreed
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3.6. Ecology

3.6.1 Ecology
and water voles)

3.6.2 Ecology Aquatic invertebrates

Surveys on watercourses (Otter

All affected watercourses - including
ordinary watercourses - should be
assessed for their potential to support
otter and water voles and surveyed
where appropriate.

The PEIR makes no mention of
aguatic invertebrates, in particular
white-clawed crayfish, which could be
impacted by any physical works to the
watercourses, for example river
crossings. We do not hold any records
of either the invasive American Signal
crayfish or the native white-clawed
crayfish for the Stratford Brook or other
minor watercourses affected by the
scheme. However, we do hold records
of Signal crayfish in the main river
Wey. An assessment should be made
as to whether Signal crayfish could
migrate between the river Wey and the
affected watercourses. If it is
concluded that Signal crayfish would
not be able to easily migrate upstream
- most likely due to the presence of a
weir - then the watercourses should be
assessed for their potential to support
native white-clawed crayfish.

Otter and water vole surveys Agreed
were undertaken in the summer
of 2018. No water vole evidence
was recorded. The only Otter
evidence recorded was a spraint
on the River Wey approximately
180 m east of the DCO
boundary. The results are
reported in the Chapter 7
(Biodiversity) of the ES [APP-
052].

Surveys were undertaken in the  Agreed
summer of 2018. No evidence of
white-clawed crayfish or
invasive non-native crayfish
were recorded in Stratford
Brook. In addition, Stratford
Brook was assessed as being
unsuitable for white-clawed
crayfish due to a lack of suitable
refuges and levels of pollution.
The results are reported in the
Chapter 7 (Biodiversity) of the
ES [APP-052].
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3.7.2

3.7.3

Draft Order, Permits, Licensing and Protective Provisions

Issue Sub-section Environment Agency Comments Highways England Status
Response

Protective
Provisions

Xref CL: 053; 057;

059

Requirement 12

Xref CL: 017; 018;

019; 020; 060

Requirement 10
CL: 016

Draft Order

Draft Order

Draft Order (Bolder Mere)

The EA will need to agree that the
Protective Provisions included in the
DCO will be sufficient to provide
assurance to the EA that they can
agree to disapply the requirement for
obtaining separate permits and
licences that might otherwise be
necessary for the construction works
and once the scheme is built.

The EA recommend that Requirement
12 (Schedule 2, Part 1) may need to
be amended to ensure it reflects the
requirements laid out in other
application documents.

EA request that Requirement 10
(Bolder Mere) include the requirement
to provide details of the Ground
Investigations and Risk Assessment
required for understanding GW flows
and the potential impact that the piling
works may have on Bolder Mere lake.
Although this is mentioned in the
REAC (which this requirement
references) EA consider that it should
also be mentioned specifically in
requirement 10 as there could be a risk
to WFD compliance if this is not
properly addressed. Details of the new

Protective provisions have
now been agreed with the
Environment Agency.

Agreed

Requirement 12 (Stratford  Agreed
Brook Environmental
Mitigation Area) of the
draft DCO [APP-018] has
been revised to address
the concerns raised by the
EA.

Following further Agreed
discussions with the EA,

the EA is now satisfied that

the requested

requirements are already
adequately secured

through the dDCO and

therefore consider it

unnecessary to duplicate

existing

provisions/requirements

through an amendment to
Requirement 10.
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Issue Sub-section Environment Agency Comments Highways England Status
Response

3.7.4

3.7.5

3.7.6

retaining wall should also be a
requirement of Requirement 10 to
ensure the necessary mitigation
measures have been incorporated into
the design.

Requirement 3 CEMP EA request that Requirement 3
CL: 015 (CEMP) includes the r_equirement to
' consult with the EA prior to approval to

(xref: 001) ensure the appropriate mitigation
measures are in place to protect
receiving watercourses/waterbodies.
EA would request that the mechanisms
by which EA will be consulted on the
CEMP and/or whether EA could be
listed in requirement 3 for consultation
be confirmed.

Flood Risk Flood Risk Activity Permits Any works within 8 metres of a main
river will require a Flood Risk Activity
Permit.

On the basis of the drainage
improvements to be included in the
scheme, the EA’s initial view was that
we did not consider that a Water
Discharge Environmental Permit would
be required. (A8, 28.11.18 meeting)
However we have requested further

Pollution Water Discharge Activity
Environmental Permit

An updated CEMP will be
produced by the contractor
appointed to build the
scheme and this will be
developed and shared with
EA and other parties. Any
specified works as defined
in Protective Provisions for
the protection of the EA in
Part 3, Schedule 9 of the
dDCO will be subject to
EA’s approval.

The EA have approved the
draft Protective
Provision’s, including the
disapplication of
Regulation 12 in relation to
the carrying out of the
flood risk activity and the
need to obtain a flood risk
activity permit (A.42) email
of 31.10.2019)

The EA has confirmed that
no Water Discharge
Activity Permit (WDA) is
required. In their email of
17.10.19 (A.41) the EA
state that in line with the
EA Guidance on Water

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.3 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 39 of 256



highways

8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

Issue Sub-section Environment Agency Comments Highways England Status
Response

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }

information (A11, letter dated Discharge Activities, that
14.12.18) in order to make a formal highway drainage is not a
decision on whether or not we can water discharge activity
agree to disapply the need for this (assuming a notice, as
permit. referenced in section 3.10

of the same guidance has
not been served,
specifying that the highway
drain is a water discharge
activity) and that therefore
no WDA permit is required.

3.7.7 Materials & waste  Waste Activity Permit The EA have confirmed (email dated It has been agreed with Agreed
19.02.19) that any waste permit which ~ the EA that a Waste
may be required during construction Activity Permit will not be
for treating / reuse of any manmade needed for the DCO and
materials, can be applied for at a later  can be dealt with by the
date. appointed contractor at a

later stage if required.
(A.7, 28.11.18 meeting)

3.7.8 Water Water Abstraction Permit The EA have confirmed (email dated An abstraction licence is Agreed
environment 19.02.19) that any abstraction licence not expected to be needed
Xref CL: 012 which may be required during fqr the Sch.eme (as _
' construction for groundwater discussed in the meeting

dewatering activities, can be applied on 28.11.18, A.7).
for at a later date.

3.7.9 Water Water Impoundment Licence The applicant has been in direct The EA have agreed (ata  Agreed

environment contact with a Water Resources Senior meeting on 07.02.20, A47)
Permitting Officer, working in our that a licence would not be
National Permitting Serviceteam to required for Bolder Mere,
discuss potential Water Impoundment  assuming the Scheme
Licence requirements for works to does not modify structures
Boldermere and/or the culvert running  controlling the level of
under the A3 (close to Boldermere). water in the lake.

This is a separate process to planning
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and we are unable to agree to disapply Highways England will

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }

Water Impoundment Licences under continue to work with the
the Water Resources Act (1991) as Environment Agency and
part of the DCO. 4.2 Our National Natural England on
Permitting Service have advised that matters of impoundment.
any decision on whether a Water Through sensitive design
Impoundment Licence will be required  we will address concerns
will depend on the final, detailed about the potential
designs of relevant structures. impounding effect of other

components of the
Scheme that affect
watercourses, with
particular regard for water
features of the Ockham
and Wisley Commons

Therefore, at this time we are unable
to confirm whether a Licence is
required, or whether a Licence would
be granted if one is required. The
process for determining a Licence can
take 4-6 months from the date of

o SSSI.
application.
3.7.10 Ecology Fish (removal) licence The EA understand a licence to move  Fish removal is likely to be  Agreed
fish may be required for works to a requirement as a result
Bolder Mere Lake. At present the EA of works at Bolder Mere
are unsure whether EA’s Protective and as part of the

Provisions will be sufficient to remove proposed mitigation
the requirement for a Permit. Permits  strategy to improve water

are usually obtained by specialist and habitat quality in the
contractors undertaking the specialist lake and potentially at
fish works. Stratford Brook if the

proposed construction
methodology changes
(currently no in-channel
working anticipated). The
EA have indicated that
permits will need to be
obtained by the sub-
contractor undertaking the
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works at a later date and
therefore it is not
necessary for the dDCO to
disapply this consent.

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }

3.7.11 Draft Article 19 — Discharge of water This Article provides the undertaker The following proposed Agreed.
Development with the right, subject to reasonable amendment to Article 19 of
Consent Order consent, to make use of the existing the dDCO has been
watercourses, sewers and drains. agreed with the EA:
Although it cannot override the “Subject to article 3
requirements of the Environmental paragraph (1)(a)
Permitting Regulations 2016 for a (disapplication of

discharge permit, the clause does not legislative provisions)
expressly state this. Within a number nothing in this article

of DCOs we have an additional clause  overrides the requirement
appears within the Article to clarify this  for an environmental

issue, this includes DCOs which are permit under regulation
promoted by Highways England such 12(1)(b) (requirement for
as the A303 Amesbury to Berwick environmental permit) of

Down (Stone Henge) DCO. The old the Environmental

model DCO clauses (now defunctas a  Permitting (England and
result of the Localism Act 2011) used Wales) Regulations 2016”.
to include such provision. The agreed wording will be
included in Article 19 in the
next version of the revised
dDCO.

We request that an additional
paragraph is added: (8) “Nothing in this
article overrides the requirement for an
environmental permit under regulation
12(1)(b) of the Environmental
Permitting (England and Wales)
Regulations 2016”. This makes the
need for a permit, if required,
abundantly clear.
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A1, Meeting (19.12.17)

Meeting notes

Project: M25 J10/A3 Wisley Interchange Improvement

ATKINS

Subject: Environment Agency

Date and time: 19 December 2017 Meeting no:

2

Meeting place: EA Office Reading Minutes by:

Present:

ITEM DESCRIPTION & ACTION DEADLINE

Representing:

Environment Agency
Highways England
Atkins

Atkins

Atkins

Atkins

Atkins

Atkins

RESPONSIBLE

1.0 Health & safety — Il siaried the meeting with a
safety mement concerning recent cold weather
affecting visibility whilst driving

2.0 Introducticns — I cxplained he would
be the principal contact at EA and had taken over
from I B /culd be supported by
a team of specialists in relevant fields but
correspondence/discussions should go through
him. I would forward details of specialisis ic
Atkins/HE team.

I cxplained that the scheme fell within two
EA regions — Thames and Kent, Scuth Londen
and East Sussex (KSL).

Other aftendees explained their roles and
respensibilities on the project

Il explained the current situation with the
preject and timetable for progression ic DCO in
late summer 2018.

16% Jan

3.0 Contaminated Land — Il confirmed that data on
landfills was not held by EA but by Surrey County
Council. It was noted that there could be
unrecorded landfill at Wisley Airfield.
Il confimed that the site did not overlay a
Source Protection Zene but was over a Principal
Aquifer.
Piling Works would be the main concern for EA
on this project — there were ne cther significant

Next meeting: TBA

Distribution: All present plus I

Date issued: 20/02/18 File ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actions arising therefrom
Your agreement that the notes form a true record of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are

received in writing within five days of receipt.

Contains sensitive information
EA meeting minutes 191217 .docx
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION & ACTION DEADLINE

ATKINS

RESPONSIBLE

issues of concern based on the information
provided to date.

4.0

Ground investigation works are scheduled 1o be
undertaken in the new year, but the results would
not be available to inform the ES.

As part of the Gl a number of global groundwater
moenitoring boreheles would be installed.

Il noted that consent o abstract would be
needed for the boreholes.

5.0

Stratford Brock was noted as the most important
watercourse o be affected by the works, but the
stretch affected was the least interesting being
slow, turbid and choked with Himalayan Balsam.
Il and Il queried whether EA had modelling
data for the watercourse — Il undertock to 16t Jan
check.

It was noted that remodelling with new climate
change data would be required.

The proposed crossing of the Stratford Brook was
discussed. Il noted that the EA expect a
minimum 8m buffer zone to be provided on both
sides of the watercourse, with a larger buffer
zone provided where possible. EA would also like
improvements made to the Brook.

6.0

Belder Mere was discussed and Il explained
the issues associated with the surrounding SPA.
The proposed scheme has an NMU route
alongside the A3 which would affect Bolder Mere.
As it is a WFD waterbody guidance from EA is
required on what mitigation they require.
Currently it is classified as ‘moderate’ quality and
there should be no detericration. AWFD
assessment would be required as part of the
DCO submission. Il noted that HE Designated
Funds may be available for improvements to
Bolder Mere

7.0

Il confirmed that EA were content for licences
to be wrapped up as part of the DCO subject to
the agreement of EA functional and legal teams.

Contains sensitive information
EA meeting minutes 191217 .docx
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A.2. Meeting (09.03.18)

ATKINS

Meeting notes

Project: M25 J10/A3 Wisley Interchange Improvement

Subject: Water Framework Directive

Date and time: 9 Mar 2018 Meeting no: 002

Meeting place: EA Office Wallingford Minutes by: Jfe—————————|

Present: | | Representing:  Envircnment Agency
I Envircnment Agency
] Atkins
| Atkins

ITEM DESCRIPTION & ACTION RESPONSIBLE

1.0 Introductions and apologies
I (W :nc ) scnds apclogies

2.0 Consultation with NE and EA
Consultations undertaken se far by Atkins particularly relevant to WFD
assessment:
o I (\atural England (NE) lake specialist
« I (\E site officer) L
o I =/ Geomorphologist) — informal chat
ACTION on Il send notes on NE meetings through EA

Consultation with LLFA (Surrey County Council}

o Surrey CC are very likely to defer responsibility for decisions on WFD
compliance on Ordinary waterbedies to the EA.

ACTION on IB: email Surrey CC to confirm that they are happy tc defer |

in this way (we are undertaking the WFD assessment in this way, is that

OK?)

3.0 WFD Classification elements — how to address these in WFD
assessment
« Effects on Biclegical, Physico-Chemical and Hydromorphological
elements will be addressed explicitly within the WFD assessment
o Effects of Specific Pollutants and Chemical Elements (Priority
Substances and Priority Hazardous Substances) will be addressed
through the HAWRAT (Highways Agency Water Resource

Next meeting: TBA

Distribution: All present plus I

Date issued: File ref:
NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actions arising therefrom
Your agreement that the notes form a true record of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are
received in writing within five days of receipt.

Contains sensitive information
EA meeting minutes 090318 .docx
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DESCRIPTION & ACTION

VLGNS

RESPONSIBLE

Assessment Tool) review being completed as part of the water quality
assessment being carried out in the ES Water Chapter’.
o Note the effect of scheme on WQ is likely to be a betterment (given
that the old drainage system from the road is being improved).
ACTION: Il to check with INNEEEEEE (EA) that the HAWRAT
assessment covers the chemical elements of relevance to Lake
Waterbodies.

4.0

Approach to assessing scheme components in WFD assessment
e Group assessment by water body
¢ Address scheme components in the following groups

o Scheme components that individually could have impact at waterbody
scale (Boldermere and Stratford Brook crossing) to be dealt with
individually and in mest detail.

o Scheme compeonents that are unlikely tc have impact at waterbody
scale, {e.g. culvert at east end of EIm road and NMU crossing of M25),
will be addressed individually but assessment kept brief {(a
precautionary approach)

o Scheme compeonents that are very unlikely to affect waterbody status,
or for which approach to mitigation is generic, (e.g. realignments and
crossings of drainage ditches, drainage of road runoff to both surface
water and ground water), will be addressed generically.

5.0

Boldermere

e Small caichment area, likely that the lake is at least partially dependant
on inflows direct from groundwater: two outflows (formal and informal).
See map/photos in Appendix A.

e Scheme proposed to encroach intc lake along nerthern shore. Not
certain yet on the extent of the encroachment; design evolving to
balance combination of factors, with impact on SSSI / SPA a high
pricrity. However, the propesed scheme would likely encroach into
marginal tall fen habitat and very probably open water.

« Consultation with NE revealed their focus to be:

o Impact on species supperied by designated habitats

o Moving the lake towards a more natural function (hydrological regime
and morphology).

o Improvement of water quality; NE files indicate that road runoff to lake
dees occur (a high pricrity would be to address this).

e Points raised by EA:

o Concerned about runoff from the A3

o Consider effects of physical works (change tc lake morphology) cn
water quality (for instance, would reducing the volume of the lake
increase concentration of peollutants or would disturbance of lake bed
remobilise pollution?)

o Be aware of Crassula present in the lake. Consider methods to
manage this although aware it’s difficult.

o Focus on modification of lake shore to create additional marginal
habitat as compensation for loss of marginal habitat along northern
shore.

! Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Vol 11, Section 3 Part 10 HD 45/09 Road Drainage and the Water Environment
(2009) explains that the thresholds selected for HAWRAT have been developed with the EA and are consistent with the
requirements of the WFD

Contains sensitive information
EA meeting minutes 090318.docx
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ITEM DESCRIPTION & ACTION

ATRINS

RESPONSIBLE

» Way forward (summary of discussion)

o Ifthe scheme does affect Boldermere, we will need to clearly
demenstrate that other options with a lesser effect on Boldermere
have been considered, and why an opticn that affects Boldermere is
being taken forward (e.g. avoids damage io other designated habitat,
technical feasibility, safety considerations).

o Mitigation / compensation for effect of the scheme on Boldermere
would have 1o be carmried cut within the waterbedy (i.e. off-site
compensation is not permitted under WFD regulations).

o A‘net gain” approach was agreed as a pragmatic way forward o
develeping a mitigation / compensation package for the effects of the
proposed scheme. This does allow for some detrimental effects o the
lake, provided that these are balanced by improvements elsewhere.
The imprevements weuld need to be judged as providing mere benefit
than being lost to the detrimental effects. Note that the WFD does not
allow for deterioration in any WFD compenent {e.g. biolegical,
physicochemical, hydromorphology, supporting elements) hence “net
gain” (or at least no deterioration) would need to be demonstrated for
each of these components.

o As a principle, mitigation close o the peint of impact (the north shore)
would be preferred to mitigation further afield.

e Survey - Tepegraphic

o Survey of area around the lake and the lake shallows {within wadable
depth) proposed.

o Limited boat survey {c establish deep peint of lake alse specified
{meres have a prediciable bowl shape, meaning that full bathymetry
survey of very limited value).

o Survey needs to be detailed enough around perimeter ic understand
prefile of lake between woodland finger and lake shallows, particularly
for area proposed as lost io scheme.

« Survey - Biclogical

o Propesed detail of survey in notes of meeting w'nh-
ACTION: Il to send through {o EA.

o These details were discussed and agreed as appropriate {o the needs
of the investigaticn.

6.0

Stratford Brook bridge crossing

« Replacement of culvert with open span crossing welcomed by EA

o I <o visit site and come back with suggesticns for potential
mitigation / enhancements at site. Discussed at the meeting were:

o Realignment of channel through the proposed cressing and
downstream to existing culveri to improve morphelegy / allow mammal
passage.

o Daylighting to reduce shading

o “Easy win" modifications to existing culverts to reduce their backwater
effects

o Bat and bird boxes

o Facilitating mammal passage under bridge

« Note — proximate histeric landfill may constrain werks that can be done
in this area.

7.0

Permit requirements

« Probable that all required permits (Flood Risk Activity Permits (FRAPs))
will be wrapped up within the DCO.
o A FRAP will be required for Stratford Brook.

Contains sensitive information
EA meeting minutes 090318 .docx
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DESCRIPTION & ACTION

ATKINS

RESPONSIELE

o A FRAP would only be required for the habitat compensation areas
adjacent to the Wey and Mcle if proposed works affected ground
levels on the flocdplain e.g. wetland creation.

o Note that FRAP cover both flood risk and environmental aspects.

8.0

Operational controls

e Compound area near Ripley roundabout needs to be set back as far as
possible from Stratford Brook.

¢ Pdllution control measures need to be implemented during construction
for all works in or adjacent tc watercourses.

e Ensure measures to manage effects on fish of in channel works are in
place.

9.0

Any other business
ACTION: Il tc send copy of the WFD assessment completed at PEIR
stage of project to I
¢ Groundwater connectivity with Boldermere
ACTION: Il to see if groundwater team can provide any insight inte
this.
¢ Formal mitigation measures HMWB
o Wey— ACTION: lEltc put in a formal request o the EA for these
measures.
o Boldermere — the EA will not hold any measures for this HMWB
¢ Plans for water body catchments
o Refer to RBMP and Wey and Mole Catchment Partnerships. Note that
Surrey Wildlife Trust is the Host Organisation for these partnerships.
¢ Signal crayfish are known to be present on the Wey. If there is a barrier
between the Straiford Brook and the Wey, a white clawed crayfish
survey is recommended. I may be able to inform following site
visit.

Contains sensitive information
EA meeting minutes 090318.docx
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A3.  Meeting (13.04.18)

> ATKINS //
SNC-+LAVALIN Femver £ -0 SN i 2reup /

Meeting Notes

Project: M25 junction 10 / A3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme
Meeting place: EA Wallingford Meeting no:
Date and time: 13 April 2018 minutesby: |GG
Present Representing: EA

EA

Atkins

ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE

1. | Health & Safety

{lllnighiighted the need to check vehicle road
worthiness prior to setting off on journey.

[l hiighted the risk of cyciing/walking through
flood water. Even if the path is well known to the
user, there may be hidden hazards u

water presenting significant nisk to life. ave
the example of erosion of towpaths next to
watercourses which would lead to people falling
into flooded watercourses.

2 Stratford Brook

-presemedthemodel'ng approach for Stratford
Brook.

The model is built as a Flood Modeller 1D only
flood model. The topographic data used is the
2005 channel survey provided by the EA for this
project and the latest lidar data.

The inflow hydrology has been defined using the
standard FEH approach.

Next meeting:
Distribution:

Date issued: 02 May 2018 | FileRet: 515...

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record ARUNS Understanding of the meeting and intended actions arsing therefrom.

Your agreement that the notes form a true record of the discussion will be 3ssUMed UNJess Aoverse comments are recalved
In WrTting within five days of recelpt.

Contains sensiive Information
&3 meeting fra 13 apr 2018 1
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE

Simulations have been run for the 1in 25, 1 in 75,
1in 100 and 1 in 100CC fiood events.
I-sumestedweshwldobtahsomed‘veek 15/08/18 - Atkins
survey of the brook to validate the 2005 survey
data. Unless we can provide a robust justification
for using the old survey data.

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange )

3. Bolder Mere Lake

During the production of the FRA the review of the
EA’s reservoir inundation mapping showed that
there is a flood extent associated with failure of
Bolder Mere. The extent inundates a section of
the A3 adjacent to the lake.

[l cueried whether the EA had any knowledge of | 31/05/18 !-EA
the lake being classified as an impounding
structure. EA unaware but-wl check.
Atkins to review the topography around the SW 15/08/18 -_ Atkin
comer of the lake to identify if there is any
impoundment. On the basis of the outcome of
this the FRA will be duly updated.

4. Buxton Wood footbridge

EA confirmed that the current model results in this
area will be updated soon as a new version of the
Lower Wey model will be issued in the coming
months. Until that is issued we can continue to
use the data from the current model. If the new
maodel is issued prior to submission for the DCO
we may need to update the findings of the FRA.
S AOB

EA highlighted the area proposed for habitat
creation is within the River Model fioodplain
therefore flooding must be considered within the
proposals, however if the proposals do not include
changing ground levels, there should be no issue.

Contains sensiiive Information
&3 meeting fra 13 apr 2018 2
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Letter (24.05.18)

creating a better place Environment
LWV Agency

Our ref: WAR2017/123763/03-L02
Atkins Yourref: ea meeting fra 13 apr 2018 (002)
Westemn House Block C
Peterborough Business Park Date: 24 May 2018
Lynch Wood
Peterborough
PE2 6FZ

oearlll

M25 Junction 10 / A3 — Wisley Interchange — review of minutes and actions from
flood risk meeting on 13 April 2018.

Thank you for sending the minutes from our 13 April flood risk meeting to us on 14 May.

There is only one minor point that we raised that has not been captured in the meeting
minutes. We advised that if there are any structures (e.g. in-channel structures in
watercourses) that are to be removed (e.g. for Water Framework Directive purposes),
such removals will need to be reflected in any Flood Risk Assessment.

There was an action for us to provide more information about the reservoir flood risk
associated with Bolder Mere:

I have confimed with my colleague [l (Reservoirs Act Coordinator - South
East) that Bolder Mere is classified as a ‘large raised reservoir' under the relevant
legisiation. The owner/operator of the reservoir is Surrey Wildlife Trust, who have

appointed a Supervising Engineer for the reservoir ]l it has a capacity of
65,000m? and is curently classified as a ‘Category D’ (lower risk) reservoir.

We would strongly advise you to contact Surrey Wildlife Trust and the Supervising
Engineer for Bolder Mere to ensure that they are aware of the proposals for the reservoir.
There is a risk that the development adjacent to and of the reservoir itself may lead to a
change in the risk category class, which may require (potentially substantial) changes to
be made to the reservoir to ensure it can continue to operate safely — this should be
discussed with the Supervising Engineer. The on-site and off-site plans should also be
reviewed and updated if necessary.

| have informed our Reservoir Safety team of the proposals. If you have any further
general queries for ys about the proposals, eresewoanafetyteamwnbecontacted
directly via reservoirs@environment-agency.qov.uk.

Please could you send us a copy of the final minutes with our one addition included.

We look forward to next being consulted with your hydraulic model produced for the
Stratford Brook, as discussed at our meeting in April.

Cont/d..
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If you have any queries about this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial
E-mail

o

End 2
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A.b. Meeting (02.08.18)

) ATKINS

SNC+LAVALIN

Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group

Meeting notes

Project: M25 junction 10 / A3 Wisley Interchange Scheme
Subject: Envircnment Agency — Contaminated Land and Hydrogeclegy
Meeting place: Envircnment Agency, Red | Meeting no: 1
Kite House, Howbery
Park, Wallingford, OXON,
0X10 8BD
Date and time: 2 Aug 2018 11:00 Minutes by: Atkins
Attendees: Representing: Envircnment Agency

Atkins

ITEM | DESCRIPTION

ACTIONS

1 Safety mement
Highways England: Fire on verge of motorway. Spark flew as a result
of a burst tire which set fire to dry crops in adjacent agricultural field.
Luckily, the farmer was irrigating a field nearby and used the
equipment to put the fire out.

To be aware of
surroundings and be
censcious of
potential, indirect
hazards of vehicle
failures.

2. | Introduction

Discussion of the scheme and the current design stage (past stage 2)
and is imminently {(mid-August) expected to be fixed at stage 3.

It has been confirmed that a gas pipe requires re-routing due {c
limited space available for land take parallel {o the eastern side of the
A3. It has been proposed that the gas pipe is tunnelled beneath the
A3 to the south of Boulder Mere at arcund 5 - 6 m bgl. Groundwater
is expected tc be around 6 m bgl. If dewatering is required, it could
potentially impact the ecclegical receptors to the west of the A3.

Suggestion made by design team fo use land west of Buxton Woocd

as an additicnal borrow pit to those already confirmed. Issues with

this proposed location include alluvium (if present) and potential

impacts fc surface water and groundwater. This propcsed borrow pit
| location has not been confirmed by design team.

To provide the stage
3 fixed design to
I = B cnce
available.

Waiting on further
information from
design team
regarding the new
proposed borrow pit
location.

Contains sensitive nformation
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION ACTIONS
K Land contamination input into the Environmental Statement Il Double check

a) Ground Investigation phasing
A phased approach o Gl has been suggested. The areas of
significance with regards tc contaminated land/environmental
receptors to undergo Gl first. i.e. proposed locations of borrow pits,
land of proposed pipe diversicn, histerical landfill and Wisely Airfield.
As all the GI will not be completed prior to DCO submission, these
locations are crucial and should be assessed for DCO.

Gl to confirm depth of groundwater, monitor ground gas and
groundwater with attention to historical landfills and cther identified
sources of potential contamination.

b) DCO ceonditions
Proposed submissicn is September/October 2018.

Gl data provided within the ES (as much as possible or ic a
satisfactory level) to cover key areas relative to geo-envirc effects.

If the data collected from the Gl is net ready in time for DCO
submission then the ES will state that the data and relevant
documents would be submitted to the Environment Agency for review
prior to groundworks.

Infermation required regarding drainage and proposed drainage, as
pocr infiliration and heavily used road expected tc produce
contaminated run-off. SUD design/attenuation ponds etc to be
detailed.

Piling Risk Assessment: No expected pathways to be created from
piling so if a PRA is not deemed necessary then at the least a
controlled waters qualitative risk assessment would be submitted.
ES G&S chapter to include info on the reason for the nearby
environmentally sensitive designations i.e. if its terrestrial then any
dewatering is unlikely to impact.

Be aware of public participation of the scheme so include as much
detail as possible in the ES.

If mineral extracticn to be carried cut then hydrogeological risk
assessment may be required.

Confirm groundwater abstraction rate and demonstrate it will not
affect ecological receptor.

cther services
beneath the scheme.
IWEA?: Revisit
details for licence
application
requirements as still
unsure if exempt.

Il Has any data for
Wisely Airfield been
utilised?

I Check Wisley
RHS groundwater
abstraction data

Il Advise project
management team
with the phased
approach to the Gl for
DCO submission.
Il Liaise with other
teams — develop,
reasons for ecological
designaticn and
drainage.

Contains sensitive infarmation
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION

W/

ACTIONS

4. Temporary de-watering requirements
a) Confractors proposals

surface water runcff may have a higher impact.
will detail groundwater management method.

methed (if groundwater is higher than ~7 m bgl).

b) Section 32 consent timeline

m3 a day.

soakaway licence needs cbtaining.

For the diversion of the gas pipe: If groundwater is at < 6 m bgl,
preferred method suggested by contractor is to use cofferdam, pipe
jacking (10x20x20) and localised dewatering and discharge from
sump pump intc same stratum. Can only cofferdam entrance and exit
and the centre would remain unknown so might not be ideal.

Il happy for any localised groundwater abstracted to be
discharged back via scakage however due tec the relatively
impermeable Bagshet beds a scakage test might be required as

Currently awaiting Skanska’s construction method statement which

Pump testing may be required based on the proposed dewatering

For dewatering: Exemption of licence (dewatering for construction)
application if the works are less than 6 months and not effecting
ecological receptors within 250 m. where the abstraction is within 500
m then dewatering volume limit to decrease from 100 m3 a day to 50

Turnaround time for application after submission is 3-4 weeks. If the
dewatering is limited then the licence is not required and only a

Il Research
groundwater flow
direction

Il Research
Bagshct scakaway
testing in vicinity

I If test pumping is
required then liaise
with Craig and Steve.

5 Scheme re-design summary

Wood.

Confirmed proposed pipe diversicn south of Boulder Mere.
Possible design proposal for additional borrow pit west of Buxton

6. AOCB

None

Caontains sensitive information
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A.6. Meeting (15.08.18)

%) ATKINS

SNC s LAVALIN Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group

Meeting Notes

W/

Project: M25-J10, Ecology, Water Quality and Water Framework Directive
Subject: Consultation Meeting with Environment Agency
Meeting place: Meeting no:

Date and time: 15 August 2018 - 10:30- Minutes by:

Present: Representing:

s
ey
=)
S

EA - Planning

EA - Fisheries & Biodiversity
EA Lake Specialist, Water
Quality

EA, Water Quality

HE, Environment Advisor
Atkins, Water Lead & Water
Quality

Atkins, Aquatic Ecology
Atkins, WFD

ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

y Introductions and Apologies
Apologies from I (Aikins, Terrestrial
Ecology) and I (- kins, Aquatic

DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE

<responsible>

Ecology)
2 Impacts of proposed scheme on minor water Action ll - share
bodies survey and any

e WEFD currently focusses on impact of
scheme on Boldermere and Stratford Brook.
Feedback from EA (EA long form letter,
comment EA-E-30) asking for confirmation
that potential impacts on smaller features
would be considered and, where appropriate,
addressed (probably through ).

Next meeting:

proposed actions
coming out of
survey with EA
{e.g. whether the
Boldermere
receiving water
course
realignment is an

Distribution:

Date issued: 16 August 2018 | File Ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeling notes record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended aclions arising therefrom.
Your agreement that the notes farm a true record of the discussiaon will be assumed unless adverse comments are received

in writing within five days of receipt.
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLINE

RESPONSIBLE

e Atkins confirmed that reconnaissance
surveys were programmed for water features
that had been identified as potentially
affected by the scheme in the WFD
assessment, but not taken forward. The
purpose of these surveys is to establish the
ecological value of water features, the likely
impact of the scheme and hence determine
appropriate mitigation. The features being
surveyed shown in Map 1 below.

opportunity to
improve the
morphology of this
channel)

3: Boldermere — water quality
Phosphorous

Boldermere is currently failing against WFD
objectives for Phosphorous and Phytoplankton.
As Competent Authority for the WFD, EA are
therefore very keen that the scheme should not
cause deterioration in P.

There was consensus during discussions that the
road network was unlikely to be a key source of P
in Boldermere. However, it was agreed that
Atkins should undertake a literature search to
support this collective professional opinion, to
provide evidence to support statements in the
WFD assessment and Il that there is limited
opportunity to address the P failure in Boldermere
through the scheme. Action Il

EA () have undertaken some provisional
work to identify likely sources of P in the lake.
Potential sources include septic tanks serving
local houses. As part of this work the EA have
requested monitoring on these streams.

Other Pollutants besides P

P currently drives failure of Boldermere against
WFD objectives because P concentration in the
lake is monitored. However, the project needs to
make a sensible assessment of how the scheme
contributes to potential failures (or improvements)
against other WFD chemical targets.

The current design of the proposed scheme
redirects road runoff (previously passed to the
lake) direct to the ditch taking the outflow from the
lake (i.e. road runoff bypasses the lake).
Assuming drainage network surveys confirm this
design is feasible, it will be implemented as part of
the scheme. In this case a logical written
argument demonstrating improvement to WQ of
Boldermere can be presented, supported by
output from HAWRAT assessment. Action Il

If the drainage network surveys establish that
direct discharge to Boldermere cannot be
avoided, the Atkins team will re-open discussion
with the Agency about mitigation measures (and
associated evidence base) necessary to ensure,

Action I

Action N

ea meeing wq ecol wid minutes 150818 v1
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE
at a minimum, no worsening of the water quality of Action Il

Boldermere. Action HlL

The Agency also asked that the WFD assessment
and [l split out how the scheme affects a) P
concentrations within water features and b)
concentration of other pollutants within water
bodies. A clear distinction should also be made
between mitigation measures being implemented
by the scheme to address these two pollutant
sets. This request was made to be completely
clear about how the scheme contributes to each
of these pollutant sets - and hence what mitigation Action N & R
it is appropriate the scheme should provide for
both. Action both Il and Il

4. Boldermere — addressing encroachment of A3

Relocating the Non Motorised User (NMU) route
to the north of the A3 (away from Boldermere)
reduces the distance that the proposed A3
encroaches into Boldermere, but does not
eliminate loss of some of the lake to the scheme.
Best current estimates of the loss is 0.2 ha of
marginal habitat (a 10m ‘strip’ of principally scrub
and Phragmites beds) on the northern shore.
This marginal habitat is of value to birds as well as
aquatic invertebrates and acls as a natural buffer
from the road.

Biological survey carried out on behalf of the
project in May 18 by I (Atkins
independent lake specialist, previously ENSIS,
UCL), a recognised SSSI lake specialists,
identified the following:

* A good range of biotypes (4 to 5) are
present in the lake that support varying
aquatic invertebrate communities. Still
awaiting raw species data so that the
relative importance of the habitats to
target species can be confirmed.

e Four non-native invasive species that
compromise the current conservation
status of the site and cause it to fail the
SSSI condition assessment.

o Crassula helmsii - abundant around
the south shore, growing both above
and below the waterline, but not
extending far into open water. A few
other locations were seen on the
northeast shore. No practical control.

o Elodea nuttallii - dominates the lake
through most of the open water. At the
extent recorded (well over 50%
frequency) - this is unfavourable in
terms of SSSI condition. No practical
control.

ea meeing wq ecol wid minutes 150818 v1 3
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTICN DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE

o Carp. Evident in a range of sizes
estimated from 40 cm to as large as
85 om (the latter a dead fish in excess
of 15 kg).

o Turkish crayfish also observed.
Burrowing activity not likely to be an
issue but may well act to constrain and
disturb aquatic invertebrate
community.

e Along the southern sore the natural
hydrosere is generally good and not likely
to benefit from disruption e.g. mechanical
excavation works.

e A3 shoreline only significant concentration
of Phragmites.

The current proposals to mitigate for

encroachment of the scheme into Boldermere are
as follows:

e A3 shore —recreate the marginal habitat
lost to scheme by replicating the existing
habitat at the face of the new retaining
wall. Conceptually this would be shifting
the existing margins of the lake 10m into
the lake (how practical this concept is will
need to be developed through the design
process). Action Atkins to integrate
habitat mitigation works into the design of Action Il
the retaining wall. Action Il

e  Southern shore — NI 2dviscs
that the Boldermere SSSI unit would
benefit from development and
implementation of a management plan for
vegetation along the southern shore. This
plan would aim to improve the marginal
habitat upon which the invertebrate
species for which the 888l is designated
are dependent. It is proposed to develop
this plan in partnership with Surrey
Wildlife Trust (owners of the site). The
habitat improvements could form part of
the SPA enhancement package works
associated with the scheme. Potential
features of the plan discussed at the
meeting included:

o Woodland management to reduce
shading of the lake, thus increasing
light to generate the marginal
macrophyte communities required for
various stages of the lifecycle of target
invertebrates [Note reduced shading
should be concentrated at the top of .
the natural hydrosere - the “drier” l!
areas being less favoured by Crass

ea meeing wq ecol wid minutes 150818 v1 4
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLINE

V.

RESPONSIBLE

and allowing natural colonisation of
low vegetation towards the lake edge.]

o Physical modification of other ponds /
wetland features to create additional
habitat favoured by target
invertebrates [note that excavation of
the margins of Boldermere is not
favoured because of the potential
spread of Crassula and other
invasives and potential unintended
damage to the lake margin]. Any
works would need to be agreed with
SWT (and NE), who have been
heavily involved in the development of
mitigation, compensation and
enhancement measures thus far.

¢ Netting programme to reduce carp
population within the lake — agreed
within the meeting o be a worthwhile
means of encouraging the return of
the fish population of the lake to its
more natural state (clearwater sliver
species). Action EA (lll} to provide
data on the number of fish
captured/removed from an earlier
fish removal attempt.

Action lll - engage with SWT to develop
a management plan / works schedule for
creation of compensatory habitat on
southern shore of Boldermere and new
open water habitat elsewhere within the
SPA.

Action Il - confirm invitation for
Environment Agency to next
Compensatory Habitat development
session with SWT and other partners.
Invitation to be sent to I and
he will then distribute to the relevant staff
within the Agency.

There was a consensus in the meeting that
the small reduction in lake volume
associated with encroachment of A3 is
unlikely to affect P concentration or
hydromorphology of lake. However, this still
needs to be demonstrated

o P Concentration — mass balance
based on existing concentrations and
proposed reduced volume (check
against WFD objectives and EQRs to
confirm no risk of forcing a change in
element status) Action HlL

o Hydromorphology — simple routing
calculation to demonstrate minimal
change in peak outflow resulting from
reduced storage Action Il

Action EA (lll} to
provide data on
the number of
fish
captured/remove
d from an earlier
fish removal
attempt.

Action Il

Action N
[already done]

Action N

ea meeing wq ecol wid minutes 150818 v1
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE

V.

RESPONSIBLE

e Consenting requirements for works on
Boldermere

o Boldermere not main river or ordinary
watercourse, hence not need for
FRAP

o Any works to move or manage fish
will need consent from EA

o Discharge of any water generated by
dewatering of temporary works will
need to be undertaken in accordance
with regulations

Action lll - to pass this information onto
Consents Management Person on Project

Action Nl

Action N

B Stratford Brook
Stratford Brook South Culvert

The current proposal for strengthening this culvert
is to construct a new independent bridge deck
over the existing culvert. Under this scenario, the
existing culvert will no longer be load bearing. It is
probable that the base of the existing culvert has
no structural function and is not reinforced.
Hence, an initial assessment suggests it may be
possible to break out the base of the existing
culvert (or a channel say 1 % to 2m wide in the
middle of the culvert base) to reduce the
impounding effect of this structure on the
upstream watercourse.

Action lHll - to register the environmental
benefit of breaking out the base of the culvert
with Structures Team (I Atkins).
Action Il - to determine whether an
additional modelling run needs to be
completed to account for absence of base of
this culvert in Flood Risk Assessment (Il
I Atkins)

Wisely Lane Bridge

Full span wide structure well received by Agency.
Mammal Passage

Existing culverts under the A3 and its slip roads
as well as the new bridge proposed by the
scheme under the Wisely Lane Extension present
a barrier to mammal movement along the
Stratford Brook. The project team and Agency
have very little data with which to assess the
importance of the Brook as corridor for movement
of mammals (e.g. otter water vole).

Best practice would be to install a mammal shelf
on Wisely Lane Bridge as part of implementation
of a new crossing.

Action N

ea meeing wq ecol wid minutes 150818 v1
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE

W

RESPONSIBLE

The Agency would welcome the construction of
mammal shelves within the existing culverts under
the A3 and slip roads.

Action Hll - investigate feasibility of mammal
shelves under A3 culverts and how to register
need for mammal shelf on Wisely Lane Bridge
with structures team

Channel improvements downstream of A3
crossing

The channel downstream of the A3 crossing is
straight and of uniform cross section. It is also
heavily shaded. Potential that simple restoration
works within this reach could significantly improve
this habitat.

Including these restoration works as part of the
scheme are likely to be viewed as an
enhancement by the wider project team.

Action Il - explore opportunities for funding
restoration of this section of channel as part
of the scheme.

White Clawed Crayfish Survey

It was agreed by Agency and Atkins that survey
for white clawed crayfish on Stratford Brook in
vicinity of the A3 crossing would not be necessary
PROVIDED that inspection for white clawed
crayfish was carried out immediately prior to all
works in channel. A Precautionary Method of
Working statement for inspection (and local
relocation from outside the footprint of any works)
would be needed.

Action I

Action Il

6. Drainage Strategy

The scheme is adapting an existing road drainage
network, rather than creating a new one. This
existing drainage network discharges to some
existing ponds / lakes (see map 2 below)

Reconfiguring the existing road drainage network
to direct runoff to (flowing) ditches would be
difficult. The Atkins team propose to continue the
discharge to the ponds (expect for Boldermere),
but will ensure that the discharge rates generated
by the new scheme do not increase above the
baseline condition and that the quality of
discharge is maintained or improved.

The potential impact of the road drainage on the
water environment will be assessed using
guidance from the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges (DMRB). The guidance {(HD 45/09
{(DMRB, Volume 11, Section 3, Part 10)) states
that road discharges must not be made into lakes,
ponds or canals. Where road drainage will

<responsible>
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLINE

VW

RESPONSIBLE

continue to discharge into ponds / lakes there will
be non-compliance with the DMRB

Qualitative nature of WFD assessment

Feedback from the EA on the WFD assessment
included a comment that future versions of the
document should be more quantitative. Future
versions of the assessment (and Il will provide
more quantitative assessment on matters of water
quality through presentation of results of a
HAWRAT assessment for management of runoff
from roads. See earlier suggestions in these
notes for provision of simple evidence base for
effect of change in Boldermere lake volume of P
concentration and outflows.

AocB

In meeting of 2/8/18 EA (I ) -d
Atking () discussed the need to
locate a source for a substantial volume of gravel
for use in construction of the scheme. A site on
the Wey floodplain was mentioned by Atkins as a
potential source

Action Hlll - feedback to NN that the
regulations governing gravel extraction on the
floodplain are stringent, and that, if this or
other sites are being seriously considered by
the project early consultation with the EA is
strongly recommended to ensure regulatory
requirements are properly addressed and
accounted for in the project programme

Action N

ea meeing wq ecol wid minutes 150818 v1
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Agenda

Project:

M25 Junction 10/Wisley Interchange

Subject:

Environment Agency — 28.11.18

Meeting place: DEFRA, Nobel House, 17 | Meeting no:

Smith Square, London,

SW1P 3JR
Date and time: 28 November 2018 | Minutes by: ]
15:30
Attendees: | Representing: Envircnment Agency
‘ Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
| Atkins
ITEM | DESCRIPTION RESPONSIBLE
14 Welcome and infreductions All
2. Health and safety moment All
3: Scheme updates

Il confimed that the targeted consuliation decuments were
received.

Il provided an update o the changes of the scheme, following
feedback from the Statutcry Consuliation underiaken at the
beginning of the year. These included reducing the size of the J10
roundabout, removing some of the over-bridges and adjusting the
Non-Motorised User (NMU) routes and access roads, including
changes tc the access route at Painshill Park.

One of the focus points locked at the impacts at Bolder Mere and
work was undertaken to minimise the amount of widening
required. The route will now be relocated on the west side of the
A3.

Il commented that the changes are positive for Belder Mere and
for the scheme in general and had no significant comments ic
make.

I explained that the scheme now includes informaticn on
censiruction compeounds.

Running parallel to the review of stakeholder feedback, cost
estimates were being reviewed and an exercise was carried cut tc
assess where money could be saved. This resulted in Design Fix
3 which is likely to be taken forward at the Development Consent
Order (DCO) application.

Environment Agency - 28.11.18
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4. Discussicn on Environment Agency (EA) assets

Il confirmed that he did not consider that there would be too
much of an impact on EA interests. Il queried the extra
construction material required and the requirement for a borrow
pit, as recently discussed with the EA. Il confirmed that at this
stage this is not an option and that construction materials will be
imported from a rail head at Woking

Il highlighted that the EA is reviewing the impacts to Stratford
Brook and will provide comments on this shorily.

Il explained that although still in the scheme design, the flood
storage area will be removed following feedback from the EA.
There had been uncertainty cn whether this was required
previously and was included until confirmation that by EA that it
was not required.

Il referred to discussions taking place between the EA and
I =g arding the proposals at Bolder Mere. I
confimed that the engagement is going well and was content with
the proposed approach.

Hl highlighted ground investigations (Gl) and asked for further
confirmation that the EA is content that Gls are not required for
the DCO submission. Il confirmed that this is the case.

I said that NI -t the EA does not believe that
this approach is ideal but | . the EA contaminated
land specialist who manages the Thames area {within which the
majority of the scheme falls), is satisfied. Ilindicated that with
regards to J10 JIEE has differed to [N
to make the decision.

Il explained that the perspective is that there is a low risk of land
contamination.

Il said that due to the presence of the Special Protection Area
(SPA) and the requirements to produce a Habitats Regulation
Assessment for a DCO submission, all impacts need to be
quantified, this is not pessible until a Gl is completed. As Gl data
is not available a constraint will be included se that ground water
levels outside of the red line boundary will not be affected.
Discussions have taken place with the contractors about how
work can be undertaken around this.

There was a discussion on prioritising areas for Gls. Il explained
that it is possible that pricrity areas will be removed as the Gl
works need to get started and this will be done on land that is
accessible and/cr access has been granted. If possible, the Gl
works will commence at Ockham. Contraciers have already done
walkovers and some of areas are not freely accessible and will
require clearance.

Il said that as long as the EA has some assurance in the
application then that will be acceptable. Il explained that wording
has been prepared that effectively says that the Gl works will go
into the order. The wording states that the appropriate risk
assessments will be undertaken in line with CRL11 and that these
will be submitted to the EA and relevant local autherity ahead of
any work commencing. These will also be written into the DCO
requirements.

Il requested that the EA be sent the wording for review.

Il added that under the current programme the Gl reports will not
be completed until 2020 after the Examination.

Environment Agency — 28.11.18 i
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION RESPONSIBLE

sked if the EA would like to see the Environmental
atement ahead of submission.

Il stated that this is not necessary. If Highways England wished
for input the EA is happy to review but the./ould be a charge for

time and rescurces.
o :ents and licenses updates

onfimed that Flood Risk Activity Permits can be included in
tﬁCO. Il said that protected provisions will be prepared for
t

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }

Il referred to the deemed approval given under the East-West
rail scheme - the EA is pushing back against Network Rail on this
and believe it should now be deemed refusal.

aplained that ‘deemed approval’ after two months for the Gl
" in the wording. ,&

Il explained the wording in the template Protective Provisio
for ‘deemed approval’.

I did not consider thamater Discharge Environmental Permit
will be required as the s e is not polluting with pollution

pjjntion me T ——
Il explained that the EA pMe improvements and

knows that these will be included in the sche On this basis it
was agreed a Water Discharge Environment rmit will not be
required

Ty aste Activity Permit and Water Abstraction Permit were
ssed. It was agreed that these will not be needed for the
DCO and can be dealt with by the contractor at a later stage.

Il noted that abstraction licensing is about to move into
Environmental Permitting Regulations.

Il confimed that unless EA is changing limits, the scheme will
be within these.

Hl asked if a Water Impoundment Licence will be requ. or if
works can be tied up in the DCO application. A replacement
retaining wall by the A3 at Bolder Mere and works to the existing
earth dam at Bolder Mere would be required. Il confirmed that
this could be included as paet of the DCO

ked if there is a need for a Ground Water Activity Permit to
arge water from a soakaway into ground water. Until the Gl
works are undertaken it is not known if this will be required.
ACTION: Il to check if a Ground Water Activity Permit is
required.
Hl asked if a licence is required to move carp out of a pond at
Bolder Mere and relocate.

AHON: Il ic check if a license is required and advise.

w

Environment Agency — 28.11.18
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

W

RESPONSIBLE

B.

Protective Provisions

Il explained that where consents can be included in the DCO,
Protective Provisions are to be offered, It is important that the EA
is satisfied with the text. No work would be started before the
relevant details are shared with the EA. A request was made that
the EA provide comments fo the protected provisions by 07
December as this is when a draft version of the DCO will be
submitted to PINs for review.

ACTION: Il to share a word copy of the template Protective
Provisions wording with the EA via email.

ACTION: Hllto review and discuss with legal advisors

ACB

Il provided information on the Statement of Commen Ground
schedule — Il will prepare a draft version of the SoCG and share
with Il ahead of the meeting scheduled for 12.12.18.

Il referred to the Cost Recovery Agreement. The EA has
approximately thirty hours left on J10.

ACTION: Hll to send across updated costs and timings.

All

Environment Agency — 28.11.18
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A.8. Meeting (12.12.18)

D Y7/

Meeting Notes

Project: M25 J10 / Wisley Interchange Scheme

Subject: Envircnment Agency meeting notes - 12.12.18

Meeting place: Telephone meeting Meeting no:

Date and time:  12.12.18 Minutes by: |

Present: | | Representing: Environment Agency
— Atkins
] CJ Asscciates (for Atkins)

ITEM | DESCRIPTION RESPONSIBLE
.| Welcome and introductions All
2. Health and safety moment All
3. Statement of Commeon Ground aims and objectives |

Il talked through the aims for the Statement of Commen Ground
{SoCG) and what we hope to achieve and when.

4. | Timeline |
Il confirmed that the Development Consent Crder submissicn is
planned in early 2019 so over the next few months it is hoped that
the issues and concerns identified will be resclved or marked as
‘disagreed’ prior to this.

5. | Environment Agency governance |
Il confirmed that this will be signed off by him or the planning
team leader. Anything that is legal will have to go to the legal team
— it can be quite difficult to get a quick respense from them.

6. Environment Agency SoCG experience ||
Il confirmed that he has been invelved with SoCGs before.

MOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record SNC-Lavalin understanding of the meeting and intended actions arising therefrom

Your agreement that the notes form a true record of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are received
in writing within five days of receipt.

environment agency meeling notes - 12.12.18.doex 1
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION

VW

RESPONSIBLE

7

Key Environment Agency issues

Ecology - although there has been a resclution to what is going
on in terms of mitigation and there has been agreement on
Scheme mitigation there need to be further details. The EA needs
to provide Atkins with recommendations that have been discussed
on net gain delivery of Stanford Brook.

Floor Risk — the EA is happy with everything that has been
submitted to date and all that is needed is arcund the detail.
Ground Investigations — As these have not started provisions will
be required in the DCO that works will be undertaken
satisfactorily.

Water Framework Directive and water quality, particularly around
Bolder Mere — detail is required about the water quality
assessments. Il explained that there have been some issues
with the smaller water courses.

AOB

All

environment agency meeting notes - 12.12.18.docx
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A9 Targeted Consultation Response (13.12.18)

creating a better place Environment

W Agency

] Our ref: WA/2018/125963/01-L01

Stakeholder Engagement Team

Highways England Date: 13 December 2018

M25 J10 / A3 Wisley Interchange

Dear I,

M25 J10/ A3 Wisley Interchange - Targeted Non-Statutory Consultation - November
2018

Thank you for consulting us with the revised plans following changes to the scheme.

We are pleased to see that many of the changes will result in a reduced environmental
impact compared to the previous proposals, including a more limited impact on
Boldermere lake through the re-design of the scheme.

We do not believe that any of the changes proposed in this consultation raise any new
issues to those that we have been discussing during the pre-application process, and set
out again below for clarity.

Flood risk

We note that ‘Key Change &' states that a new flood compensation area was to be
provided for the Stratford Brook. However, we understand from further discussions since
the consultation was released that this compensation area is no longer required. This will
need to be sufficiently demonstrated in the Flood Risk Assessment accompanying the
Development Consent Order {DCO) application.

Additionally, the plans show areas that have been highlighted for habitat compensation
adjacent to both the River Wey and the River Mole. It is unclear whether these
compensation areas are simply land to be opened to the public, or whether any habitat
enhancement works are planned. In flood risk terms, we would like to stress that no loss
of floodplain storage should result from any works in the floodplain on these sites, which
could include land raising or the storage of materials. Any works within 8 metres of a main
river will require a Flood Risk Activity Permit from us.

Ecology

In the introduction to the consultation brochure, one of the environmental design
objectives for the scheme is to “avoid, reduce, mitigate ana/or compensate for any
significant adverse effects or substantial harm...”. We believe you should be stronger with
your message and commit to achieving a biodiversity net gain for the scheme.

We are currently liaising with Atkins for potential net gain schemes on the Stratford Brook
through the Environment Designated Fund. We also note in the consultation brochure
that you are also providing a ‘green bridge’ over the A3, which appears to be an
enhancement project rather than mitigation, which could also contribute towards the
scheme’s overall net gain.

We would strongly support this commitment to achieving net gain in support of the
government’s ambitions for new development as set out in the 25 Year Environment Plan.

Cont/d..
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As noted in the ‘Flood risk’ section above, we would like to be consulted with details of
any proposed works in the habitat compensation areas adjacent to the River Wey and
the River Mole. In particular for the area of land next to the Wey, our flood risk team are
currently developing a flood scheme on the opposite side of the river at Manor Farm and
are consequently looking at opportunities for wetland creation and river restoration in the
local area.

The plans for the A3 junction at Ockham show several attenuation features adjacent to
the new slip road. We would like to ensure the design of these features maximises their
value for biodiversity and does not consist of any bed or bank reinforcement. Any outlets
into the Stratford Brook should be designed with a natural entry route. This is a relatively
good quality stretch of the Stratford Brook and we need to ensure that any works to do
not lead to detriment.

Groundwater and land contamination
Although not specifically related to this consultation, it is worth summarising our current
position on these matters.

We understand from recent discussions that the dewatering works that were proposed
for the gas main realignment works are no longer taking place and that techniques that
do not involve dewatering will be used, predominantly to avoid impacts on groundwater-
sensitive habitats in the area. We also understand that no borrow pits are proposed in the
local area for the scheme.

Given the above, our only outstanding issue is that ground investigation works have not
yet commenced. We have agreed that the application can be submitted without this
information, subject to these works being provisioned within the DCO.

Water Framework Directive (WFD) and water quality
We have no outstanding major issues with these aspects, subject to a review of the final
WFD report and water quality assessment.

We are pleased that the revised scheme will have a more limited direct impact on
Boldermere. Whilst we have agreed in-principle to the mitigation measures proposed for
these impacts, we are yet to see the detail of these measures.

If you have any queries about this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

|

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial INNIINININGN
E-mail I

End 2
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A.10.

Letter (14.12.18)

creating a better place Environment
WV Agency

Our ref: WAJ/2018/125863/01-L01
C J Associates
26 Upper Brook Street Date: 14 December 2018
London
WIK7QE

Dear [l

Follow-up to initial legal meeting for M25 J10 / A3 Wisley Interchange — Meeting
date: 28 November 2018

Thank you for your time at our meeting at Nobel House, London on 28 November fo
discuss updates to the M25 J10 project and to begin discussions on the legal matters for
the Development Consent Order (DCO) application.

Firstly, we would like to confirm that we received your copy of the draft Protective
Provisbns,whichwassemtousby-on30eoember As | mentioned in a recent call
to you, our legal team have now produced a set of ‘standard’ EA Protective Provisions
(PPs) and | have attached these to the e-mail with this letter. These updated PPs reflect
recent updates to legislation (e.g. Environmental Permitting Regulations) and we would
expect these updated PPs to be used as the basis for the PPs to be included in your DCO
application.

At the meeting, we discussed some of the other licences/consents (beyond Flood Risk
Activity Permits) that may be required for the scheme:

Impoundment licence: We understand that this is for impoundment works on the weir
structure on Boldermere lake. | have spoken to my colleagues in our Integrated
Environment Planning team who would deal with applications for these licences, and they
have confirmed that without further details of the exact proposals, they are unable to
confirm whether a licence would be required but have stated that one is likely to be

required.

We would appreciate if you could send us further details of the impoundment proposals,
so that we can review these and determine whether a separate licence application will be
required, or whether our PPs will be sufficient to address our concems.

meerdetaﬂsabmnnwidmelmloa\shgcanbefomdmmegwmwebsneat

Discharge consent: We understand from the meeting that you are unsure whether a
discharge consent will be required for discharging road runoff drainage to groundwater
and/or surface water. Firstly, please be advised that discharge consenting now falls under
the Environmental Permitting Regulations.

Again, it would be helpful if you could send us further details of the proposals for
groundwater/surface water discharge, so that we can determine whether an

Cont/d..
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Environmental Permit would be required, or whether our PPs will be sufficient to address
our concerns.

Further details about discharging to surface water or groundwater can be found on the
gov.uk website at:
https:fhwww.gov.uk/guidance/discharges-to-surface-water-and-groundwater-
environmental-permits.

Fish (removal) Permit: We understand that a Permit to move fish may be required for
your works in the Boldermere lake. A colleague in our fisheries team is unsure whether
our PPs will be sufficient to remove the requirement for a fish (removal) Permit. He also
noted that such a Permit usually only takes 10-20 days to obtain consent and that these
Permits are usually obtained by any specialist contractors that you may employ to
undertake the specialist fish works within Boldermere as part of the scheme.

Further details about fisheries Permits can be found on the gov.uk website at:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/permission-to-move-live-fish-to-or-from-a-fishe

Finally, | also took an action from the meeting to provide you with an updated cost
recovery agreement for our planning advice, as our current agreement is almost fully used
(there are approximately 28 hours left as of today). | hope to provide this to you in the
Mew Year, but note that we have sufficient time on our current agreement to cover at least
the next few meetings and we may not need to start using any new agreement at all if all
of our issues are resolved prior to the DCO application.

If you have any queries about the matters raised in this response, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Yours sincerely,
I
Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial I
E-mail NG

ot I - Adtkins

End 2
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A11.  Site Visit (22.01.19)

) ATKINS
SNC-LAVALIN e 1 e SAC Lo
Meeting Notes
Project: M25-J10 Scheme
Subject: Measures to mitigate the effects of the scheme and provide enhancement on Stratford
Brook
Author: ]
Date: 22/01/2019 1215-1300 Project No.: 5158141
Attendence Representing: Environment Agency
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

Envircnment Agency
Atkins
Atkins

1. Purpose of meeting

A new bridge over the Stratford Brock and its flocdplain is proposed fc accommodate a new access o Wisley
Lane. The December 2018 versicn of the WFD assessment for the scheme records the effects of this propcsed
structure on the water envircnment as follows:

“The structure is expected to have minor localised adverse effects on a) the macrophyte and phytobenthos
quality element (shading reducing photosynthetic activily); b} the macroinvertebrate quality element (loss of
habitat resulting from reduction in / loss of aquatic and riparian vegetation} and ¢} the hydromorphological
quality element (simplification of riparian zone associated with shading and foolprint of structure).” [section 4.7].

ES assessment of impact is as follows:

In the absence of mitigation, the ES assessment will report the potential for significant effects on the ecological
and morphological function of the watercourse. This is due to the placement of a new crossing structure over a
section of the watercourse which currently exhibits good watercourse and riparian habitat complexily (within the
context of the wider watercourse). Effects relate to loss of riparian trees and concomitant reduction in habitat
connectivity and the effects of deck shading on in-channel aquatic communities.

This new bridge to accommedate access {o Wisley Lane is immediately upsiream of the A3 Wisley interchange.
Existing struciures accommodate Siratford Brock as it flows beneath the interchange. Road strengthening
works are required on one of these structures (the ‘Stratford Brook South’ culvert that supports the southern
slip road over the breok). No works are proposed as part of the scheme cn the other structure {(a culvert
carrying the breok beneath the main A3 and southern slip road).

This note recerds the cutcome of a discussion on measures necessary to mitigate the residual effects of the
bridge accommeodating the new access tc Wisely Lane, and the petential for enhancements to the water
envircnment within the confines of the Scheme boundary that could be incorperated intc the Scheme.

.| 1.0 05/02/2019
Atkins | Stratford Brook Meeting EA 180122 v2 Page 1 of 2
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2. Outcome of discussion

It was agreed that the following mitigations would be implemented as part of the scheme:-

e Mitigation embedded into the design of the bridge accommodating the new access to Wisley Lane. This will
be a wide-span structure that retains the existing natural plan and cross-sectional form of the watercourse.

¢ Replanting of riparian trees that will be lost because of ground clearance works required for construction of
the new crossing structure, reinforcement of Stratford Brook south culvert and access 1o
watercourse/riparian restoration areas.

e Provision of a mammal shelf under the new access toc Wisley Lane to accommodate movement of
mammals underneath this new structure. This mitigation is only required if passage cannot be achieved on
dry land under the bridge during the 100-year climate change flood event.

¢ Tree and scrub clearance within the riparian zone of the brook and red line boundary of the scheme
upstream of the A3 crossing fo improve light conditions within the channel, potentially increasing marginal
and in-channel aquatic vegetation and in turn increasing habitat variability for macrecinvertebrates and fish.
Such works would need to be undertaken in a way that serves the interests of the both the river and the
Stratford Brook section of Wisley Airfield SNCI.

e Watercourse physical habitat restoration, namely the creation of backwater habitats and addition of large
wood features, to improve physical habitat complexity and provide refuge for aquatic species.
The Envircnment Agency would prefer io see additional measures to mitigate the effect of the bridge
accommodating the new access to Wisely Lane and would encourage Highways England to provide
environmental enhancement as part of the scheme. Highways England view is that the above measures are
probably appropriate to mitigate the effect of the scheme; however, they are prepared to incorporate further
measures provided these generate sustainable benefit to the water environment at reasonable and affordable
cost. The principal barrier to determining whether additional measures can be implemented as part of the
scheme is technical information on the form, dimensicns and material composition of existing structures. Hence
it was agreed that, once this information become available as during detailed design of the scheme, a feasibility
investigation would be undertaken by Highways England intc the measures bulleted below, and the cutcome of
this study would inform a final agreement on the mitigation / enhancement measure package.

« Removal/modification of the sill within the Stratford Brook Scuth Culvert to remove flow impoundment and
facilitate fish passage.

e Retrofitting a mammal pass solution within the Stratford Brook South Culvert.
¢ Modifications to the culvert passing between the A3 and the northem slip road to improve fish and mammal

passage.

« Management of the invasive non-native species Himalayan balsam {Impatiens glandulifera) along the
reach.

.1 1.0] 05/02/2019
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Subject: Notes on Boldermere Site Meeting
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=SS Environment Agency
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1. Purpose of meeting

To review proposed options for mitigating and offsetting the effects of encroachment of the A3 into the NW
shore of Boldermere. These options are set out in Section 6 of the Ecological Survey and Condition
Assessment report produced by Goldsmith Ecology (November 2018, Appendix A).

2. Outcome of meeting

Considered in conjunction with the amendments (section 3 below), it was agreed by those in attendance that
Section 6 of the Ecological Survey and Condition Assessment report produced by Goldsmith Ecology sets out
an appropriate scope for mitigating and offsetting the effects of encroachment of the A3 into the NW shore of
Boldermere. All recognised that further detail on these measures would need to be developed during future
design phases of the project.

Additional actions coming out of the meeting are presented in section 4 of these notes

7 % Amendments

Area 8 works; northern shore

Any works within Area 8 on the northern shore should be undertaken in a manner that maintains a barrier to
site users, in so much that easy access for visitors to the lake shore is not facilitated and that the overhanging
branches (at the lake scale) are maintained at the prescribed % cover for favourable condition. It was noted
that the overhanging branches also provide shelter and screening for wildfow! using the lake

| 1.0 22/01/2019
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Area 8 works; south-east corner (board-walk area)

Noted that this was one of the best stands of alder carr present on site and that the understory, dominated by
Carex ssp., had high intrinsic ecological value. Tree works within this area should be avoided as to not
compromise existing habitat structure.

Area 8 works; eastern shore

Opportunities to roll back the existing Phragmites reedbed through the reduction of shading checks caused by
the presence of mature trees (oak and birch) were discussed. It was thought that the reedbed was unlikely to

extend landward much beyond its present limit due to drier ground conditions. Tree works within this area are
therefore not advisable.

Area 6

A small number of self-seeded Rhododendron (approximately 6No. plants) were observed In the area during
the walkover. Agreed that these should be removed and/or treated to prevent further establishment. These
works are in addition to the management for this area identified in the Ecological Survey and Condition
Assessment report (Appendix A).

Area 4 works

Although there was evidence of recent management, many small saplings (mainly birch) were becoming
established in the Molinia heath within the area. Noted that the samplings were currently of a size that could be
dug up from the area. Also, noted by SWT that the fringe of birch on the landward side of the heath area were
encroaching and that these could be removed (to increase the size of the open area) without affecting lake
screening.

Noted that dead wood on ground is a valuable habitat resource. Some or all cleared trees should be retained
as dead wood in the area (e.g. as stacks, hibernacula or just felled trees in situ).

Management of invasive non-native species (INNS)

The Ecological Survey and Condition Assessment report (Appendix A) sets out actions for management of
INNS. Mitigation / offsetting for the effects of encroachment of the A3 Into the NW shore of Boldermere should
contribute to these actions as follows:-

« A management programme to reduce/remove the existing carp (and bream, If present) population(s) in
Boldermere. Carp are noted as a potential constraining factor on lake habitat function through their effects
on clear water habitat function.

« Afeasibility assessment of the likely effectiveness of implementing a management plan for the following
invasive non-native species known to be present in Boldermere: narrow-clawed crayfish (Astacus
leptodactyius; New Zealand pigmyweed (Crassula helmsii) and Nuttall's waterweed (Elodea nuttallii). This
assessment will inform how SWT could address these species over the long term.

4. Additional actions

Screening between A3 and Boldermere

Request from SWT that formal screening between road and lake should be provided as part of the M25-J10
scheme by HE along the NW shore of Boldermere. The reduction in traffic noise generated by this screening
would improve the habitat potential of Boldermere, and in particular the translocated reed bed. Atkins (IR
) agreed to pass this request back to HE. Atkins also confirmed that willow would be replanted
between the new reedbeds and the re-aligned road as part of the mitigation works along the NW shore (see
section 6.1. of the Ecological Survey and Condition Assessment report for details) i.e. if formal screening could
not be justified as part of the scheme the replanted willows would, in time, create a screen.

| 1.0 | 22/01/2019
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Enhancement of water features on Replacement Land and in

Enhancement Areas

Brief descriptions and concept sketches of measures to mitigate for the effect of the scheme on minor
watercourses (e.g. road side drains) are set out in Appendix F of the WFD assessment for the scheme (copy in
Appendix B of these notes). These sketches can be up-issued in future revisions of the WFD assessment and
will be developed further as necessary during detalled design. Contributions / ideas from SWT on these
designs would be welcome. Action: I (by 22/2/19 if possible - to include in up-issue of WFD

assessment)

Appendices

Appendix A - Boldermere Ecological Survey and Condition Assessment report_Final.pdf
Appendix B - Additional Mitigation (criginally App F of Dec 18 WFD Assessment)
Appendix C — Map of replacement, compensation and enhancement land

| 10221012019
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A.13.  Email (07.02.19)

From: I

Sent: 07 February 2019 11:51

To: |

Cc: | -
. _____ 1§

Subject: M25 j10 / Wisley interchange improvement scheme - s150 consents
Hi -

Thanks for your time on the phone just now. As mentioned we have a request regarding the S150 consents
as detailed below.

Further to the meeting held 28™ November 2018 (with minutes approved by the EA in December 2018) we
would be grateful to receive a formal written response from you on a number of points discussed at the
meeting as follows, in order to support our DCO application:

It was agreed that two consents could be disapplied under s150 of the Planning Act 2008 and included
within the DCO with your consent:

1) Flood Risk Permit for works affecting Stratford Brook including a new bridge, changes to structure of the
existing culvert; and

2) Water Impoundment License for works on the Bolder Mere retaining wall and works to the existing
earth dam at Bolder Mere

It was also agreed at the meeting that:

3) a Discharge Consent (road drainage) will not be required for the scheme as the scheme is not polluting
and will have pollution prevention measures in place but it was agreed that drainage improvements
sought by the EA will be included in the scheme.

Thirdly it was agreed that the following could be dealt with at a later date by the contractor if required i.e.
outside of the DCO application:

4) an Abstraction License if required, although it is not anticipated at this stage as it is not anticipated that
works will extend below the water table however this will be confirmed during the Ground Investigation, if
any abstraction is required during works this is likely to have a flow below the 20m? threshold per day; and
S) any Waste Permit which may be required in future for treating / reuse of any manmade materials
during construction (such as crushing rubble).
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Lastly, there remains an outstanding query on:

6) whether or not a Groundwater Activity Permit is needed to discharge road drainage during operation
from a soakaway into the groundwater and the November 2018 meeting minutes indicate the you were
going to look into this and confirm back to us.

It would be much appreciated if you could provide a formal written response, by letter, at the earliest
opportunity, to confirm the current understood position as outlined above is correct and explicitly confirm
the consents that can be disapplied under s150 of the Planning Act 2008 for inclusion in the DCO.

If there is any further information that you require from me please do not hesitate to contact me.

Kind regards

I
Stakeholder Engagement Team

Tel: I
Atkins — South East Roads Investment Programme

Working on behalf of Highways England

Highways England Customer Contact Centre
0300 123 5000
www.highways.gov.uk

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 83 of 256



highways

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
} england

TR010030
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

A.14.  Email (14.02.19)

From: |

Sent: Thursday, 14 February, 2019 3:28 PM

To: I

Ce: I
I—_S_SSLLL—“—“—“—

Subject: RE: M25 j10 / Wisley interchange improvement scheme - s150 consents
Hi -
Apologies for the delay in responding to your e-mail below.

In my December response to the meeting in November (re-attached for reference),
we requested further details of the proposed impoundments and discharges to
confirm permitting requirements and whether the PPs would offer sufficient
protection. | cannot recall that we have been provided this additional information.

Kind regards,

|

Strategic Planning Specialist, Strategic Planning & Engagement (Thames)
Environment Agency | Red Kite House, Howbery Park, Wallingford, Oxon, OX10
8BD

o |
External: I | Mobile: NG
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A.15.

Email (19.02.19)

From:
Sent: 15 February 2019 12:04

To:

Subject: RE: M25 j10 / Wisley interchange improvement scheme - s150 consents

Dear [l

In response to your queries below and following my e-mail to you dated 14 February
requesting further information on some of the matters below:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Flood Risk Activity Permit/s (FRAP/s): We agree that the FRAP/s for the proposed
works can be disapplied and included within the DCO, as long as our standard
Protective Provisions (PPs) that we have provided to you previously are going to be
used. If you are proposing any changes to our PPs, we may need to review this
approval for disapplication.

Water Impoundment Licence: We have requested further details of the proposed
Boldermere impoundment to confirm whether we are happy to disapply this licence.

Discharge Consent (road drainage): We have requested further details of the
proposed discharge. Although we acknowledge that there should be an overall
improvement in the drainage regime post-development, discharges to surface water
now fall under the Environmental Permitting Regulations, so such a consent may
need to be disapplied or applied for.

Abstraction Licence: We agree that this could be dealt with at a later date (if
required).

Waste Permits: Although | do not believe we discussed these Permits at our
November 2018 meeting, we agree that these could be dealt with at a later date if
they are required.

Groundwater Activity Permit: As with the Discharge Consent above, we have
requested further details of the proposed groundwater discharge of road drainage.

Fish (removal) Licence: At our November meeting we also discussed the need for a
fish (removal) licence. In our response to you dated 14 December, we stated that any
fish (removal) licence should be applied for by any specialist contractors undertaking
these works for you. It will take 10-20 days for consent.

| trust that this is sufficient for now. We look forward to receiving further information about
points 2, 3 and 6 above.

If you have any further quernies in the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me, or we
can discuss these matters at our meeting this Friday.

Kind regards,

Strategic Planning Specialist, Strategic Planning & Engagement (Thames)
Environment Agency | Red Kite House, Howbery Park, Wallingford, Oxon, OX10 88D
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Extemnal: | Mobile:
<image002 gif><image003 gif><image004_gif><image005 gif><image006 gif>
<image007.png>

Speak to us early about environmental issues and opportunities - We can provide a
free pre-application advice note or for more detailed advice / meetings / reviews we can
provide a project manager to coordinate specialist advice / meetings which costs £100 per
hour (plus VAT). For more information email us at planning THM@environment-

agency gov.uk
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A.16. Meeting (22.02.19)
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&

Screening and scoping of Water Framework Directive
assessment

Il confimed that the Water Framework Directive (WFD)
assessment has been received and is being reviewed by the
Environment Agency (EA).

ACTION: The EA will provide comments on the WFD assessment
by 13.03.19.

Il explained that a version of the Environmental Statement (ES)
and WFD assessment is almest complete and will be submitted
along with the Development Censent Order (DCO). The Planning
Inspectorate {(PINs) has provided feedback and asked that the EA
and Atkins reach a common understanding on a) the scheme
elements that have been screened into the assessment and b) the
scope of the assessment.

A precautionary approach to screening and scoping has been
adopted by Atkins (on behalf of Highways England) and is set out
in paragraphs 3.3.7 and 3.3.14 of the WFD assessment. PINs
specifically requested an agreement for scoping out Nitrate
Vulnerable Zones and Surface Water Safeguard Zones from the
assessment {(probably because Atkins specifically state this in
paragraph 3.3.13).

Il highlighted what has and has not been scoped within the
WSP assessment. [l queried article 4.7 which he does not think
has been discussed. lll explained that work is being undertaken
under the assumption that article 4.7 is not required - it can be
demonstrated that compensaticn has been implemented.

Il said that the screening process (in terms of water features) is
detailed within the technical appendix. There is overlap on what is
considered within the WFD and ES.

ea meeting minutes 220219.docx
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Bolder Mere and Stratford Brook measures of mitigation
Feedback was provided by Il on Siratford Brook.

Il said that following a site visit of 22.01.19 I o
Natural England has said that, overall, he is cautiously optimistic
that an agreement can be reached cn the mitigaticn and
enhancement proposals. Il said that in general the EA will be
guided by Natural England and SWT cn the deciding any
proporticnate mitigation for this site.

m explained that | 25 keen that two additional
items are added e the proposals:

- tree works can be undertaken arcund the Alder Carr area
in the south-east corner of the lake, as this area is a good
wet wooedland habitat.

- the undertaking cf a feasibility assessment to increase the
diversity of the macrophytes. The works that are proposed
on the southem shere will improve the marginal
macrophytes which are currently constrained in this area
by the encroachment of scrub and the shade from nearby
frees. There is also an issue with invasive waterweed, of
which part of the feasibility assessment will look at
practical management of this plant.

Atkins is positive that an agreement can be reached to incorporate
these requirements and establish common ground.

There was a discussion on read runcff from the A3 inte the
downstream streich of Bolder Mere. Currently, there is a direct
discharge into Bolder Mere from the road which has raised
concem. There is no detailed drainage survey and the critical
elevations on culverts are unknown so it is unclear if the proposed
drainage system will work. Runoff from the road will be collected
and piped along the frent of Bolder Mere and treated if possible
and returned to the river downsiream. To protect this there is a
condition in the DCO that that works cannot proceed on this
stretch of the read until a drainage soluticn has been signed off
with the EA. This has been added in case during the future
evelution of the design it is realised that these proposals are not
possible.

ACTION: Atkins ic share the draft conditions with the EA when
they are available.

I confimed that I vill provide further information early
next week.

Stratford Brook

Il explained that in the notes frem the meeting of 22.01.19 there
are disagreements on what constitutes adequate mitigation for the
river cressing. Atkins propose that the river restoration measures
(set out in Figure A at the end of this document and provided for
clarity but net presented at the meeting) are propertionate
mitigation measures specifically targeted tc amelicrate the effecis
of the bridge on the water environment. Il said that although
enhancements are welcomed some of them might only have
temporary benefits and details cn management plans are
required. The EA would prefer to see improvements to the fish
passages at the south culvert under the slip road rather than the
creation and imprevement of habitats, as this would have bigger

ea meeting minutes 220219.docx
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| impacts. lll explained that the concerns about fish passage are
understood but the key point is that the structure itself will not be
impeding. Il recognised this but sald that INEGEGG_G—
concemed that the bridge will sterilise this stretch of Strafford
Brook. Further information on I concerns would be
useful. Il talked about the possibility of making the bridge
structure smaller. Although It is difficult to change the design plans
at this stage If I feels that there is little difference
between the bridge proposed and a smaller one in terms of
impacts then this can be reviewed.

ACTION: HlN 10 share_oomments.

There is also concern that the feasibility study will show that
certain mitigation s not possibie. lll explained that at this stage it
is not known if mitigation measures will be feasible, therefore they
cannot be committed to prior to the relevant surveys. If none of
the mitigation measure prove feasible then only the works in
Figure A will be implemented. Il confirmed that the feasibility
assessment will not be done prior to DCO submission.

The following work is required to reach an agreement:

- Atkins will research how the works in Figure A can be
maintained In order to extend their effective life. ACTION:
Il [Post meeting note: maintenance of these works can
be incorporated in the management programme for the
SPA area being developed as part of the Scheme; this will
likely run for five years; beyond then a commuted sum
with the landowner or Surrey Wildlife Trust (SWT) can be
agreed for longer term management]

- The EA will propose what mitigation would be considered
proportionate and appropriate for the effect of the bridge,
should the feasibility assessment conclude that none of
the proposals in the meeting note are feasible. ACTION:
=

- Both the EA and Atkins will consider whether mitigation
works on replacement and enhancement land (as shown
in Appendix F of the December 2018 version of the WFD
assessment) should be counted as mitigation for effect of
the bridge on Bolder Mere, (ACTION: Il and llN).

- Further information is needed on the wording of a
condition on the DCO that secures an undefined
mitigation package. ACTION: Il

- o organise a teleconference between Atkins and
I ACTION: .

Ephemeral headwater ditches
The WFD assessment and the ES both refer to the effects of the
Scheme on ephemeral headwater ditches. There are a number of
small drainage channels, often dry, that will either be realigned or
potentially lost to the Scheme. These modifications are minor
enough a) not to cause deterioration at waterbody scale and b) 1o
only be considered 1o have site scale effect in the Environmental
Assessment process. However, they still form part of the water
environment, and hence their modification warrants consideration
| in the WS / ES process.

I said that EA's interest in these is limited as they are not key
rivers and there are not likely to be any objections or comments

ea meeting minutes 220219 docx B
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on mitigation proposals. However, the EA encourages
improvements where improvements can be made.

Il pointed fo appendix F which provides details on mitigation
and enhancement proposals.

It was explained that SWT is also providing feedback on the
proposals for mitigation for dragenflies and damselflies.

Ground water (Chobham Bagshots Beds water body)

It was explained that Ground Investigation information is not
currently available for the Scheme. Il said that the EA
understands that this will come but there are small worries about
this. At present the WFD assessment presents an argument that
the effects that the scheme is likely to have on the Chobham
Bagshot Beds water body can be readily mitigated by minor
modifications o design. The EA believes that this is a pragmatic
and appropriate approach.

Section 150 (disapplying permits and consents}

Il confirmed that the Flood Risk Activity Permits can be
disapplied.

Il queried the works cn the Section 150 queries. ACTION: Il
to follow up.

Il confirmed that the only licence required is for fish removal.
Il confirmed that an abstraction licence can be dealt with at a

later date. An application will need tc be made when the works
are to be undertaken.

I asked if Il is happy o put new monthly meeting slots in the
diary for the next six months. Il agreed that this is fine. Il
highlighted that there are about 15 hours of EA time left under the
current Planning Performance Agreement.

Il confirmed that a discussion has taken place with Surrey
County Council at which they said that they would follow the EAs’
lead. Il confimed that with regards to the ditches in WFD terms
I vill review the document as a whole. None of those
ditches would be WFD watercourses. Some of them might be
owned by Highways England and the others would fall within the
local flood autherity. It was suggested that the wildlife frusts might
have an interest as well.
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Letter (06.03.19)

creating a better place Environment
Agency

Date: 06/03/2019

Documents seen:

- M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange TR010030 5.4 Water framework directive assessment
report- Volume 5 Feb 2019
-Atkins Road drainage water quality assessment 21/02/2019

Comments:

Overall a good the approach recommended by the EA as used for the HS2 project. The WFD
assessment which considers the two key objectives of the directive: future objective status and
no deterioration in status. Below are a few thoughts/outstanding issues:

- 3.3 screening and scoping: Agree with what has been scoped in and out. Have spoken tofJJjj

I DR WPA Lead) and she’s happy this scheme poses little to no risk to DRWPA status.

Also not likely to impact NVZs.

-Elm Lane Ditch to be impacted by WY1 which has been incorporated into the WFD
wfw&m‘ ey waterbody. However it also appears to form part of Boldermere
hke'supsuumamhnmmnwwldbemﬂ:kmmhdethBapmddeFD
assessment and consideration of potential impacts on the lake. Particularly the potential water
quality nisk associated with construction run-off and how this might reach the lake through
current drainage pathways and how this would be mitigated.

-Groundwater Bagshot Beds

There is currently a shortfall in the understanding of the GW flows and processes and the
potential impact the piling works may have on the groundwater body as well as the GWDTEs
(Boldermere). This could impact lake levels which might compromise WFD and Natural
England SSSI objectives. Therefore at present may be a risk to WFD compliance. Likely need to
be assessed further to demonstrate WFD comphance.

Note to Clark- I'm not sure how involved GW team have been in this consultation?

-Stratford Brook- Having discussed the morphological impact wnh-agmethat
minor localized is an appropriate categorization of the nisk for the Stratford brook. Their report
acknowledges that the additional mitigation being considered for the scheme is not yet
sufficiently to confidently conclude it will mitigate the minor localized adverse effects
residual to the embedded design. It will be important going forward that they can “firm up” some
of these mitigation measures that can offset the morphological impact associated with the bridge.

The key morphological impact from the new bridge appears to be associated with the loss of
nipanian habitat below the open span bridge. Extra info in red box below on riparian habitat and

hydromorphological status.

(g
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Structure of riparian zone forms part of the Hydromorphology quality element of river
waterbodies. Definition: The abundance and diversity of plants present at the wetted edges of
the channel, on the banks and bank top, including their complexity of structure.

We would be concerned with:

1. the direct or indirect loss of vegetation in the npanan zone

2. changes to the range of plant species present

3 changes to the structure of vegetation cover along the river length

The current Reasons for Not Achieving Good status in Stratford Brook can be linked to
morphological pressures. Invertebrates are failing due to physical modification. According to our
ecologists m A&R the channel is straightened with very Little habitat diversity. Over deepened in
places, narrow channel resultesulting in marginal plants overgrowing the channel resulting in
heavy shading and hittle m-channel macrophytes. Some of the mitigation measures proposed

have the potential to offset the impact from the bridge crossing and also help mitigate some of
the current pressures. A suitable combination of mitigation measures outlined in F.2.2 of

appendix F should be used to offset the scheme mpacts and maintam WFD status. Note t
FBG are probably best placed to determine if the current measures are sufficient enough to o
the morphological/biological impact and I know discussion are ongomng to iron these measures
out, but the ones that have been suggested appear to be sensible.

-Boldermere

4.7.26 it is encouraging to see the plans to re-direct road runoff to downstream of the lake as this
may ensure the salinity WFD element remains at High post construction and reduced the nisk of
WEFD chemical failures. It isn’t clear if the impact on water quality at this new discharge location
has been included in any of the drainage/WQ assessments (I may have missed this). This should
be included if not done so. Also in terms of lake levels and groundwater/surface water mputs it
would be good to see if changing the surface water inputs into the lake would have an impact on
lake levels (potentially not as it is suggested the lake is supported by groundwater levels). This
concern could be addressed with the further hydrological/groundwater assessments that still need
to be done (see Groundwater Bagshot Beds section above).

Boldermere lake WFD assessment appears to have overlooked to some extent the potential
mpact from the actual construction phase and work involved in moving the retainmg wall and
associated earth works. Although only a short term activity there is a potential there for longer
term mmpacts associated with the suspension of solids/sediments and smothenng of lake habitats
mportant to the SSSI designation. This may pose a nisk to WFD Total Phosphorus and
phytoplankton status if the retaining wall and bank sediments and associated mutrients are not
controlled effectively. Due to the nature of the water environment this impact could last for
multiple years after the actual construction phase. There should be a detailed method statement
for thus specific element of the scheme to demonstrate how this risk will be reduced and WFD

status protected.

Compliance with the WFD status of Boldmere appears to be dependent on the implementation of
some of the mitigation measures identified Without these measures, the impacts are predicted to
be “adverse widespread or prolonged effect’. Boldermere is currently failing WFD due to the

Total Phosphorus and Phytoplankton which are closely linked For example, the removal of carp
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from the lake which is proposed has the potential to help address the WFD failure as their
foraging activates re-suspend sediments which could contain . Therefore the
proposed eradication of carp could have a positive impact on status and restore more
natural nutrient cycling processes. It is important that the proposed measures are ‘firmed up’
working with the EA and NE to ensure detenoration can be avoided. It would be useful to have
nm-ﬂmephlmm‘mtmphl for Boldermere to
set out more detailed plans for each mitigation measure and to monitor the effectiveness of the
mitigation measures mto the future and adapt approaches accordingly if required. Because WFD
compliance is somewhat dependent on these measures this will be mportant and it should be
demonstrated how effective these have been. The ongoing maintenance plan will answer
questions around how long the mitigation measures wall occur for (1.e. how many years

mnwmwmupmdmm
Note to FBG are probably best placed to determine if the current measures are sufficient

enough to offset the morphological/biological mapact and I know discussion are ongoing to wron
these measures out, but the ones that have been suggested appear to be sensible.

In the ical assessment i appendix c, they have listed nver
ity elements:" H ical Regime (e.g. quantity and dynamics of flow and connection to
) and Morphology (e.g. niver continuity, river depth and wadth vanation, structure

and substrate of river bed, and structure of ripanan zone)'. hnmhhth
wdentified the correct quality elements for lake and assessed
against those rather than niver quality elements. Note ¢ may have these?

In terms of the hydromorphological status of the lake there appears to be no change other than
the actual size of the lake (loss of open water habitat). The D.2 Technical note on WFD

aance for Boldermere by Atkins demonstrates that the morphologyicsal changes to the
He(leMnmd&)h't&dybhmeT&l
concentrations The north shore habitat 1s proposed to be and this is more value

. Hydromorpholgy is only a ‘supporting element’ for WFD which means that if all
other elements were at High status and Hydromorph wasn't the waterbody would still be
classified as Good status. Therefore it boils down to if the hydromorphological changes from the
scheme will the other elements such as inverts and the future
wmwpmwmwm&m Mmﬂmﬂymw‘tpzmmnumn
shightly smaller but potentially a better quality lake assuming the proposed mitigation measures
are in place. Ultimately if Natural England are satisfied that the SSSI favourable conditions and
associated with its designation will not be compromused by

hydromorphological changes to the lake than this should be sufficient.

-Mole and Wey

The outstanding minor localized adverse impact is as a result of a very small proportion of the
total number of road discharges. At a WFD waterbody/catchment scale, there 1sn't likely to be a
deterioration in water quality as a result of the dramage which is to minor watercourses (non
WFD) and drainage ditches.

-General

Any impoundment or dewatering and associated di activities could require a
licence/discharge permit from the environment agency. It is therefore recommended to consult
the relevant sections of the .gov website at the earhiest possible stage to determine if a

licence/effluent permit 1s required.

Ovenall followmg discussion has been nvolved in major WFD
assessments we agreed they have ga a proportional evidence base for the associated nsk
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(potentially notfaGWatplaan)..didn’tfeelthatitwwldneedtogo down the article 4.7
routefor the rivers as the mmpacts are likely to be localized and not on a WFD waterbody scale. It
1s less clear for Lakes and seems to be much more dependent on these mitigation measures being
agreed. I haven’t been able to discuss wi she has been away but it would be useful to
get her view as a lakes specialist as to whether the proposed measures sufficiently offset any nsk
to WFD status particularly the lake hydromorphology element as I believe part of the WFD
status for lake hydromorphology is the actual size of the lake which is going to be directly
mpacted
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A.18.

Letter (27.03.19)

creating a better place Environment
WW Agency

Our ref: WA/2017/123763/08-L01
Atkins Ltd Yourref: 5158141

Stanton Harcourt Road Date: 27 March 2019

Stratford Brook & Boldermere site visits and discussions re: ecological mitigation
& net gain proposals - 22 January 2019 for M25 Junction 10 / A3 Wisley Interchange
junction improvement proposals.

Thank you for sending through the notes from the site visits to Boldermere and Stratford
Brook on 22 January, which we received on 6 February. | apologise for the delay in
sending our comments to you on these matters, which is due to our ongoing intemal
discussions about the proposed mitigation measures, particularly for the Stratford Brook.

We thank you for your continued engagement with us on these issues. We felt that it
would be useful to set out our current position in advance of our second site visit meeting
this Friday, 29 March.

Our greatest concems are still about the proposed mitigation measures for the Stratford
Brook, which we have provided detailed comments about below. Following our most
recent meeting, you have questioned the importance of improving fish passage on the
Stratford Brook as there are barriers downstream on the Wey. This is irelevant - we have
a strategy for improving fish passage on the Wey and ultimately we will always seek
improvements to fish passage when works are being carried out to or within the vicinity
of an impounding structure.

Comments on Stratford Brook proposed mitigation measures

You note in the meeting notes that the WFD assessment for the scheme states that the
new bridge structure over the Stratford Brook will “have minor localized adverse
effects...”. We request that it is also noted that the new structure will exacerbate the
impact of the existing culverts which have had a significant impact on the Stratford Brook.

The notes also state that the Environmental Statement assessment of impact states the
following in relation to riparian trees. “Effects relate to loss of riparian trees and
concomitant reduction in habitat connectivity and the effects of deck shading on in-
channel aquatic communities.”. Loss of riparian trees will also result in the loss of root
structure within the bank which provides an important habitat for fish and invertebrates.
The bridge will effectively sterilise this section of watercourse, which in combination with
the existing impounding effect, will create a featureless, shallow environment. Reducing
the impounding effect of the downstream structure will help to restore the channel's
morphology and thereby reduce the impact of the new bridge.

Cont/d..

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 97 of 256



highways

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
} england

TR010030
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

The remainder of our comments relate to section 2 of the notes (outcome of discussion)
and specifically the proposed mitigation measures for the Stratford Brook.

Although we welcome all of the proposed measures, we feel that they do not fully mitigate
or compensate for the impact of the new structure. In order to fully compensate, the same
area of habitat would need to be created elsewhere which would include an equivalent
sized bridge/culvert being removed. Unfortunately there is limited opportunity to achieve
this within the vicinity of the scheme and therefore we require additional measures in
order to ensure biodiversity net gain. Reducing the impounding effect of the downstream
structure would help to mitigate some of the effects of the new bridge. Although the new
bridge will result in the loss of macrophytes and root structure within the banks, removing
the impounding effect will help to restore a more natural channel morphology. Artificial
features could also be introduced into the channel under the bridge to mimic natural
refuge.

With regards to the tree and scrub clearance within the riparian zone of the brook and the
red line boundary of the scheme upstream of the A3, this is welcomed but as discussed
at our meeting, will only have a temporary positive impact.

With regard to the proposed backwater, we are not averse to the creation of backwaters
but we would question its benefit if the impeding structure downstream is not removed.
The main limiting factor to a healthy fish population in this instance is the presence of the
impounding structure downstream that is preventing fish from migrating upstream.
Backwaters also aren't necessarily appropriate for high gradient streams. This is also a
temporary measure as backwaters do silt up over time. In addition, there is limited
opportunity to improve the in-channel habitat of the Stratford Brook within the red line
boundary. Our preference would be for the removal/modification of the Stratford Brook
South Culvert sill over the creation of backwater habitats and in-channel habitat
improvements as this will have a much more significant and longer lasting positive impact.
It is our view that these additional measures are essential compensation and will help to
mitigate the impacts of the existing Highways England structures which have had a
significant impact on the Stratford Brook.

The sentence in the notes which states “The Environment Agency would prefer to see
additional measures to mitigate the effect of the bridge accommodating the new access
to Wisely Lane and would encourage Highways England to provide environmental
enhancement as part of the scheme.” does not sufficiently reflect our requirements. We
would like this sentence to be changed to: “The Environment Agency would preferte-s66
require additional measures to mitigate the effect of the bridge accommodating the new
access fo Wisely Lane and weuld-encourage require Highways England to provide
environmental enhancement as part of the scheme.”

We maintain concems that the feasibility studies for works on the Stratford Brook are to
be completed after Development Consent Order (DCO) approval. It is not clear to us how,
if essential mitigation measures are found to be non-viable, any works would be
acceptable. We would not wish to find ourselves in a position where the scheme is
approved, but appropriate mitigation measures cannot be implemented, leading to a
detrimental impact on the Stratford Brook. It is not clear to us why such feasibility studies
cannot be undertaken in advance of the application. We need to have a level of surety at
the application stage. Unfortunately, based on the current information available to us, we
are likely to raise an objection at the application stage, given that we cannot be certain
that appropriate mitigation will be delivered as part of the scheme.

Cont/d.. 2 -
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In relation to the potential removal/modification of the sill on the Stratford Brook South
Culvert, if this is not feasible for technical reasons, a fish easement should be installed
instead. We are currently working with the Wey Landscape Partnership (hosted by Surrey
Wildlife Trust) to develop and deliver the Wey FWD (Fish Passage and Wetland Delivery)
project. This project aims to improve fish passage and tackle other reasons for WFD
failures throughout the Wey Catchment. We will be delivering fish passes at two
structures downstream of the Stratford Brook in the next couple of years, thereby re-
connecting the Thames to the Wey. The Stratford Brook South Culvert does not currently
comply with Highways England best practice (Volume 4, section 2, part 7 of the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges) which states that culverts should accommodate wildlife
and fish migration. Significant works are being carried out within the vicinity of this
structure and therefore the opportunity to reverse the impacts of this structure should be
sought, as it is unlikely that road improvement works will be happening again in this area
for a potentially significant amount of time.

We are concemed that mammal passage solutions through the Stratford Brook South
Culvert and the culvert passing between the A3 and northem slip road are only included
as ‘potential’ mitigations, subject to further feasibility studies. These works should be
camried out as essential mitigation because these existing structures do not comply with
Highways England best practice for culvert design. In addition, Volume 10, section 1, part
9 of HE's Design Manual for Roads and Bridges requires mitigation for the effects of
existing roads to always be considered when improvements or major maintenance works
are planned adjacent to the watercourses. This includes in areas where otter populations
can be expected to spread during the lifetime of the improvements. Although otters are
relatively sparse in the Wey catchment, we have evidence that their range is expanding
in adjoining catchments and we recently had a report of a dead otter (suspected road kill)
at the top of the Wey Catchment.

The second to last bullet point in the notes which reads: “Modifications to the culvert
passing between the A3 and the northern slip road to improve fish and mammal
passage.”, should be changed to read: “Modifications to the culvert passing between the
A3 and the northern slip road to improve water depths for fish passage and improve
mammal passage at high order events (if possible a 100 year climate change
event).” Please note that this could be achieved through a single design.

Ordinary watercourse / ephemeral ditches proposed mitigation measures

Please note that we still have a remit on these types of watercourse under the Water
Framework Directive. We previously discussed providing compensation for the loss of
open channel through delivering enhancements elsewhere on other watercourses. We
would still support this, but want to ensure that you still intend to mitigate through good
design as well. This would involve employing best practice in line with Highways England
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges and the guidance previously supplied by
Francesca. For instance, we would expect the invert of any culverts to be set well below
bed level and dressed with gravels. Culverts should also incorporate mammal passage
where appropriate and be designed to minimise the size of the headwalls.

Some of the enhancements outlined in Appendix B are proposed for what appear to be
small ditches and ephemeral watercourses. It is not clear whether these are to
compensate for impacts elsewhere on other ordinary watercourses but if so, we would
expect these enhancements to be delivered at locations where they can provide more
ecological benefit.

Cont/d.. 3

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 99 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

} highways
england

Additional mitigation measures listed in ‘Appendix F’

Paragraph F.1.1.5 lists mitigation measures proposed for Boldermere. However, this list
does not include the diversion of road drainage from the A3, which we understand has
now been confirmed. We would expect this to be included within the package of mitigation
measures.

In relation to the mitigation measures for Chatley Wood Pond in the Mole catchment
(paragraph F.2.3.1), opportunities for creating and/or enhancing wetland habitat should
be explored at Chatley Wood Replacement Land where in close proximity to River Mole.

Similarly to the above, Opportunities for creating and/or enhancing wetland habitat should
be explored at Park Bam Farm Replacement Land where in close proximity to River Wey.
This area does not seem to have been included within the proposed mitigation measures,
so there is no paragraph reference but would fit into section F.2.4.

We trust that you will find these comments useful in advance of our site visit meeting on
29 March and as you further develop your mitigation measures in advance of the DCO
submission.

Our comments are based on our available records and the information as submitted to
us. Please note that any views expressed in this response by the Environment Agency,
are a response to a pre-application enquiry only and do not represent our final views in
relation to any future planning application made in relation to this site. We reserve the
right to change our position in relation to any such application. You should seek your own
expert advice in relation to technical matters relevant to any planning application before
submission.

If you have any queries about this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial
E-mail

cc NN - Akins
Atkins
I /kins
End 4
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creating a better place Environment

LW Agency

Project: M25 J10 / A3 Wisley Interchange Improvements

Subject: Stratford Brook site visit meeting — proposed mitigations

Meeting

Date/Time: 29 March 2019 — 14:00 - 16:30

Notes By: [N

= R
— Environment Agency
— Environment Agency
— Atkins
- Atkins
Atkins

Meeting notes:

- Atkins would like a clear steer on EA requirements if fish passage improvement works
through A3 South culvert cannot be carried out.

- Atkins/Highways England (HE) are committed to carry out feasibility studies (as per
previous correspondence) for Stratford Brook mitigation works. There is an issue of
disagreement over what needs to happen if culvert works are found to be not feasible or
prohibitively expensive.

- Atkins explained that there is still some uncertainty regarding the feasibility of
discharging A3 road drainage away from Boldermere — and that this will be confirmed at
detailed design stage following Development Consent Order (DCO) approval. Again,
Atkins would like a steer from EA about the fall-back position if these drainage works
prove to be not feasible or prohibitively expensive.

- ACTION: EA to clarify.

JEllnoted that an EA concem is about 'surety’ of works taking place [Jinoted that
DCO requirements should provide a level of surety for these issues.

-.notedmatmmslHEarehappytotakeasteerfmn us on the range of options to
be considered as part of their feasibility studies.

I confirmed that feasibility studies (and detailed design) will not begin until after DCO
approval.

--ran through the mitigations that have been currently proposed by Atkins, including
tree works, creation of a new backwaters and large wood addition_ [iiladvised that as
per previous EA comments, whilst these works were generally supported, they do not
provide sufficient mitigation for the proposed works. If it was a choice between
improving fish and mammal passage through the existing culverts and the currently

Cont/d..
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proposed mitigations, the EA would prefer the former.
- We discussed potential other options if culvert works are not feasible:

Jlinoted that as a last resort, we could accept the enhancement/restoration of a
length of watercourse (equivalent to the length affected by the new bridge) downstream
of the two A3 culverts.

-Jil advised that partial removal of the culvert sill would be preferable before
enhancement/restoration.

-JJfurther advised that if no removal of the sill was feasible, we would prefer to see
improved connectivity through the culvert (e.g. through the use of baffles), again prior to
enhancement/restoration.

;H::ks.edwhatwewouldbehmpywiﬂnfﬂoodriskteamsadvisedmatsilwotkswere
ible from a flood risk perspective? [ feels that this is unlikely to be an issue.

JJlladvised that ultimately he feels there will be something that we can agree to
through the feasibility work.

Il again queried what our position would be if no options were found to be possible
through feasibility work ? ilireiterated that an enhancement/restoration of an
equivalent length of watercourse downstream of the A3 culverts (not upstream) could be
acceptable.

-Ilnoted that such works may not be possible downstream of the A3 culverts, unless
through working with the landowner, because this stretch is not included within the red-
line boundary for the scheme.

-Jliroted that as a very final fallback position, we may accept a commuted sum
payment to carry out enhancement/restoration works on an equivalent section of
watercourse.

- Therefore, the preferred order of mitigations for the EA are:
1. Full mammal & fish passage improvement works to existing A3 culverts.
2. Partial removal / notching of concrete sill in A3 South culvert.
3. Improved connectivity (e.g. through use of baffles) through A3 South
culvert.
4. Enhancement/restoration of length of watercourse equivalent to new
bridge width downstream of A3 culverts.
5. Commuted sum.

Jl asked why EA requested equivalent culvert works to developer of Wisley
Airfield development. confired that the red-line boundary of the airfield application
included the Stratford Brook (as a SANG) and extended to the A3 South culvert. The
new bridge over the Stratford Brook was also included as part of that application. [JJjj
was unsure who had dealt with this application in the EA and therefore unsure on what
EA had or had not requested as part of the application.

4l noted that the new bridge will also provide an access to Wisley Airfield if the
development ever ahead.
- ACTION: to review EA comments on Wisley Airfield planning application
and clarify EA position/requests.

Cont/d.. 2
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A.20.

Meeting (10.04.19)

Meeting Notes

ATKINS

Project: M25-J1OVA3 Wisley Intarchange Scheme
Subject Project update (Programme; Draft DCO requirements; Draft ES chapters 8 & 10
Consents; Statement of Comman Ground)
Date 10¢0472019 2.004.00pm Project No.: <project no>
Altendes Representing
Emdronment Agency
Highways England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
TEM DESCRIPTION RESPONSIBLE
! chme and Introductions
welcomed all to the meeting and introducions were given -nv_vtc:d
that she had forwarded the draft DCO requirements redeyant to the
Emdronment Agency (EA) this moming for their review i oted that he
had received them and forwarded to the legal team

Project and Programme update
iq.:w: an update on the project, highlighting the statulory consuitation
which ook place FebruaryMarch 2018 and changes to slements of the

that were re-designad during April 1o Augus! g 2 esull of
feedback recaived T’)f? z:h‘:r):;cu o the (Y:Sl{_}'l were moderate and as
such a further targeted non-statutory consultation took place in
NoviDecember 2018. As a result, further revisions to the design were
incorporated in March this year and Highways England are currently out
for a further round of consultation noted that this has put back the

scheme

timing of the DCO submission siated that he had reviewed the
consultation documentation and didn't expect any major concems

.f.:nhm‘r:c that the project had recently obtained endorsement from
Highways England Imestment Decision Committee and agresment to the
budget for the project’s development

.:-:nhr'rcc that Highways England had appointed a contractor 1o
deliver the ground investigation works (Osboume) in January this year
He confirmed that a cirmr.‘ar_x- and gas maine survey woudd akeo form part
of the package of works to be delivered asked when these would be
starting -r.u".f'rmtrd that would start after the Easter break (22 April)
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[l:=1x=c through the high-level programme "M25 Jct 10 / A3 Wisley
Interchange Project - Su Programme Rev 3.0 dated 20/02/2019°. A
copy was provided to- firmed that the DCO submission was
expected at the end of May. with the possibility that it might be put back to
June. In line with the programme a DCO decision is expected st the end
of September 2020 (end of Highways England stage 4). Construction due
to start Spring 2021.

[l t=t<c thst Highweys England had appointed multiple Delivery
Integrated Partners (DIF) to deliver project across England. The DIP who
would be delivering the M25 J10 scheme was Balfour Beatty, using Atkins
as their design consultant and the consortium being known as Baslfour
Bestty Atkins (BBA). The consortium will take over management of the
project sometime between August and October 2019.

-stated that BBA were keen to look at what works could be done shead
of construction preparation or ahead of DCO award (advanced works and
statutory diversions) and that the feasibility of this was currently being
assessed. -ssked whether these would be undertaken under permitted
development of separate planning spplications. ted that he
couldn't confirm this at present.

-referred to the Smart Motorway Programme (SMP) M25 Junction 10-
18 running in paraliel with Junction 10 construction works. -asked if an
application had been submitted for these works.

ACTION: lllto providelllllwith contact detsils for the Project Manager.

Post meeting note (PMN): Contact detsils prowvided to on 11.04.10
Emaik
Tel

SNCALEANVALIN

Draft DCO Requirements

-ststed that he had sent the draft requirements through to the EA legal
team to comment. He confirmed that legal had reviewed them briefly and
found them genersally to be acceptable subject to two items — keen to
define what is meant by infrusive ground works to avoid any later
disagreements sbout what this constitutes. questioned specifically
what element of ground works a potential concern were. [JJiststed that
he was unable to elaborste and that on legal matters it was preferable for
direct liaison between Highways England and EA legal teams.-added
that a definition could be added to the requirements o be clear, based on
feedback from EA as to what they might be looking for here.

[ll:t=tec that the second item was in refecence fa paragraph 3 (4) in
relstion to statement ‘cease construction activity in the vicinity of that
contamination’, what is meant in terms of “vicinity’ needs clarification.
stated that EA legal had suggested wording ‘cease construction in all
areas that would reasonably be regarded as at risk from contamination’ for
example. [JJjadded that the wording 'in vicinity' was fairy.standaw [l
added that these were provisional comments.

ACTION: EA legsl team to feedback formally to Highways England legal
{(BDP Pitmans) regarding the draft DCO requirements.

-refe'red to the |atest version of the EA Protective Provisions (April
2019) il confirmed that track changes directly onto the Provisions would
be helpful and sent directly to the EA legal team. [JJJesked whst had

driven further changes to the PPs.-oonﬁtmed that DthA have
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recently produced & standard set of PPs that they want to be used on all
DCOs. [Jlllemphasised that Atkins were keen to ensure that the
requirements addressed matters to the satisfaction of the EA as they
refate to any uncertainty in relation to the Gl and the proposals so that the
EA are comfortable with what will be put forward in the DCO spplication.

l=sk=d whether there was anything else EA were ing to see in
relstion to the requirements as they relate to the EAs remit. said that
the only other issue for the EA on the project is the Stratford Brook
enhancement wotks-sbted the concems relsted to the feasibility
study and the results of these in relation to what mitigation could be
implemented [JJesked Il whether following the site visit (20.03.10) the
EA were more confident that mitigation could be delivered as ssesult of
the stndy-oonfrmed that they were more eonﬁdent-staied that
this was the hierarchy of mitigations set out in the meeting note of the site
visit.

-quesﬁoned whether the scheme's red line boundary excluded an area
of the SB between the A3 south culvert and the new proposed brddge and
whether this was where the backwater works was going to be.
clarified that this work was planned upstream of the new bridge.
confirmed that he was happy with the RLB therefore, a5Jopg.as there is
adequate space sllowed for the back water works and assuming there are
no works planned between the slip road culvert and the new bridge.
confirmed there were no works planned in this loceﬁon.-added that
this land was not within the RLB and therefore there was no provision for
works in this area.

-emphssised that in terms of the DCO requirements it would be
important to have sufficient scope within the wording to cover any
uncertainty in the mitigation proposed as a result of the feasibility study.
[l confirmed thst the study was part of the mitigation proposals
contained with the WFD and would not take place until after the DCO
application.
4. Draft ES Chapter 8: Road Drainage and Water Environment
-stated that the project had completed an assessment of where
highway runoff is discharged to surface and ground water (GW), ststing
that most of the highway runoff discharges to ground water.

[l confirmed that the project had followed DMRB guidance and
undertaken a method C assessment which had highlighted & medium risk
to GW quality. She stated that therefore the project will have to undertake
a8 more detsiled risk assessment once the Gl dsta was avsilable. The
more detailed risk assessment will determine the need for and nature of
the mitigation required to protect groundwater

referred to the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and Water Quaslity

) Technical Note that has been sent tolJlifor EA comment [l
confirmed that the EA sre due to respond by the 16 April. [JJjhes already
sent comments from the |EP team, but he stated that these are drsft and
subject to further consuitation.

[l confirmed that he had discussed the issue of risk to GW with the EA
GW land contamination team and confirmed thst they had not indicated
any concems on the GW risk given it is not principal gCQuARRAL He added
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that some of the comments from |EP team sbout i t being
understood will be superseded by comments from

A discussion was had regarding the approach adopted in the ES to
desling with uncertasinties surrounding the sbsence of Gl data at this
stage. A ’'likely’ reasonable worst-case methodology was outlined, and it
was sgreed that Atkins would issue copies of the draft chapters to the EA
so that they could confirm their agreement that our approach to desling
with these uncertsinties was robust.

tated that the EA have slways understood from the beginning Gl was
going to be avsilable after the DCO. He confirmed that the EA were
happy with the risk that that presented based on what we expect could be
the GW risks and the geology and aqus flow that are in that location. On
that nsk-based approach the EA were happy to take that spproach. He
added that had this been on a chalk principle aquaphor EA would not
have accepted but given what is known about the location, current
drainage situstion and nature of development the EA are happy to take
that nisk. He added that the project will have to think about how this is’
presented in the ES.

-refemad to the current A3 discharges into Bolder Mere and noted that
the proposed mitigations (as to whether it will be possible to re-route the
road drainage to surface water discharge downstream of Bolder Mere).
have been included as a feasibility study. [JJJststed that EA were under
the impression that that was more of a certainty. [Jconfirmed thst it is
still subject to a feasibility study as it is dependent on drainage surveys.
Il st=ted that it is s very unlikely that the proposed mitigation would not
be feasible. [JJconfirmed that he has an action from the site visit
(29.03.19) to state what the EA position would be should it be not

possible.

‘l:ted that with the GI Highways England was prioritising with the
contractor festures sround Bolder Mere with the expectation that data
could be provided in the earlier stages of Gl to feed into the DCO
examination. -conﬁm\ed that the drainage survey is part of the
package.

Draft ES Chapter 10: Geology and soils

[l ststed that it is understood thst the EA sre content with the
assessment spproach detsiled in the PEIR and the absence of Gl data.
However, in correspondence dated 24" October 2018, the EA have
stipulated that the DCO application will need to provide sufficient
information about the critical and very high-risk areas identified as part of
the scheme. ] stated that we do not consider there to be any critical or
high-risk areas in relstion to Geology and mis..smmed that the project
would like confirmation of agreement by the EA that the PEIR / ES
Chapter provides the level of information required ang slsa confirmation of
agreement of the assessment approach and the absence of Gi data ]
confirmed tha_would need to comment.

‘sked whether we are planning to share draft ES chapters. -
stated they would welcome review of them. The standard tumaround for
consultation is 21 days.

ACTION:[JJJto send drsft ES chapter 10 to EA with covering emsil

requesting confirmation that the chapter provides sufficient information
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and confirmation of agreement of the assessment spproach and the
absence of Gl dats

ACTION: Chapter 10 to be sent to-by 16.04.18. Chapter 8 (including
flood risk) to be sent prior to its updating with feedback on the WQ
technical note (to be sent 12.04.19) PIINI Chapters sent on 05.06.19

)

SNCALAVALLN

ATKINS

Consents (Ground Water Activity Permit)
acknowledged that Atkins are due to send information requested by
on a.oumbet of issues to do with s150 consents.
A discussion was had regarding the need for 8 Ground Water Activity
(GWA) Permit. -ststed that a constraint has been included in the ES
which states that no active dewatering will be undertaken as this cannot
be quantified and therefore the impact to ecological receptors cannot be
assessed. The DCO therefore includes a restriction on any acfive de-
watering.

[l st=ted that if you don't disapply s licence/permit within the DCO, but
this is then subsequently needed. an spplication will need to be mad
through the normal permitting process, unless an exemption applies.
stated that any assessment in this respect would need to ensure that it
was compliant with Regulations and that any applications would be
assessed on their merits.

[l -eferred to the list of consents that has been requested to enable the
EA to determine what will need to be covered under PPs or in the
schedules. He confirmed that intemnal colleagues will need to review this
and confirm whether they are happy for consents to be disapplied or
whether permits will be required.

-edded that without the Gl data the project is unable to prove that any
discharges to ground would not be at a concentration’s higher than
Drinking Water Standards and therefore the GWA permit could not be
included at this point. confirmed that if the EA could not be certsin in
this regard, they would not disspply it

[l stated that if EA sre provided with the full list of sil the consents and
licences that the project is expecting or likely to be required — this can
then be clarified by legal -whether some can be disapplied.

ACTION: Atkins to send list of consents/licences to EA by 18.04.190 PMN:
Sent on 06.06.19

Statement of Common Ground

[llconfirmed that s draft of the SoCG is underway. The sim is for a drsft
to be submitted with the DCO spplication. She confirmed that it will need
to be updated in light af on-going discussions. Given these outstanding
issues the timing of sending over to EA will need to be reviewed.

[l st=t=d thst the project is keen to submit the SoCG with the DCO
application, but this will be the position at the time of submission, which
are likely to change throughout the examination period.

[llststed that he might be able to tun the SoCG around faster than the
standard 21 days given he is the main consultee.

ACTlON:- to confirm timeline for consultation on SoCG by EA.

Next steps/AOB

-refened to the need for future meetings. -oonﬁlmed next one
is scheduled for 08 May. This will be reviewed one week prior.
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] Actions:

1.

EA legal team to feedback formally to Highways England legal (BOP
Pitmans) regarding the draft DCO requirements. PMN: Received on
10.06.19

Atkins to send list of consents/licences to EA (by 26.04.19). PMN:
sent to EA on 05.06.19

Atkins to confirm timeline for consultation on SoCG by EA (by
18.04.10)

Atkins to send draft ES chapter 8 including flood risk) prior to its
updsting with feedback on the WQ technicsl note PMN} Sent on
05.06.19

Atkins to send draft ES chapter 10 to EA with covening email
requesting confirmstion that the chapter provides suficient
information and confirmation of agreement of the assessment
approach and the absence of Gl data, PMN: Sent on 05.06.19

6. o senc 5w detsits tolPMN: Sent on 11.04.15.

)

SNCALANALIN

ATKINS

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 108 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030

8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

} highways
england

A21.

Letter (18.04.19)

creating a better place

Agency

[ Ourref:  WA/2019/126333/01-L01
Atkins Yourref: TRO10030/APP/5.4
Chilbrook

1 Oasis Park Date: 18 April 2019

Stanton Harcourt Road

Eynsham

Witney

0X29 4AH

M25 Junction 10 / A3 Wisley Interchange - Review of Water Framework Directive &
Water Quality Assessments.

G

Thank you for sending us the Water Framework Directive (WFD) Assessment
(document reference: HES551522-ATK-EAC-J10-RP-LW-000001; PINS reference:
TRO10030/APP/5.4), which we received on 20 February, and to Megan for sending the
Water Quality Assessment Technical Note (dated: 21 February 2019; project ref:
5158141), which we received on 21 February.

| apologise for the delay in providing our comments on these assessments; | have had to
consult widely intemally due to various issues encountered across the Stratford Brook,
Boldermere and groundwater quality and quantity (resources).

Following our most recent meeting on 10 April, | received additional comments from our
groundwater (resources) team, who have expressed concems with the lack of
groundwater information and how the scheme may impact on groundwater resources and
sensitive Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) sites in the locality of the scheme. Until
we have reviewed how you have addressed this issue in the Environmental Statement
(ES) Chapter 10 (Geology & Soils), at this point we are concemed that we may have an
objection to the Development Consent Order (DCO) application based on this lack of
information.

Overall position on the assessments

Overall we are pleased with the scope and breadth of the submitted reports, taking into
account that further site investigation works need to take place before the mitigation
measures can be finalised. The reports are clear and well laid out. We agree that you
have provided a proportional evidence base for the associated risk, except for
groundwater.

We judge that the scheme will not need to go down the WFD Article 4.7 route for rivers,
as the impacts are likely to be localised and not on a WFD waterbody scale. This is
however less clear for Boldermere, which is much more dependent on appropriate
mitigation measures being agreed and put into place to ensure compliance with WFD
objectives. Saying this, as long as the lake doesn't become so small as to no longer
function as a lake (and our understanding is it only reducing in size by a relatively small

Cont/d..
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amount), the habitat features around the edge and lake bed morphology are more
important to the lake function and we acknowledge that these are being taken into
consideration through the proposed mitigation.

As noted in the introduction to this letter, we have serious concems from a groundwater
resources perspective — our detailed comments on this matter are on pages 5 and 6 of

this response.

WFD Assessment — screening & scoping

We agree with what has been scoped in and out. We agree that this scheme poses little
to no risk to Drinking Water Protected Area (DrWPA) status, and is also not likely to impact
on Mitrate Yulnerable Zones (NVZs).

Biodiversity net gain

We are concemed that the scheme’s objectives no longer include a commitment to
achieving biodiversity net gain, which we understood through our pre-application
engagement would be committed to. We would like confirmation of whether the scheme
will provide an overall net biodiversity gain.

Stratford Brook

We agree that ‘minor localised’ is an appropriate categorisation of the risk for the Stratford
Brook. The report acknowledges that the additional mitigation being considered for the
scheme is not yet sufficiently developed to confidently conclude it will mitigate the minor
localised adverse effects residual to the embedded design. It will be critical going forward
that you can ‘firm up® these mitigation measures at the earliest opportunity to offset the
morphological impact associated with the bridge, as we have discussed with you
separately at our site visit meetings, most recently on 29 March. Our position remains
that the proposed ‘embedded mitigation’ will not be sufficient to mitigate the impacts on
their own.

The key morphological impact from the new bridge appears to be associated with the loss
of riparian habitat below the open span bridge. The information below provides additional
context on riparian habitat and hydromorphological status:
Structure of riparian zone forms part of the Hydromorphology gqualify efement of river
waterbodies. Definifion: The abundance and diversify of planfs present af the wetted
edges of the channel, on the banks and bank top, including their complexify of structure.
We would be concemed with:

1. the direct or indirect loss of vegetation in the riparian zone

2 changes to the range of plant species present

3. changes to the structure of vegetation cover afong the river length
The cumment ‘Reasons for Mot Achieving Good' (RMAG) status on the Stratford Brook can
be linked to morphological pressures. Invertebrates are failing due to physical
modification. The main factor impacting on the morphology of the channel upstream of

the A3 is the presence of the impounding structure associated with the A3 slip road
culvert. This structure is currently impounding 100-200m of habitat upstream of the A3

Contfd.. 2
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and preventing fish from migrating upstream. The structure also exacerbates the impact
of the new Siratford Brook crossing, as in addition to the loss of vegetation structure within
the channel, there will also be an absence of morphological features that would otherwise
provide refuge for fish.

Some of the mitigation measures proposed have the potential to offset the impact from
the bridge crossing and also help mitigate some of the current pressures, but we have
already separately provided our advice that additional mitigation measures to address the
impacts of the existing A3 slip road culvert should be included where feasible.

Owerall therefore, we agree that the new Siratford Brook crossing and strengthening
works to the A3 slip road culvert will not prevent the achievement of WFD Good Ecological
Status (GES). However, it must be acknowledged that the scheme presents a significant
opportunity to reverse the detrimental impacts of an existing Highways England asset and
achieve WFD objectives by restoring 100-200m of natural channel morphology and
opening up a significant reach of watercourse to fish, an opportunity which is unlikely to
be available again for some decades given the scope of works proposed fo the junction.

Boldermere Lake

In section 4.7.26 of the WFD Assessment, we are encouraged by the plans to re-direct
road runoff to downstream of the lake as this will help to ensure the salinity WFD element
remains at ‘High' post-construction and reduce the risk of WFD chemical failures. It is not
clear that the impact on water quality at this new discharge location has been included in
any of your drainage or water quality assessments; this will need to be assessed.

Also, in terms of lake levels and groundwater/surface water inputs it would be good to
see if changing the surface water inputs into the lake would have an impact on [ake levels,
although we acknowledge that this is potentially not the case as it is suggested that the
lake is supported by groundwater levels. This concem could be addressed with the further
hydrological/groundwater assessments that still need to be completed.

The Boldermere Lake WFD assessment appears to have overiooked o some extent the
potential impact from the actual construction phase and work involved in moving the
retaining wall and associated earth works. Although only a short term activity, there is the
potential for longer term impacts associated with the suspension of solids/sediments and
smothering of lake habitats important to the SSSI designation. This may pose a risk to
WFD Total Phosphorus and Phytoplankton status if the retaining wall and bank sediments
and associated nutrients are not controlled effectively. Due to the nature of the water
environment this impact could last for multiple years after the actual construction phase.
You should produce a detailed method statement for this specific element of the scheme
to demonstrate how this risk will be reduced and the WFD status protected.

Compliance with the WFD status of Boldmere appears to be dependent on the
implementation of some of the mitigation measures identified. Without these measures,
the impacts are predicted to be ‘adverse widespread or prolonged effect’. Boldermere is
cumently failing WFD due to the Total Phosphorus and Phytoplankton, which are closely
linked. For example, the proposed removal of carp from the lake has the potential to help
address the WFD failure because their foraging activities re-suspend sediments that
could contain Phosphorus. Therefore the proposed eradication of carp could have a
positive impact on WFD status and restore more natural nutrient-cycling processes. It is
therefore critical that the proposed measures are ‘firmed up’ - working with us and Natural
England - to ensure that deterioration can be avoided. We recommend that an ongoing
maintenance plan andf/or adaptive environment management plan is produced for
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Boldermere to set out more detailed plans for each mitigation measure and to monitor the
effectiveness of the mitigation measures into the future and adapt approaches
accordingly it reguired. Because WFD compliance is somewhat dependent on these
measures, it will be important to demonstrate how effective they have been. The ongoing
maintenance plan can clarify how long the mitigation measures should occur for, for
example how many years following construction carp removal should camy on.

In the hydromorphological assessment in Appendix C, please note that you have listed
river hydromorphology quality elements: Hydrological Regime (e.g. quantity and
dynamics of flow and connection to groundwater) and Morphology (e.q. river continuity,
river depth and width vanation, structure and substrate of river bed, and structure of
riparian zone). You should amend this to identify the commect quality elements for [ake
hydromorphology and assess accordingly against those rather than river quality
elements.

In terms of the hydromorphological status of the lake there appears to be no change other
than the actual size of the [ake (loss of open water habitat). The D2 Technical Note on
WFD Compliance for Boldermere demonstrates that the morphological changes to the
lake (i.e. reduction in overall size) isn't likely to have much of an impact on Total
Phosphorus concentrations. The north shore habitat is proposed to be translocated and
this is more ecologically valuable. Hydromorphology is only a ‘supporting element’ for
WFD which means that if all other elements were at High' status and Hydromorphology
wasn't, the waterbody would still be classified as ‘Good’ status. Therefore it boils down to
whether the hydromorphological changes from the scheme will prevent the other
elements such as inverts and macrophytes achieving the future WFD objective
statusffavourable conditions. There will essentially be, post-construction, a slightly
smaller but potentially better quality lake - assuming the proposed mitigation measures
are in place. Ultimately if Matural England are satisfied that the S35l favourable
conditions and macrophytesfinvert associated with its designation will not be
compromised by hydromorphological changes to the lake then this should be sufficient.

Mole & Wey

The only minor localised adverse impact is a result of a very small proportion of the total
number of road discharges. At a WFD waterbodyfcatchment scale, we agree that there
is unlikely to be a deterioration in water quality as a result of the drainage to minor
watercourses (non-WFD) and drainage ditches.

Elm Lane Ditch

This appears fo be impacted by WYY, which has been incorporated into the WFD
assessment for the River Wey waterbody. However, it also appears to form part of
Boldermere Lake's upstream catchment. Therefore it would be sensible to include this as
part of the WFD assessment and consider the potential impacts on the lake. In particular
the potential water quality risk associated with construction run-off, how this might reach
the lake through current drainage pathways and how this would be mitigated.

Ordinary watercourses

The scheme will result in the culverting and realignment of several ordinary watercourses
within both the Wey and Mole catchments. We agree with the conclusion that this will
result in a minor localised impact (worst case scenario) and support the generic guidance
on the principles of WFD compliant design outlined in section 5.4. However, we advise
that the following guidance is also included within section 5.4 to ensure these impacts are
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fully mitigated:

+« The loss of open channel should be compensated for by providing an equivalent
length (or greater) of new open channel habitat or a significant reach of enhanced
open channel habitat.

« Opportunities to improve an existing culvert should be sought where culverts are
being extended/replaced.

« Mammal fencing should be used to guide mammals into culverts where mammal
ledges are being provided

« Re-aligning a watercourse should take preference over culverting.

+« Where bed and bank reinforcement is required, compensation should be provided
by enhancing an equivalent (or greater) length of riparian habitat.

« Generic guidance on the principles of WFD compliant design for outfalls and SuDS
should be provided, for example providing natural surface water discharge routes
rather than concrete outfalls that result in the loss of natural bank.

Section 4718 states that preliminary designs involve ephemeral ditches being replaced
by more formal drainage infrastructure or realigned, but that no mitigation measures have
been embedded into the design. Instead mitigation is proposed in the form of
enhancement of water features on replacement land and enhancement areas. We are
not clear why you have taken this approach. You should in the first instance seek to take
opportunities to restore these channels to a more natural state - for example by realigning
- where possible. Where this is not possible, we support the statement that ‘the
scalefquality mix of these possible enhancements will nead to be at least commensurate
with that of the impact’.

Groundwater quality

We have reviewed the documents from a groundwater quality perspective and they are
satisfactory to the point they have reached, albeit additional information will need fo be
provided in due course. The WFD Assessment indicates a number of fimes that further
site investigation will be undertaken, in particular to establish groundwater flow direction.

Similarly with the Water Quality Assessment, it concludes the scheme provides a medium
level of risk. We accept this in part because of the nature of the receiving aguifer - mainky
the Bagshot Formation. The report does however indicate that mitigation measures and
further risk assessment will be required and we would concur with this approach.

Groundwater resources

There is currently a shortfall in the understanding of the groundwater flows and processes
and the potential impact that piling works may have on the groundwater body as well as
the Groundwater Dependent Terrestial Ecosystems (GWDTEs) — Boldermere in this
case. Ultimately, the works could impact lake levels which might compromise WFD and
Natural England 5551 objectives for the lake. There is therefore at present a risk to WFD
compliance. Further assessment of this is therefore of critical importance.

Paragraph 4.3.9 of the WFD Assessment gives a wide range of groundwater depths (0.2
— 16.0 metres below ground level) compared to the variable depths of the proposed
scheme components which have the potential to impact on the quantitative status of the
groundwater body. We note that this paragraph also references ES Chapter 10 for a
“detailed discussion™ on groundwater levels, which we have not yet had the opportunity
o review.
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Paragraph 4.7 32 confirms that the additional mitigation being considered for the scheme
is not yet sufficiently developed to confidently conclude it will mitigate the minor localised
adverse effects residual to the embedded design. The final set of measures need to be
developed based on the results of the detailed ground investigations to be undertaken to
assess the baseline groundwater levels and flow direction. These measures to be
developed during the detailed design stage should ensure that the proposed scheme
components do not form a barrier to groundwater flow and do not adversely affect
groundwater contribution into Boldermere.

Therefore overall, due to the lack of data fo determine the groundwater levels and flow
direction, it is currently not possible to assess the impact of the proposed scheme on
groundwater resources and on the quantitative status of the groundwater body. This fact
is addressed in WFD Assessment and a comprehensive site-specific ground investigation
is proposed as additional specific measure (CB_a Ground investigations and design
alteration of piling and retaining walls). Upon completion of the ground investigations, it
would be possible to assess the impacts of the proposed scheme on groundwater
resources.

Given this, we are concemed by the presence of Boldermere and the Ockham and Wisley
Commeons 5551, which are critical in the quantitative assessment of groundwater status.
Currently, the available data is not enough to assess the impacts of the scheme on such
dependent features. Further detailed investigation is critical at this point. Any comments
on the effectiveness of the proposed measures could only be made after the baseline
conditions {groundwater levels and flow directions) are known. Only after the baseline is
established will it be possible to design the scheme components affecting groundwater
resouUrces.

Therefore, based on the information that we have seen to date, on hydrogeological
grounds we may have an objection to the scheme uniil the proper baseline groundwater
conditions are known. Once we have this information, we would be in a position to assess
the effectiveness of the proposed measures. Currently there is no solid evidence fo
conclude if the scheme is acceptable or not. In short, we need to see a Hydrogeological
Risk Assessment, which is stated will be undertaken once ground invesfigation is
completed. However, we make this statement on the basis that we have not yet reviewed
ES Chapter 10, which may go some way to allaying our concems on this matter.

Impoundments and/or dewatering

Any impoundment and/or dewatering and associated discharge activities could require a
licence/discharge Permit from us. Please note that from 1 January 2018, the licensing
exemption on dewatering is no longer valid. Therefore, an application has to be submitted
to us for an abstraction licence to carry out dewatering activities.

We therefore recommended you consult the relevant sections of the gov.uk website at
the earliest possible stage to determine if a licence or Permit is required.

Final comments
Our comments are hased on our available records and the information as submitted fo
us.

Please note that the views expressed in this response by us are a response to a pre-

application enquiry only and do not represent our final view in relation to any future
planning application made in relation to this site. We reserve the right to change our
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position in relation to any such application. You should seek your own expert advice in
relation to technical matters relevant to any planning application before submission.

If you have any queries about the matters raised in this response, please do not hesitate
to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial
E-mai

cc — Atkins
CJ Associates (Atkins)
Atkins
Atkins
End 7
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FREEPOST Owr ref: WAS2018M125963/02-L01

M25 junction 10/ A3 Wisley Interchange

{via e-mail) Date: 26 Apnl 20159

Dear SinfMadam,

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley Interchange improvement scheme
Pre-application consultation

Additional non-statutory targeted consultation

Section 42 Planning Act 2008

Thank you for consulting us on the above targeted non-statutory consuliation.

Our only comment on this consultation is in relation to the removal of the previously
proposed flood compensation area for the new bridge over the Stratford Brook.

We have looked through all of our previous pre-application comespondence and whilst
we have been notified verbally that the review of the Siratford Brook model has
demonsirated that the flood compensation for the new bridge is no longer required, we
have not yet been provided any evidence to this effect. We are therefore not currently in
a position to confirm that flood compensation is no longer required until we have seen
such evidence.

We need to see a detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) that clearly demonstrates that
there will be no increase in flood risk.

We note in the 'Key Design Changes' that the proposed compensation area for the
Stratford Brook is “no longer required™ and that this has “been agreed with the EA™. We
have mo issue with the principle of the compensation area being removed, but only on the
understanding that the new bridge and road works do not lead to a loss of floodplain
storage. Only a detailed assessment within an FRA will establish whether your plans lead
to any loss of floodplain storage. Any loss of floodplain storage will need to be
compensated for on a level for level basis up to the 1 in 100 plus 35% flood level.
Therefore, it might be slightly premature fo make statements about flood compensation
for the Stratford Brook not being reguired.

We look forward to reviewing a detailed FRA in due course, or as part of the Development
Consent Order application.

If you have any queries about this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Contid..
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Yours faithfully,

]
Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial N
|

cc I C/' As:ociates

I - Atkins
I - Atkins

End 2
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Meeting Notes

SNC:LAVALIN

Project: M25-J10/A3 Wisley Interchange Scheme
Subject: Project update (Programme; Draft DCO requirements; Statement of Common Ground)
Author: [ ]
Date: 29/04/2019 2.00-4.00pm Project No.: <project no>
Attendance Representing:
| Natural England
] Highways England
I Atkins
| ] Atkins
] Atkins
ITEM DESCRIPTION RESPONSIBLE
1. Welcome and introductions
Il welcomed all to the meeting and introductions were given.
2.

Project and Programme update

Il gave an update on the project, highlighting the statutory consultation
which took place February/March 2018 and changes to elements of the
scheme that were re-designed during April to August as a result of
feedback received. Il added that the changes to the design were
moderate and as such a further targeted non-statutory consultation took
place in Nov/December 2018. As a result, further revisions to the design
were incorporated in March this year and Highways England are currently
out for a further round of consultation.

Il outlined the DCO programme noting that the target date for DCO
submission is 04 June. Following this there will be a 28 day acceptance
period followed by a three-month pre-examination period to September
which is preparation for the examination itself. The DCO examination will
take six months to March 2020 with award expected September 2020.

Il referred to Balfour Beatty as being the appointed Regional Delivery
Partners for M25 J10 and that work at present is at package as opposed
to scheme level (due diligence and cash flow forecast activities). He
confirmed that detailed design and planning will take place alongside the
DCO process. Balfour Beatty will take over the management of the
scheme at some point during Stage 4. Il confirmed that Atkins are the
technical consultants that will take forward detailed design.

Il asked what input will be needed from Natural England after DCO
submission. M stated that this was unclear at present. Il added that
this is referred to in the draft DCO requirements and there will be
discussion with NE required. [l stated that as NE have stated they are

.11.0 | 05/02/2019
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broadly in agreement with everything that Highways England are
proposing that therefore there won'’t be any issues that PINS will need to
come to NE for or to resolve.

A discussion was had in relation to the Statements of Common Grounds
(SoCGs) that are being put in place with all statutory environmental bodies
and the need to record both points of agreement and disagreement/in-
discussion. Il agreed that Highways England will need to be clear about
what might be expected of stakeholders and when during the DCO
process.

Construction preparation will take approximately 4-5 months following
DCO. In terms of land to be acquired for the scheme, replacement land
acquisition and site compounds will be prioritised. Construction is due to
start March 2021 for 2.5 years.

Il referred to Balfour Beatty (appointed Regional Delivery Partner) keen
to look at environmental work (tree felling for example outside of bird
nesting period) and statutory service diversions (BT e.g.) as part of
advanced works (post award of DCO).

Il referred to ground investigation (GI) works which are due to
commence this week. Osborne are the appointed contractors. The work
includes a drainage and gas survey. Information gathered will feed into
the design and planning — some aspects of Gl are required during
examination, for example in relation to works at Bolder Mere.

Il referred to the Smart Motorway Programme (SMP), another scheme
to turn J10 and 16 into a smart motorway. M25 J10 project will be
undertaking the works on J10 on behalf of SMP to keep it in one package.

ACTION: lll to send e-copy of programme to NE. PMN: Sent on
31.05.19

3. Draft DCO Requirements

Il asked how this fits into the broader DCO document. He confirmed

that NE colleagues had some comments. Il confirmed that I was
pleased with how the SPA elements had been covered. He added that
there will be a need to get started on the compensatory habitat creation
before the authorised development starts.

A question was raised in relation to whether there should be a specific
reference to net gain for biodiversity. Il commented that ostensibly as a
result of the works some of the SPA qualifying species would be improved
but that the loss of 02.hectares of ancient woodland and up to 9 veteran
trees (minimum 2) and some SPA, meant that the projects position in
relation to the definition of ‘net gain’ could be contentious. When looking
at the scheme as a whole due to the irreplaceable habitats, this opens
Highways England to challenge. Il advised that he would seek advice
from I as to how to address the issue. PMN: NE provided advice
and confirmed they are content with the proposed approach to net
gain for biodiversity (22.05.19)

.| 1.0 ] 05/02/2019
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Il referred to point 17 in the draft requirements which states after the
completion of the authorised development a scheme of restoration and
landscaping will be agreed. Il questioned whether this was how this
was normally done in the planning system. Il confirmed that there is a
high-level proposal and plan in place and this will be agreed in the
detailed design phase. Il referred to a technical note which precedes
the management plan of the proposed restoration and landscaping works
(planting) and outlines the principles. This is being agreed at present in
consultation with Surrey County Council and Surrey Wildlife Trust.

A discussion was had about the land management plan (which will follow
on from the technical note). Il confirmed there will be two, one for the
SPA and one general plan.

Il referred to the SPA compensation land needing to be in place prior to
the start of works and the need to get this on MAGIC. Il to email Il
about this to give confidence with regards to the HRA.I confirmed that
there is not the expectation from NE that the habitats will be established,
but that the process will be started (i.e. tree planting taking place).

A discussion was had regarding the feasibility of the Cockrow green
bridge due to lack of funding. Designated funds have been allocated for
the feasibility study and the design and no more funding can be obtained
at present. Il referred to the drawings that showed a wide green strip to
the east side of the roadway (10 metres) which has been considered
inadequate by SWT who are requesting 50 or 25 metres width which
would extend into common land and SPA. PINS are aware that proposals
are not included in the DCO submission, but Highways England are
supportive of a proposal should it be feasible.

ACTION: Natural England (I to advise the project on net
biodiversity gain issue. PMN: Completed 22.05.19

ACTION: Highways England to share the land management technical
note with Natural England for their review (subject to internal
review).

ACTION: H to email lll regarding SPA compensation land and
getting this on MAGIC.PMN: Completed.

SNC*LAVALIN

4. Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA)

WV confirmed that comments received from NE and from Highways
England do not contradict each other and Il is working to incorporate
the comments. lll confirmed that he will send an excel document with
the changes incorporated to .

ACTION: Il to send summary of response to NE comments on the
HRA. PMN: Sent on 10.05.19. NE response received on 16,05.19

Il referred to the point of the Heathrow Expansion. He confirmed that
on agreement with the Highways England transport planning group, the
Heathrow Expansion has not been included in the forecast model. DfT

have not provided any information on what the strategy will be, only that
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stating it will not result in any additional traffic demands. Ill commented
that this is widely seen as an unrealistic expectation.

ACTION: Il to send lll an explanation re the Heathrow Expansion
and the rationale for the decision. The response to NE comments on
the HRA to include position on Heathrow Expansion.

A discussion was had in relation to IROPI and the unprecedented nature
of the project in this respect. Il confirmed that the HRA explains
adequately why IROPI has been needed and therefore Highways England
should not be concerned. Il confirmed that feedback from Highways
England does not change the case for IROPI.

5. Water Framework Directive Assessment — Bolder Mere mitigation
proposals.

Il outlined what the project is proposing for Bolder Mere in terms of
mitigation and what the project if proposing from a water environment
perspective for mitigation in the replacement and enhancement areas.

Il stated that he had sent Il an outline of proposed mitigation for
Bolder Mere based on the Goldsmith Ecology report re good management
practice and confirmed that the preliminary design does include an
element to re-direct road runoff that is currently discharging to Bolder
Mere via treatment into the ditch downstream. Il confirmed that he was
very pleased with this aspect. Il confirmed that the type of treatment
couldn’t be confirmed at present but would be better understood during
detailed design.

Il referred to NEs earlier request to include some rotational
management of the Alder, Birch and Willow woodland in the south east
shore of Bolder Mere. Il confirmed that this was included in Appendix F
of the WFD report as an area marked as ‘habitat 10’. Il explained that
they had identified the low-lying areas SE of Bolder Mere as areas for
rotational management of these species. Il confirmed this was the area
he was referring to and reiterated that the management should target
reduced shading on the lake shore and encouraging more development of
the marsh and mire habitat whilst not destroying another useful habitat
(boggy alder woodland). He added that it was about reducing the height
of canopy maintaining it on rotation as more of sort of a scrub edge habitat
but doing this light touch with a coppicing regime every 10 years of so.
Il confirmed that he will check the Management Plan to see if this is
included.

Il asked if Il was comfortable with what the project is proposing for
Bolder Mere. Il confirmed that yes he agreed the package of mitigation
was proportionate to the loss and added that the package will enhance the
habitat.

A discussion was had about ephemeral drainage ditches impacted by the
scheme (moved or subsumed within the scheme). Il outlined a primary
mitigation will be to make the ditches (within the replacement and
enhancement areas) as natural as possible when they are relocated
dependent on their location. For Chatley Wood Pond the proposals was
to excavate the pond so that during wetter periods of the year it will be an
open water habitat. Il noted that there seems to be a historical decline in
the open water resource on the site of this pond and in the wider area and
therefore recreating this wetland interesting and redistributing across the
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chapter re $SSi and LNR. PMN: Completed. Response
received on 22.05.19

Points raised: Location of construction compounds (additional
targeted consultation response): Il stated that the Cockrow compound is
for the bridge construction and will be buffered from the heathland to
prevent effects on qualifying species. Line items on SoCG to be
rationalised into one and to reference general issue raised by NE.

Points raised: Ancient woodland loss: Feedback from NE on net gain
to inform position on ancient woodland loss. Il stated that this should be
referenced and that NE and the project have worked hard to reduce the
loss. ACTION: to include reference in the SoCG to efforts to reduce
the loss of Ancient Woodland. PMN: Completed.

SNC-LAVALIN

7. | Next steps/AOB

Il referred to the DCO and uncertainty around whether there will be any
additional requirements imposed as a result of the DCO and the need to
update the SoCG in light of this.

Il referred to land acquisition. Il stated that replacement land and
principal site compounds are being prioritised in this respect and
discussions have commenced.

Il stated that we would be hoping to have a signed copy of the SoCG by
13.05.19.

DCO draft requirements. Il confirmed they will respond in writing on their
comments.

8. Actions:

1. 1 to send e-copy of programme to NE: PMN: Completed.

2. Natural England (i) to advise the project on net
biodiversity gain issue. PMN: Completed.

3. Highways England to share the land management technical note
with Natural England for their review (subject to internal review).

4. N to email ll regarding SPA compensation land and getting
this on MAGIC. PMN: Completed.

5. I to send summary of response to NE comments on the HRA.
PMN: Completed.

6. [ to send ll an explanation re the Heathrow Expansion and
the rationale for the decision. The response to NE comments on
the HRA to include position on Heathrow Expansion. PMN:
Completed.

7. I to share text with Il on proposals for drainage ditch
mitigation (including sketches).

8. Atkins to update SoCG and send to NE for review/approval for
sign by 13.05.19.PMN: Completed. Sent on 31.05.19

9. H to confirm whether a SoCG with RSPB will be required. PMN:
Completed.

10. I to send extracts of ES chapter re SSS| and LNR. PMN:
Completed.

11. SoCG to include reference in the SoCG to efforts to reduce the
loss of Ancient Woodland. PMN: Completed.

12. Il to provide feedback in writing on the draft DCO requirements.
PMN: Completed.

Atkins ()
NE ()

Highways England
(M)

Atkins (I

Atkins ()

Atkins (N

Atkins (IR

Atkins (I )
Atkins ()
Atkins ()

Atkins ()

NE
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Meeting Notes
KA
Project: M25-J10/A3 Wisley Interchange Scheme
Subject Water Framework Directive Assessment — Groundwater Quantity
avor [
Date 07/05/2018 10.00-11.00 am Project No.: <project no>
Aftendees Representing: Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins (By phone)
Atkins (By phone)
Atkins (By phone)
Atkins
ITEM DESCRIPTION RESPONSIBLE

Meeting objectives and expectations

utiined the objective of the meeting which is to respond to a concem
raised in 3 letter dated 18/4/10 from the Environment Agency (EA) in
which they provide feedback on the Water Framework Directive (WFD)
assessment for the scheme. In the letter, the EA raised concems
following a review by their groundwater (GW) resources team, about the
tack of GW information and how the scheme may impact on GW
resources and sensitive SSS1 sites in the locality of the scheme. The EA
state in their letter of the 18/04/18 that until they have reviewed how
Atkins/Highways England have addressed this issue in the Environmental
Statement (ES) (Chapter 10), at this point they are concemed that they
may have an objection to the DCO based on this lack of information

-explalned that aithough Ground Investigation (Gi) data is being
collected, this s not going to be available until after the DCO is submitted
Therefore Atkins/Highways England will need to prepare the ES and WFD
assessment with the information currently available

The aim of the meeting is to agree with the EA a suitable conservative
methodology for assessing the effect of the scheme on GW bodies and
SSSI features (and appropriate mitigation). The methodology should be
built around a “reasonable worst case” for a) GW flows and b) the effect of
the scheme on those flows

a

.oxed that- had not been involved in the pre-application
discussions to date,

-ouﬂined the agenda tems which included updanng-on the project
to date to provide some context

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 123 of 256



highways

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange )
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

%) ATKINS

SNCALAVALIN

2. Scheme context
-gave an overview of the scheme (shde 4).

referred to the additional road and overbridge that will run into RHS

ley. The overbridge will be pded but this is not extensive. She
referred to Bolder Mere (BM) and the widening of the A3, moving the
existing retaining wall adjacent to ] There is another retaining wall the
other side of the A3 to| restrict the land take and protect a badger
set. The roundabout is being elongated on one side to reduce congestion
and reduce land take. The works extend along the M25 due to widening
and impact on bridges. There will be a new local access road for the Girl
Guides, north of Redhill on the west side of the A3 and a local access
road to the east side of the A3.

[l emohasised that aithough the area of the scheme is large. works are
discreet and ground works are not extensive.

3. | Current groundwater conceptual understanding |

- outlined the WFD GW features (slide 5) in the area of the scheme,
inciuding Chobham Bagshot Beds GW body, Ockham and Wisley
Commons SSSI, which includes BM lake. She highlighted various features
of the works that relate to these, particularly around BM.

[loutiined the bedrock and superficial geology of the area (slide 6).

.summarised the existing GW information, available from previous
ground investigations in the area. She stated that part of the reason for
taking the reasonable worst-case approach is the lack of available GW
data. i referred to two previous Gls undertaken south of the works area
on Wisley airfield. She stated that this data is highly limited, consisting of a
single round of manual dips from May 2014, with one additional dip in
2012. Using this data a highly indicative GW flow direction can be
estimated (slide 7 and 8) from May 2014..ask2d what the conditions
were fike at this time. stated it is the summer after the GW flooding in
Jan/Feb 2014.

-referred to the GW flow direction indicated on the shde (8) as fitting
with the topography and the surface water catchments. This needs to be
confirmed by the Gl and was emphasised as indicative only at this stage.

Il referred to BM and the existing and planned retaining walls. She
added that not much is known about the structure of the existing retaining
wall (conditions below ground) as there are no records, except for its
length of 175 m. There is also a lack of information about GW levels in this
location. She confirmed that the project had accounted for this in the
approach to mitigation, based on a worst-case scenano. The existing
retaining wall is proposed to be replaced with a new retaining wall slightly
further into the Iake, the location of which has been discussed previously
with the Agency.

The preliminary design extends the new retaining wall to 226 metres in
length and will have an approximate retained height of 1.5 metres. This
might change once more detailed topographical data is available. A
retained height of 1.5 m would mean a depth below ground of
approximately 3 m (based on rule of !humb).-conflmed that the Gl has
started, with ground clearance happening at present and Gls starting
within days.
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4 Proposed long-term approach

outlined the proposed long-term approach (slide 10). She stated that
in ine with other aspects of the ES (contaminated land risk and other
WFD elements) the intention is to undertake the Gl during the DCO
process . After the Gl is completed, a hydrogeological risk assessment will
be undertaken, including 3 piling assessment and conceptual
understanding of GW flow direction. This will provide the GW information
which is then used to update the design and either roll back in terms of
worst-case scenario or implement the mitigation measures identified.

-conﬁrmed construction will not start until the result of assessment have
been agreed.

.added that control measures have been included within the DCO, so
that no infrusive construction works can be undertaken until Gl data is
obtained and all appropriate assessments have been completed.

tated that we would be looking for EA agreement on this approach.
confirmed that she was content that this was a suitable approach.

5. Proposed mitigation

.ouﬁined the worst-case scenario in terms of proposed mitigation which
1s what we will be designing for (GW flow and levels).
She highlighted the worst-case scenario as the GW flow direction
indicated by the arrow on slide 11, as being perpendicular to the existing
retaining wall, in a north west to south east direction. In this direction, the
retaining wall would be a bamer to GW flow through the aquifer and into
BM.

[l highiighted that, if the GW flow direction is south east (SE) to north
west (NW) (opposite to worst case), the existing retaining wall may be
keeping water in BM by being a bamer to flow. In this scenario, if the
existing retaining wall is removed, we could be releasing water from BM
lake.

-conftmed therefore that the project is aware of the different scenarios
depending on the direction of the GW flow. [ asked if the plan was to
put in the new retaining wall before taking the existing one out|

confirmed that this was comect.

.outlined the design mitigation for the worst-case scenario (GW flow
direction NW to SE) as being King Sheet Piling®. The advantage for GW
is that only some of the sheet piles extend the full depth below ground, the
retaining wall would therefore not impede GW flow. She confirmed that
this approach had been used in the same situation on the East West Rad
Phase 1 project to address the EA’s concerns that sheet piling would be a
barrier to GW flow, and also used by Highways England on other
schemes.

[l confirmed that we were looking to agree the approach with EA and to
determine whether the EA are content with the mitigation measures.
stated that the approach made sense.

[l:ced that GI had been prioritised for BM and that it is our aim to
make this available during DCO examination. asked what the extent
of the Gl was. Jiliconfirmed it was close to 600 boreholes in total across
the scheme area [l pointed out the planned location of the boreholes
around BM (triangulated around the Lake) to understand GW flow |
stated the BM discharges from BM and flows under the A3 into a marsh
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area - she added that if this is what surface water is doing that GW is
likely to be simdar.

referred 1o the draft ES chapters and ed that we will be

asing the drafts of Chapters 8 and 10 ing this meeting. EA will
then provide formal feedback on the approach the existing
GW level data will be included in Chapter 8 as opposed to Chapter 10
(referenced between the chapters)

if EA felt they had received enough information (once having
revewed the draft ES chapters) to clarify whether the EA are content with
the proposed approach based on the worst-case scenano, 10 address the
concems expressed in their response WFD and the potential for an
objection to the scheme on this basis that they would need to
look at the ES chapters but based on & presaented the approach
made sense and she was content with the worst-case scenario and that
the mitigation refers to the worst case

Discussion was had regarding the WFD and need to address other
comments received. It was agreed that the WFD would be updated to
respond to comments received on 18/04/18 and sent back to EA for
comment added that the key conclusions of the WFD will be in
Chapter 8 of the ES. [ stated that it would be useful to have a summary
of changes made to the WFD as a result of EA feedback.

-WMMManlmmemWMGW
- that at this stage we need to present a worst case that we are designing
against and then satisfying the EA that there is fiexibility within the
mitigation to be able to deal with the worst case [l agreed. He added
that from a planning perspective they would not want a scheme that was
approved but then there is no viable solution to mitigate the impact. EA
need to be satisfied that mitigation is possible

-'unh«dnrﬁod-mmamommmwmmﬂmbcom
across the A3 and into BM, and a much more likely altemnative where
water is flowing from BM towards the A3 [JJadded that i the water was
going from BM towards the A3 (NW) and was about losing water,
then standard sheet piing should be used added it is about having
flexibility with regards to the permeability @ piling which King Sheet

!;:eaw had referred to species in BM (SSSI) and
they water quality and hence potentially
impacted by proposals. His suggestion was for GW q monitoning

JG confirmed that this would be picked up by ecology. added that GW
quality monitoring is included as part of the GL on was raised
regarding surface water quality monitoring. ed that this would
be included.

asked how many rounds of baseline GW monitoring would be done

whether it will be undertaken for dry and wet conditions.
confirmed that there would be 3 rounds to inform the risk assessments. If
as a result of these assessments there is a need for more monitoring
Mm&;nmaw.maum,%w
question related to concerns around seasonal changes in GW flow
confirmed this would be considered in the risk assessments. Additional

monitoring would be targeted.
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Erefened to EA feedback on the WFD and reference to impacts

ring construction phase and the request for more details on this,

noted that this information is usually presented in the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and that it would be preferable
for this information to be presented in the CEMP as opposed to the WFD
Assessment Report to avoid duplication.

SNCELAVALIN

Next steps/AOB

ighlighted the need for feedback on the ES chapters and approach
by Highways England SGAR date if possible (28 May). [JJJJstated that he
will respond as soon as possible.

[[lcutined the outstanding actions for Atkins to send over to EA for their
review and comment:

1. Draft ES Chapters & and 10

Comments on EA response to the WFD
Statement of Common Ground

Letter regarding 5150 consents and licences
Draft meeting note form 10.04.19

o N
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A.25. Email (21.05.19)

Fromi

Sent: 16 May 2019 20:15

To: I
Ce: |
s |

Subject: M25 J10 Scheme - Stratford Brook Mitigation Strategy and Commuted Sum
Hi I
Please find attached two files.

e The spreadsheet is a cost estimate for channel restoration works to a 100m reach of the
Stratford Brook. It uses rates in an EA costing spreadsheet (Environment Agency, 2015a),
and is based on some conservative assumptions (e.g. 100 m of restoration, multiple
measures, fully enabling activities). The sum is £116k. More detail in “Intro” tab.

e Updated text explaining our agreed approach to identifying an appropriate mix of mitigation
measures for Stratford Brook.

Following our telephone call today, please could you let me know your views of the sum that comes
out of the costing tool? Also does the text adequately represent our agreed approach? If you were
able to respond in the next few day, that wold be much appreciated.

Regards
.

Ref

Environment Agency, 2015a. Long term costing tool for flood and coastal risk management. [online]
Bristol: Environment Agency (Published 2015) Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/long-term-costing-tool-for-flood-and-coastal-risk-
management [Accessed 16 May 2019]. - the spreadsheet is in the zip file.

. /s, MPhil, MCIWEM, CGeog (geomorph)
Principal Geomorphologist, Water Management Consultancy

UK & Europe

Engineering, Design and Project Management

Tel Mot

100 +

Atkins, member of the SNC-Lavalin Group
Oasis Business Park, Eynsham, OX29 4AH
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A.26. Email (21.05.19)

Sent: 21 May 2012 16:50

E
Cc: e ——

Subject: RE: EA response - M25 J10 Targeted non-statutory consultation

Dear I

Thank you for your e-mail regarding our comments on the recent non-statutory consultation in relation to
the requirement for floodplain compensation on the Stratford Brook.

| canfirm that we agree that the Stratford Brook model that we have reviewad demonstrates that the bridge
will not have a significant impact on flood risk, and we also agree with the conclusions of the model report,
which includes that compensation is not required.

However. il will slill be imporlant lo demuonslrale wilhin the FRA submilled wilh (he applicalion thal lhe
bridge will not cause an increase in flood risk, using the madel results as evidence. As we have previously
stated, itis important that the FRA — although a technical document — can be easily read by a ‘lay persony
to understand these conclusions. We would be happy to review the FRA (or the section relevant to this
maltter) prior to submission of the application if so desired.

Il you have any furlher gueries on Lhis maller, please do nol hesilale lo conlacl me.

Kind regards,

Slralegic Planning Specialisl, Stralegic Planning & Engagemenl {Thames}
Environment Agency | Rad Kite House, Howbery Park, Wallingford, Oxon, OX10 88D

Creating a better plac

Speak to us early about environmental issues and opportunities - We can provide a free pre-
application advice note or for more detailed advice / meslings { reviews we can provide a project manager
lo coordinale specialisl advice / meelings which cosls £100 per hour (plus VAT). For more informalion
email us at planning THM@environment-agency.qov.uk

From : I
Sent: 16 May 2019 17:49

To: I

Cc:

Subject: FW: EA resgonse - M25 J1G Targeted non-statutory consultation
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Dear I

Thank you for your response to our additional targeted consultation. We just wanted to check with you in regards
to your comment that no evidence has been provided to demonstrate that the flood compensation for the new
bridge at Stratford Brook is no longer required.

The flood modelling carried out for the Stratford Brook has been signed off by the Environment Agency. Inthe
attached response you confirm “This review finds that the modelling work completed to date is sufficient to support
the conclusions of the report and provide an appropriate level of risk assessment for the proposed works.” The
conclusions of the modelling, and reported in the technical note, is that no floedplain compensation is

required. The evidence provided in the Flood Risk Assessment to demonstrate the removal of the floodplainis a
copy of the details that have already been subject to the EA review.

Grateful if you could confirm, in light of the above, whether your response in the targeted consultation still stands.

Many thanks
|
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A.27. Letter (22.05.19)

creating a better place @ Environment
LW Agency
Our ref: WA/2017/123763/09-L03
Atkins Ltd Yourref:  'WFD App F v1.07 160519
1 Oasis Park
Stanton Harcourt Road Date: 22 May 2019
Eynsham
Witney
0X29 4AH

M25 J10 Scheme - Stratford Brook Mitigation Strategy and Commuted Sum

Thank you for your e-mail date 16 May 2019 with the updated Water Framework Directive
(WFD) Appendix F (listing the proposed mitigation strategy for the Stratford Brook) and
commuted sum calculations/figure.

Whilst we cannot definitively confirm that the calculations used to obtain the commuted
sum figure are reasonable — given that they do not relate to a specific, known project —
we do feel that the final figure of £116,200 is appropriate for the proposed impacts and
we are willing to accept it for the purposes of the application submission.

Please note the following comments / clarifications / corrections for the WFD Appendix /
Stratford Brook mitigation strategy:

Page 2 — Paragraph F.1.1.8 (c) - There are two specific concems that we have with this
paragraph, which may require additional wording to clarify:

1. "Reasonable cost” is not defined anywhere. We appreciate that you may not
be in a position to give an exact figure, but we would like some agreement that
the calculated costs of any measures will be shared and discussed with us
upon completion of the feasibility studies. Ultimately, it will be for you to
demonstrate to us that the costs for any measures could be justly considered
“unreasonable” against the project.

2. We would also not wish the commuted sum figure of £116,200 to be the
determinant of “reasonable cost™ and this should be clarified within the
Appendix, ie. the commuted sum figure should not be considered the
maximum cost of any mitigation works. It must be made clear within the
Appendix that the commuted sum payment should only be considered as an
absolute last resort.

Page 2 — Footnote 1— Please note that the first preferred option listed (full mammal and
fish passage works on Stratford Brook Culvert (North)") was applicable to poth North &
South culverts.

Page 3 — Measure SB_a; first bullet (‘backwater creation’) — The fourth sentence states
that the bed levels of the backwaters will be set below the bed level of the Stratford Brook.

Cont/d..
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We are concemed that such design lead to fish becoming trapped in the backwater during
low flow events. The backwaters must be designed to allow fish to escape as levels
recede, and we would expect to see this confirmed as part of the detailed design of the
backwaters.

Pages 3/4 — Measure SB_a — On our previous site visit we also agreed that the additional
of coarse gravels in relevant areas would be included in these proposals.

Page 4 — Measure SB_c — The ‘Purpose’ description is not correct. A mammal shelf would
mitigate for the impact that the new Underbridge could have on mammal passage at high
flows.

Page 4 — Measure SB_d — The ‘Additional mitigation (specific)' and ‘Purpose’ descriptions
appear to have been copied from measure SB_c and are not relevant to the proposed
mitigations. In terms of the purpose of these measures, removing or modifying the sill
would improve 100-200m of upstream habitat that could compensate for the residual
effects of Stratford Brook. The other measures would mitigate the impacts of the existing
Highways England structures in accordance with Highways England guidance for new
developments.

Page 4 — Measure SB_d — Below the second bullet point (sill removal/modification), a
new hullet point should be added to assess improving fish passage through the use of
e.g. baffles (as listed in footnote 1 at the bottom of page 2).

If you have any queries about these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial
E-mail
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A.28. Letter (23.05.19)

creating a better place Environment
W Agency

— Our ref: WA/2017/123763/09-L04

Atkins Ltd

1 Oasis Park Date: 23 May 2019

Stanton Harcourt Road

Eynsham

Witney

0X29 4AH

Dear I

M25 J10 scheme - Environment Agency ‘fall back’ position for A3 drainage

discharge to Boldermere.

Our final outstanding action from the Stratford Brook site visit on 29 March was for us to
confirm our ‘fall back’ position (expectations) for the A3 drainage discharging to
Boldermere lake. This was requested for the unlikely event that further surveys show that
the preferred option to re-route the A3 drainage to a watercourse downstream of
Boldermere is not technically feasible. | apologise for the delay in providing you with our
position on this matter.

In summary, the minimum that we would expect if re-routing was not feasible would be
some form of attenuation/pipe treatment/settiement that is above what is currently in place
to at least offset the impact from the increased traffic movement/larger volume of surface
water run-off to the lake.

It is beyond our remit to advise on specific mitigation measures, which will need to be
informed by your drainage water quality impact assessment. If this assessment doesn't
provide sufficient detail specific to the outfall, you may need to undertake further
assessment specifically for the outfall to understand the risk to Environmental Quality
Standards (EQS) compliance and the resultant mitigation required. We note that your
Water Framework Directive (WFD) assessment suggests that “DF3 design intends
highway runoff to be captured in pipe, mechanically treated and discharged to minor
watercourse downstream of Boldermere” - so it may be that the mechanically treated
element itself is sufficient.

Our preferred option remains that the drainage is re-routed away from Boldermere, and
any claim of infeasibility will have to be demonstrated to us with sufficient evidence. The
proposed re-routing of the road drainage was presented in the WFD assessment as
having a potentially ‘minor localised beneficial effect’ that would help to offset some of the
impacts that will occur to the morphology and riparian habitat of the lake as a result of the
development proposals.

Whilst you are not proposing to create a new outfall to the lake, the nature of the
development and what it results in - increased traffic movement and increased
impermeable surface area draining to the lake - could result in an increase in harmful
substances being discharged into the lake, such as lead, copper, zinc and hydrocarbons.

Cont/d..
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Under the WFD, Specific Pollutants and Priority Hazardous Substances/Priority
Substances are part of certain national monitoring programmes in waterbodies that have
been identified as a risk. Although these aren't currently sampled for in Boldermere, it is
still important that the project doesn't result in a deterioration in these substances beyond
EQS concentrations - particularly because this is a SSSI site. It is worth noting that
Salinity is currently assessed in the lake and forms part of the WFD status and this could
be associated with road runoff (addition of salt on the roads over winter).

For the overall waterbody WFD status, the achievement of good chemical status
(essentially, meeting the standards for WFD priority substances) is just as important as
the achievement of good ecological status. Good status overall cannot be achieved
otherwise.

We look forward to receiving confirmation of the proposed drainage scheme following
further survey work.

If you have any queries about this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

————

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial NG

N
cc I C) Associates
I, - Atkins

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 134 of 256



TR010030 2,',3.';:‘33\’5

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

A29. Email (05.06.19)

From: |

Sent: 05 June 2019 18:50

To: I
Cc . 3 ¢ 3 ! 3 ! |
Subject: M25 J10 Response re: Consents

Dear I

Further to the correspondence between yourself and [N of C) Associates (acting as part of the stakeholder
engagement team for Highways England) including your letter of 14™ December 2018 and email of 14" February 2019,
we have set out below responses to the points in your email of 19th February 2019 using the same numbering (and
incorporating the comments in your letter of 14th December 2018) to: address your requests for further information,
where required; to set out our current understanding of the position for each permit/licence based on our previous
discussions; and to highlight the next steps.

Response to EA re Consents

Previous discussions considered in this response are as follows:

¢ 28" November 2018 meeting to discuss numerous points and including an agenda item on permits / disapplication
of permits

o 14" December 2018 letter from EA sending draft Protective Provisions and requesting further information about
certain permits

e 7" February 2019 email from [ stakeholder engagement team for Highways England seeking
confirmation on status of agreement to disapply certain consents

o 14" February 2019 email from I at EA requesting further information as requested in December
letter

o 15" February 2019 email from I stakeholder engagement team for Highways England to NN
at the EA seeking a response on other items in the email of 7" February 2019 that did not require further
information

e 19" February 2019 email from I 2t EA responding to other points in our email of 7* February 2019,
that did not require further information and reiterating the requirements for further information on certain
permits

e 4™ April 2019 Meeting with EA, Atkins and stakeholder engagement team for Highways England to discuss
numerous points and including an agenda item on permits / disapplication of permits.

Item 1. Flood Risk Activity Permit/s (FRAP/s):

Your view as illustrated in the 28" November 2018 meeting minutes:

‘S (/) confirmed that Flood Risk Activity Permits can be included in the DCO. I (Atkins)
said that protective provisions will be prepared for this.”

You have confirmed in your email of 19th February 2019 as follows:
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A.30. Email (05.06.19)

| —

From e

Sent: 05 June 2019 13:03

To: ——

ce ey

Subject: M25 J10 - ES Chapters 8 & 10

Attachments: HES551522-ATK-EWE-RP-LW-000009 - M25 J10 ES Chapter 8 Road Drainage & the
Water Environment CLEAN.pdf; HES51522-ATK-EGT-RP-LC-000001 - M25 J10 ES
Chapter 10 Geology & Soils CLEAN.pdf

Dear I

In I absence, please find attached for your review:

e ES Chapter 8: Road drainage and the water environment
e ES Chapter 10: Geology and soils

Our apologies for not being able to send these to you on Friday as Ruth mentioned in her email to you last week.
However, we would be grateful for your comments at the earliest, although we appreciate the 21 days usually
required for reviews, but with the DCO due to be submitted on 14 June, it would be appreciated if you could give an
indication of when you would be able to provide your feedback.

Please let me know if you have any questions at this time and | will endeavour to assist in Ruth’s absence.
Many thanks in advance.

Kind regards
[—

I
Principal Consultant - Stakeholder Engagement

Tel: INE——
DD: I

Atkins — South East Roads Investment Programme

Working on behalf of Highways England

Highways England Customer Contact Centre
0300 123 5000
www.highways.gov.uk
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“We agree that the FRAP/s for the proposed works can be disapplied and included within the DCO, as long as our
standard Protective Provisions (PPs) that we have provided to you previously are going to be used. If you are
proposing any changes to our PPs, we may need to review this approval for disapplication.”

Under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 as amended, a Flood Risk Activity Permit is
required from the Environment Agency for any works in, under or over a main river, within 8m of a non-tidal main river
or for any works that interfere with the course of a main river, including the construction of an outfall to a main river.

Stratford Brook, which passes beneath the A3 just to the north of the Ockham Park junction, is classified as a main river
and any works within 8m of this watercourse will therefore require a flood risk activity permit. As such, Highways England
is seeking to disapply the requirement to obtain this permit under section 150 of the Planning Act 2008 (on the basis that
this consent is a ‘prescribed consent’ for the purposes of section 150) in the DCO for the Scheme, and in place agree
protective provisions with the Environment Agency to provide suitable assurance to the Agency.

Next Step: For Highway England to continue discussions with the EA regarding the Protective Provisions with a view to

reaching agreement on matters by the examination stage. The DCO application will be submitted on the basis of these
negotiations continuing.

Item 2. Water Impoundment Licence:
Your view as illustrated in the 28" November 2018 meeting minutes:

I osked if @ Water Impoundment Licence will be required or if works can be tied up in the DCO
application. A replacement retaining wall by the A3 at Bolder Mere and works to the existing earth dam at Bolder
Mere would be required. NN confirmed that this could be included as part of the DCO.”

You have commented in your letter of 14™ December 2018 the following:

“We understand that this is for impoundment works on the weir structure at Bolder Mere Lake. | have spoken to
my colleagues in our Integrated Environment Planning team who would deal with applications for these licences,
and they have confirmed that without further details of the exact proposals, they are unable to confirm whether
a licence would be required but have stated that one is likely to be required.

We would appreciate if you could send us further details of the impoundment proposals, so that we can review
these and determine whether a separate licence application will be required, or whether our PPs will be sufficient
to address our concerns.”

You have further requested in your email of 19th February 2019 the following:

“We have requested further details of the proposed Bolder Mere impoundment to confirm whether we are happy
to disapply this licence.”

We respond as follows:
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The design of the proposed scheme includes construction of new retaining walls at Bolder Mere and at Manor Pond, with
encroachment into both waterbodies, to accommodate widening of the A3 and A245 respectively, together with an
extension to the culvert at Bolder Mere. Bolder Mere is also noted to be located within the Ockham and Wisley Commons
SSSI and as such does not meet the requirements of the low risk impoundment checklist as set out in the Environment
Agency’s Guidance: ‘Water management: abstract or impound water’, dated 24" April 2019. We understand that
impoundments licences are therefore likely to be needed for the Scheme because it involves the construction of retaining
walls that encroach into inland waters. We are therefore seeking to disapply the requirement to obtain such licences and
to obtain your agreement to do so through 5150 of the Planning Act 2008. We trust that suitable protective provisions
can be agreed, to provide you with sufficient assurance such that we are able to disapply the requirement to obtain
licences. We would be grateful if you could confirm whether you are satisfied with this approach and whether the
standard provisions you have already provided to us address these matters to your satisfaction. Please let us know if you
require any specific design information to enable you to confirm your position on this, as we could provide a GA and a
cross-section at Bolder Mere.

Next Step: EA to confirm agreement to disapply section 25 and whether any further additional protective provisions need
to be agreed in exchange.

Item 3. Water Discharge Activity Permit (road drainage):

Your view as illustrated in the 28™ November 2018 meeting minutes:

S (Atkins) did not consider that a Water Discharge Activity Environmental Permit will be required as
the scheme is not polluting with pollution prevention measures in place.

I (/) explained that the EA pushed for drainage improvements and knows that these will be included
in the scheme. On this basis it was agreed a Water Discharge Environmental Permit will not be required.”

You have commented in your letter of 14™ December 2018 the following:

“We understand from the meeting that you are unsure whether a discharge consent will be required for
discharging road runoff drainage to groundwater and/or surface water. Firstly, please be advised that discharge
consenting now falls under the Environmental Permitting Regulations.

Again, it would be helpful if you could send us further details of the proposal for groundwater/surface water
discharge, so that we can determine whether an Environmental Permit would be required, or whether our PPs will
be sufficient to address our concerns.”

You have further requested in your email of 19th February 2019 the following:
“We have requested further details of the proposed discharge. Although we acknowledge that there should be an
overall improvement in the drainage regime post-development, discharges to surface water now fall under the
Environmental Permitting Regulations, so such a consent may need to be disapplied or applied for.”

We respond as follows:

As you will be aware, The EA Guidance “Discharges to surface water and groundwater: environmental permits”, dated
16" October 2018 states that:
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“You do not need an environmental permit to discharge uncontaminated water collected from public roads and
small parking areas (that has been through a maintained oil separator or sustainable urban drainage system) to
surface water”.

The Scheme has used SuDS to provide mitigation for both the quality and attenuation of highway run-off. Ponds have
been incorporated into the drainage design as attenuation measures, but they also provide water quality treatment.
Where space is limited the provision of ponds as narrow linear assets or expanded swales (referred to as attenuation
ditches) also provide attenuation and water quality treatment.

Where highway run-off discharges to a watercourse, the DMRB Method A surface water quality tests were undertaken to
inform the risk assessment (Chapter 8 of the ES). With the incorporation of SuDS in the design the results show that the
Scheme will not give rise to any significant adverse effects on the water quality of watercourses receiving highway run-
off. Further details on the results of the DMRB Method A tests can be found in Chapter 8 (Road Drainage and the Water
Environment) of the Environmental Statement. A copy of the draft ES chapter 8 is included with this letter.

In line with the Memorandum of Understanding between the Highways Agency (now Highways England) and the
Environment Agency (Annex 1 — Water Environment) dated March 2011, and the Environment Agency’s ‘Guidance on
Discharges to surface water and groundwater: environmental permits’, dated 16" October 2018, our view is that a water
discharge activity permit will not be required because the Scheme makes provision for the use of oil separators and/or
SuDS.

Further, at this time we do not anticipate that any dewatering (of surface water to surface water) activities will be required
for construction. Should this change, any dewatering that may be required that could consequently need a water
discharge activity permit to discharge any abstracted water would mainly be covered, if needed, by the exemption for
discharging clean water for less than three consecutive months (as noted in Environment Agency Guidance: “Temporary
dewatering from excavations to surface water” dated 16" July 2018). That exemption could be applied in conjunction
with the abstraction licence exemption for abstractions of surface water to prevent interference with engineering works
where it lasts less than 6 consecutive months (as noted in Environment Agency Guidance: “Temporary dewatering from
excavations to surface water” dated 16" July 2018 and regulation 6 of the Water Abstraction and Impounding
(Exemptions) Regulations 2017). A water discharge activity permit may however be needed for discharging surface water
from Bolder Mere back into Bolder Mere”! as this is within the Ockham and Wisley Commons $5S! and we would welcome
your views on this. Please note that at this time, we do not envisage this will be required as the preferred construction
method design does not require dewatering. If the position changes regarding abstraction and discharge of surface waters
in areas outside the SSSI in the future then water discharge activity permits will be sought by the contractor for those
areas, outside of the DCO process.

We would be grateful if you could confirm your agreement with this.

Next Step: EA to confirm agreement that a water discharge activity permit will not be required for the highway run-off
discharge forming part of the Scheme and to provide feedback (to be noted in SoCG) as to whether there are any particular
concerns that we should be aware of should a contractor subsequently identify a need for dewatering at a later stage
(that results in a requirement for the discharge of any extracted surface water back to surface water), notably to assure
examination that this need not be an impediment to the implementation of the Scheme once consented

Item 4. Abstraction Licence:

Your view as illustrated in the 28" November 2018 meeting minutes:
4
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“The Waste Activity Permit and Water Abstraction Permit were discussed. It was agreed that these will not be
needed for the DCO and can be dealt with by the contractor at a later stage.

I oted that abstraction licensing is about to move into Environmental Permitting Regulations.
I confirmed that unless EA is changing limits, the scheme will be within these.”

You have confirmed in your email of 19" February 2019 the following:

“We agree that this could be dealt with at a later date (if required).”

Next Step: Record the agreed position within the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) with the EA and to seek EA’s view
on whether there are likely to be any difficulties in obtaining such a licence in the future should a need be identified at
the construction stage.

Item 5. Waste Activity Permits:

Your view as illustrated in the 28" November 2018 meeting minutes:

“The Waste Activity Permit and Water Abstraction Permit were discussed. It was agreed that these will not be
needed for the DCO and can be dealt with by the contractor at a later stage.”

You have further requested in your email of 19" February 2019 the following:

“Although | do not believe we discussed these Permits at our November 2018 meeting, we agree that these could
be dealt with at a later date if they are required.”

Next Step: Record the agreed position within the SoCG and to seek EA view on whether there are likely to be any
difficulties in obtaining such a permit in the future should a need be identified at the construction stage.

Item 6. Groundwater Activity Permit:
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Your view as illustrated in the 28™ November 2018 meeting minutes:

I osked if there is a need for a Ground Water Activity Permit to discharge water from a soakaway
into ground water. Until the GI works are undertaken it is not known if this will be required.

ACTION: I o check if a Ground Water Activity Permit is required.”

You have commented in your letter of 14" December 2018 the following:

“We understand from the meeting that you are unsure whether a discharge consent will be required for
discharging road runoff drainage to groundwater and/or surface water. Firstly, please be advised that discharge
consenting now falls under the Environmental Permitting Regulations.

Again, it would be helpful if you could send us further details of the proposal for groundwater/surface water
discharge, so that we can determine whether an Environmental Permit would be required, or whether our PPs will
be sufficient to address our concerns.”

You have further requested in your email of 19" February 2019 the following:

“As with the Discharge Consent above, we have requested further details of the proposed groundwater discharge
of road drainage.”

We respond as follows:

As part of the development where there will be discharge of road run-off to ground, the drainage design includes
soakaways and infiltration trenches to provide attenuation and water quality treatment. In determining the need for a
ground water activity permit for the Scheme, we are guided by two key documents:

1. Firstly, the Memorandum of Understanding between the Highways Agency (now Highways England) and the
Environment Agency (Annex 1 - Water Environment) dated March 2011 (‘MoU 2011°). This states that a permit
from the EA is not required to discharge highway run-off to groundwater, in line with relevant legislation: section
100 of the Highways Act 1980 and the Environmental Permitting Regulations (England and Wales) 2010 (as
amended).

2. Secondly, the EA’s ‘Approach to Groundwater Protection’ Guidance dated February 2018 version 1.2, which states
that ‘some discharges to ground (such as clean roof drainage or highway drainage) may not require permits’. The
guidance lists a number of Regulatory Position Statements, setting out which activities can be carried out without
a permit. Position Statement G13 is of particular relevance and indicates that suitably designed infiltration SuDS
used for surface run-off from roads are a suitable mechanism of discharging to ground provided that the
conditions of the G13 Regulatory Position Statement are met, including a requirement that the discharge does
not pose an unacceptable risk of pollution to groundwater.

Based on these documents, we therefore understand that a Groundwater Activity Permit will not be required provided it
can be demonstrated that the requirements of G13 will be met.

The M25 J10 development is not located within any Drinking Water Protected Area or Source Protection Zone and the
discharge from the soakaways will consist of rainwater run-off from the highway, through suitably designed pollution
prevention controls (including the use of SuDS where appropriate). Where highway run-off discharges to ground or
ephemeral watercourses, DMRB Method C effects of routine run-off on groundwater tests were undertaken and recorded
in Chapter 8 (Road Drainage and the Water Environment) of the Environmental Statement. With the incorporation of
SuDS in the design the assessment contained in the environmental statement concludes that the Scheme would not give
rise to any significant adverse effects on groundwater quality. The final extent of mitigation measures can be rationalised
in the light of data from the impending site specific ground investigation., Highways England is content that the
6
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Environmental Statement has identified the likely significant effects of the Scheme on the water environment and that all
necessary mitigation has been provided for. Further details on the results of the DMRB Method C tests can be found in
Chapter 8 (Road Drainage and the Water Environment) of the Environmental Statement. We therefore conclude that on
this basis the Scheme will meet the requirements in the G13 Position Statement and that a groundwater activity permit
will not be required. We would welcome your confirmation of this.

As previously discussed with you, the DCO has been drafted to include a requirement precluding any intrusive ground
works from being undertaken until a site investigation and risk assessment has been approved by the Secretary of State.
In the event that detailed ground investigations indicate the presence of contamination we understand that a
groundwater activity permit may need to be obtained and an appropriate remediation strategy and other mitigation
measures agreed under the DCO requirements process. As we have previously agreed that the risk of this situation
occurring is low, we assume that this matter is better dealt with outside of the DCO rather than seeking to disapply the
requirement as a matter of general principle. We would welcome your view on this and whether you envisage any
particular concerns about the likelihood of such a permit being granted should this situation arise. You will be aware that
the ground investigations have now commenced on site and we hope that it will be possible to provide some results in
time to inform the examination of the DCO.

Please confirm whether this approach is acceptable to you.

Next Step: Please confirm your agreement to our position above and indicate whether you have any particular concerns
about the likelihood of such a permit being granted should the need arise in the light of ground investigations and risk
assessments that will be undertaken at the implementation stage.

Item 7 Fish (removal) Permit:
Your view as illustrated in the 28" November 2018 meeting minutes:

I osked if a licence is required to move carp out of @ pond at Bolder Mere and relocate.
AcTiON: I (o check if a license is required and advise.”

You have commented in your letter of 14" December 2018 the following:

“We understand that a Permit to move fish (under section 27A of the Salmon and Freshwater Fisheries Act 1975)
may be required for your works in the Bolder Mere lake. A colleague in our fisheries team is unsure whether our
PPs will be sufficient to remove the requirement for a fish (removal) Permit. He also noted that such a Permit
usually only takes 10-20 days to obtain consent and that these Permits are usually obtained by any specialist
contractors that you may employ to undertake the specialist fish works within Bolder Mere as part of the scheme.”

You have further stated in your email of 19" February 2019 the following:
“At our November meeting we also discussed the need for a fish (removal) licence. In our response to you dated
14 December, we stated that any fish (removal) licence should be applied for by any specialist contractors
undertaking these works for you. It will take 10-20 days for consent.”

We respond as follows:
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In addition to the above points raised, in your letter of the 14" December you also raised the issue of a fish (removal)
permit in respect of works at Bolder Mere.

Construction works at Bolder Mere (associated with the advancement of the retaining wall along the A3 alignment into
the water body) are likely to require fish removal activities to exclude fish from the construction zone along the northern
section of the water body. Prior to construction of the new retaining wall fish will be captured by methods other than rod
and line (e.g. electric fishing, netting) and placed within the same water body in an area not affected by the works. The
working area within Bolder Mere will first be segregated through the placement of exclusion stop nets to prevent fish
from re-entering the working area prior to the works. This approach negates the requirement to either permanently, or
temporarily, translocate fish from Bolder Mere as part of this activity. The stop nets would be removed after completion
of the works.

Should there be a requirement to construct a coffer dam/s within the working area so that dewatering can be undertaken
to facilitate construction of the new retaining wall, it is assumed that most fish will have already been removed and
excluded from the area. However, since fish removal methods are rarely 100% effective a secondary fish removal
programme would be implemented prior to dewatering and a watching brief be in place to manage the capture and
movement of any remaining fish during the dewatering process.

At present, no in-channel working is anticipated to facilitate construction works along the Stratford Brook (associated
with the new Stratford Brook overbridge crossing/refurbishment of the existing culvert), however, there remains the
potential for dewatering activities should changes to the proposed construction methodology be required. In this
instance, fish would be captured by methods other than rod and line (typically electric fishing in a watercourse of this
physical character) and placed within the same watercourse upstream of the affective area. The section of watercourse
upstream of the working area is considered to provide the best habitat for fish and therefore the most suitable receptor
site. The working area within Stratford Brook would be temporarily segregated through the placement of exclusion stop
nets across the channel (upstream and downstream of the working area) to prevent fish from re-entering. This approach
negates the requirement to either permanently, or temporarily, translocate fish from the Stratford Brook as part of this
activity. Again, a watching brief would be in place to manage the capture and movement of any remain fish during
dewatering activities.

As discussed previously, a permit will be needed for the programmed carp and bream removal from Bolder Mere as part
of the proposed mitigation strategy to improve water and habitat quality in the lake. Carp and bream that are captured
will be permanently removed from the lake. At this stage it is assumed that they will be humanely destroyed, so a
translocation licence is not required. All other non-invasive fish species will be returned to the lake unharmed.

We would anticipate that permits would normally be obtained as you state in your letter, by the sub-contractor
undertaking the works. Please can you confirm that in light of the further information above (and inclusion of activities
affecting fish at Stratford Brook), you still agree with this approach.

Ms. m , fmmmmw Mdu

mmm rdmhmmmw

Next Step: Please re-confirm your agreement to this approach and that you do not anticipate there to be any significant
issues that might affect the granting of such permits etc at a later stage.

We would be grateful to hear from you with confirmation / comments on the above position in relation to each consent
identified above and next steps for each permit identified, at your earliest opportunity.

Summary
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The table bedow sets out the list of relevant EA permits/icences to the M25 110 development and owr mtention 1o disapply
the requirement to obtan these under 5150 of the Panning Act 2008, or not,

Permit/Consent/Ucense Type Disspply under 5150 of Planning Act 2008 or nat

Flood Risk Activity Permitfs) Yes

Water Impoundment Licence|s) Yes

Water Discharge Actwity Permits) No = not required for highway drainage.
May be required for discharge of abstracted surface water
(as pant of any dewaterng activities at Bolder Mere] back
10 surface water, if dewaterng activities are identified as
being required by the contractor.

Abstraction Licence[s) No = will abtain permit separately ¥ required

Waste Activity Permit No - will obtaln permit separately # required

Grouncwater Actwvity Permit{s} No - not required

Fish {remaval| Permit Not 3 prescribed corsent under s150fanning Act 2008 -
this consent can be obtained by HE's contractor separately
if required.

We look forward to hearing from you at your earfiest opportunity with your views on the various permits/licences
considered hereln and the assoclated next steps, and whare relevant, your agreement to disapply those permits/licences
which we are seeking ta disapply under 150 of the Manning Act 2008,

Yours sincerely on behatf of [INEENEGEEEN

Principal Consultant - Stakeholder Engagement

Tel: I——
00; N—

Atkins — South East Roads Investment Programme

Working on beha¥ of Mghways England

Higtways England Customer Contact Centre

0300 123 5000
www. highways. gov.uk

11 to sagragate waner from construction area tempararily though we antidpate that this would be smply pumping and retumieg the
water 10 the same watercourse, mithout any other interference and with sutable pollution protectian measures Imglemented into
the methed stalement 20 MEUgIte aganst susgeaded solds
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A.31.  Email (06.06.19)

I
1]
From I
Sent: 06 June 2019 09:52
To: L ————————
Cc: |
Subject: M25 J10 Water Framework Directive assessment report
Attachments: DF3.2 WFD Assessment M25 J10 v0.03 050619a.pdf
Dear IR

Please find attached the Water Framework Directive assessment report. We look forward to receiving your
comments and feedback at the earliest.

Thank you in advance for your review of all the documents and information we have sent over to you today and
yesterday.

Kind regards
|

I
Principal Consultant - Stakeholder Engagement

Tel: I
DD: I

Atkins — South East Roads Investment Programme

Working on behalf of Highways England

Highways England Customer Contact Centre
0300 123 5000
www.highways.gov.uk

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 145 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange hi
ighw
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

A.32. Email (07.06.19)

]
From: |
Sent: 07 June 2019 19:33
To: I
Cc:
I
Subject: M25J10 - WFD assessment comments log
Attachments: WFD Assessment EA Comments Log 190607 .xlsx
Dear I

Please find attached a log showing how we have edited the M25 128 WFD assessment in response to comments
from the EA team.

For clarity this sets out how comments have been addressed in the latest version of the WFD Assessment issued to
EA in PDF form on 5th June 2019 and in Word form (main document and Appendix F) on 6th June 2019. EA
comments come from letters from I to I d:tcd

27th March Stratford Brook and Boldermere site visits

27th March Review of minutes from 22nd Feb 2019

18th April Review of Water Framework Directive and Water Quality Assessments
22nd May Stratford Brook Mitigation Strategy and Commuted Sum

Please feel free to give me a call if anything is not clear

Best regards

I 1./Sc, MPhil, MCIWEM, CGeog (geomorph)
Principal Geomorphologist, Water Management Consultancy

UK & Europe

Engineering, Design and Project Management

Atkins, member of the SNC-Lavalin Group
Dasis Business Park, Eynsham, OX29 4AH
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A.33. Letter (10.06.19)

creating a better place Environment
LW Agency

F Ourref:  WA2019/126333/02-L01
SSOClales

26 Upper Brook Street Date: 10 June 2019
London
W1K7QE

Dear|ll

M25 J10 / A3 Wisley Interchange - ‘Water Framework Directive Assessment -
Groundwater Quantity’ meeting, 7 May 2019

Thank you for sending through the minutes from our 7 May meeting, which we received
on 5 June.

We are happy that the minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting and do not wish
to propose any changes.

If you have any queries about this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial
E-mail
cc Atkins
— Atkins
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A.34. Letter (14.06.19)

creating a better place Environment

W Agency
M Ourref:  WA/2018/125863/04-L01
ates

26 Upper Brook Street Date: 14 June 2019

London

W1K7QE

Dear [l

M25 J10 / A3 Wisley Interchange improvement scheme - meeting 10 April 2019:
review of meeting minutes; review of DCO Requirements for Bolder Mere, Stratford
Brook and Contaminated Land & groundwater; review of Permits / consents /
licences required and/or to be disapplied; review of Statement of Common Ground.

Prior and further to our meeting of 10 April 2019, thank you for sending us:

- The Development Consent Order (DCO) Requirements for Bolder Mere, Stratford
Brook and Contaminated Land & groundwater (received 10 April).

- The minutes from the meeting (received 5 June).

- The list of Environment Agency (EA) Permits/consents/licences required and/or
to be disapplied (received 6 June).

- The Statement of Common Ground between Highways England (HE) and the EA
(received 12 June).

Please see below for our comments on these matters. Please note that our comments on
the ‘Pemmits/consentsflicences required and/or to be disapplied' are provisional and
subject to further review and comment by our legal team.

Review of meeting minutes

We are satisfied that the minutes are an accurate reflection of the meeting, except for the
dates (“PMN") referenced in sections 5, 6 & 9(2)(4)(5), which are incorrect (i.e. the
submission dates of documents by you to us).

Review of DCO Requirements for Bolder Mere, Stratford Brook and Contaminated
Land & groundwater

Our only issue of concern relates to the Requirement for Contaminated Land and
groundwater, paragraph 2(b) which states that “..carrying out of the authorised
development does not make worse any adverse conditions or risks associated with such
existing sources of contamination...”. This does not comply with the normal context of a
planning development, whereby after development the site should not fall back into
contaminated land regime as defined by Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act
1990. Although this is unlikely to apply to this development, if gross contamination was
discovered during the course of works, we would expect you to remediate it and not just

Cont/d..
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leave it saying you have not made the situation worse.

We have no concemns with the Requirements for Bolder Mere and Stratford Brook, with
the caveat that they reference other documents that we have not yet had the opportunity
to review.

Review of Permits/consents/licences required and/or to be disapplied

As noted in the introduction to this response, these comments are provisional and subject
to further review by our legal team. These comments have been sent to you early as
requested and details are subject to change.

We have listed our comments on the Permits/consents/licences in the same order that
they were sent to us:

1. Flood Risk Activity Permits (FRAP): We confirm our agreement to disapply FRAP,
subject to our acceptance of the final Protective Provisions.

2. Water Impoundment Licence: We cannot agree to disapply a Water Impoundment
Licence, and you will need to apply for a licence separately. It is current EA policy
that we will not agree to the disapplication of s.25 Water Resources Act 1991. We
advise that it may take up to 4 months for the application process; the licence will
need to go to Natural England for comments (due to the Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI) designation) and may need to be advertised. We recommend
sending an application to our National Permitting Service as soon as possible.

3. Water Discharge Activity Permit: We agree that the Regulatory Position Statement
for Temporary dewatering from excavations to surface water
(https/iwww.gov.uk/government/publications/temporary-dewatering-from-
excavations-to-surface-water/temporary-dewatering-from-excavations-to-surface-
water) does not apply. It is therefore it is likely that a Water Discharge Activity
Permit would be required for dewatering activities required within Boldermere (or
within 500m of the SSSI), should this prove to be necessary.

4. Abstraction Licence: We note that a licence should not be required, but will be
applied for by contractor if necessary. We cannot prejudge any licence
application, but assuming that any abstracted water will be retumed to the same
catchment (i.e. non-consumptive), this could be relatively low risk, subject to some
possible restrictions, especially in relation to protection of sensitive areas (i.e. the
Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area and SSSis).

You should refer to the Wey Catchment Abstraction Licensing Strategy
(https /iwww_gov.uk/government/publications/wey-catchment-abstraction-

licensing-strategy), which states that: “Applications for new non-consumptive
abstraction licences or those with net environmental benefit may be permitted, but
may be subject to restrictions to protect local features and any bypassed reach.
Restrictions will be determined on a case-by-case basis and applications will be
subject to the normal licence determination process." (paragraph 3.1.2) and “All
applications for abstraction licences will be assessed in relation to their direct and
indirect impacts on protected areas. If an abstraction is deemed to potentially
impact a protected area, the licence (if granted) may be conditioned with local, site
specific restrictions to ensure the protected area is not impacted. These conditions
may be more restrictive than the strategy outlined throughout this document.”

(paragraph 3.5).

Cont/d.. 2
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5. Waste Activity Permit: We note that a Permit should not be required, but will be
applied for by contractor if necessary. We cannot pre-judge any Permit application.

6. Groundwater Activity Permit: Your e-mail (dated 6 June) states that the
development is not in a Drinking Water Protected Area (DrWPA). However, the
development site is partially in the Wey catchment DrWPA (GB106039017630)
and within a DrWPA Surface Water Safeguard Zone (GB106039017630), we
therefore assume you are just referring to groundwater DIWPAs? We agree that if
any activity meets requirements of HE/EA Position Statement & Groundwater
Protection Position Statement G13 then a Permit will not be required. We cannot

pre-judge any Permit application.

7. Fish (removal) Permit. We agree with the approach for any specialist sub-
contractor to apply for Permit/s as required. We cannot pre-judge any Permit
application.

Review of Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)

Overall, the SoCG is a good reflection of our current position with you. | would suggest
the minor changes below before it is signed. As of sending this letter | am not in the office
to be able to sign the document and retum to you and will not be in a position to do so
until Wednesday 19 June. | recommend that the changes outlined below are made and |
will be happy to sign the document and return to you on 19 June for submission to the
inspector.

All of the changes relate to the ‘Issues Table":

Boldermere (‘Enhancements (Biodiversity net gain & waterbody recovery)’) - pages 19-
21. HE response, last sentence notes Requirement 12 relating to agreeing works on
Stratford Brook - | believe this should read Requirement 10 for Bolder Mere works. Text
needs amending.

WFD Assessment (‘Ephemeral & headwater ditches’) - page 24: EA comment “...not key
rivers..." should be amended to “...not main rivers..."

Mole Water Body ('Proposed mitigation') = page 23: | would suggest this is ‘agreed’.
Geology and soils (‘Mineral extraction’) - page 26: | would suggest this is ‘agreed".

Water Environment (‘Water Impoundment Licence') = pages 30-32: This will need to be
‘Not agreed' as per comments above.

Ecology (‘Fish (removal) Permit’) - pages 32-33: | would suggest this is ‘agreed’.
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| believe that this completes all of the outstanding actions from our 10 April meeting. We
will provide further updated comments on the Pemmits/consents/licences once it has been
reviewed by our legal team, should they have any further comments (or changes) to make
to my comments above.

I will await an updated SoCG from you, which | will sign and return as soon as possible
following receipt.

We look forward to being formally consulted on the DCO application in due course.

Our comments are based on our available records and the information as submitted to
us. Please note that any views expressed in this response by the Environment Agency,
are a response to a pre-application enquiry only and do not represent our final views in
relation to any future planning application made in relation to this site. We reserve the
right to change our position in relation to any such application. You should seek your own
expert advice in relation to technical matters relevant to any planning application before
submission.

Thank you for your thorough pre-application engagement with us on this scheme. If you
have any quenes about the matiers raised in this response, please do not hesitate to
contact me.

Yours sincerely,

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial
E-mail
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A.35. Letter (17.06.19)

Environment
Agency

creating a better place

A
RN Our ref: WA/2017/123763/10-L01
CJ Associates Your ref: TR10030
26 Upper Brook Street
London Date: 17 June 2019
W1K 7QE
Dear I

M25 J10 / A3 Wisley Interchange improvement scheme - review of Environmental
Statement chapters 8 (road drainage and the water environment) and 10 (geology
and soils).

Thank you for consulting us with the draft Environmental Statement (ES) chapters 8 (road
drainage and the water environment) and 10 (geology and soils) (reference:
TRO10030/APP/6.3; revision: 0; dated: June 2019), which we received on S June.

Please note that our comments are made on the basis that we have not had the
opportunity to review the accompanying appendices or any accompanying documents
(such as the Flood Risk Assessment), so we cannot definitively state that the conclusions
of the ES chapters are reasonable and correct.

Based on the information that we have reviewed, the ES chapters appear to be of an
acceptable level of detail and we largely agree with the conclusions laid out. However,
there are some concemns with some of the flood risk sections, which we have noted below.

Flood risk

Unfortunately, due to the absence of our flood risk lead during the consultation period,
we have not had the opportunity to review all of the flood risk sections by a flood risk
specialist. The comments below are from a brief review of the flood risk sections myself.
As noted in the introduction, we are unable to state that the flood risk conclusions of the
ES chapter 8 are reasonable or correct without seeing the underlying Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA).

We would like to point out some obvious errors:

- Paragraph 8.5.3 states that the FRA has been carried out in accordance with the
Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (DCLG,
2014) — however this document was withdrawn in March 2014 and replaced by the
Flood risk and coastal change section of the Planning Practice Guidance. This
reference should be updated in the ES (and FRA if required).

- Paragraph 8.5.3 also states that the FRA was carried out in accordance with the
Environment Agency's ‘Climate change allowances for planners’ NPPF supporting
guidance (EA, 2013). This too has been superseded by ‘Flood risk assessments:
climate change allowances' published in 2016. This would raise serious concerns
if the existing fluvial climate change allowance figure of 20% has been used in the
FRA. We would expect you to assess against the Higher Central (35%) and Upper

Cont/d..
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End (70%) allowances for the ‘2080s' epoch in the Thames River Basin District.
This reference to the incorrect climate change allowances document, and any
calculations used, must be corrected in the ES and FRA.

- Similarly to above, paragraph 8.9.21 refers to fluvial flood risk and the use of a
20% climate change allowance (which would be the existing allowance for fluvial
flood risk). However, | believe the use of this figure in this paragraph refers to peak
rainfall intensity, in which case the figure may be acceptable. You should refer to
Table 2 in the 'Flood risk assessments: climate change allowances' for details of
which figures to assess for peak rainfall intensity and confirm with the Lead Local
Flood Authority (LLFA) (Surrey County Council) who will review the FRA for
surface water flood risk issues.

- As above, paragraph 8.9.22 refers to a climate change allowance figure of 20%
for surface water. You should refer to the relevant table in the 'Flood risk
assessments: climate change allowances' section to ensure you have assessed
the correct figures and confirm with the LLFA that they are happy with your
approach.

Groundwater and contaminated land

We have reviewed both chapters 8 and 10 from the perspective of groundwater quality.
We note in comments such as in paragraph 10.5.17 that ground investigation (Gl) will be
undertaken this year. Therefore risk assessment information supplied in tables such as
10.1 are only considered as a preliminary risk assessment. Likewise the Design Manual
for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) Method C used in Table 8.18 would be considered a risk
screening tool by us. Therefore following the ground investigation it is possible that further
Detailed Quantitative Risk Assessments (DQRAs) could be required that would refine the
conceptual model and any proposed mitigation measures. We were not supplied with
appendix 10.2 so we have assumed the site investigation will be comprehensive for both
soils and groundwater, enabling satisfactory DQRAs to be carried out as highlighted in
section 10.5.18. Obviously if unforeseen contamination is discovered during the Gl, this
could lead to additional rounds of investigation for both soils and groundwater being
required.

Having set out the caveat above we accept from the information gained to date from desk
study, the nature of the surrounding land and the existing groundwater quality do not
indicate that the proposed development is likely to pose any high or unacceptable risks.
Likewise the nature of the receiving aquifers are not highly sensitive. Therefore, given
suitable mitigation measures such as oil interceptors, they should be acceptable for
infiltration drainage where required.

From a groundwater quantity perspective, the information provided in the ES (and WFD
Assessment that we have reviewed separately) acknowledges the current lack of data to
determine the groundwater levels and flow direction and assures the necessity to
complete a comprehensive site-specific Gl. Design, mitigation and enhancement
measures presented are based on the two realistic worst-case scenarios, which is a
conservative and safe approach, as the groundwater flow direction in this area is not
currently known. We acknowledge that the data/information to be collected with Gl will
feed into hydrogeological risk assessment, followed by a review of the design and
appropriate mitigation measures.

Our comments are based on our available records and the information as submitted to
us. Please note that any views expressed in this response by the Environment Agency,

Cont/d.. 2
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are a response to a pre-application enquiry only and do not represent our final views in
relation to any future planning application made in relation to this site. We reserve the
right to change our position in relation to any such application. You should seek your own
expert advice in relation to technical matters relevant to any planning application before
submission.

If you have any queries about this response, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely,

——

Strategic Planning Specialist

Direct dial INNIININING
E-mail NG
cc I - Atkins

I - Atkins
I - Atkins

End 3

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 154 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interc
TRO010030

hange

} highways
england

8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

A.36. Meeting (31.07.19)

ATKINS

Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group

Meeting N

Project:

otes

M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange

Subject:

Environment Agency project update

Meeting place:

DEFRA Nobel House, 17

Meeting ne:

Date and time:

31 July 2019 3-5pm

Minutes by: I

Present:

Representing: Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Highways England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Balfour Beatty
Atkins

Next meeting:

Distribution:

Date issued:

08 August 2019

File Ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actions arising therefrom.
Your agreement that the notes form a true recard of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are received

in writing within five days

of receipt.

M25 J10_EA meeting note_FINAL_31.07.18
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NATKINS

Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group

ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLINE

VW

RESPONSIBLE

1.

Project & Programme update

Il gave an update on the programme, including
that relating to the DCO. He confirmed that
notices were issued on the 26 July and that 6
September was the deadline for receipt of
representations. He added that the pre-
examination period would be 34 months.

He confirmed that the Preliminary meeting was
due to take place from 17 October cnwards up to
17 November.

Il referred to Balfour Beatty as the main
contractors for the project working with Atkins as a
consortium. They had completed due diligence
exercise on the scope and project documents and
early stages of cash flow forecast and are
expected to be appointed early October and will
take the lead from then.

Il referred to the ground investigation work as
now on-going with one quarter of the bore holes
completed to date. Il confirmed that these had
mostly been undertaken cn commeon land to date
and some on the M25 and A3 during night
possessions.

Il referred to the SoCGs submitted with the
DCO including that for EA and thanked Il for
efforts to get this done.

Il confimed that there was no change on
programme — Il has copy. Commencement of
works Spring 2021 2.5 years consiruction.

Il thanked the team for engagement during pre-
app stage and commented that it was helpful to
be so advanced and on top of the issues at this
stage. Il stated that he is on leave for the next 2
weeks but that the DCO documents are being
reviewed by the EA specialists and a response
will be provided by 06 September.

<deadline>

<responsible>
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2 EA feedback: WFD Assessment

Il stated that there were two changes to the
WFD assessment that the EA team will not be
aware of.

Firstly, he confirmed that term ‘Biodiversity Net
Gain’ (BNG) had been replaced in favour of
‘Biodiversity Benefit'. Il stated that BNG has a
very specific meaning and metrics for terrestrial
ecology; whilst in the WFD the term had been
used to represent a professional judgement that
the package of works for a water feature a)
mitigated for the effect of the scheme and b) alsc
provided enhancement. To avoid any confusion
the alternative term ‘Biodiversity Benefit’ had been
used instead of BNG. Il emphasised that there
is no change in intent, but it is mere about using
appropriate terms.

Il asked if we have used any calculation to show
what benefits there are. llll confirmed no, but that
Atkins had made a statement against each water
feature affected and that this statement is based
on professicnal judgement rather than a
calculation of loss or gain. IMreferred fo a
revised metric being developed by DEFRA for
biediversity to be used when net gain is
mandatory for Town and Country (T&C)
developments. Il confirmed that this had been
launched by DEFRA recently and this is called
‘biodiversity metric’ and will be used when net
gain is mandatory for T&C planning
developments. He added that it is more extensive
than the previous metric as it includes linear
habitats, hedgerows and water courses. He
confirmed that the EA are pushing for measurable
net gain with all develcpments but that they are
aware that this is not mandatory and EA are
aware that NSIPs often compulscrily purchase
land and this impacts cn the achievability of net
gain.

Il emphasised that in respect of ‘net gain’ the
most important element of the scheme will be
negotiation with regards 1o the Stratford Brook
enhancements this will be key for EA. Il stated
we have defined the framework for the strategy for
this but there is some way to go to determining
what exactly will be done.

Secondly El refereed to the commuted sum for
Stratford Brook mitigation as being included in the
version of the WFD that EA had reviewed. Il
stated that legal had advised that the sum be
removed, but that the process to arrive at this sum
had been useful. Il emphasised that the

<deadline>

<responsible>
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intention remained. M added that EA internal
deliberations also noted the issues with applying a
figure when costs are currently unknown. He
stated that a more precise calculation could be
arrived at based on the actual compensation tc be
provided once that had been agreed.

Il asked if this would be in the Statement of
Common Ground (SoCG). Il confirmed that the
strategy and the commitment to a commuted sum
was outlined in the SoCG.

Il stated that any changes to the documents
would have fo be submitied as a technical note or
addendum as alterations to the submitted DCO
documents could not be made.

Il stated that the drafts of the documents have
just been circulated to the specialists for review.
Il said that he will liaise with Atkins if there are
any questions. Il referred to the comments log
submitted to EA responding to EA comments on
the WFD. M stated that if there were any
queries that come out of the review, IR will
contact Il 1o discuss prior fo formal submission
of the response to PINS.

Il commented that they would want {o see
documents such as the CEMP and SPA
Management and Monitoring plan. Il confirmed
these are appended to the ES. EMreferred to the
potential issue of sediment from construction
having potentially a long-term effect on the Bolder
Mere (BM) lake. lll stated that the CEMP is draft
at present and the final one will be submitted later.
Il confirmed that the management plan for the
SPA includes a lot of detail about propesals for
mitigation during construction phase. The CEMP
refers fo recommendations in the WFD as having
to be followed through.
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&

EA feedback: ES Chapters 8 & 10 & update on
Ground Investigation work

Il stated that in relation to the issue regarding
lack of Gl, the feedback from EA in June seemed
to indicate that the EA were satisfied with the
approach being adopted.

Il referred to the critical issue as being BM
retaining wall and the potential impacts on ground
water flow. He referred to the April meeting with
I -nd that she had raised this as a
potential objection, but that following the meeting
in April and review of the ES chapters, she was
satisfied that the use of the retaining sclution was
appropriate and had allayed these concerns.

Il referred to the possibility of drip feeding some
of the Gl data to the EA during the examination
pericd for some of the higher risk areas. Il
stated that the project will share data when it is
available. She added that with regards to BM and
undertaking bore holes land access is currently an
issue and that this is related to clearance of
vegetation at BM. She confirmed that Gl has
started in the north west quadrant.

Il referred the approach outlined in the ES
based on a ‘worst case scenario’ in the absence
of Gl and that the project has demonstrated that
there are viable opticns, dependent on the Gl
data, that can be determined at detailed design
phase. Il asked HEif he had any comments.
Il confimed that in theory and in the absence of
Gl data there should not be any issues with
contamination of BM. He referred to the unlikely
potential for contamination at the old airfield. Il
in one of the appendices to chapter 10 of the ES
there is historical Gl data for Wisley airfield. Il
confirmed Gl would start next week in Wisley He
added that the works on site would run into
November but were keen to complete before
Christmas. Il asked if there were any other
areas of priority for G, in addition to BM. Il
stated no, just Wisley airfield.

<deadline>

<responsible>
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4.

EA feedback: DCO Requirements;
Permmits/consents/licences

Il referred io the only issue being the water
impoundment licence. Il confirmed that
application had been received and had made a
recommendation to apply for one cnline.

HlH stated that changes {o retaining wall for BM
has implications for the structure that is
impounding BM and the form of this will be
altered. He confirmed that at the moment there
isn’t an intention to change the outlet control
structures, but this might change. The licence is
required because works will be undertaken on the
retaining structure.

Il stated that in terms of the licence application
the EA water resources team have asked for more
information but that at present we don’t know from
a design perspective how much we are going to
alter the structure. This will become available at
detailed design phase. M stated that the EA are
used to dealing with applications where not all the
detail is known. Il stated that the licensing and
permits team will be able to discuss this in more
detail with Atkins. Il stated that he is happy o
talk to those in the permitting team within EA re
history of engagement if that is helpful to give
background. HlM stated that he understood that
Atkins want assurance that the licence will be
granted if needed.

<deadline>

<responsible>
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L) Statement of Common Ground (SoCG}

Il stated that the aim will be to update the SoCG
based on the process of the EA commenting on
the DCO documentation and review of the issues
on the SoCG that are currently ‘under discussion’.
Il confirmed that the timeline for submitting an
updated version of the SoCG to PINS is end of
October, before commencement of examination.

Hl confirmed that the EA will respond to DCO by
6 September. lIll and Il agreed that the SoCG
can then be updated following receipt of EA
comments on the documentation which will give
an understanding at that point of which issues still
remain ‘under discussion’ and which are ‘agreed’.
Il confirmed that there will be further
opportunities to submit updated SoCGs at points
during the examination.

Il stated that without wanting to prejudice the
EAs response, he did not anticipate that they
would be raising any significant issues based on
previous discussions and that he anticipated most
issues being ‘agreed’ and that they did not also
anticipate appearing at examination.

Il confirmed that by the end of August he will
have an idea of the response from the EA and
that if there are any queries, he will contact the
project to discuss, prior to submitting the response
to PINS.

It was agreed that a meeting wold be held mid-
September to review the SoCG with the EA.

ACTION: Meeting with EA to be arranged for
mid-September to review SoCG.

Mid-Sept
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6. Next steps/AOB
Il referred to the letters received from EA on the
14 and 17 June and the need to respond to these.
ACTION: Highways England to respond to Mid-Sept .

letters received. PMN: Response sent on
25.09.19

Il asked M if there were any significant issues.
Il responded that from discussions had he did
not anticipate any significant issues. He added
that GI had been an issue but that in respect of
BM they were content with the conservative
approach taken in the ES and approach to
mitigation was appropriate. And that from a
contaminated land perspective there was no
concems or any for flocd risk. The Stratford
Brook mitigation was an issue, but this has been
worked through.

Il asked about licences - ll stated that aside

from impoundment, de-watering was not required.

It had been agreed to disapply the FRA permit as
covered by the Protective Provisions. The fish
removal licence was standard for specialist
contracter to make the application (granted within
14 days from peint of application).
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Our ref: TRO10030

E— Jonathan Wade
Strategic Planning Specialist Highways England
Environment Agency Bridge House

Red Kite House 1 Walnut Tree Close
Howbery Park Guildford
Wallingford Surrey, GU1 4LZ

Oxon OX10 8BD
24 September 2019

Dear I

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme
Response to Environment Agency correspondence (letters)

Ref: WA/2018/125863/04-L01; WA/2019/126333/03-L.01; WA/2017/123763/10-L01

Thank you for the above letters which we received from you in June 2019 regarding
your feedback on aspects of the M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
improvement scheme that we consulted you on during the pre-application phase of
the Scheme’s development.

Since receipt of your letters, further discussions have been held at a meeting on the
31 July 2019 which have addressed many of the matters raised in your
correspondence. We have also since received your Relevant Representation in
respect of the Development Consent Order (DCO) application, which was submitted
on the 19 June 2019 and are currently reviewing your comments on the DCO
documentation. We look forward to meeting with you in early October to discuss the
comments received.

We would like to respond to a number of specific points you raise in your letter dated
17 June 2019 (ref WA/2017/123763/10-L01) with regards to the Flood Risk
Assessment and also in regards to specific points raised in relation to the Water
Framework Directive Assessment in your letter dated 14 June 2019 (Ref:
WA/2019/126333/03-L01).

Flood Risk

The errors relating to the guidance referenced in paragraph 8.5.3 are errors in the
reported references only, the methodology has followed the appropriate current
guidance. The fluvial flood modelling has used the Higher Central 35% climate
change allowance for the design. The Upper End allowance has also been
simulated as a sensitivity test. This is documented in the hydraulic modelling report
that accompanied the flood model that the Environment Agency has reviewed.

— a,

Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ DR disability| ¢ INVESTORS

Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363 BE confident| %y IN PEOPLE
coMmITTED
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With respect to the climate change allowances referred to in paragraph 8.9.21, these
do relate to the climate change allowances for peak rainfall intensity. The use of
20% is consistent across the RIS schemes and is documented in the respective
drainage strategy documents.

Water Framework Directive (WFD)

With regards to Footnote 2 on page 9 of Appendix F, the footnote has not been
updated to refer to ‘North and South culverts’. However, the feasibility studies will
investigate opportunities for mammal and fish passage at both Stratford Brook
{north) and Stratford Brook {south) culverts.

We acknowledge the requirement within the DMBR to consider improvements to
existing structures and not focus solely on the mitigating the effect of the Scheme.
The feasibility studies will consider improvements. However, additional factors,
beside environmental benefit {for instance cost) will also influence whether
improvements are implemented as part of the Scheme.

With regards to the calculation of the commuted sum, we understand that the
commuted sum is a last resort and further negotiation may be needed.

If you have any gquestions regarding the content of this letter, please do not hesitate
to contact me or Ruth Heatherley directly.

We look forward to our continued engagement with you in the development of the
scheme.

Yours sincerel

Project Manager, Regional Investment Programme (South East)
Highways England

-~

E Y
. .y b ‘
Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ B2 disability y ) INVESTORS
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363 B confident Ny IN PEOPLE

COMMITTED
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A.38. Meeting (02.10.19)

Member of th

ATKINS

Meeting Notes

Project:

Subject:

Meeting place:

Date and time:

M25 J10
Water Impoundment Licence
Online Meeting no:

02 October 2019 at 15:20 | Minutes by:

Present:

Representing:

Environment Agency, Water
Resources Team
Environment Agency.
Reservoir Safety Team

Atkins (representing Highways
England), Water Team

Atkins (representing Highways
England), Consents Team

ITEM DESCRIPTION

ACTION & RESPOMN-

DEADLINE SIBLE

1. Introductions

HE - apologies Il cannot make the meeting and
is unavailable for the foreseeable future.

HE - only able to comment on the water
resources (impoundment and abstraction)
requirements associated with this work and not
the reservoir safety elements which are dealt with
by a separale team.

Action 1: identify a
reservoir safety -
colleague to

comment on works in

H absence

2. Overview of Planned Works at Bolder Mere

Mext meeting:

Distribution:

Date issued:

- the M25 J10 project is essentially a junction
improvement scheme part of which affects an
SPA (designated for woodland birds) and a S55I
(one of the units of which is Bolder Mere,
designated principally for wet marginal habitat

02 October 2019 File Ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:
These meeting notes record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actions arising therefrom

Your ;,gr-;—erm;—nt that the notes form a true record of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse commenis are recenved
i wiling wathm froe days of receipt

Contains sensinee information
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ACTION &
DEADLINE

suited to Dragon and Damsel flies. Bolder Mere is
located approximately 500m to the SE of junction
10.

Part of the scheme works near Bolder Mere
includes widening of the A3 to provide space to
accommodate an extra lane and sight lines for
safety purposes. A retaining wall will be
constructed which will encroach intc Bolder Mere
and may also cress into the existing earth dam
impoundment to the SE of the lake (‘the works’) -
see plans in Appendix A.

Based on the preliminary design, our current
thoughts are that this work will not affect the
outflows structures from Bolder Mere (marked B
and C on the plan in Appendix A) but that it will
slightly reduce the volume/capacity of the lake.

3 Reguirement for a Water Impoundment Licence
Il - stated she had reviewed the documentaticn
we had sent over and drawings and of particular
interest to her noted:

- There are two cutflow controls, cne
natural and cne fermal. From everything
described in Atkins correspondence and
draft licence application, it is understoed
that neither of these outflows will be
changed by the works

- Inparticular crest levels or widths of the
outflow controls will not be changed by
the works

Il - |t should be noted that the works will slightly
reduce the volume of Bolder Mere (though this is
in the context of the natural processes which are
also reducing the volumes). There therefore could
be a negligible increase in water levels during
flood events.

Il - initial thoughts are that an impoundment
licence is not required, but will double check with
her colleagues and the legal team to confirm.

Il - provided the example of if the watercourse
was a river and Highways England were making
changes to the banks but not damming up the
channel the EA would net require a water
impoundment licence. Bolder is different in that it
collects water and the works will slightly reduce
the storage capacity.

Il - The reduced capacity of Bolder Mere after
the works would mean it would fill more quickly
and overflow more however mass balance
calculations undertaken thus far indicate it would
be a negligible impact.

I - enquired as to the purpose of water
impoundment licences.

Action 2: lllic
confirm whether,
based on currently
available information,
an impoundment
licence is required for
the works at Bolder
Mere

{post meeting note —
would also be useful
to confirm the types
of changes that
would trigger the
need for a licence)

Contains sensitive information
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Il - confirmed that water impoundment licences
were concerned with changes to the flows and
water levels and the way the watercourse
functions. There is a Regulatory Position
Statement (‘'RPS’) that qualifies the EA’s position
more clearly and notes that licences are only
sought were changes are likely to impact the flows
! water levels. The team regulating water
impoundments (and abstractions) are less
concerned about the flood impacts which
addressed through Flood Risk Activity Permits.

- asked which Regulatory Position Statement
Il was referring fo.

Il - confirmed it may be internal and would
check to see if she could send it o Atkins,
although primarily this is what formed the basis of
the .gov guidance
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/water-management-
abstract-or-impound-water

Il - asked if the purpose of a water
impoundment licence is therefore tc protect the
interest of water resources users downstream.

Il - confirmed that is the case and added that
upstream users are also protected. The water
impoundment team takes geomorphology and fish
migration into account also.

Il - the works are not likely to affect the low and
normal parts of the flow / water levels regime
downstream or upstream of Bolder Mere nor any
impact on dependent species. The only
foreseeable impact at this stage would be during
high flows / flood events.

Il - confirmed that if the overflows and / or crest
height were being changed then a water
impoundment licence would be needed.

- asked Il to clarify the .gov guidance
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/water-management-
abstract-or-impound-water . There is a list of
activities under ‘low risk impoundment activities’
(that do not normally require a licence) which
includes ‘work in the river, parallel and adjacent to
the bank that does not significantly narrow the
channel, for example installing sheet piling...". IR
had assumed that doesn’t apply to Bolder Mere as
the ‘low risk impoundment checklist’ in the same
guidance states you have to answer 'no’ to all
items, cne of which relates to if the proposal is
within a SSSI, which Bolder Mere is.

Il - confirmed the guidance should be stated
more clearly. If works fit the description of an
activity listed in the ‘low risk impoundment
activities’ list you do not need to also meet the

Action 3: HE to
check if able to send
the RPS externally
and if so, send to
Atkins

Action 4: Il to
check understanding
of guidance and how
that relates to the
requirement or not
for Bolder Mere to
obtain a licence for
the works

Contains sensitive infarmation
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‘low risk impoundment checklist’. Il will double
check this in relation to Bolder Mere.

Il - asked for clarification on whether the licence
requirements were still dependent on if the
watercourse was considered ‘discrete’ or ‘inland’
as that appeared to make a difference to when a
licence was required in the Water Resources Act
1991 (‘WRA 19917).

Il - Bolder Mere does have overflows even if
these are dry some part of the year so it does
supply downstream reaches with water. As Bolder
Mere has overflows it is considered as a source of
supply and therefore not discrete (the EA would
look first at overflows connecting the waterbody to
cther waterbodies and secondly at whether the
waterbodies were in connection with
groundwater). Bolder Mere is also connected to
the groundwater and is not thought to be lined
therefore would be considered inland water not
discrete.

Il - for inland waters the WRA 1991 states a
licence is needed to alter or construct any
impounding works.

Il - this is where the RPS comes in useful as it
makes it clearer. The EA consider alterations that
are relevant to be those that affect flow / water
levels only. The Water Resources team would
therefore only consider the impact {(e.g. of
extending the culvert if that affected the existing
embankment) on impoundment. The Reservoir
Safety team would consider any safety
implications during high flows separately.

4. Comments on Draft Water Impoundment Licence
None thus far as not deemed tc be required.

i Supporting Documentation Reguired

Il - stated that if a water impoundment licence
was needed the following information would be
required to support the application {note this
would be subject to further consultation with
colleagues in geomorphology, fish specialisis etc):

- Ahydraulic assessment toc show how the
works changes would affect water levels
and flows and how these changes would
impact on designated sites / habitats /
species.

- The affects on any sites downstream for
example the EA mapping system
indicates there is an eel migratery route
that extends right up into Bolder Mere
iand this would need to be considered in
terms of enabling eels io pass over the
impoundment

Cantains sensitive information
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- How the geomorphology might be
affected by the works

- Drawings

- Statement of impacts in relation to the
Water Framework Directive

Il - For part of the year there is no flow at the
outflows. Bolder Mere is very interactive with the
groundwater and surface outflows from the lake
are ephemeral. The works are not intending to
alter the outflows but should detailed design
conclude this to be necessary, would need to
think carefully about the value / purpose of any
fish easement.

Il - confirmed that should mitigation be deemed
to be required, eels are relatively easy to provide
mitigation solutions for. At this point though
nothing has flagged and it is all theoretical.

Il - Atkins on behalf of Highways England have
been in contact with Natural England and the
Environment Agency for some time now in relation
o the M25 J10 project and have produced an
Environmental Statement and Water Framework
Directive Assessment for the scheme, of which
Bolder Mere is a part of.

6. Reservoir Act 1975 Reguirements

Hll - asked for HE's comments on the EA’s
position if the widening of the A3 and associated
culvert extension encroached to toe of the current
earth dam embankment. llll noted we will not
know the extent of the works until detailed design
(including whether or not they will affect the
current embankment).

Il -Stated this should be discussed separately
with the EA Reservoir Safety team.

Il - asked how the reservoir safety fits in with
the water impoundment licence requirements.

Il - stated they are different permissions
assessed on different grounds. It is possible to
issue a water impoundment licence befere the
reservoir safety aspects have been signed off but
there is always a risk that the Reservoir Safety
team could ask tc make changes that may impact
the water impoundment licence conditions.
Normally therefore the two are dealt with
concurrently to improve the efficiency of the
liaison between the different teams in the EA.

Il - summarised that the EA Water Rescources
team’s role was fo protect the users of flows
(people and environment) whereas the EA
Reservoir Safety team is concerned with safe

Cantains sensitive information
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operation of the reservoir including during flood
events.

Il - Note that if the Reservoir Safety team
thought there was scmething that would impact
the water impoundment licence the Water
Resources team may hold off issue of the licence,
although a licence can be granted with conditions
to cover certain changes if appropriate.

Il - asked if the EA has an overseeing role i.e.
once the panel engineer has signed off on
something does the EA oversee that?

Il - unsure as that is not her area of expertise
but will identify somecne in Reserveir Team who
can help us.

i AOB

Planning
Il - enquired as to the planning for the scheme
and how this was being dealt with.

Il - confimed the project would be consented (if
approved) under a Development Consent Order
('DCQ’) and that that process was underway with
a draft DCO having already been submitted and
the associated Planning Inspectorate examination
due to start next menth. All documents submitted
for the application are publicly available on the
Planning Inspectorate website (link).

Il - confirmed that she would need to ensure
any comments from the EA on this water
impoundment licence get picked up in the DCO
process and are suitably covered.

POST MEETING NOTE - a Statement of
Commen Ground between Highways England and
the Envircnment Agency has been prepared and
will be updated as necessary. I ©/
Liaison for the M25 J10 scheme should be
contacted with any concerns / comments you
want raising.

Cost and Programme

Il - The current application fee for a water
impoundment licence is £1500 plus the cost of
advertising and a £100 administration fee.

Il - The determination period is 4 months.
Il - asked what the typical timeframe included
i.e. anything in addition to the determinaticn
period.

Il - confirmed Highways England would apply
for the licence and then the EA would need
approximately 3 weeks to validate the application
then the 4-month determination pericd kicks in

Contains sensitive information
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which includes advertising the application to the
public for their comments for 28 days. The EA
would discuss any necessary conditions on the
licence with Highways England although they are
quite standardised and do not often change much.

Il - for the response o this pre-application
request it will take approximately 3 to 4 weeks to
respond.

Il - concluded that Highways England should
allow at least 6 months in the programme with a
float to cover any complications.

Il - Highways England would not be able to start
works until they had any required water
impoundment licence, particularly works in the
water. Peripheral works could potentially start
earlier but this would need to be discussed and
agreed with the EA first. [t would be prudent to
wait until the final conditions of the licence were
known to ensure compliance. The EA Water
Resources team keep applicants informed of any
licence conditions required as their need is
recognised.

Manor Pond

Il - Cur current understanding is that the works
at Manor Pond are not likely to encroach into the
water and Manor Pond is not in the SSSI,
therefore the low risk activity of ‘work in the river,
parallel and adjacent tc the bank that does not
significantly narrow the channel, for example
installing sheet piling...” would fit with Manor Pond
and a licence should not be needed.

Il - explained the works at Manor Pond were
further away from the impounding structure and
would not encroach the water based on
preliminary design.

Il - suggested Atkins send her the Manor Pond
drawings and she will check them alsc and
include it in her formal response on water
impoundment licence requirements.

Il - is Manor pond connected to the
groundwater and unlined like Bolder Mere:
Il - it is fair to assume continuity with the
groundwater.

Action 5: llic send
Il GA drawing for
Manor Pond

Action 6: Hl {o
confirm water
impoundment licence
requirements for
Manor Pond

Cantains sensitive information
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View across Boldermere to edge adjacent to A3
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Project: M25 junction 10 / A3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme
Subject: Project update/EA Relevant Representation
Date and time: 08 Oct 2019; 2-4pm Meeting no:
Meeting place: GBLNN - Atkins London Nova Minutes by: | ]
North, 03-02b 11 Bressenden
Place Westminster London
SW1E 5BY
Present: Representing:
] Environment Agency
I Environment Agency
I Environment Agency
] Environment Agency
] Atkins
] Adkins
I Atkins
I Adtkins
7 BDB Pitmans
I Atkins
| Atkins
ITEM DESCRIPTION & ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE
1 Introductions and welcome 0]
2 Il thanked EA for their Relevant Representation (RR) and
the comments log. I stated that Atkins had reviewed the
comments leg and had sent over draft respenses. She
confirmed the aim of the meeting was to review the RR and
the comments log. She added that if there was time in the
meeting, the SoCG would be reviewed.
Project & Programme Update
Il gave an update on the programme. He confirmed that
61 RRs had been submitted and that the project was now in
the process of preparing responses. He confirmed that at
this stage the project was examining the issues but not
issuing responses to Interested Parties at this stage. Post
Meeting Note: Responses to RRs will be submitted to
PINS at Deadline 1 and all Statutory Environmental
Bodies (SEBs) will receive a response to their RR. R
confirmed that the Rule 6 letter will be issued next week.
Post Meeting Note. Issued on the 15 October 2019.
Next meeting: TBA
Distribution: As per attendance list
Date issued: 07.11 2019 File ref:
NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:
These meeting notes record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actions arising therefrom.
Your agreement that the notes form a true record of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are
received in writing within five days of receipt.
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Examinaticn will commence with the Preliminary Meeting
{PM) taking place on 12 November 2019 and will be held in
in the Mandalay Hotel, Guildford. Interms of the scheme
itself, Il confirmed that the contracter Balfour Beatty (BB)
are working on the validation. Il asked when they come
on board. Il confirmed that they are Highways England
(HE) delivery partner so they are looking at Junction10 over
past few months and will come under contract in November
and will feed into DCO as required. He cenfirmed they will
be developing detailed design {(DD)alongside the DCO
process.

2 EA Relevant Representation and comments log —
review/discussion

All items in the comments log were addressed line by line.

= Ref: 001 (JG)} CEMP (draft order}
Il confirmed that the draft CEMP is part of the DCO

documents and will be developed by BB. Il stated that the

concern here related to EAs request to be consulted on the
CEMP. IM referred to the Protective Provisions (PPs) as
being quite extensive, she confirmed that the project will be
submitting detailed plans to EA for approval and that this
would address the need tc be consulied. The works will be
covered by the PPs and the plans will include drawings,
management plans and method statements.

= Ref: 007 (JG)} — REAC, Bolder Mere

Il confirmed that this was just a note for EA to ensure that
this is included in the Surface Water Management Plan
(SWMP). Il confirmed it will be.

= Ref: 10 (CH} — Groundwater {quality} & land
contamination

Il confirmed that EA still consider this to be of low risk and
that they are satisfied that this is covered through the
Requirements. /MM confirmed that Gl on-geing and is
currently due to finish in December. Il asked if the data
can be submitted straight away. Il confirmed that reporting
will be near the end of Examination. Il asked if no data is
submitted during Examinaticn whether will this be an issue.
Il confirmed no but that it would be helpful for any issues
o be identified to the EA as and when they arise. He
confirmed that as long as there was nothing significant EA
were happy for it to be covered in the Requirements. Il
explained that the reporting will take longer because of
reporting with Geotech. The pregramme will report at end of
June (draft), but she confirmed that Atkins will have sight of
data earlier.

= Ref: 12 (SB} Water Abstraction Licence

M25J10_EA Meeting notes_FINAI_ 08.10.19 (003) 19/05/16
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Il stated that this comment related to the need for early
engagement should an abstraction licence be required.

= Ref: 13 (BD): Ground water {resources}

Il stated this is just a comment that EA are happy with
what’s been submitted as part of BCO

= Ref: 15 (FT)}: CEMP
It was agreed this point is the same as for Ref: 001 (CEMP)

= Ref: 16 (FT): Requirement 10

Il stated that we can add some wording in Requirement.
10. She referred to a list of things which can be included for
the Secretary of State to consult with the EA on. She noted
that HE could propose some suitable wording to address the
concern raised by EA and will consider suitable wording for
EA’s review. She confirmed that proposed changes to
Requirement 12 had already been sent. (Post Meeting Note:
Sent on 07.10.19}

= Ref: 17 (FT): Stratford Brook (Draft Order}

Il asked IMif she had looked at the amendments to
Requirement 12. Il confirmed that it covers the issues
raised in point 017. M stated that the main issue was
making sure the mitigation details in Work 54 were
submitted before Work 33_b starts.

= Ref: 18 (FT) Stratford Brook {Draft Order}

Il confimed this was about referencing the WFD report but
that it should alsc reference the Landscape and Ecclogy
Management and Monitoring Plan {appended to the ES).
She noted that the Requirement references the ES so this
should be fine. Il confimed this was why the plan was not
specifically referenced.

A discussion was had with regards toc the SB mitigation
feasibility study. Il confirmed that this is a BBA task and
could be added to the programme of works tc be
undertaken early on in detailed design process. Il added
that the WFD report states that a commuted sum will be
given if mitigation is proven not toc be feasible. Il clarified
that reference to a commuted sum has not been included in
the DCO or the PPs.

Il stated that the Requirement 12 addresses this as well.
She questioned whether R12 should reference the LEMMP>
OP stated that the LEMMP is appended to the ES and the
R12 required mitigation measures to be in accordance with
the measures described in the ES which includes LEMMP.
LEMMP is also dealt with in Requirement 6.

s Ref: 19 & 20 (FT) Stratford Brook (Draft order})
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Il stated that she couldn’t see the comments made in 19
and 20 mentioned in the new Requirement 12. Il stated
that the details for these were provided in the PPs and the
submission of details for works will be included in the PPs.
She confirmed that these works, the bridge design, the
mitigation structure and the attenuation pond would be
within the specified works and therefore covered in the PPs.

Post meeting note: Plans showing the design of
proposed road drainage infrastructure affecting
Stratford Brook {(including outfalls} will be submitted to
the Environment Agency for approval in accordance
with Protected Provisions set out in Schedule 9 Part 3
of the dDCO (application document APP-018)".

Ref: 21 (ll) & 22 and 23 REAC & CEMP

Il asked whether there is there a reason why these items
will be included in the updated CEMP and not the REAC.
NW confirmed that the REAC is appended to the CEMP and
that items 21-23 will be included in the updated CEMP. Il
added that the CEMP must be written in accordance with
the commitments made in the REAC Il stated that the EA
will need to ensure that they are happy with the REAC. Il
clarified that this pertains to whatever will be certified under
Article 44 of the Order when the Order is made.

= Ref: 24 (lll) — Outfalls.

Il commented that the EA will often raise the issue of
cutfalls as they tend tc be over engineered and need to be
designed as sensitive as possible to the envircnment.

« Ref: 25 & 26 (@) - LEMP

Il stated that the LEMP and SPA Management Plan are
draft at the moment but will be updated during DD stage.

Post Meeting Note: The specific measures requested for

inclusion in the updated LEMP (referred to in Reference
25 and 26 in the document ‘Summary table of EA
comments, queries & issues (Relevant Reps stage —
Sep 2019)) will be included in the updated LEMP.

= Ref 27 (ll) FRA permits

Il stated that this point is just emphasising that the EA will
only agree to disapply the FRAPSs if everything is as
expected.

= Ref 28 (M) - WFD Assessment (Stratford Brook)

Il commented that the main thing here is making sure
there is a justification to ensure that the alignment of the

bridge has been optimised taking into account the impact on

the river corridor. Il referred EA to the relevant plan and
the detail of the work span rather than detail of the bridge.
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Il added that they had problems opening the plan
documents due to their size.

Il continued that the bridge is aligned with the corridor, but

the river is meandering within the corrider. He added that
the direction you would expect it most to move in wouldn’t
take the river directly towards the bridge. Il added that
there is not straight bit of river to align the bridge tc. Il
commented that there is potentially a risk if the lowering of
the sill at the A3 slip road culvert is feasible, that it could
cause more erosion up stream. She added that however,
the span of the bridge has been made as wide as possible
fo minimise this happening. M our principle mitigation
here is to make the bridge as wide as we can. Il asked

what the closest it comes to the bridge (the abutments). Il

stated that it is about 8-10 metres and the channel itself is
4m. HH confirmed that she was content with this.

= Ref: 29 (lll) - WFD Assessment (Stratford Brook
crossing}

I confirmed that bed and bank protection may be needed
at some points but should be avoided if possible. A
discussion was had as tc how to submit updates to DCO
documentation. Il stated that this may be done during
examination through the submission of an errata but will
need further consideration. Il commented that for
compliance with the order it might be necessary to update
the WFD. Il stated that in respect of item 029 on the
comments log, the purpose would be to inform the
engineering teams for detailed design. Il added that it is
generic guidance and therefore not critical. FT agreed. Il
added that EA will have opportunity tc review plans in any
case. M confirmed that if possible future documents will
be updated in line with the suggested wording.

ACTION: To update if possible, at the point of updating
the WFD more generally.

= Ref: 33 (M) - FRA

Il acknowledged this is only strengthening works as
discussed previously.

« Ref: 37 (M) FRA

A discussion was had regarding the flocd risk classification
of the river crossing in respect of how this may be
interpreted by a ‘lay person’. Il asked that by agreeing 35
% as a design level how the river crossing had been
classified. Looking at it from an outsider’s point of view (at
the flocd risk classification table), seeing something over a
water course it would be classified as 3b. He added that the
only structures acceptable in these areas are essential
water compatible, with more vulnerable, less vulnerable and
highly vulnerable being excluded. Il stated that the
crossing is classified as essential infrastructure and the
interpretation is that it’s still designed for 35 % but has been
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assessed for up to 70%. Il clarified whether Atkins have
assessed 70% and concluded from the assessment that it
wasn't required to build over and above the 35% standard
due to the insignificant changes up to 70%. Il confirmed
yes. Il confirmed that this was understandable appreach.
He recommended a change of wording— given climate
change guidance 1o note that 70% and 35% have been
assessed and 35% has been decided to inform design.

A discussicn was had with regards to Flood Zone (FZ) 2 and

3in the FRA. IMrequested a summary for clarity tc be
added tc the FRA to explain why FZ2 will capture all of the
activities that might fall within the 1 in 100 plus 70%
assessment. Il asked whether there was a concern that
the plus 70% might extend beyond FZ2 in certain instances.
Il stated that this is a small concern, but he did not think
this would be the case. He added the clarification is just for
the avoidance of doubt with regards to any potential
enquires from members of the public. Il added that EA
need to be consistent with the advice they are giving to all
projects. Il stated that he would recommend adding
evidence to the FRA to confirm that change in flows that are
likely to arise from the 1 in 100 plus 70% allowance should
be lower than 1 in a 1000 which is the definition of FZ2
therefore FZ2 should encapsulate all activities that would
potentially fall under flood risk. Il agreed that a qualitative
explanation along these lines would be appropriate. Post
Meeting Note: Letter sent to EA on 29.09.19 to clarify
climate change allowance.

= ACTION: to review wording and justify why FZ2 is
appropriate. Ref: 38 (Il - FRA

Il acknowledged the general peint from EA regarding
referring to floodplain without referring to what this means.
Il recommended the need only fo refer to FZ2 in the FRA
for consistency. lll commented on the drainage measures
referred to in the FRA and confirmed that the drainage
attenuation point had been removed from the Scheme.

ACTION: To include a statement in respect of referring
only to FZ2.

Il asked about above ground structures and earthworks. —
Il confirmed that there are no significant structures in this
location and that earthworks refers to anything above
ground.

« Ref: 39 (HN) FRA

As above (Ref: 037) with regards tc an explanation in
respect of what has been assessed in terms of climate
change allowance.

= Ref: 40 (lll} — Proposed works

Il questioned the meaning of ‘proposed works’. Il
suggested that the wording ‘proposed works’ could be
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replaced with ‘the scheme in this area is having no impact
on FZ2 and FZ3 plus appropriate uplift’ would be clearer in
terms of clarifying no impact in this area.

« Ref: 41 (Hl} - FRA

Il asked whether in respect of this peint it referred to
Stratford Brock slip road and whether this would be at risk of
flooding. Il confirmed yes and that the EA understood it
was not at risk, but this point related to additional evidence
to clarify the assessment for the lay person.

« Ref: 42 (EM} - FRA

Il stated there is no detriment mapping included as there
as there’s no detriment. He confirmed that the Stratford
Brocok structure is outside of the floodplain. Il stated that a
detriment map could be added to show there is no change.
Il clarified that in respect of EA comments generally the
theme seemed toc be the need for more supporting evidence
to illustrate findings.

ACTION: Atkins to consider adding additional evidence
e.g. a detriment map, to clarify and in support of
findings.

= Ref: 43 (lll)- FRA (Stratford Brook culvert}

This point has been addressed in point 033. Il asked
whether the strengthening would require the culvert to be
made dry and if sc how would the flow be maintained.
added that this detail has not been worked out yet. Il and
Il confirmed that EA will be consulted on the detail of the
works during detailed design and this is addressed in the
PPs (reference to point 001).

« Ref: 45 (El} Flood Risk

It was agreed that this was addressed by the discussion and
response to peint Ref: 043.

= Ref: 46 (lll} - Flood Risk

Il asked whether the embankments have been included in
the modelling assessments. Il confirmed yes.

Il asked if detail such as slopes and compaction is
included in CEMP. Il confirmed this will be in the method
statement for the construction. Il added that EA would
want tc ensure that bank stability is maintained through
construction and to have plan in place for this due the bridge
being over a water course. Il clarified that his comments
on this were more applicable to the FRAP applicaticn
process Il added that the FRAP has been disapplied and
included in the PPs.

= Ref: 47 (lll) — Flood risk (habitat creation)
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Il confirmed these were just comments at this stage to be
mindful of the impact of planting on flocd flows. I
confirmed that planting areas are marked as a concept at
present but that these aspects will be considered at detailed
design.

* Ref: 48 () - Flood Risk (site compounds)

Il referred to FZ3 in certain areas as being quite
constrained and therefore there is a need to assess how
close the plant (site compound) will get to the bank,
irrespective of FZ3 in terms of impact on bank stability. Il
stated that it has been confirmed within the FRA that the
allowance is 8m clearance between the top of the bank and
the site compound.

+ Ref: 49 () Flood Risk (temporary works)

Il highlighted that this point relates to details later in the
development at detailed design.

= Ref: 50 (lll) Flocd Risk (ES drainage strategy)

Il asked if there are existing outfalls (Stratford Brook) that
discharge into the watercourse. Il confirmed that there is
construction of new and use of existing cutfalls as part of
the Scheme. Il added that part of the site survey and the
Gl being undertaken is to look at outfalls and drainage.
Highways England data is quite limited. Il asked whether

the project was anticipating an increase in discharge into the

watercourse during a storm event as opposed to introducing
new drainage. Il confirmed no and that the objective of
the drainage design is toc improve the existing condition, not
make existing drainage worse. Il stated that this can be
fed back tc drainage team regarding hard engineering of
outfalls.

= Ref: 51 (lll) — FRA (ordinary watercourse culverting)

Il commented that the LLFA need to be given oversight as
to what is happening with culveris.

= Ref: 52 (lll) - Compensation/replacement land

Il requested clarification regarding the definition of ‘land
compensation and replacement’. Il confirmed that
compensation land refers to compensation for land taken
within the SPA and replacement land refers to common
land. M added that this is a change of designation
(environmental) but not a change of use in terms of land
use.

Il gave an overview of the Sanway Flood Alleviation
Scheme (FAS) that is designed to protect househclds in the
Sanway area. Il noted from the plans that there is a
propesal for works in the same area as the Scheme and the
proposals include opportunities for envircnmental
enhancement. Il confirmed that it is part of the Park Barn
replacement land where planting is currently proposed. Il
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added that the area has been identified to provide
compensatory storage which is required as part of the
proposal. Il confirmed that the proposals have gone for
public consultation with finalised designs and are now
looking at environmental opportunities. Il it would be worth
understanding whether land lowering in that area will conflict
with any J10 proposals in the area. Il confirmed thatit is
replacement land for the common land that’s being taken
not compensation. K is for public access. Il confimed that
there is possibility for environmental enhancement but there
may be conflict here as pecple will need to use if for
recreational purpose. Il added that the Sanway proposal
is locking at a wide range of envircnmental benefits both
socially and to the environment itself, not just wetland. Il
added that Woking Berough Council are a major
stakeholder in the proposals and have visions tc improve
public access between Woking and Byfleet. lll confirmed
that there is a sponsor group involved but it's an EA led
project. Il confirmed that he had been in touch with

I (he lead on the project.

Post Meeting Note: The Sanway FAS is currently a
proposal only and as such there is no guarantee at this
stage that it will be constructed.

ACTION: Atkins (MH) to liaise with EA lead I
I —
— )

« Ref: 53 (lll) - Protective Provisions (Draft Order)

Il updated that EA had reviewed the PPs and found the
slight alterations acceptable, but that paragraph27, 1-3 the
only push back on this. EA will respond directly to lll on
this. Post Meeting Note: PPs agreed with EA on
31.10.19.

s« Ref: 58 (lll} — Stratford Brook mitigations (time limit
on feasibility study})

Il noted that this had been discussed and that a timeline
is not available on this at present. Il added that detailed
design will start in November, but the study may be done
early on so as to inform the rest of the design. I, the
solution is to have this in the programme.

ACTION: Timing of feasibility study to be added to the
programme.

Il confirmed that there are updates to climate change
allowance for peak rainfalls only. Peak river flows won't be
until at least next year. Il confirmed that the new guidance
can be found on the UKCPA website (updated on 16
September 2019).

Statement of Common Ground
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A discussicn was had in respect of updating the FRA and
the DCO process. It was agreed that this could be achieved
through updates to the SoCG. Clarifications can be
provided through responses toc the comments log. Il noted
that generally speaking the DCC application documents are
not amended unless necessary and at ExA authority’s
discretion. The DCO process {(of responding to Written
Representations for example) provides cne be the methed
for responding to issues, in addition to the SoCG. Il stated
that he would like it to be recorded in the SoCG that the EA
are only the primary regulator for flood risk cn main rivers.
Ordinary watercourses is the remit of the LLFA. Il added
that the PPs will address issues regarding crdinary
watercourses (with SCC).

Updating of the SoCG was discussed. It was agreed o
update the SoCG following an update to the comments log.
EA to review the SoCG in the meantime. Il stated that
PINS are expecting an updated version of the SoCG by 05
December 2019. Post Meeting Note: Updated SoCGs
will need to be submitted to PINS by Deadline 3 (28
January 2026).

Il referred to the EA letter of 14 June 2019 (Ref
WA/2018/12586-04-LO) and a comment about a concern
regarding the contaminated land requirement that was not
raised in the RR. She asked whether the comment was still
relevant. IlMreferred fo the paragraph in a letter which
stated ‘if gross contamination was discovered during the
course of works we would expect you to remediate it and
not just leave it saying you haven't made it worse’. IR
confirmed that | vst be happy with this as
he has locoked at Requirement 13. Il stated that if it was
still something that needed addressing, further down in the
Requirement there is a peint to cover when in the event of
contaminated material being found at any time during the
development that’s not been assessed, then the undertaker
will cease construction in that area and conduct a risk
assessment in consultation with the EA. If this determined
remediation was necessary, then this would be undertaken.
Il agreed and confirmed that this was closed out.

In relation to SoCG Il stated that there were two geclogy
and soils points still noted as ‘under discussion’ (Ground

investigation and quantitative risk assessment and piling risk

assessment) but now both those points could be agreed and
closed out. Il confirmed that now we had Requirement 13
it is probably agreed and that he would review and confirm.

Il referred to the list of licences in the SoCG and the
Water discharge activity environmental permit item is still
marked as ‘under discussion’. Il stated that our position
is that one isn’t required. The response from the EA
addressed this only in part (in respect of Bolder Mere) but
needs closing out in respect of highways drainage. I
stated that the same might apply to the ground water activity

M25J10_EA Meeting notes_FINAI_ 08.10.19 (003) 19/05/16

Plan Design Enable

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 182 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange .
TR010030 } L‘Agf;:‘gays
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

(%)

=

=

<

ITEM DESCRIPTION & ACTION

DEADLINE RESPONSIBELE

permit in terms of the EA have asked for mere information
regarding ground water/drinking water protected areas.

ACTION: Atkins/HE to respond to EA on cutstanding
question re ground water activity permit.

ACTION: EA to complete feedback on Water discharge

activity permit — also GWA permit— Il to follow- up.

Post Meeting Note: Action completed. Confirmation
received from EA on the 17 October that a Water
Discharge Activity Permit is not required for highways
drainage.

ACTION: EA to review current SoCG and comment
where items can be changed to ‘agreed’. Atkins to
circulate updated comments log.

Post Meeting Note: Sent on 06.11.19

4 Next Steps/AOB
No AOB was raised
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A.40. Email (08.10.19)

Ce: I

Subject: Meeting 8th October 2019

Hi

Re the points | just raised in the meeting, below is the information | am seeking clarity on / you wanted clarity on:
Water Discharge Activity Permit — Savannah’s email of 5" June 2019 (attached for ease of ref) referred to our view
that a WDA permit will not be required for highway run-off discharge to a watercourse and made a separate
comment regarding potential for WDA permit for dewatering at Bolder Mere (if required). Your response of 14™
June commented on WDA requirements for Bolder Mere but not the highway run-off, which we assume you agree
with us on but for completeness please confirm.

Groundwater Activity Permit — You have agreed that ‘if any activity meets the requirements of HE/EA Position
Statement and Groundwater Protection Position Statement G13 then a Permit will not be required’ but | believe you
wanted clarification from us on our reference to Drinking Water Protected Areas that we were referring to
Groundwater DrWPAs — which we were.

Kind regards

—

I . 55c (Hons)

Senior Environmental Permitting Consultant, Infrastructure
UK and Europe
Planning and Environmental Consenting

=
500 Park Avenue, Aztec West, Aimondsbury, Bristol, BS32 4RZ

0]

Company E Eﬁrﬂ

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this message by
mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not copy it to anyone else. We have checked this
email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to
make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act
or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be
accessed by someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.
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A41.  Email (17.10.19)

[ ]

1

From: .
Sent: 17 October 2019 17:22

To: I

Ce: I

Subject: RE: Meeting 8th October 2019

Hi I

In response to your points below:

Water Discharge Activity Permit: Our water discharge activity Permitting guidance states in section 3.8 that:
“The following are not water discharge activities:... Discharge from a highway drain, unless a highway drain
notice has been served and has taken effect...”. The “notice” is referenced in section 3.10: “The regulator
can serve a notice specifying that the operation of a highway drain (where that activity might lead fo a
discharge) is a water discharge activity from the specified date. This means the activity cannot be carried
on without being authorised by an environmental permit. Such a notice may be served on a highway
authority, or any other person entitled to keep open a drain under Section 100 of the Highways Act 1980. A
notice specities the date from which it takes effect, which will be not less than six months after being
served.”

Therefore, assuming that no such notice has been served on the relevant highway drain, our guidance
would indicate that highway drainage is not a WDA and no Permit is required.

Thank you for confirming that you were referring to GW DrWPAs in your previous communications — this is
noted.

If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Kind regards,

Environment Agency |

Creating a better place
for people and wildlife

A

Speak to us early about environmental issues and opportunities - We can provide a free pre-
application advice note or for more detailed advice / meetings / reviews we can provide a project manager
to coordinate specialist advice / meetings which costs £100 per hour (plus VAT). For more information
email us at planning THM@environment-agency.gov.uk
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]

From: b

Sent: 31 October 2019 18:26

To: I

cc: -

[
Subject: RE: M25 J10 Water Impoundment Licence
Hi -

Apologies for the delay in replying to you. | can confirm that provided you are not modifying or altering the current
outflow structure (at point B), or the entrance to the culvert (point A), or the formal outflow (point C), which are the
main impoundment peints from the information available, then you won’t need a water resources impoundment
licence.

The changes you propose are in the vein of "Other activities that will not normally require a [water resources
impoundment] licence” as set out on GOV.UK Water management: abstract or impound water:

work in the river, parallel and aajacent to the bank thal does not significantly narrow the channel, for example
installing sheet piling, rip rap and rock revetments for erosion protection

~installing a wave wall on an existing reservoir dam that is not intended to impound any extra water

-increasing the height of spillway sidewalls (that does not alter the impounding levei)

«altering, moving or constructing a spillway without increasing the impounded level or changing the downstream flow
regime to the detriment of the environment

Kind regards
)
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A43. Email (12.11.19)

From: [ - <>

Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 6:18 PM

To: I

Cc: I
|

Subject: RE: M25 J10A PPs [BDB-BDB1.FID10509429]

Hi I

Sorry for any confusion — it was intended just to reiterate that we can only disapply FRAPs,
not the other consents more generally.

| confirm as per previous correspondence with I that no water discharge
activity permit is required for highways drainage.

Kind regards,
I

Strategic Planning Specialist, Strategic Planning & Engagement {Thames}
Environment Agency | Red Kite House, Howbery Park, Wallingford, Oxon, OX10 8BD

I
External: I | Mobile : I

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife

From:
Sent: 12 November 2019 17:51
To:
Cc:

Subject: RE: M25 J10A PPs [BDB-BDB1.FID10509429]

Hi I

Many thanks for the confirmation that the EA are happy to disapply Regulation 12 in relation to the
carrying out of the flood risk activity as provided for in Article 3 {1){a) of the draft DCO.

In your email below, you refer to the water discharge activity permit being required and not being
covered by the disapplication.

As we understand from previous correspondence from yourself to I (scc attached) , a

water discharge activity permit is not required for this scheme and therefore HE have not sought
disapplication of Regulation 12 in the draft DCO in this regard.

Contains sensitive information
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Further to your correspondence with IIIllll regarding the draft PPs, please find attached
revised/clean copy as agreed.

We would be grateful if you could confirm in writing your acceptance of the revised PPs, including
the consent to disapply Regulation 12 and the need for a Flood Risk Assessment Permit.

With many thanks

||

From: I

Sent: 31 October 2019 16:42

To: I
Ce: I
-
Subject: RE: M25 J10A PPs [BDB-BDB1.FID10509429]

Thank you for the confirmation. | am pleased to hear that the draft PPs are now agreed. | will tidy
them up and circulate accordingly.

Many thanks again for your assistance with this.
|

PP

l.l
BDB PITMANS

I Scnior Associate
T
M

W www bdbpitmans.com

For and on behalf of BDB Pitmans LLP
50 Broadway London SW1H CBL

From : |

Sent: 31 October 2019 14:44
To: I

Cc: I
Subject: DCO: M25 J10A PPs

Hi I
Further to our telephone call yesterday | have now had the opportunity discuss HE'’s
suggested amendments to the PPs with I in the light of your further comments. On this

basis | can confirm that we are now content to allow the suggested amendments to clause 27(1) — (3).

Kind regards.

Senior Lawyer

Contains sensitive information
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Could you please confirm that our initial understanding as set out in the above paragraph is
correct. If that is the case, for the sake of clarity, please could you re-confirm the EAs consent to
disapplication of Regulation 12 under Article 3 {1){a) of the draft DCO, without the reference to the
water discharge activity permit.

With many thanks in advance.

Kind regards
|

From: I
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 4:29 PM

To: I
Ce:
I

Subject: RE: M25 J10A PPs [BDB-BDB1.FID10509429]
Hi I,

Thank you for sending through the revised protective provisions in line with our previous
discussions.

We accept the protective provisions in their current form.

We agree to disapply regulation 12 of the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016 in
respect of the need for a permit for flood risk activity only. Note that our other requirements,
such as for a water discharge permit, remain in force.

Kind regards,

I

Strategic Planning Specialist, Strategic Planning & Engagement {Thames}
Environment Agency | Red Kite House, Howbery Park, Wallingford, Oxon, OX10 8BD

I
External: NS | Mobilc: I

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife

From:
Sent: 12 November 2019 11:07
To:
Cc:

Subject: FW: M25 J10A PPs [BDB-BDB1.FID10509429]

Dear I

Contains sensitive information
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National Legal Services — FCRM & Planning
Environment Agency | Sapphire East, 550 Streetsbrook Road, Sclihull B91
1QT DX 702280 Solihull 3

|
External : I | Vobilc I

This correspondence is from a member of the Environment Agency Legal Services feam. To
the extent that it contains legal advice it is legally privileged and may be exempt from
disclosure. Please talk to us first before you discuss this email or any attachments

with anyone outside the Environment Agency, or send it outside the Environment Agency.

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife

&

Information m this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have
received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not
copy it to anyone else. We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you
should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to make this message and
any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act
or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency
address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or recipient, for business

purposes.

WARNING - This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may alsec be privileged. If
you are not the intended recipient, you should not copy, forward or use any part of it or disclose its
contents to any person. If you have received it in error please notify our system manager inmediately
on +44 (0)20 7783 3555 or +44 (0)345 222 9222. This email and any automatic copies should be
deleted after you have contacted the system manager.

This email is sent from the offices of BDB Pitmans LLP, a limited liability partnership authorised and
regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA ID number 448617) and registered in England
and Wales with registered number OC320798. lis registered office and principal place of business is
50 Broadway, London SW1H OBL. A full list of members, referred to as partners by the firm, is
available for inspection on request. BDB Pitmans LLP accepts no responsibility for software viruses
and you should check for viruses before opening any attachments.

Cybercrime Alert . If you receive an email purporting to be from someone at this firm and telling you
that we have changed our bank details, it is likely to be from a criminal. Flease do not reply to that
email — instead ring the person you have been dealing with as soon as possible to check whether the
change is genuine.

Internet communications are not secure and therefore BDB Pitmans LLP does not provide any
guarantee or warranty that this message or any attachments shall remain confidential. To ensure
client service levels and business continuity BDB Pitmans LLP operates a policy whereby emails can
be read by its employees or pariners other than the addressee. This policy complies with the
Telecommunications (Lawful Business Practice) (Interception of Communications) Regulations 2000.

Contains sensitive information
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This email and any attached files are confidential and copyright protected. If you are not the addressee, any dissemination of this
communication is strictly prohibited. Unless otherwise exy ly agreed in writing, nothing stated in this communication shall be legally
binding. The ulti ent com of the Atkins Groug Group Inc. Registered in Québec, Canada No. 059041-0.
Registered Office 455 boul. Ren esque Cuest, Montréal, Québec, Canada, H2Z 1Z3. A list of Atkins Group companies registered
in the United Kingdom and locations around the world can be found at http:/www atkinsglobal.com/site-services/qroup-company-
registration-details

Consider the environment. Please don't print this e-mail unless you really need to

WARNING - This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may also be privileged. If
you are not the intended recipient, you should not copy, forward or use any part of it or disclose its
contents to any persen. If you have received it in error please notify our system manager immediately
on +44 (0)20 7783 3555 or +44 (0)345 222 9222. This email and any automatic copies should be
deleted after you have contacted the system manager.

This email is sent from the offices of BDB Pitmans LLP, a limited liability partnership authorised and
regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA ID number 448617) and registered in England
and Wales with registered number OC320798. Iis registered office and principal place of business is
50 Broadway, London SW1H OBL. A full list of members, referred to as partners by the firm, is
available for inspection on request. BDB Pitmans LLP accepts no responsibility for software viruses
and you should check for viruses before opening any attachments.

Cybercrime Alert : If you receive an email purporting to be from someone at this firm and telling you
that we have changed our bank details, it is likely to be from a criminal. Please do not reply to that
email — instead ring the person you have been dealing with as soon as possible to check whether the
change is genuine.

Internet communications are not secure and therefore BDB Pitmans LLP does not provide any
guarantee or warranty that this message or any attachments shall remain confidential. To ensure
client service levels and business continuity BDB Pitmans LLP operates a policy whereby emails can
be read by its employees or partners other than the addressee. This policy complies with the
Telecommunications (Lawful Business Practice) (Interception of Communications) Regulations 2000.

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received
this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not copy it to
anyone else. We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check
any attachment before opening it. We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if
asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages
and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by
someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received
this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not copy it to
anyone else. We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check
any attachment before opening it. We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if
asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages
and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by
someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.

Contains sensitive information
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A.44.  Email (06.01.20)

From: [
Sent: Monday, January 6, 2020 1:27 PM

To: I

Cc:
e

|
Subject: RE: M25 J10/A3 - Boldermere GW Flows [BDB-BDB1.FID10509429]

Dear N

Thank you for your e-mail below and apologies for the delay in responding, which was due to the
widespread flooding incident in December.

| can confirm that we agree with your proposals below and appreciate the clarification about how the
requested details will be provided to us in due course. We therefore do not require any additional changes
to Requirement 10.

We will formally confirm this in writing to the Planning Inspectorate as part of our delayed ‘deadline 2'
response, or our ‘deadline 3' comments should we not be able to provide comments for D2 before the D3
deadline.

If you have any further queries on this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Kind regards,

]

Strategic Planning Specialist, Strategic Planning & Engagement (Thames)
Environment Agency | Red Kite House, Howbery Park, Wallingford, Oxon, OX10 8BD

T —
External: INESSSSSSS | \obile: I

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife
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From: I
Sent: 11 December 2019 17:59

To: I
Cc:
S —.
-

Subject: M25 J10/A3 - Boldermere GW Flows [BDB-BDB1.FID10509429]

Dear N

At our meeting on 8 October we discussed the possibility of making changes to Requirement 10 to address Agency's
request to include a requirement to provide details of the Ground Investigations and Risk Assessment required for
understanding GW flows and the potential impact that the piling works may have on Boldermere lake. This was also
noted in the Agency'’s recent Written Representation,

Highways England does not object in principle to including the additional changes to Requirement 10 as requested by
the Environment Agency. However, given that the requested requirements are already provided for by the dDCO, it
seems unnecessary to duplicate existing provisions/requirements.

Highways England has committed to providing the Ground Investigations and Risk assessment in RD1.16 of the
REAC (APP-135) stating that to in order to prevent adverse effects on groundwater flow, Highways England will
ensure an intrusive ground investigation is undertaken to determine the groundwater flow direction and the depth to
groundwater. On the basis of these investigations, alterations will be made to the detailed design of the piles or
retaining walls, to ensure they do not form a barrier to groundwater flow. Assessment of this impact will be covered
within the Piling Risk Assessment. The Piling Risk Assessment will be submitted to the Environment Agency for
approval and agreement prior to commencement of the construction phase.

The commitments set out in the REAC are secured through Requirement 3 of the dDCO (APP-018). Requirement 3
states that no part of the authorised development is to commence until a CEMP has been approved by the SoS in
consultation with the relevant planning authority (Req 3(1)). The CEMP must reflect the commitments made in the
REAC and mitigation measures detailed in the ES (Req 3(2)). The Scheme must be constructed in accordance with
the approved CEMP (Req 3(3)). Therefore the commitments set out in the REAC are secured.

In addition, the agreed Protective Provisions for the protection of the Environment Agency provide that before
beginning to construct any specified work (which includes any work or operation authorised by the DCO as is in, on,
under, over or within 8 metres of a drainage work or otherwise likely to... affect the flow ... of... ground water,
Highways England must submit to the Agency for their approval details of such works. Any such specified work must
not be constructed except in accordance with such plans as approved in writing by the Environment Agency... (para
19 of the Protective Provisions). “Plans” is quite broadly defined and includes sections, drawings, specifications,
calculations and method statements.

Therefore, the additional provisions in Requirement 10 are not required in our view. We hope the explanation above
provides the Environment Agency with sufficient reassurance that the dDCO includes appropriate mechanisms which
secure the need for Highways England to provide the Environment Agency with the details of the Ground
Investigations and Risk Assessment and to ensure that the necessary mitigation measures in respect of the retaining
wall are incorporated into the design.

If you think it would be helpful, perhaps we can discuss this further over the phone? If so, please let me know when
would be a good time. | am around tomorrow and on Friday and in the early part of next week.

Kind regards
|

LT %4
4
BDB PITMANS

I Senior Associate
T I

W www.bdbpitmans.com
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For and on behalf of BDB Pitmans LLP
50 Broadway London SW1H 0BL

SEASON'S GREETINGS ¢ | 7 + -
FROMEVERYONEAT = -
BDB PITMANS S e S

° 2]
Instead of sending cards this year we will ’ g _al -
be making donations to our employees’ 4" s 1Y
nominated charities: The Passage, w

Sport in Mind, Barts Charity and War Child . :l

WARNING - This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may also be privileged. If you are not the
intended recipient, you should not copy, forward or use any part of it or disclose its contents to any person. If you
have received it in error please notify our system manager immediately on +44 (0)20 7783 3555 or +44 (0)345 222
9222. This email and any automatic copies should be deleted after you have contacted the system manager.

This email is sent from the offices of BDB Pitmans LLP, a limited liability partnership authorised and regulated by the
Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA ID number 448617) and registered in England and Wales with registered number
0OC320798. Its registered office and principal place of business is 50 Broadway, London SW1H 0BL. A full list of
members, referred to as partners by the firm, is available for inspection on request. BDB Pitmans LLP accepts no
responsibility for software viruses and you should check for viruses before opening any attachments.

Cybercrime Alert : If you receive an email purporting to be from someone at this firm and telling you that we have
changed our bank details, it is likely to be from a criminal. Please do not reply to that email — instead ring the person
you have been dealing with as soon as possible to check whether the change is genuine.

Internet communications are not secure and therefore BDB Pitmans LLP does not provide any guarantee or warranty
that this message or any attachments shall remain confidential. To ensure client service levels and business
continuity BDB Pitmans LLP operates a policy whereby emails can be read by its employees or partners other than
the addressee. This policy complies with the Telecommunications (Lawful Business Practice) (Interception of
Communications) Regulations 2000.

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this message by
mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not copy it to anyone else. We have checked this
email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to
make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act
or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be
accessed by someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.
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A.45. Email (30.01.20)

[—

From: e
Sent: 31 January 2020 16:32

To: A

C —

Subject: RE: M25 J10 Water Impoundment Licence

Hi I

Thank you very much for your response. Would it be possible to ask one more thing?

The Consents and Agreement Position Statement concludes that the matter of impoundment licencing will not be
addressed again until detailed design. However, it gives no feel for the consequences of this approach to the
Scheme — in particular whether it presents a large or small risk to implementation or programme. This is something
that the Examiners may pick up on. It would be good, if possible, to pre-empt any unnecessary concern.

The DCO documentation set includes a ‘Statement of Common Ground’ (SoCG) between the Highways England and
the Environment Agency. This is a live document that records topics of agreement between the two parties, as well
as topics still being worked on. There is already an item in the SoCG on water impoundment licencing (3.7.9, page

39, see link below). If you are agreeable I'd like to update last two paragraphs of the Highways England response to:

1. briefly summarise our current agreed position (to hold off until detailed design), and
2. Also state that neither HE or EA expect impoundment licencing to be a significant constraint on the

implementation of the Scheme.

Could you let me know if you would be happy with this approach? If so | can draft something up for your
consideration.

Thank you for your continued help on this.

Best regards

Link to M25 Junction 10 Statement of Common Ground
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010030/TR010030-000605-
TR010030 Volume 8.3%20(1)%20-%20S0CG%20with%20Environment%20Agency.pdf

From: |
Sent: 30 January 2020 13:50

To: I
Subject: RE: M25 J10 Water Impoundment Licence

Hi .

That's looks fine to me and a good way forward.

Regards
[
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From: I
Sent: 28 January 2020 12:06

To: I
Cc:

Subject: RE: M25 J10 Water Impoundment Licence

Hi I
Thank you for your email below, and apologies for not getting back to you sooner.

The M25 Junction 28 Scheme is at preliminary design stage. This design doesn’t contain the information needed to
definitively determine how structures that have potential to impound will do so.

| am optimistic that we will be able to screen out structures as low risk or design out any impoundment effect during
future design phases of the project. But for now, | think the best course of action is to hold off making a decision on
whether a licence is required until more detail becomes available.

The Scheme documentation includes a “Consents and Agreement Position Statement”. This is a live document that
tracks consenting requirements. | attach an update to the section on ‘Water Impoundment Licences’ for your
information. Hopefully this accurately summarises the current state of our discussions. Please let me know if there is
anything in this text that you would like changed. | also attach a plan showing the location of Scheme components
that, at preliminary design stage, we think affect the water environment — a subset of these, as referenced in the
Position Statement (e.g. BL1), have the potential to impound.

Thank you for the time that you and your reservoir colleagues have invested in the Scheme to date. Your advice has
been invaluable in clarifying the obligations of the Scheme on matters of impoundment and reservoir safety. The
opportunity to engage with you early on these matters allows us to integrate your requirements into the design in
its early stages of development, hopefully avoiding the pain of making substantial changes once the detailed design
has been developed.

We will be back in touch once we are into the early stages of detailed design. We expect this to be sometime later
this year.

Best regards
=

Attachments
e Extract from M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange TR010030 3.3 Consents and Agreements Position
Statement. Taken on 28/0120 from document with ProjectWise ref HE551522-ATK-EAC-J10-RP-LM-000001
e Appendix B of WFD Statement
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A.46. Email (06.02.20)

From: I
Sent: 06 February 2020 15:44

To:
I
Cc:
I
|

Subject: RE: Environment Agency (20023020) Representation for M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
improvement project (TRO10030)

Ahead of our call tomorrow I've collated some information to corroborate the use of the FZ2 outline as a substitute
for the 1 in 100 + climate change.

Regards
|

The peak flow for the River Wey through the M25 culvert has been taken from the Lower Wey 1D flood model. The
flows in the 1D/2D Wey model are very similar however there is instability in the results hydrographs, so the 1D
model results have been used.

The peak flows in the 1 in 100 and 1 in 1000 events are 161 m*™ and 252 m’s™ respectively. The 1in 100 including
a 70% allowance for climate change is 274 m3™. The 1 in 100 including 70% climate change allowance is higher than
the 1in 1000 peak flow by 22 m*s™®. This is a variation of 8%. This variation is considered to be small enough for the
use of FZ2 as a substitute for the 1 in 100 + climate change.

The flow through the M25 culvert has been checked and there is >1 m freeboard between the peak 1 in 1000 flood
level and the soffit of the M25 culvert over the Wey, and similarly in the 1D/2D model there is a freeboard of
approximately 0.5 m within the culverts that take the minor watercourse under the M25 to the north-west of the R
Wey crossing. So a small increase in flow will not significantly change the nature of the flow through the culverts,
and there would not be a disproportionate increase in level for a small increase in flow.
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)
NTKINS
SNC ®: LAVALIN Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group
Meeting Note
Project: M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley Interchange Improvement Scheme
Subject: EA Written Representation 'D3'/SoCG outstanding issues
Meeting place: Skype Call Meeting no:
Date and time: 07 February 2020; 1-2:30pm | Minutes by: |

Present:

Representing:

Environment Agency
Envircnment Agency

Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
BDB Pitmans
Atkins
ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION RESPONSIBLE
1 Introductions and Updates All

join the call.

1.1 HM outlined the purpose of the meeting o discuss outstanding
issues arising from the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) by
reference to the proposed agenda circulated pricr to the call. Il
suggested to first discuss agenda item 86 whilst waiting for Il io

2. EA Written Representation/Statement of Common Ground

outstanding issues

headings below.

2.1 EA Written Representation/ScCG issues discussed under the

3. Updates to Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)- climate change

allowance

3.1 I confirmed receipt of documents from Il which explained the
justification for using Flocd Zone 2. The Envircnment Agency
{EA) confirmed tc Il this was the infermation expecied. Il
responded to I, stating he was referring to the email sent on 6t

February 2020.
Next meeting:
Distribution: All attendees
Date issued: 07 February 2020

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record Atkins understanding of the

meeting and intended actions arising therefrom.

Your agreement that the notes form a true record of the
discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments

are received in writing within five days of receipt.

Contains sensitive information
07/02/2020 EA M25 J10 Meeting

o
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ATKINS

SNC +LAVALIN Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group

ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

3.2 Il explained the peak flows going through the culvert in the one
in 100 and one in 1000 events, with a 70% allowance for climate
change. The EA explained they must maintain a similar
position/standard across all projects and questicned where the
flows were applied to. lll confirmed this was undertaken at the
middle of the site in terms of the Red Line Boundary (RLB). Il
stated the 70% allowance is typically applied to the inflow {(most
upstream ncde) before being allowed tc cascade through the
model. He understoed it may not have cascaded lineally from this
point. Il suggested further, that attenuation means that it is
likely to be much less than a 70% increase in flow. The EA
suggested Highways England (HE)/Atkins repeat the assessment
for the mest upstream node, to assess the effects on flow at the
mid-point.

3.3 Il considered the importance of equating an 8% increase in flow
to an increase in level. He stated the effect of the scheme on the
smaller surrounding tributaries is minimal and therefore, it is
necessary to perform commeon sense checks. He gave the
example, if an 8% increase in flow accrued an 8% increase in
level (althocugh this is not linear), this would result in a 300-700ml
level increase which is under one foot. HE/Atkins believe
therefore, there would be nc change in the conclusions in
whether the scheme is impacting the flood plain.

3.4 The EA agreed with the logic of common sense checking but
highlighted the need for this information o be set out in a strong,
formal written document which discusses what Il explained
regarding why Flood Zone 2 would be appropriate. Il stated
performing the assessments in the upper zones would in fact aid
the rcbustness of the document produced. It was suggested this
document be made externally available. lll agreed to start this
document and it was confirmed that this updated FRA would be
the one referred to in the ScCG. Il agreed.

3.5 Il asked regarding timings. Il asked for this ic be sent by the
middle of the week as he is on leave. lll stated an update to the
FRA is scmething still desired by the EA. It was discussed there
will be an opportunity at one of the deadlines to add an
addendum cr scme additional werding to the FRA.

Action: Hll to send flood risk explanation to the EA in the week
commencing 10/02/2020.

Park Barn Farm Replacement Land and Sanway Flood

Alleviation Scheme

4.1 There is potential for area PBF1 of the Park Barn Farm
Replacement Land to yield benefits for both Schemes: as
replacement land for the J10 Scheme; as floodplain
compensation for the Sanway FAS; and by improving and
integrating local public access / improving habitat for both

Contains sensitive information
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EA - Minutes.docx

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3

Page 199 of 256



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

} highways
england

) ATKINS

SNC +LAVALIN Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group

ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

Schemes. Floodplain compensation would be for infrequent
events.

4.2 Arecent call between EA and Natural England (NE), concluded
that NE were supportive of dual use of the land cn the above
basis.

4.3 IM questicned, if HE were not involved in this area, how would
the Sanway scheme be undertaken by the EA. Il responded,
whilst he does not deal with this perscnally, landowners are
consulted but sometimes compulsory acquisition is necessary.
Il stated some land in the current scheme is in the ownership of
partners to the scheme.

4.4 IM asked whether it is usual for public access to be introduced
following this. Il discussed the desire to improve public access
and the need to balance this with the desires of local residents.
The scale of public access is thus still under consideration. The
EA menticned the recent Environmental Werkshop which had
been undertaken and how information is currently being collected
from this.

4.5 M questioned where the desire to improve access stems from.
The EA confirmed there is a wider desire to do more than
minimise flood risk to locals but consider other environmental and
social sclutions which could accompany the scheme.

4.6 The EA responded tc Il stating the intention for the section of
land north of the M25 is compensation for loss of floodplain
storage. The EA referred to other colleagues which would be
able to provide specific details on this land parcel.

Action: Hl to act as the first point of contact for the EA on this
issue.

PMN: The EA have sent through presentations made at the
Sanway Workshop and a programme for the next steps.

4.7 M noted, the replacement land is purely a product of the
compulseory acquisition process, rather than being related to
nature conservation. He referred to how the RHS provided
replacement land next tc Buxton Woods when they did their
extension.

It was agreed that all parties are supportive of a dual use for
Replacement Land at Park Barn Farm, but there remain
constraints on securing this use that will need to be worked
through in detailed design.

4.8 Il and Il exited the call.

5. Water Impoundment Licence

Contains sensitive information

07.02.2020_M25_J10_Meeting_MNotes_07.02.2020 -
EA - Minutes.docx
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ITEM DESCRIPTICN AND ACTION RESPONSIBLE

5.1 I reporied I < concerns on wording suggested by
Il on this topic. She has proposed an alternative wording which
the EA believe is more appropriate. Without a full pre-application,
the EA cannct offer any more certainty or confirmation of
agreement. Atkins confirm they will continue to engage with the
EA and release a pre-application as scon as possible, but the
necessary details are not currently available for the structures in
question without the detailed designs that are currently not
available.

5.2 I cined the call.

5.3 The EA reported that resourcing constraints mean they have to
focus on pre-applications based on detailed design, it would not
be appropriate necessarily to undertake a pre-application before
detailed design.

5.4 It was confirmed agreement had been achieved on Bolder Mere.
The scheme did not affect the control structures of this and
therefore a Water Impoundment Licence is not necessary.

5.5 Il proposed that further information should be collated on the
location and scale of the other struciures (besides Boldermere)
with potential impounding effect. The purpese of this informaticn
would be to provide clarity on the likely potential effect of these
structures on adjacent waterccurses and habitat. This could be
used to support further discussions with the ExA, if they should
arise. Il happy to receive this information, but reiterated need
for further detailed information before a pre-application could be
usefully submitted for these structures.

Action: ll to share information as set out in 5.5 above, and
where they are located in relation to the SSSI.

6. | Draft Development Consent Order — Article 19 -

6.1 The following proposed amendment te Article 19 of the dDCO
has been agreed with the EA: "Subject to article 3 paragraph
{1)(a) (disapplication of legislative provisions) nothing in this
article overrides the requirement for an environmental permit
under regulatiocn 12(1){b) (requirement for environmental permit)
of the Envircnmental Permitting (England and Wales)
Regulations 2016”. The agreed wording will be included in Article
19 in the next version of the revised dDCO.

7 Next steps/AOB All
7.1 See Meeting Action Tracker below.

Action | Complete (Yes/No}

TR to send flood risk explanation to the EA in the week commencing
10/02/2020.

Contains sensitive information
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Il fo liaise with the EA to discuss the intentions for the land parcel north of
the M25.

Il {c provide mere infermation on which structures are being discussed and
where they are located in relation o the SSSI.
Il to forward SoCG wording to IR

Contains sensitive information
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A.48.  Email (14.02.20)

=

From:

Sent: 14 February 2020 10:53

To: ———]

Cc: I

Subject: RE: Environment Agency (20023020) Representation for M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley

interchange improvement project (TRO10030)

Attachments: Technical note - FRA Flood Zone 2.docx

|

Following our call last week, please find attached a note providing further evidence to support the use of Flood Zone

2 in the FRA.

Regards

.
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b:: ntext

The DMRE states the design standard for the scheme should be based on the Central estimate
climate change allowance, but also requires a sensitivity test to test the Upper End estimate. The
sensitivity tests would show whether there is a material change in flood risk that would warrant
changing the Scheme design to mitigate any new or material changes in flood risk that arise from
using the higher climate change allowance.

The design standard used for the Scheme is the 1 in 100 +35% flood event. The 35% uplift is the
Higher Central estimate climate change allowance. To inform the design of the Scheme, the Flood
Zone 2 extent has been used as a proxy for the 1 in 100 +35% flood outline. This is a conservative
estimate as the 1 in 100 +35% flood flow is less than the 1 in 1000 flood flow.

In accordance with the requirements of the DMRE and the Flood Risk assessment: climate change
allowances guidance, the flood risk assessment needs to consider the Upper End climate change
allowances {100 + 70% uplift).

The Flood Risk Assessment has also used the Flood Zone 2 extent as a proxy for the 1 in 100 +70%
climate change. This note provides further evidence to support the use of Flood Zone 2 in the FRA.

Meeting notes

During the meeting on 7 February 2020, the method of comparing the 1 in 100 (70% CC) flows to the
1in 1000 flows was discussed. The principle was agreed that the appropriate approach for
estimating the flows at a point in the river system is to uplift the inflows into the model, rather than
simply scale up a flow at a discrete point in the model. It was agreed that if the inflows to the model
were scaled up by the climate change allowance, then the routing effects of the channel, river
structures and floodplain would attenuate the peak flow, and attenuate the increase in flow. This
would mean the 70% uplift to peak flows at the model inflow would gradually decay as the
attenuating effect of channel and floodplain tock effect. This attenuating effect is likely to be more
pronounced in large catchments, like the River Wey.

Analysis

The Lower Wey flood model has been run for the 1 in 100 flood event with the inflow hydrographs
increased by 70%. This has been run to estimate the peak river levels near the Scheme for the 1in
100 +70% event, enabling a comparison to the 1 in 1000 (Flood Zone 2) flood levels. The upstream
extent of the Lower Wey model is near Woking, and so there is a significant catchment upstream of
the extent of the model. This model will not therefore include the attenuating influence of the
catchment upstream of this point. The approach is a conservative one where the increase in levels
due to the 70% climate change allowance will be overestimated.

The results from the model runs show that the increase in baseline peak flood levels from the 1in
1000 event to the 1 in 100 +70% is approximately 160 mm. Figure 1 shows the change in flood
extent on the right bank of the River Wey for a 160 mm increase in level above the 1 in 1000 flood
levels. The red line is the 1 in 1000 flood level and the blue line is the 1 in 100 +70% flood level. Only
the right bank of the River Wey has been shown as this is the part of the floodplain nearest the
Scheme and therefore the only place where the proposed Scheme could be influenced by a
significant change in the flood extent.

The difference between the 1 in 1000 and the 1 in 100 +70% flood extents is minimal, with no
substantive change in the baseline flood extent nor flood risk. The change in flood extent would be
expected to be smaller than shown in the figure for the reasons described above.
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Figure 1 Flood extent sensitivity

Conclusion

A comparison between Flood Zone 2 and the 1 in 100 +70% flood extent has been carried out using a
conservative approach that will overestimate the 1 in 100 +70% flood extent. The difference
between Flood Zone 2 and the 1 in 100 +70% flood outlines will also be overestimated.

The two flood extents are shown to be comparable, with no material change in the flood extents.

The Flood Risk Assessment used the Flood Zone 2 extent as a substitute for the 1 in 100 +70% flood
extent. Since there is no substantial difference between the two flood extents, the conclusions of
the FRA remain valid.
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A.49.  Email (02.03.20)

I

L

From: - F

Sent: 02 March 2020 15:28

To: I

Cc:

Subject: RE: Environment Agency (20023020) Representation for M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange improvement project (TRO10030)

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi I,

Thank you for sending through the Flood Zone 2 Technical Note, which we have now reviewed.

It appears from your additional assessment that the level and extent of the 1 in 100 + 70% climate change
allowance is greater than Flood Zone 2, meaning that Flood Zone 2 is not necessarily suitable as a direct
proxy for this flood event.

The Technical Note lacks detail, especially the mapping. We would expect to see higher resolution maps
showing the effects of the additional extent of the 1 in 100 + 70% CC on the scheme, including whether
areas for works that have been previously ‘ruled out’ because they were in Flood Zone 1 are still
appropriate given this new assessment (i.e. do these areas actually fall in the +cc extent?}.

Our flood risk officer I has raised the following specific queries for which we require responses
before we can agree this matter:

- Have any changes to the model been made aside from adding 70% extra to the inflows, for
example to maintain stability? We need to be made aware of all changes to the existing
model. The model changes should also be confirmed in full. Although we may not need to
carry out a full, detailed model review, we need more information about the changes made
to the model.

- Have any conclusions or recommendations of the FRA been affected by the findings of the
technical note? Your ‘conclusions’ suggests not, but a level increase of ~16cm is a notable
difference and although I'm aware some of the works at risk of flooding, including the bridge,
are planned around the Stratford Brook which was modelled separately, you need to confirm
this explicitly. As well as works planned around the periphery of Flood Zone 2, works inside
this zone should also be considered due to the change in levels described.

We will respond accordingly on this matter for the SoCG and tomorrow’s DCO deadline.

PLEASE NOTE: We are currently recovering from a major flooding incident in Thames area and it may
take me longer than usual to respond to your e-mail.

Kind regards,
|

Strategic Planning Specialist, Strategic Planning & Engagement {Thames)
Environment Agency | Red Kite House, Howbery Park, Wallingford, Oxon, OX10 8BD

I
External: I | Mobile: I
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A.50.  Email (04.03.20)

[ ]

1

From: N

Sent: 04 March 2020 13:10

To: I

Cc:

Subject: RE: Environment Agency (20023020) Representation for M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley

interchange improvement project (TRO10030)
Hi -,

I'd be grateful if we could discuss this further so that we can clarify the position relating to how flood risk has been
assessed for the Scheme.

The issue was around the suitability or otherwise of using the FZ2 extent as a proxy for the 1 in 100 +70% climate
change extent. We have discussed this and provided evidence to show that the difference between these two flood
extents is not significant — this is in the context of a sensitivity test on a flood extent. If the exercise was simply that,
to test the sensitivity of a flood extent on an increase in flow, then the results of this test demonstrate there are no
new flow paths that change the character of the flooding in this area, nor any significant increase in flood extent.

There is then the underlying issue of the design standard for the Scheme. The design standard is the 1 in 100 +35%
flood event. In accordance with the DMRB and the Flood risk assessment requirements, the 1 in 100 +70% has also
been tested. The 1 in 100 +35% flood levels do not interact with the Scheme. The 1 in 100 +70% flood levels do
interact with the scheme. The only place where this occurs is the western most approx. 40 m of the embankment on
the southern side of the M25 near Buxton Wood Footbridge (for reference, sheet 11 of 31 of the Scheme Layout
Plans). The trigger for changing the design to accommodate any potential impacts at the 1 in 100 +70% event needs
to be done on the basis of probability and consequence and it’s this principle that informs the relevant conclusions
of the FRA. It is particularly this point that | would like to discuss to understand how we can come to an agreement
on the outstanding issue.

The question from yourself and the second question from Il relate to the above. To answer IIEER first question:
No changes have been made to the model aside from undertaking an additional sensitivity run by increasing the 1 in
100 peak flow at the upstream boundary by 70%.

Could you let me know when would be suitable for a call, | can most likely make myself available anytime that is
convenient for you.

Regards
.

From:Gordon, Clark <clark.gordon@environment-agency.gov.uk>

Sent: 02 March 2020 15:28

To: Rouse, Tom T <tom.rouse@atkinsglobal.com>

Ce: Huband, Marcus <Marcus.Huband@atkinsglobal.com>; OksanaPRICE <GksanaPRICE@bdbpitmans.com>; Ruth
Heatherley <RHeatherley@cjassociates.co.uk>

Subject: RE: Environment Agency {20023020) Representation for M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
improvement project {TRO10030)

Hi Tom,

Thank you for sending through the Flood Zone 2 Technical Note, which we have now reviewed.
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A51. Meetina (05 02 20)

%)

ATKINS //
SNC-+LAVALIN Member of the SNC-Lavalin Group

Meeting Notes

Project: M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley Interchange Improvement Scheme

Subject: EA Written Representation 'D5"/ FRA

Meeting place: Skype Call Meeting no:

Date and time: 05 March 2020; 11-12pm | Minutes by: |

Present: ] Representing: Environment Agency
] Environment Agency
] Atkins
] Atkins

ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION RESPONSIBLE

1. Aim of meeting
1.1 This meeting was held to discuss the Envircnment Agency’s (EA)

mos

use

related to the use of Flood Zone 2 to define the flocd risk
associated with the Scheme in the 1 in 100 +70% flood event.

1.2 Specifically, the aim was to clarify points raised by the EA in an
email on the 02 March 2020 which raised questions regarding a
technical note sent to the EA on the 14 February 2020. The
technical note was requested at a meeting with the EA on the
07.02.20 in order to clarify concerns raised by the EA regarding

submitted for Deadline 3.

t recent communication regarding the outstanding concerns

of Flood Zone 2 as outlined in the EAs written representation

2. Discussion regarding use of Flood Zone 2 to define the flood
risk associated with the Scheme in the 1 in 100 +70% flood

event.

Next meeting:

2.1 Il clarified that the only location (expect Stratford Brook)

where the Scheme has the potential to impact floodplain

storage is the embankment on the southern side of the M25
near Buxton Wood Footbridge where the westbound on slip
is being widened. He confirmed that the Scheme boundary
does exiend into the FZ2 flood extent in two other locations,

Distribution:

All attendees

Date issued:

03/11/2020 File Ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes
Yaour agreement that t

record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actions arising therefrom.
he notes form a true record of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are received

in writing within five days of receipt.

Contains sensitive infarmation
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

RESPONSIBLE

but these are in land replacement areas, where no
earthworks are proposed that could affect floodplain storage.

2.2 IVl agreed that the technical work that has been carried
out is satisfactory, and there are no cutstanding concems
regarding the technical work. The detailed design will be
assessed to confirm the flood risk impacts of the Scheme
and this infermation will submitted along with the designs as
part of the Protective Provision approvals.

2.3 The only outstanding issue is one of policy. The EA need to
confirm whether they would expect to see floodplain loss
mitigated {(using compensatory flood storage) where there is
only a loss of storage in the 1 in 100 +70% flood event. The
EA to confirm their position.

2.4 Il queried whether there are any suitable locations for
floodplain compensation areas if the flood risk analysis at the
detailed design stage identifies the need for floodplain
mitigation as a result of loss of floodplain near the Buxion
Wood Footbridge. EMstated that if required, based on
topography, there are oppoertunities for this type of mitigation
within the DCO extents upstream and downstream of the
M25.

2.5 Il queried whether there would be a Protective Provision
approval for works in the floodplain. It is clear that approvals
would be required for works within 8 m of a main river, but
there was some uncertainty about works within the
floodplain. I will review the DCO wording and discuss with
the EA legal team.

1A AOB
No other business was raised.

Action

Complete (Yes/No}

1 EA to confirm whether they would expect to see floodplain loss
mitigated (using compensatery flood storage) where there is only a loss of
storage in the 1 in 100 +70% flood event. The EA to confirm their pesition in
the context of the published guidance at the time the DCO was submitted.

Post meeting note: The EA have confirmed in their letter of 27 March 2020
that the Higher Central climate change allowance can be used as the design
standard allowance if it can be demonstrated through further detailed design
that this is appropriate and does not increase floed risk to others.

Yes

2 EA to review the wording of the Protective Provisions for the Scheme
with EA legal to determine whether it covers the requirement for a Protective
Provision approval for works in the floodplain.

Yes

Contains sensitive infarmation
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Post meeting note: The EA have confirmed in their letter of 27 March 2020
that any works in the floodplain would require protective provision approvals,
and therefore they are satisfied that flood risk issues have been resolved for
the purposes of the DCO examination.

Contains sensitive infarmation
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A.52. Email (19.03.20)

[ ]

L

From: >
Sent: 19 March 2020 20:25

To: ]

Cc: I

Subject: RE: Meeting note - 05.03.20

Hi I,

Apologies for not being able to get back to you before yesterday. Hope everyone is looking after
themselves!

| can confirm that we consider flood risk issues resolved, subject to appropriate and relevant updates being
made to the submitted FRA as previously discussed.

We feel that we do have sufficient control through the Protective Provisions, which are written so that we
will be consulted for works in the floodplain {(which we would take to be Flood Zones 2 and 3}, so any slip
road embankment works in Flood Zone 2 would require the submission of further details to us. In principle,
we agree with the currently proposed approach to design to the +35% climate change allowance event,
rather than a +70% event, as long as it can be demonstrated at detailed design that there are no ‘cliff edge’
effects between the +35% and +70% events and/or that there is a marked increase to vulnerable receptors
at the higher allowance.

We will come back to you separately in due course on the minutes from the call.
If you have any queries in the meantime, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Kind regards,

I

Strategic Planning Specialist, Strategic Planning & Engagement {Thames})
Environment Agency | Red Kite House, Howbery Park, Wallingford, Oxon, OX10 8BD

I
External: I | Mobile: I

Creating a better plac

Speak to us early about environmental issues and opportunities - We can provide a free pre-
application advice note or for more detailed advice / meetings / reviews we can provide a project manager
to coordinate specialist advice / meetings which costs £100 per hour {plus VAT}. For more information
email us at planning THM@environment-agency.gov.uk.

From : I

Sent: 17 March 2020 09:38

To: I

Ce: |
Subject: FW: Meeting note - 05.03.20
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Hi .

Sorry to chase as | know you are busy, but if you could get back to us on the attached meeting note and the 2
outstanding actions that would be much appreciated.

We have a deadline of tomorrow by which to respond to ExA questions from D5, so if we are able to include your
response to our discussion in that deadline that would be ideal.

Many thanks
|

From: I
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2020 9:48 AM

To: |
Ce: I
Subject: Meeting note - 05.03.20

Hi I/
Please find attached meeting note from our discussion on the 05 March. Please let me know if you are happy with
these as a record of discussions held.

Also grateful if you can review the meeting note of the 07.02.20.

Many thanks
|

Senior Consultant — Stakeholder Engagement

Tel: I
DD: I

Please note my working days are Tuesday to Thursday

Atkins — South East Roads Investment Programme

Working on behalf of Highways England

Highways England Customer Contact Centre
0300 123 5000

www highways.qov.uk

Infoermation in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this message by
mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do not copy it to anyone else. We have checked this
email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to
make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act
or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be
accessed by somecne other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.
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A.53. Letter (03.04.20)

creating a better place Environment
W Agency

The Planning Inspectorate Project ref: M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley

Temple Quay House interchange improvement — TR010030

Bristol

BS1 6PN Our ref: WA/2019/126852/07-L01

Your ref: 20023020

Date: 3 April 2020

Dear Sir/Madam,

Application by Highways England for an Order Granting Development Consent for the M25
Junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange improvement project

Please see below our comments for ‘deadline 6’ submissions for the M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange improvement project Development Consent Order application.

The Role of the Envircnment Agency
The Environment Agency has a responsibility for protecting and improving the Environment as
well as contributing to sustainable development.

Our work helps to support a greener economy through protecting and improving the natural
environment for beneficial uses, working with business to reduce waste and save money, and
helping to ensure that the UK economy is ready to cope with climate change. We will facilitate, as
appropriate, the development of low carbon sources of energy ensuring people and the
environment are properly protected.

We have three main roles:

We are an environmental regulator — we take a risk-based approach and target our effort to
maintain and improve Environmental standards and to minimize unnecessary burdens on
business. We issue a range of permits and consents.

We are an environmental operator — we are a national organization that operates locally. We
work with people and communities across England to protect and improve the environment in an
integrated way. We provide a vital incident response capability.

We are an environmental advisor — we compile and assess the best available evidence and
use this to report on the state of the environment. We use our own monitoring information and
that of others to inform this activity. We provide technical information and advice to national and
local governments to support their roles in policy and decision-making.

One of specific functions is as a Flood Risk Management Authority. We have a general
supervisory duty relating to specific flood risk management matters in respect of flood risk arising
from Main Rivers or the sea.

Environment Agency position

Since we issued our last response on 3 March (REP5-036), we have continued to engage with
the applicant's consultants in relation to our outstanding flood risk concems. Following these
discussions, we await the submission of an updated Flood Risk Assessment (FRA} to confirm
that the updated assessments we have asked for {plus any changes made to the scheme itself —
for example we understand that a slip road is now affected} have not affected the conclusions of

Cont/d..

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 213 of 256



highways

TR010030 england

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

the FRA. We note that the Examining Authority in further written questions published today have
requested an update from the applicant on the submission of an updated FRA.

We will review the FRA when it is submitted and confirm whether flood risk matters within our

remit have now been agreed.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any further information. We look forward to
continuing to work with the applicant to resolve any ongoing matters contained within our written
representation, and to ensure the best environmental outcome for this project.

Yours faithfully,

|
Strategic Planning Specialist
Environment Agency, Thames area

End 2
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A.54.  Email (22.04.20)

Sent: 22 April 2020 16:55

Subject: RE: EA SoCG - updates in advance of D8 and submission of final SoCG.

Hi I,

Thanks for your e-mail below.

| can confirm that we are happy with the proposed amendments to the SoCG matters as set out below.

Do you know when you will be looking to send through the updated FRA?

PLEASE NOTE: Due to working arrangements for COVID-19, it may take me longer than usual tc respond to you.

Kind regards,

Environment Agency |

Creating a better place
for people and wildlife

For the latest guidance Enviconment

CORONAVIRUS | - wmranereacov WP

PROTECT YOURSELF & OTHERS | - NHS.UK/coronavirus
- GOV.UK/coronavirus

Speak to us early about environmental issues and opportunities - We can provide a free pre-application advice note or for more detailed advice /
meetings / reviews we can provide a project manager to coordinate specialist advice / meetings which costs £100 per hour (plus VAT). For more information
email us at planning THM@environment-agency.gov.uk.

From: I
Sent: 14 April 2020 17:59

To: I
Ce:
Subject: EA SoCG - updates in advance of D8 and submission of final SoCG.

Dear I

As you will be aware we need to finalise our SoCG with you by Deadline 8 (01 May). The only outstanding issues in the SoCG that are currently ‘under discussion’ pertain to
the FRA. These being 3.5.1, 3.5.2 and 3.5.6. PINS are requesting that all issues are confirmed as either ‘agreed’ or ‘not agreed'.

We are proposing the below amendments to the following items in light of recent discussions, which we would be grateful if you could review and either approve or
provide feedback on by close of 17 April.

In the your D6 submission (attached), you state that the EA will ‘review the FRA when it is submitted and confirm whether flood risk matters within our remit have now
been agreed'. In your email below you confirm that you consider alf flood risk issues resolved, subject to appropriate and relevant updates being made to the submitted

FRA. Are we correct therefore in assuming that you cannot agree_all flood risk issues resolved until you have reviewed the updated FRA?

We are hoping to submit the updated FRA to you by the end of this week. However, the review of the updates to the FRA may not be completed prior to D8 and in time for
the finalisation of the SoCG, the wording proposed in the amended SoCG seeks to reflect this possibility.

Once we have your feedback/agreement, we will send you a final copy of the SoCG, with the full appendices for you to sign. Please note the refs ‘Axx’ refer to the relevant
appendices and will be finalised in the final version of the SoCG.

Any questions please do let me know.

Kind regards
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3.5.1: Suggestion is to delete this item as it is covered by 3.5.2
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3.5.6: Updated to reflect outcome of recent discussions
3565 Flood risk (RR) FRA (Climate change) Of particular concern fo the EA The FRA [APP-046] has made  Underdiscussion-
Xref CL: 037: 038: following a review of the FRA was a appropriate allowances for Agreed.
039 = A % lack of demonstration that appropriate climate change. Section 8.5.3
allowances for climate change have of the ES Chapter 8: Road
been considered, unclear terminology in  drainage and the water
places and a number of assumptions environment [APP-053]
made without supporting evidence. incorrectly referenced out of

date guidance. The FRA
methodology has followed the
appropriate current guidance
(Flood risk assessments:
climate change allowances, EA
2016) and has made an
appropriate allowance for
climate change. There are
therefore no implications for the
assessment of effects reported
in section 8.10 of Chapter 8 of
the Environmental Statement
(APP-053). This has been
discussed with the EA at the
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Atkins —South East Roads Investment Programme

Working on behalf of Highways England

Highways England Customer Contact Centre
0300 123 5000

www.highways.gov.uk

meeting on 8 October (A.41)
and at the meeting on the 7
February 2020 (Axx) Following
this recent meeting, additional
evidence to support the
approach was submitted to the
EA on 14 February 2020

(Axx) .

[In response to additional
queries from the EA (A.xx) a
meeting was held on 05.03.20
(Axx) to provide further
Clarification to the EA.]

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it
and do not copy it to anyone else. We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to
make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent
to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.
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A.55.  Email (24.04.20)

From:

Sent: 24 April 2020 13:07

To: I

Ca

Subject: RE: EA SoCG - updates in advance of D8 and submission of final SoCG.
Attachments: HE551522-ATK-EWE-RP-LW-000003 April 2020 update.docx

Please find attached a draft update to the FRA. The document retains the track changes to show where the report has been updated.

Regards
|

From:

Sent: 23 April 2020 15:53

To: ' 0 . k>

c:

Subject: RE: EA SoCG - updates in advance of D8 and submission of final SoCG.

[«

Many thanks Il for confirming.

I is going to send the updated FRA over to you tomorrow. Do you think you will be able to complete the review and confirm whether you are content before the end of

the examination on the 12 May?
| will send you a full updated SoCG early next week.

Kind regards
|

From: I
Sent: Wednesday, April 22, 2020 4:55 PM

To: I

Ce: '
Subject: RE: EA SoCG - updates in advance of D8 and submission of final SoCG.

Hi I
Thanks for your e-mail below.
| can confirm that we are happy with the proposed amendments to the SoCG matters as set out below.

Do you know when you will be looking to send through the updated FRA?

PLEASE NOTE: Due to working arrangements for COVID-19, it may take me longer than usual to respond to you.

Kind regards,

Environment Agency |

Creating a better place

for people and wildlife

For the latest guidance @' et

CORONAVIRUS | - wmraneTeaGov ki

PROTECT YOURSELF & OTHERS | - NHS.UK/coronavirus
- GOV.UK/coronavirus
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Speak to us early about environmental issues and opportunities - We can provide a free pre-application advice note or for more detailed advice /
meetings / reviews we can provide a project manager to coordinate specialist advice / meetings which costs £100 per hour (plus VAT). For more information
email us at planning THM@environment-agency.gov.uk.

From:

Sent: 14 April 2020 17:59

To: I
Ce:
Subject: EA SoCG - updates in advance of D8 and submission of final SoCG.

Dear HEEE

As you will be aware we need to finalise our SoCG with you by Deadline 8 {01 May). The only outstanding issues in the SoCG that are currently ‘under discussion’ pertain to
the FRA. These being 3.5.1, 3.5.2 and 3.5.6. PINS are requesting that all issues are confirmed as either ‘agreed’ or ‘not agreed’.

We are proposing the below amendments to the following items in light of recent discussions, which we would be grateful if you could review and either approve or
provide feedback on by close of 17 April.

In the your D6 submission (attached), you state that the EA will ‘review the FRA when it is submitted and confirm whether flood risk matters within our remit have now been
agreed'. In your email below you confirm that you consider alf flood risk issues resolved, subject to appropriate and relevant updates being made to the submitted FRA. Are

we correct therefore in assuming that you cannot agree _all flood risk issues resolved until you have reviewed the updated FRA?

We are hoping to submit the updated FRA to you by the end of this week. However, the review of the updates to the FRA may not be completed prior to D8 and in time for
the finalisation of the SoCG, the wording proposed in the amended SoCG seeks to reflect this possibility.

Once we have your feedback/agreement, we will send you a final copy of the SoCG, with the full appendices for you to sign. Please note the refs ‘Axx’ refer to the relevant
appendices and will be finalised in the final version of the SoCG.

Any questions please do let me know.

Kind regards
|

3.5.1: Suggestion is to delete this item as it is covered by 3.5.2
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3.5.2: Edited in line with the outcome of recent discussions and pending your receipt of the updated FRA
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3.5.6: Updated to reflect outcome of recent discussions
3565 Flood risk (RR) FRA (Climate change)

Xref CL: 037; 038;
039

Of particular concern to the EA
following a review of the FRA was a
lack of demonstration that appropriate
allowances for climate change have
been considered, unclear terminology in
places and a number of assumptions
made without supporting evidence.

]
I

Tel: I

DD: I—
|

Atkins — South East Roads Investment Programme
Working on behalf of Highways England
Highways England Customer Contact Centre

0300 123 5000
www.highways.gov.uk

The FRA [APP-046] has made
appropriate allowances for
climate change. Section 8.5.3
of the ES Chapter 8: Road
drainage and the water
environment [APP-053]
incarrectly referenced out of
date guidance. The FRA
methodology has followed the
appropriate current guidance
(Flood risk assessments:
climate change allowances, EA
2016) and has made an
appropriate allowance for
climate change. There are
therefore no implications for the
assessment of effects reported
in section 8.10 of Chapter 8 of
the Environmental Statement
(APP-053). This has been
discussed with the EA at the
meeting on 8 October (A.41)
and at the meeting on the 7
February 2020 (Axx) Following
this recent meeting, additional
evidence to support the

approach was submitted to the
EAon 14 February 2020 (Axx) .

[in response to additional
queries from the EA (A.xx) a
meeting was held on 05.03.20
(Axx) to provide further
clarification to the EA.]

Agreed.

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it
and do not copy it to anyone else. We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to
make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent
to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or recipient, for business purposes.
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A.56. M25J10/ A3 Wisley Interchange: Flood Risk Assessment (April 2020 update)
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england

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030
5.5 Flood risk assessment

Regulation 5(2)(e)
Planning Act 2008
Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009

June 2019
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Infrastructure Planning

Planning Act 2008

The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed
Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009 (as amended)

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange

The M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
Development Consent Order 202[x ]

5.5 FLOOD RISK ASSESSMENT

Regulation Number: Regulation 5(2)(a)
Planning Inspectorate Scheme TR010030
Reference

Application Document Reference TRO10030/APP/5.5

Author: M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange project
team, Highways England

Version | Date Status of Version
Rev 0 June 2019 Development Consent Order application
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TRO010030 5.5 Flood risk assessment

Executive Summary

This Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) forms part of the Development Consent Order (DCO)
application for the M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange (the Scheme) and has been
prepared in accordance with the requirements of Regulation 5(2)(e) of The Infrastructure
Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009.

The Scheme comprises a series of road improvements proposed by Highways England to
address congestion and journey reliability issues at junction 10/A3 of the M25 motorway in
Surrey.

This FRA has been completed to provide a quantitative assessment of flood risk and
demonstrate that proposed mitigation (where necessary) would achieve an acceptable
level of flood risk and would not increase flood risk elsewhere. This FRA has also been
completed in line with National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPS NN) and
follows the current national planning policy in relation to development and flood risk,
namely the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The FRA and NPS NN
addresses all sources of flood risk both under current conditions and taking climate
change into account.

Environment Agency flood risk mapping and both the Elmbridge and Guildford Strategic
Flood Risk Assessments (SFRAs) were used as the main sources of flood risk information
to inform the understanding of flood risk within the study area, specifically within the
Scheme DCO boundary. This information has been supplemented with detailed hydraulic
modelling undertaken specifically for the DCO application both to provide a more robust
understanding of flood risk and inform the Scheme design.

Fluvial flood risk arises when watercourses exceed capacity and significant areas at risk
are shown by the Environment Agency Flood Zone mapping. This Flood Zone mapping
identifies that the majority of the Scheme is within Flood Zone 1 and so not at risk of fluvial
flooding. Several areas of the Scheme are however at within Flood Zone 2 and 3. There
are also five locations where the M25 and A3 cross ordinary watercourses (those which
are not designated main rivers), although the flood risk for these has not been defined by
Flood Zone mapping. In the majority of the areas at risk from fluvial flooding there are no
proposed works that would impact on flood risk, either through the displacement of flood
water or as a result in a constriction of conveyance. The key location of works that could
have an impact is in the southern extent of the Scheme where culvert works and a new
bridge are proposed over Stratford Brook (main river). However, the proposed works in
this area involves measures that prevent an increase in flood risk, as demonstrated
through detailed modelling.

The other key source of flood risk requiring consideration is surface water runoff. The
existing drainage system manages the current surface water flood risk to the road network
and this will be upgraded and supplemented with additional drainage systems (where
necessary) to accommodate the Scheme. The drainage system is described in detail
within the Drainage Strategy Report (application reference TR010300/APP/6.5/) Appendix
8.1, but in summary will prevent onsite flooding and increased runoff from the site in line
with current planning policy requirements. For example, it will prevent onsite flooding
during the 1 in 30 (3.3%) rainfall event and more frequent, and prevent runoff from the site
above greenfield rates up to the 1 in 100 (1%) annual probability rainfall event, with both
scenarios including an allowance for climate change.
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Flood risk from all other sources is considered low, although requirements will be included
within the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) to ensure that this risk
remains low. These items include consideration of groundwater ingress into excavations;
understanding the water transmission infrastructure network in the area; and potential
impacts on Bolder Mere.

To summarise, the proposed Scheme would be at an acceptable level of flood risk and
would not increase flood risk elsewhere. This conclusion remains true, both now and over
the lifetime of the Scheme taking climate change into consideration.
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TRO010030 5.5 Flood risk assessment

1. Introduction

1.1 Background

1.1.1 In December 2014 the Department for Transport (DfT) published its Road
Investment Strategy (RIS) for 2015-2020. The RIS sets out the list of schemes
that are to be delivered by Highways England over the period covered by the RIS
(2015-2020). The RIS identified improvements to the M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange as one of the key investments in the Strategic Road Network (SRN)
for the London and south east region.

1.1.2 The Scheme provides increased capacity at the M25 roundabout by elongating
the existing roundabout, providing additional lanes to provide more circulatory
capacity and enabling more traffic to discharge the roundabout whilst providing
dedicated free-flowing left turns. For a full description of the Scheme refer to
Introduction to the Application (application document TR0O10300/APP/1.2).

1.1.3 The area of development for the alteration works will exceed the limit prescribed
in Section 22 (4) (a) of the Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and the Scheme will
be developed as two Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs). This
means that a Development Consent Order (DCO) application will need to be
made to the Secretary of State under Section 37 of the Planning Act 2008 to
seek authorisation to build the Scheme.

1.1.4 This Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) is required to demonstrate how the impacts
of flood risk both to the Scheme and that can result from the Scheme, have been
assessed and mitigated where necessary. This will allow the approval process
for the DCO to be followed with a good knowledge as to the risks and potential
impacts of the Scheme in relation to flooding.

1.2 Scope

1.2.1 This FRA has been completed in line with the National Policy Statement for
National Networks (NPS NN) and follows the current planning policy in relation to
development and flood risk, namely the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) and associated Planning Practice Guidance. This FRA has also been
completed in line with the Highways England’s Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges (DMRB) Volume 11, Section 3 Part 10 Road Drainage and the Water
Environment (Highways England et al 2009).

1.2.2 Complying with this planning policy and design manual promotes a Scheme that
would be at an acceptable level of flood risk, whilst not increasing flood risk both
on site and elsewhere, and where possible reducing flood risk overall. This is
required for all sources of flood risk and over the life time of the development (i.e.
taking into account climate change).

1.2:3 This FRA is a quantitative appraisal to demonstrate that the development
complies with the above requirements. Therefore, this FRA:

¢ Defines flood risk to the site;
¢ Determines the impact of the development on flood risk;

¢ QOutlines the proposed mitigation measures; and

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/5.5 (Vol 5) Rev 0 Page 6 of 36

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 226 of 256



TR010030 2,',3.';:‘33\’5

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

highways

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
} england

TRO010030 5.5 Flood risk assessment

¢ Provides evidence demonstrating that the development is at an acceptable
risk of flooding, whilst ensuring the development will not increase flood risk
elsewhere.

1.3 Location and Proposed Scheme

1.3.1 The M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange lies in the south west quadrant of the
M25 London Orbital Motorway. At junction 10, the A3, a key radial route from
London to Portsmouth, which crosses the M25 motorway. Just to the north of
junction 10 on the A3 is the Painshill junction with the A245. To the south of
junction 10 on the A3 is the Ockham junction with the B2039 and B2215. The
Scheme is located within the County of Surrey and within the Boroughs of
Guildford and Elmbridge.

1.3:2 The location of the Scheme and the DCO boundary for the area of works is
shown in Figure 1.1. Scheme Layout Plans (application document
TRO10300/APP/2.8) showing the proposed Scheme are provided within the DCO
submission

1.3:3 The M25 junctions at this location, in the current configurations restrict traffic flow
through the area and a package of measures is required to improve junction
performance and safety.

1.34 The Scheme proposed provides increased capacity at the M25 roundabout by
elongating the existing roundabout, providing additional lanes to provide more
circulatory capacity and enabling more traffic to discharge the roundabout whilst
providing dedicated free—flowing left turns. The elongated roundabout would use
the existing bridges under the A3 and new bridges over the M25, with additional
lanes and capacity between the traffic signals and dedicated left—turn filters at
the traffic signals. Most of the existing roundabout and slip roads would be
broken out and removed, with the existing structures over the M25 being
demolished.

1.3 The Scheme includes widening the A3 from Ockham to M25 junction 10 and
M25 junction 10 to Painshill from three lanes to four lanes in both directions to
improve safety and capacity of the A3. There would also be widening of the A245
to three lanes between the Painshill junction and the B365 Seven Hills Road
junction. As the A3 will be widened to four lanes the current access to it from
side roads and private properties will need to be closed and alternative
arrangements will be put in place to provide access to the road network for the
properties affected. Alterations to signage and improvements to drainage are
also included in the Scheme. Construction is expected to start in winter 2020.
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1.4
1.4.1

14.2

1.4.3

Figure 1.1: Scheme location plan
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Flood risk policy

The NPS NN, NPPF and associated guidance are the key planning policy
guidance in relation to flood risk and development to ensure that flood risk is

adequately considered as part of development design. The NPS NN is the policy

specific for NSIPs and it references much of the policy and guidance from the
NPPF.

The NPS NN requires a Sequential Test when determining the location of the
new development to promote development away from areas at risk of flooding.
The Highways England RIS for 2015-2020 identifies the significant need for
capacity improvements at this junction and therefore works are required at this
location. However, where possible a sequential approach has been taken within
the study area for the road improvements, such as when locating balancing
ponds and site compounds.

The NPPF categorises development type based on vulnerability to flooding. The
proposed road scheme falls under these classifications as ‘Essential
Infrastructure’. This means that the proposed development would be considered
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acceptable for construction in Flood Zones 1 and 2, hence areas at risk from
fluvial (river) flooding during the 1 in 1000 (0.1%) annual probability event and
rarer. This type of development could be proposed within higher risk areas, i.e.
Flood Zone 3 (both 3a and 3b) if a passed Exception Test is demonstrated.

14.4 A passed Exception Test demonstrates that:
1. The development is required for wider benefits that outweigh flood risk; and

2. That the development is safe from flooding without increasing flood risk
elsewhere.

145 This FRA demonstrates point 2 above.
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221
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232

Assessment of Flood Risk

Overview

As outlined in the NPS NN and NPPF, flood risk from all sources must be
addressed within the FRA to ensure that potential flood risk has been considered
during the design of the Scheme. This section provides a list of the data sources
used for this assessment and flood risk to and from the development from all
sources. This section also outlines mitigation measures, as appropriate, to
achieve this requirement.

Data sources
The assessment makes use of readily available information as follows:

e The Environment Agency Flood Zones, surface water mapping and historical
flood extents, taken from the Environment Agency data catalogue’;

e The Elmbridge Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) (EImbridge Borough
Council, 2014);

¢ The Guildford SFRA (Guildford Borough Council, 2015);

e The Surrey County Council (Lead Local Flood Authority, LLFA) Preliminary
Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) (2011);

¢ The Surrey Local Flood Risk Management Strategy 2017-2032 (2017); and

¢ Elmbridge Section 19 Flood Investigation Report for the winter 2013/14 event
(2015).

Based on the Surrey County Council website?, it appears that a Surface Water
Management Plan (SWMP) has not been completed either covering or in the
vicinity of the Scheme DCO boundary.

This FRA has also been informed by detailed hydraulic modelling as discussed
within the Hydraulic Modelling Report prepared to inform the drainage design
and the Scheme Drainage Strategy (TR010030/APP/6.5) Appendix 8.1

Historic flooding

Areas that have flooded in the past often indicate areas that are vulnerable to
flooding in the future. The Environment Agency publish mapping that indicates
areas which have been inundated by water from main rivers in the past. In
relation to the Scheme, this mapping shows that predominately the proposed
works are outside areas that have experienced fluvial flood risk in the past.

The Elmbridge SFRA provides details of past flooding events, although river
flooding has been taken from the Environment Agency dataset and therefore
indicates the same coverage as above. This SFRA indicates that there have
been no incidents of sewer or other flooding as recorded by Elmbridge Borough
Council within the DCO boundary.

" http://environment.data.gov.uk/ds/catalogue/index.jsp#/catalogue
2 hitps://www.surreycc.gov.uk/people-and-community/emergency-planning-and-community-safety/flooding-advice/more-about-
flooding/surface-water-managementi-plans
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233 The Guildford SFRA shows areas that have flooded in the past as identified by
the Environment Agency, (including an event that occurred in 2003) and historic
road flooding. None of these events have occurred within the DCO boundary.

234 Within the Elmbridge area a Section 19 Flood Investigation report was completed
for the winter 2013/14 flood event (Section 19 Flood Investigation Report,
Elmbridge, 2015). This identifies that areas within the Cobham area, at the
northern extent of the Scheme suffered flood inundation resulting in a road
closure (not affecting the M25 or A3) and internal property flooding. The flooding
resulted from overtopping from the River Mole,

2,35 There are no other Section 19 Flood Investigation reports for areas in close
proximity to the Scheme DCO boundary.

2386 The Surrey Local Flood Risk Management Strategy identifies wetspots as areas
used to describe locations of past flooding, which are prioritised for assessment
and remedial works. There are no such wetspots along the M25 or A3 within the
DCO boundary.

2.4 Fluvial flood risk

241 Fluvial flood risk occurs when the capacity of a watercourse is exceeded such
that water overspills the watercourse channel.

Baseline flood risk

242 In the southern area of the site the Scheme will cross Stratford Brook which is a
designated main river (under the permissive and regulatory powers of the
Environment Agency) and which is a tributary of the River Wey. At the eastern
end of the site the Scheme will cross another main river, albeit this appears to be
an unnamed tributary of the River Mole. In addition to these locations where the
Scheme will cross main rivers, the River Mole is located in close proximity to the
northern extent of the Scheme and the River Wey in the west, both of which are
main rivers.

24.3 In addition to crossing and close proximity to main rivers, within the DCO
boundary the M25 also crosses three ordinary watercourses (those which are not
main rivers and fall under the regulatory jurisdiction of the Lead Local Flood
Authority Surrey County Council) to the east of junction 10. These ordinary
watercourses are tributaries of the River Mole. Similarly, the A3 crosses an
ordinary watercourse which appears to discharge from Bolder Mere.

244 The initial source of information used to determine fluvial flood risk to a proposed
development is the Environment Agency Flood Zone mapping. The Flood Zones
are defined as:

¢ Flood Zone 1 — Areas with a ‘Low Probability’ of flooding and where the
annual probability of flooding is lower than 1 in 1000 (0.1%) for either fluvial or
tidal flooding. The NPPF imposes no constraints upon the type of
development within Flood Zone 1.

e Flood Zone 2 — Areas with a ‘Medium Probability’ of flooding and where the
annual probability of flooding is between 1 in 1000 (0.1%) and 1 in 100 (1%)
for fluvial flooding or between 1 in 1000 (0.1%) and 1 in 200 (0.5%) for tidal
flooding. The NPPF recommends that Flood Zone 2 is suitable for most types
of development with the exception of ‘Highly Vulnerable’ land uses.
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e Flood Zone 3 — Areas with a ‘High Probability’ of flooding and where the
annual probability of flooding is 1 in 100 (1%) or greater for fluvial flooding or 1
in 200 (0.5%) or greater for tidal flooding. The NPPF recommends that
appropriate development is based upon a further classification of Flood Zone
3 into 3a ‘High Probability’ and 3b ‘Functional Floodplain’ (where water has to
flow or be stored in times of flood during the 1 in 20, 5%, event).

245 The Environment Agency mapping also indicates areas that benefit from flood
defences and areas of floodplain storage, however neither are located within or
adjacent to the Scheme.

24.6 Figure 2.1 shows that the Scheme DCO boundary overlaps with Flood Zone 2
and Flood Zone 3 at six locations, labelled A to F in Figure 2.1. These locations
are:

e A: At the southern extent of the Scheme on the A3, at the location of the
Stratford Brook crossing, the Scheme crosses both Flood Zones 2 and 3;

¢ B: The northern side of the M25 approximately 1 km east of J10;

e C: At the eastern extent of the Scheme on the M25, at the location of the
crossing of the tributary to the River Mole, the Scheme crosses an area of
Flood Zone 2 and extents into an area of Flood Zone 3;

¢ D: At the northern extent of the Scheme on the A3, a small proportion of the
DCO boundary falls within the Flood Zone 2 and 3; and

e E: The northern side of the M25 approximately 1 km west of J10

e F: At the western extent of the Scheme, encroachment into the River Wey
Flood Zones 2 and 3.
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Figure 2.1: Environment Agency Flood Zone mapping and watercourse
location plan
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Post Scheme impacts

24.7 Any development that encroaches into Flood Zones 2 or 3 or works to
watercourse crossings has the potential to increase fluvial flood risk. This can
occur as a result of displacement of flood water when development is located in
floodplain or owing to constriction of flood flows at the location of watercourse
crossings. Where there is an impact on flood risk, appropriate mitigation is
required.

248 The potential impact on flood risk arising from the Scheme must be considered
over the life time of the Scheme taking into account climate change. The design
standard for the Scheme is the Higher Central climate change allowance (a 35%
increase in peak flow).

249 Whilst the Higher Central allowance is the design standard, the Upper End
allowance must also be considered to confirm that there are no significant
changes in flood risk impact that might warrant including further mitigation.
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2410 For some parts of the Scheme, Flood Zone 2 has been used as a proxy for the
1in 100 +70 % flood event. These are locations where for example the works
are to the existing carriageway that is set several metres above the adjacent
Flood Zone, or where there are no proposals to alter ground levels.

2411 Forlocations where there is a potential impact on floodplain conveyance or
storage, flood modelling has been used to define the flood extents for the
1 in 100 flood event for both the Higher Central and Upper End climate change
scenarios. This is the case for the Stratford Brook (location A) and the M25
westbound slip road at the western extent of the DCO boundary on the M25
(location F).

2.4.12 Details of the flood risk associated with main rivers for each of the six locations
outlined above are provided below.

Stratford Brook (Location A)

2413 The Scheme near Stratford Brook is illustrated in Figure 2.2. Further detail of the
Scheme is shown on sheet 1 of 31 of the Scheme Layout Plans.

Figure 2.2: Stratford Brook with modelled 1 in 100 +35% flood extent
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2414 At the southern extent of the Scheme, the A3 crosses Stratford Brook and is
located within Flood Zone 2 and 3. The Scheme at this location does not involve
works directly to the A3, but rather modifications to an existing slip road and the
construction of a new link road (the Wisley Lane diversion).
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2415 The new link road will require a new crossing of Stratford Brook, and the
proposed structure is a clear span bridge of the watercourse and the 1 in 100
(+35% climate change allowance) flood extent. As a result, the bridge will neither
act as a constriction on flow nor would the embankments extend into the
floodplain, and thus flood risk would not be altered. This has been confirmed
through detailed hydraulic modelling of Stratford Brook.

2.4.16 The hydraulic modelling included model simulations of the Upper End climate
change allowance (+70% increase on peak flow). The results of this simulation
showed that there was no change in flood levels. Floodplain compensation is
not required for this element of the Scheme. Furthermore, the bridge deck is
more than 1.5 m above the flood level for all scenarios tested, resulting in safe
and operational use of the road during periods of fluvial flooding along Stratford
Brook.

2417 The modelling work is described in Hydraulic Modelling Report. The modelling
has been reviewed and accepted by the Environment Agency. The
correspondence from the Environment Agency confirming this is provided in
Appendix A of this document.

2418 The proposed works to the slip road will involve upgrade works from one to two
lanes to improve traffic flow. To accommodate this upgrade the existing culvert
under the slip road conveying Stratford Brook (Stratford Brook Culvert South) will
require strengthening. The medifications to strengthen the existing culvert under
the slip road will have no impact on internal dimensions of the culvert and
therefore it will have no impact on flood risk.

2419 The flood modelling of the Stratford Brook will be reassessed as part of the
detailed design process and the outputs will be submitted as supporting
information to the Environment Agency as part of the Protective Provisions
approvals process.

Eastern section of the Scheme on the M25 (Location B)

2.4.20 The section of the Scheme east of J10 is illustrated in Figure 2.3. Further detail
of the Scheme is shown on sheet 14 of 31 of the Scheme Layout Plans.
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Figure 2.3: River Mole Flood Zone 2 & 3
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2.4.21 The Pointers Road North Replacement Land that is proposed for habitat
replacement is partly within Flood Zone 3, however this will not involve any
changes to ground levels and will not affect flood risk. The proposal is to plant
native species trees and shrubs in this area, further details, including the planting
regime, will be determined during the detailed design phase of the Scheme.

2.4.22 The ground levels rise steeply between the edge of Flood Zone 2 and the M25.
The M25 is some 10 m higher than the flood levels estimated from the extents of
Flood Zone 2 (by comparison of the lidar levels at the edge of the flood zone).
The existing and proposed M25 will not therefore be at risk from fluvial flooding
in the Upper End climate change scenario in this location.

Eastern section of the Scheme on the M25 (Location C)

2.4.23 The eastern most section of the Scheme on the M25 is illustrated in Figure 2.4.
Further detail of the Scheme is shown on sheet 18 of 31 of the Scheme Layout
Plans.
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Figure 2.4: Eastern extent of the Scheme with Flood Zones 2 & 3
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2.4.24 In the eastern area of the Scheme the M25 crosses a main river tributary of the
River Mole. However, the works in this area are limited to gantries and signage
within the confines of the existing highway. Therefore, the proposed works would
be above the existing level of the road, which is approximately 8 m above the
Flood Zone 2 level at this location (based on comparison between Lidar data and
flood extents), and therefore would neither be at risk from flooding, nor impact on
flood risk elsewhere.

2.4.25 Given the elevation of the road above the estimated Flood Zone 2 level, the
Scheme would not be at risk from fluvial flooding in Upper End climate change
scenario in this location.

Northern section of the Scheme on the A3 (Location D)

2.4.26 Figure 2.5 shows the works proposed for the Scheme and Flood Zone 2 & 3 in
this location. Further detail of the Scheme is shown on sheet 8 of 31 of the
Scheme Layout Plans.
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Figure 2.5: Northern section of the Scheme on the A3 (Location D): Flood
Zone2 &3
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2.4.27 Atthe northern extent of the Scheme the DCO boundary extends into Flood
Zones 2 and 3 associated with the River Mole. The Flood Zones at this location
represent the floodplain in the absence of the A3. Interrogation of the lidar data
in this area shows that the elevation of the A3 at road level is more than 5 m
above the flood level (estimated based on the ground levels at the edge of the
Flood Zone 2 extent). The works planned in this area are confined to the extents
of the existing road. Therefore, the Scheme will not be at risk of fluvial flooding,
nor would the Scheme increase fluvial flood risk elsewhere.

2.4.28 Given the elevation of the road above the estimated Flood Zone 2 level, the
Scheme would not be at risk from fluvial flooding in Upper End climate change
scenario in this location.

Western section of the Scheme on the M25 (Location E & F)

2.4.29  Figure 2.6 shows the works proposed for the Scheme and the flood extents in
this location. Further detail of the Scheme is shown on sheet 10 of 31 of the
Scheme Layout Plans.

2.4.30 Upstream of the M25 the flood extents are defined by outputs from the Lower
Wey flood model. The 1 in 100 flood event from the 1D Lower Wey flood model
has been rerun with a 35% and a 70% uplift of peak flows to simulate the Higher
Central and the Upper End climate change allowances. No other changes were
made to the model except this change of the inflow hydrographs.
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2.4.31 The upstream extent of the Lower Wey model is approximately 10 km upstream
of the M25. The attenuating effects of the whole River Wey catchment on the
climate change uplifts, will not therefore be represented within this model.
Therefore the peak flood levels associated with the climate change events is
likely to be overestimated.

2.4.32 In Figure 2.6 upstream of the M25 the dark blue flooding is the 1 in 100 +35%
flood extent and the light blue flooding is the 1 in 100 +70% flood extent.

2.4.33 Downstream of the M25 the flood extents are Flood Zone 2 & 3.

Figure 2.6: Western section of the Scheme on the M25 (Location E & F):
Flood extents

M25 Westbound Widening

2.4.34 The1in 100 +35% flood extent does not extend as far as Buxton Wood
Footbridge and the widening of the M25 to the east of the footbridge does not
impact the floodplain.

2.4.35 The1in 100 +70% flood extent does extend east of Buxton Wood footbridge and
the widening of the M25 is within this flood extent. The depths of flooding here
are low and the loss of floodplain volume is similarly low, estimated to be less
than 100 m3.

2.4.36 The flood extent estimates for the 1 in 100 +70% climate change are expected to
be an overestimate given the modelling approach adopted, so it is similarly
expected that the loss of floodplain is also overestimated.

2.4.37 The loss of a small volume of floodplain storage within the wide floodplain of the
River Wey in the Upper End climate change scenario does not represent a
significant step change in the potential impact of the Scheme in comparison to
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the Higher Central climate change scenario. Therefore, no mitigation is
proposed.

2.4.38 The flood modelling of the River Wey will be reassessed as part of the detailed
design process. This will confirm if there is a flood risk impact that warrants
being addressed within the design (either by designing out the source of the
impact, or by providing appropriate mitigation). The outputs of the assessment
will be submitted as supporting information to the Environment Agency as part of
the Protective Provisions approvals process.

Ordinary watercourses

2.4.39 The Scheme crosses a number of ordinary watercourses for which Flood Zones
have not been defined. The five ordinary watercourses are identified in Figure
2.7.

Figure 2.7: Ordinary watercourses
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2440 There are five locations are described below.
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1. There is an ordinary watercourse that passes under the M25 just west of
Buxton Wood footbridge. There are no works proposed that would impact on
this ordinary watercourse, nor the River Wey further west i.e. there is no
change to these crossing structures

2. Works are required at the road section adjacent at Bolder Mere (designated
as a reservoir). The works at this location require an extension to the existing
Bolder Mere culvert. Therefore, this culvert will be designed to ensure that
there is no impact on flood risk.

3. Immediately to the east of junction 10 the M25 crosses an ordinary
watercourse which may provide hydraulic linkage to a pond. The works in this
area includes strengthening embankments and if there is a culvert at this
location it may require extending. It is proposed that the culvert will have the
same dimensions. Given the flood risk at this location and the absence of
vulnerable receptors (residential, commercial or industrial properties or critical
infrastructure), the proposed Scheme at this location would have no significant
impact on flood risk.

4. East of the above location, and immediately east of Hatchford Wood, again
the M25 crosses an ordinary watercourse. The proposed works in this area
are to the gantry only, i.e. above the existing road. Therefore, there will be no
impact to this existing culvert and therefore flood risk will remain unchanged.

5. To the east of Hatchford, the M25 crosses a slightly larger tributary of the
River Mole. As above, the proposed works in this area are to the gantry only,
i.e. above the existing road. Therefore, there will be no impact to this existing
culvert and flood risk will remain unchanged.

Construction impacts

2441 As shown in Figure 2.2, there is a small extent of the DCO boundary, within
Flood Zone 3 of the Stratford Brook. The DCO boundary here is associated with
a construction compound. The DCO boundary is set simply as an offset from the
river and the compound will be outside the Flood Zone 3.

2442 Therefore, the proposed fluvial flood risk associated with the construction phase
of the Scheme is considered minimal and floodplain compensation is not
required (compensation would only be required if ground raising was proposed in
Flood Zone 3, which is not proposed).

2443 The temporary works are shown in the Temporary Works Plans. If any of these
works are proposed within Flood Zone 2 and/or within 8 m of main river banks,
the works details and associated method statements will be issued as part of the
Protective Provisions applications.

2.4.44  Any fencing required for the Scheme will be determined during the detailed
design phase and agreed with the adjacent land owner. However, it is proposed
that any fencing within Flood Zone 2 or 3 will be suitably permeable to prevent
displacement or rerouting flood water.

2445 To ensure that both the Scheme and construction staff are at an acceptable level
of flood risk, and to ensure the construction activities do not impact on fluvial
flood risk, the below recommendations will be included in the CEMP by the
Principal Contractor. The CEMP is secured by Requirement 3 of the DCO. The
recommended actions are:
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e The Environment Agency flood warning system will be adopted. A suitable
plan should be put in place to ensure effective and safe evacuation of
personnel (and plant if safe to do so) from the areas at risk on receipt of a
flood warning.

¢ Site compounds will be located outside Flood Zone 3 and preferably in Flood
Zone 1 if possible. Site compounds will also be at least 8 m from the river
banks.

¢ No plant or materials will be stored within Flood Zone 3.

Surface water flood risk

Surface water flooding occurs when rainfall intensities exceed the infiltration
capacity such that water collects on the ground surface. Therefore, there is a
greater risk of flooding from this source within urbanised areas where there is a
higher proportion of impermeable surfacing.

Baseline flood risk

The Environment Agency publish mapping showing areas at risk from surface
water flooding. This data set is based on broad scale mapping, often identifying

areas of low lying land which would be vulnerable to surface water accumulation.

Figure 2.8 shows the predicted extents of surface water flooding during three
event categories:

e High risk — At risk during the 1 in 30 (3.3) annual probability event and more
frequent.

e Medium risk — At risk during events between the 1 in 30 (3.3) and 1 in 100
(1%) annual probability events.

o Low risk — At risk during events between the 1 in 100 (1%) and 1 in 1000
(0.1%) annual probability events.

Figure 2.8 identifies the areas at risk of surface water flooding throughout the
Scheme area as noted below. However, the majority of these high-risk areas are
associated with watercourses and are considered as fluvial flood risk, as
described in the sub section above. The other areas shown to be at risk are
either likely to be associated with isolated depressions in topography and areas
along the A3 and M25 which are at a slightly lower elevation that other sections
of the road. The notable areas at risk from surface water flooding that are not
associated with watercourses are:

1. Surrounding Wisley Common. At this location there appears to be hydraulic
connectivity between areas at risk from surface water flooding (ranging from
high to low), including a 800 m length of the M25.

2. Northern extent of the Scheme. At this location there are various isolated
areas shown to be at risk and these areas are likely to be associated with
localised depressions in topography. There also appears to be a flow route to
a series of lakes associated with the River Mole. Baseline surface water flood
risk is low risk to vulnerable receptors.
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3. South of Downside. At this location there are various areas at low risk from
surface water flooding, and the location of this suggest a potential overland
flow route which is blocked by the existing M25 that may cause backing up.
However, there are no properties at risk here. Also at this location a 1 km
length of the M25 is identified to be at high risk from surface water flooding,
although it is assumed from the lack of flooding incidents on this section that
the existing drainage of the road network adequately addresses this risk.

4. Ockham Common. At this location there are several interconnecting areas at
risk (ranging from low to high) of surface water flooding at and around
Ockham Common. These appear to be flow routes to Bolder Mere. There are
no properties within this area.

5. A3 adjacent to Bolder Mere. There is a 500 m length of the A3 at this location
identified to be at high risk from surface water flooding, although it is
assumed that the existing drainage of the road network adequately
addressed this risk. This area appears to also be connected with surface
water flow paths in the area. There are no properties at risk of flooding in this
area.

254 The flood risk in these latter areas are currently managed by the existing road
surface water drainage.

255 Although the surface water flood risk within the DCO boundary is considered
high, the existing drainage system reduces this risk to an acceptable level along
the road network and there are no vulnerable receptors (residential, commercial
or industrial properties) identified to be at risk.
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Figure 2.8: Environment Agency surface water mapping
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Post Scheme impacts

256 Any new development has the potential to impact on ground permeability and
therefore surface water flood risk. This is of primary importance where
development will increase the impermeable ground coverage within a site, and
therefore will require mitigation.

2.5:7 The Scheme involves additional roads, access tracks and road widening which
will involve an increase in impermeable surfacing.

258 To ensure that the proposed works will not cause an increase in surface water
flooding, the surface water drainage system will be upgraded where appropriate
and a new system installed for areas of new road/access. The drainage system
will be designed in line with current Highways England standards (DMRB) to
ensure that runoff from the site does not exceed the greenfield rate up to the 1 in
100 (1%) annual probability event taking into account climate change (the
climate change allowance is 20%). The proposed drainage system involves a
variety of drainage ditches and attenuation basins. Further details associated
with the drainage design are included within the Drainage Strategy Report.
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Therefore, the proposed drainage design will ensure that the Scheme is at an
acceptable risk from surface water flooding and will not increase flood risk
elsewhere. This will be true for present day scenarios and over the lifetime of the
development taking climate change into account.

Construction impacts

Based on the risk identified in the subsection 2.5.1 to 2.5.9 above, it is
considered that the risk during the construction phase is low. However, as plant
moves around within the DCO boundary, in areas that are currently permeable,
there is a risk that the ground will be compacted and the infiltration potential
temporarily reduced. Similarly, site compounds have the potential to temporarily
increase surface water runoff.

Given the nature of the works, these risks are likely to be short term and not
extensive. Nevertheless, the CEMP will identify this risk and put in place
necessary mitigation to prevent a temporary increase in surface water flood risk
on site and elsewhere.

Groundwater flood risk

Groundwater flooding normally occurs where the water table meets the ground
surface in low lying areas which are underlain by permeable rock known as
aquifers. Groundwater flooding tends to follow long periods of sustained rainfall
but can also be caused by local obstructions to groundwater flow (e.g. following
the placement of engineering structures or buildings with foundations) or by the
rebound of groundwater levels after a decrease in abstraction or dewatering.

Baseline flood risk

The Elmbridge SFRA (Elmbridge Borough Council, 2014) identifies areas that
are susceptible and at risk of groundwater flooding. This mapping indicates that
the areas within the DCO boundary that fall within Elmbridge Borough (north and
eastern extents of the Scheme) are at low or very low risk from this source of
flooding.

The Guildford SFRA (Guildford Borough Council, 2015) covers the western and
southern extents of the Scheme and identifies the same level of risk as outlined
for the eastern and northern extents of the Scheme above.

Based on the groundwater flood risk mapping provided within the SFRAs, which
is based on geology for the area, the overall risk of groundwater flooding within
the DCO boundary is considered low. This is primarily associated with the risk at
and above the existing ground level.

Post Scheme impacts

The baseline assessment of groundwater flooding has identified a low risk within
the DCO boundary at existing ground level. The road itself and the upgrade
works are all above ground level and therefore would be at low risk.

However, the new drainage network, specifically the drainage ditches and
attenuation features are below ground level. The proposed drainage ditches will
be to an approximate depth of 1 m below existing ground levels. Similarly, the
attenuation features are unlikely to be at significant depths (details provided in
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the drainage strategy). Although the potential for water ingress into these
features will need consideration as part of the design, the overall impact/risk of
groundwater flooding to the Scheme is considered low.

26.7 Other development below ground level, such as foundations and sheet piling,
has the potential to interrupt groundwater movements that can cause an
increased flood risk.

Construction impact

26.8 As outlined above, development below existing ground levels would be at a
slightly higher risk from flooding. Therefore, there is potential that any
excavations required for enabling works for the Scheme would be at risk of
groundwater ingress. The greater the depth of excavation the more likely for
water ingress.

26.9 This potential for this will be considered, and associated mitigation proposed, as
part of the CEMP.

2.7 Other sources of flooding
Reservoir flooding

2.71 The Environment Agency produce flood risk mapping indicating areas at risk of
inundation should a designated reservoir fail, see Figure 2.9. This mapping
shows that in the vicinity of the Scheme, reservoir flooding would occur along the
floodplain of the River Mole. The only location where this extent is in close
proximity to the DCO boundary is the most easterly extent of the site. However,
works in this area do not extend into the area at risk.

272 A small section of the A3 (south of Bolder Mere) is also considered to be at risk
of inundation from Bolder Mere. Bolder Mere is classified as a category D
reservoir. A category D reservoir is one where no loss of life can be foreseen as
a result of a breach and very limited additional flood damage would be caused.
Although this risk should be considered for any works in this area, the risk is
considered low.

2.1.3 However, based on the DMRB guidance, the importance of flood risk is also
related to the receptors at risk of flooding. The importance of this source of risk is
categorised as low as there are no properties at risk.
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Figure 2.9: Environment Agency reservoir inundation mapping
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Canal flooding

274 There are no canals located either within the DCO boundary or in adjacent
areas. Therefore, it is considered that there is no risk from this source of flooding
within the DCO boundary.

Water transmission infrastructure

245 There is an inherent risk of flooding from water transmission infrastructure, both
potable and sewerage, owing to burst or leaking pipes. The risk will be
dependent on the location and age of the network in this area. The Elmbridge
and Guildford SFRAs indicate that there have been no incidents of sewer
flooding within the DCO boundary up to 2015.

2.7.6 Therefore, the existing risk, particularly of significant flooding that would cause
disruption, is considered low.

21T There is potential that proposed works could impact on risk from this source
during the construction phase. However, the location of the network will be
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established as part of the design phase, and associated requirements to prevent
impact on this infrastructure proposed as part of the CEMP.

Other sources of flood risk summary

2.7.8 The flood risk from reservoirs, canals and water transmission infrastructure is
low. Consideration of these risks, specifically reservoir and water transmission
infrastructure will need to be considered as part of the design but following
standard construction principles these risks will remain low during the
construction and operational phases of the Scheme. Furthermore, this risk is
anticipated to remain low over the life time of the development, taking climate
change into account.

279 There are no other known sources of flooding that would pose a risk to the
Scheme or would be impacted as a result of the works. This remains true for the
current situation and over the life time of the development taking climate change
into account.

2.8 Flood risk summary

2.8.1 A summary of all known sources of flood risk to the Scheme and that could arise
from the works is provided in Table 2.1. This table is based on the DMRB
categorisations of importance, impact magnitude and significance, which are
defined in Chapter 4 of the Environmental Statement (application document
TR0O10030/APP/6.3).

Table 2.1: Flood risk summary based on DMRB categorisation

Impact Significance

magnitude of effect
Importance | taking into | Mitigation details

account

mitigation

Source of

flood risk

Clear span bridge over Stratford
Brook therefore no floodplain
compensation required.
Stratford Brook culvert under the
slip road widening element of the
Scheme will be altered although
there will be no change in flood
risk, therefore no floodplain
compensation required.
Construction actions to mitigate
flood risk during the construction
phase.

Fluvial Low to High  Negligible Neutral

Surface
water

As outlined within the drainage

Neutral
strategy.

Low to High  Negligible
Risks to and mitigation for the
impact on the drainage system
are outlined within the drainage
Groundwater Low Negligible ~ strategy. Neutral
Consider the potential for water
ingress into excavations during
the construction phase.
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Impact Significance

magnitude of effect
:gg;c:;:(f Importance | taking into | Mitigation details

account

mitigation
Reservoir Low Negligible  None Neutral
Canal Low Negligible  None Neutral
Water
transmission Low Negligible  Standard construction principals.  Neutral
infrastructure

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/5.5 (Vol 5) Rev 0 Page 29 of 36

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.2 (Vol 8) Rev 3 Page 249 of 256



TR010030 Q,ﬁg.';:‘gays

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange }
8.3 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange .
TR010030 5.5 Flood risk assessment } 'g;g.’;:‘gavs
3. Conclusions and recommendations

3.1 Conclusions

3.1.1 The conclusions that have been reached from this Flood Risk Assessment are:

¢ The proposed Scheme is considered as essential infrastructure and based on
the principles of current national planning policy (NPS NN and NPPF) would
be acceptable for flood risk if a passed Exception Test can be demonstrated.

¢ This FRA provides evidence for the second part of the Exception Test,
whereby the development would remain safe and not increase flood risk
elsewhere, over the life time of the development taking into account climate
change.

e Fluvial flood risk mapping indicates that the greater majority of the Scheme
DCO boundary is within Flood Zone 1 i.e. at low risk from fluvial flooding. The
northern, eastern and western extents of the Scheme, and areas for land
compensation or replacement fall within Flood Zone 2 or 3, but no works that
would impact on flood risk are proposed within these areas and flood risk
mitigation is not required.

e The southern extent of the Scheme crosses Stratford Brook and works in this
area has the potential to impact on flood risk. Mitigation has been proposed,
including a clear span bridge of both the watercourse and the 1 in 100 (+35%
climate change allowance) flood extent, to ensure that there is no constriction
on flow or displacement of water. This has been confirmed through detailed
hydraulic modelling. The culvert conveying Stratford Brook under the slip road
will be strengthened, although there will be no impact on internal culvert
dimensions and hence on flow conveyance. Therefore, there will be no impact
on flood risk associated with Stratford Brook as a result of the Scheme, both
under present day conditions and over the lifetime of the Scheme.

e The road network within the DCO boundary crosses five ordinary
watercourses for which Flood Zones have not been defined:

- The works at three of these locations are for signage only and would not
impact on flood risk.

- Atthe M25 crossing noted, the flood risk is minor and there are no
vulnerable receptors (properties) and therefore the flood risk impact of a
potential culvert alteration is considered insignificant.

- Atthe A3 crossing there is a potential flood risk impact associated with
Bolder Mere, but the design has mitigated this risk.

e The Scheme, in all locations, does not cause an increase in fluvial flood risk to
the existing road, and in locations of new road the construction the road level
is above the flood level associated with Flood Zone 2 (and hence an
approximation for the 1 in 100 annual probability flood with a 35% allowance
for climate change). Therefore, the Scheme would not alter the operation or
safety of the road in respect to fluvial flooding.
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e Current surface water flood risk mapping shows a high proportion of the area
within the DCO boundary as being at risk from surface water flooding.
However, the vast majority of this risk is due to watercourses (which is
assessed as fluvial flood risk), in localised isolated depressions in topography
and along the road network (already managed by the existing drainage
network).

¢ The detailed drainage design will be completed in line with current planning
policy requirements and will ensure that the new and upgraded drainage
systems will serve to prevent unacceptable surface water flood risk to the
Scheme. The drainage design will also present a system that would prevent
an unacceptable increase in runoff from the site.

e There are no other sources significant flood risk to the Scheme, however a
considerations of groundwater ingress, the impact of water transmission
infrastructure and the impact on Bolder Mere will be considered in the CEMP.

3.1.2 In summary, it is concluded that based on current flood risk understanding and
the incorporation of flood risk mitigation/considerations (as detailed above) the
proposed Scheme at all locations would be at an acceptable level of flood risk
(from all sources) and would not increase flood risk elsewhere. This conclusion
remains true, both now and over the lifetime of the Scheme taking climate
change into consideration.

3.2 Recommendations

3.21 It is recommended that the proposed Scheme, with the incorporation of flood risk
mitigation/considerations (as above) is considered acceptable from a flood risk
perspective.

3.2:2 The flood risk analysis should be reviewed and updated through the detailed
design process and the updated data should be provided as supporting
information to the Protective Provision applications where appropriate.
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Appendix A. Environment Agency model
review correspondence
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