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EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE  

24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU 

HistoricEngland.org.uk

Historic England is subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) and Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIR). All 
Information held by the organisation will be accessible in response to an information request, unless one of the exemptions in the FOIA 

or EIR applies.
Historic England will use the information provided by you to evaluate any applications you make for statutory or quasi-statutory consent, 

or for grant or other funding. Information provided by you and any information obtained from other sources will be retained in all cases in 
hard copy form and/or on computer for administration purposes and future consideration where applicable. 

Norfolk County Council: Community and     
Environment Services Our ref: PA00572687   
County Hall Your ref: HI/MP/PKA018/GB   
Martineau Lane     
NORWICH     
Norfolk     
NR1 2DH 4 October 2017   

Dear  

Pre-application Advice 

GREAT YARMOUTH THIRD RIVER CROSSING - STAGE 2 CONSULTATION, 
GREAT YARMOUTH, NORFOLK
Thank you for seeking Historic England’s pre application advice on the proposal for a 
third river crossing for Great Yarmouth. This is part of a wider consultation on the 
scheme development.   

The crossing is proposed at the southern end of the river.  It lies not far from Nelson’s 
Column and to the south of the conservation area. The Nelson Monument a prominent 
landmark, listed grade I.  Dating from 1817-19 it reflects Nelson’s achievements and 
associations with the town and was a precursor to the more famous monument in 
Trafalgar Square. The design reflects the predominance of the classical style in this 
period and its functional role as a seamark.  Its location was deliberately exposed to 
enhance its value as the latter. To the north of the site is the wooden scenic railway 
which opened in 1932.  It is the second oldest scenic railway in the country and one of 
only six roller coasters built before the Second World War to survive. It is the major 
surviving ride from the Pleasure Beach, one of the earliest seaside amusement parks 
in the country and an important part of the outstanding collection of nineteenth and 
twentieth century entertainment buildings in Great Yarmouth. It was listed at grade II 
last year.   

The design of the bridge has yet to be developed but would need to open to allow 
vessels along the river.  A bascule bridge with a clearance of 4.5 meters at high tide is 
therefore proposed.  An alternative option of a cable stayed swing bridge is also set 
out.    
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HistoricEngland.org.uk

Historic England is subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) and Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIR). All 
Information held by the organisation will be accessible in response to an information request, unless one of the exemptions in the FOIA 

or EIR applies.
Historic England will use the information provided by you to evaluate any applications you make for statutory or quasi-statutory consent, 

or for grant or other funding. Information provided by you and any information obtained from other sources will be retained in all cases in 
hard copy form and/or on computer for administration purposes and future consideration where applicable. 

The impact of the new bridge and new road network on the setting and significance of 
Nelson’s Column and the conservation area and other elements of the historic 
environment should be fully considered.  Detailed information about the setting of 
heritage assets can be found in the Planning Practice Advice Note 3 The Setting of 
Heritage Assets.  As a tall structure, the setting of the column extends over a wide 
area.  The impact of the height of the bridge (in both a closed and open position) on 
the significance of the column should be considered.  It would be helpful to for the 
impact of both bridge design options to be assessed.  The design should aim to avoid 
or minimise any harm in line with planning policy.  

Previous work in the area of the proposed development has highlighted the potential 
for buried archaeological remains and deposits to be preserved spanning the 
prehistoric period to the present day. This includes deposits of palaeoenvironmental 
interest, such as peat, that may preserve organic archaeological remains such as 
wood, pollen, plant remains, shells and insect remains that can provide information 
about how the landscape and the environment may have changed over time, as well 
as potentially providing information on the activities that were carried out in the area. A 
heritage statement will therefore be required in order to understand the archaeological 
potential of the area affected by the development, and how the proposed works would 
impact on the remains. This may highlight the need for additional work to be carried 
out, such as a borehole survey, deposit model and assessments being carried out to 
understand the deposits that are present, the remains that are present (artefacts and 
palaeoenvironmental remains) and their potential to address archaeological questions. 
Additional information about the approaches and techniques that could be used, and 
the remains that could be investigated can be found in the following Historic England 
guidance documents: 

Environmental Archaeology (2011): <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/environmental-archaeology-2nd/> 

Geoarchaeology (2015): <https://historicengland.org.uk/images-
books/publications/geoarchaeology-earth-sciences-to-understand-archaeological-
record/> 

Next Steps 
We hope this initial advice is helpful in highlighting the historic environment issues that 
Historic England considers important.  Please do contact me if you would like to 
discuss this further.  If you would like further guidance on the archaeological issues, 
please contact the Historic England Science Advisor for the East of England, Zoe 
Outram (zoe.outram@historicengland.org.uk 
<mailto:zoe.outram@historicengland.org.uk>).  
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Principal Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas 
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This report is presented to Norfolk County Council in respect of the Great Yarmouth 
Third River Crossing and may not be used or relied on by any other person. It may not 
be used by Norfolk County Council in relation to any other matters not covered 
specifically by the agreed scope of this report.  
 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in the report, Mouchel Limited is 
obliged to exercise reasonable skill, care and diligence in the performance of the 
services required by Norfolk County Council and Mouchel Limited shall not be liable 
except to the extent that it has failed to exercise reasonable skill, care and diligence, 
and this report shall be read and construed accordingly. 
 
This report has been prepared by Mouchel Limited. No individual is personally liable 
in connection with the preparation of this report. By receiving this report and acting on 
it, the client or any other person accepts that no individual is personally liable whether 
in contract, tort, for breach of statutory duty or otherwise. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 
Mouchel was commissioned by Norfolk County Council to undertake a Preliminary 
Ecological Appraisal (PEA) of land at the proposed site of the Great Yarmouth Third 
River Crossing. The site has been identified by Norfolk County Council as the site of 
a future link to cross the River Yare.  

This report presents the results of the PEA undertaken in September 2016. This report 
identifies ecological constraints located up to 1km from the site and makes 
recommendations for further survey work and/or avoidance or mitigation measures as 
appropriate.  

1.2 Site Location 
The scheme proposals would change the existing William Adams Way so that the 
crossing ties in directly with the A12, in the centre of Great Yarmouth, to the west of 
the river. On the west of the river, there are several residential properties as well as 
parkland and allotments. The crossing ties in to South Denes Road (the A1243) on the 
east of the river, with the land here being used by several industrial complexes. 

1.3 Study Objectives 
A study area, extending up to 1km from the site of the proposed scheme was surveyed 
in order to determine impacts and likely constraints to the proposed scheme. The study 
set out to: 

 Consult records of statutory protected sites within 1km of the proposed 
scheme; 

 Identify habitats and species present or likely to be present that are ecologically 
important and/or have legal protection; 

 Identify invasive species that might be present on site. 
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2 Methods 

2.1 Desk Study 
The Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS) was consulted to gather 
information on records of species and nature conservation designations from within 
the study area.  

A review of the Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside1 online 
resource was also undertaken to gather information on statutory nature conservation 
designations within the study area.  

2.2 Field Survey 
A walkover survey, undertaken broadly in accordance with Phase 1 Habitat Survey 
Methodology2, was carried out on 28th and 29th September 2016. Habitat types were 
identified and mapped, with target notes made to identify features of interest. The 
suitability of habitats within the study area to support legally protected, valuable or 
controlled species was assessed with incidental field signs or sightings of species 
recorded as seen.  

2.3 Limitations 
Survey work was undertaken during October, which is outside of the optimal season 
for carrying out botanical surveys (April to September inclusive). Nevertheless, it is 
considered that the survey work undertaken was sufficient to be able to map the 
habitats and ecological features present. 

                                                
1 Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC, 2016). www.magic.gov.uk 

[accessed 18 March 2016]. 

2 Joint Nature Conservancy Council (JNCC) (2007). Handbook for Phase 1 Habitat Survey – 

A Technique for Environmental Audit. Peterborough, UK 
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3 Results 

3.1 Desk Study Results 
3.1.1 Statutory Designated Sites 

The Outer Thames Estuary Special Protection Area (SPA) is within 2km of the 
proposed scheme. This site is designated because it supports 38% of the Great British 
population of red-throated diver Gavia stellate, which is listed on Annex 1 of the EU 
Birds Directive.  

3.1.2 Non-Statutory Designated Sites 
There are no non-statutory designated sites within 2km of the proposed scheme. 

3.1.3 Species 
The information returned from the desk study contained a record of one moth, the goat 
moth Cossus cossus, which is a UK Biodiversity Action Priority (BAP) species.  

3.1.4 Amphibians 
One record of natterjack toad Epidalea calamita was returned. This record was for 
Gorleston on Sea and is undated.  

There are three records for common toad Bufo bufo, the most recent being dated 
March 1999. These records are for Southtown Common, approximately 800m west 
of the proposed scheme. 

3.1.5 Reptiles  
There are four records for common lizard Zootoca vivipara, the most recent being from 
Southtown Common in June 2008.  

There are two records for slow-worm Anguis fragilis, the most recent of which was 
from grid reference TG52530771 in August 2008. 

3.1.6 Mammals  
There are fourteen records of water vole Arvicola amphibius from within 2km of the 
proposed scheme, the most recent being from December 2012.  

There are three records of otter Lutra lutra within 2km of the proposed scheme, the 
most recent for a site by the name of Coopers in October 2011.   

There are multiple records of bat species within 2km of the study area, many of which 
are from within the footprint of the proposed scheme. The most recent of these are 
described in the table below. 
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Species Number of Records Most Recent Record  

Common pipistrelle, 
Pipistrellus pipistrellus 

5 June 2015 

Soprano pipistrelle, Pipistrellus 
pygmaeus 

1 May 2015 

Nathusius’ pipistrelle, 
Pipistrellus nathusii 

2 May 2015 

Serotine, Eptesicus serotinus 1 May 2015 

Daubenton’s bat, Myotis 
daubentonii 

1 May 2015 

Noctule, Nyctalus noctula 3 May 2015 

Brown long-eared bat, 
Plecotus auritus 

1 May 2015 

 

There are eight records of hedgehog Erinaceus europaeus, the most recent being from 
September 2009.  Brown hare Lepus europaeus, has also been recorded within 2km 
of the proposed scheme, in August 2013. 

There is one record of badger Meles meles within 2km of the proposed scheme, dating 
from September 2014.  

3.1.7 Birds  
A large number of bird species have been recorded within 2km of the proposed 
scheme. These include 50 species included on Schedule 1 Part 1 of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) which are protected at all times of the year. 

3.2 Field Survey Assessments 
3.2.1 Habitat Assessments 

A plan showing the habitats identified within the site is shown in Figure 1.  

3.2.1.1 William Adams Way and Suffolk Road 
Southtown Common recreation ground lies to the south of William Adams Way. This 
area contains amenity grassland dominated by perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne, 
with some white clover Trifolium repens, ribwort plantain Plantago lanceolata and 
common dandelion Taraxacum officinale also present. 

To the north and west, the common is bordered by a ditch containing standing water. 
The banks are covered by common nettle Uritca dioica, bramble Rubus fruticosa, 
great willowherb Epilobium hirsutum, dog rose Rosa canina and creeping thistle 
Cirsium arvense. 

A mixture of broadleaf trees are present in the margins of the common, as well as 
bordering William Adams Way to the north and south. Pedunculate oak Quercus 
robur, beech Fagus sylvatica, poplar Populus spp., willow Salix spp., hawthorn 
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Crataegus monogyna, sweet chestnut Castanea sativa and horse chestnut Aesculus 
hippocastanum are all present alongside ash Fraxinus excelsior and elder 
Sambucus nigra. 

To the north of William Adams Way and to the west of Suffolk road, is an area of wet 
scrub. The ditch passes under William Adams Way and runs north away from the 
road. The area around the ditch contains willow, great willowherb, bramble, common 
nettle, hawthorn, poplar and field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis and hogweed 
Heracleum sphondylium. 

The area to the east of Suffolk Road contains several allotments which, in addition to 
the native species already listed, contained varieties of arable crops and introduced 
garden plants. 

The trees and scrub in this area are suitable for use by nesting birds. Overall, the 
habitats around William Adams Way and Suffolk Road are of low ecological value. 

3.2.1.2 South Denes Road 
The area to the east of the River Yare is well built up with roads, industrial buildings 
and concrete storage space for materials being shipped. Butterfly bush Buddleja 
davidii, creeping thistle and ragwort Jacobaea vulgaris were seen to be growing 
amongst the concrete. 

The hedgerows and trees surrounding the site of the proposed scheme are suitable 
for nesting birds (an active woodpigeon nest was seen during the survey). Overall, 
the hedgerows are of low ecological value. 

There are many old buildings in states of disrepair to the east of the river. These 
buildings may provide roosting sites for bats. 

3.2.2 Species Assessments 
3.2.2.1 Amphibians 

There are areas of terrestrial habitat within 250m of the proposed scheme that are 
suitable for use by amphibians. This includes the land on the northern and western 
edge of Southtown Common, which also includes a ditch with standing water. The 
ditch passes under William Adams Way and runs north beneath Queen Anne’s Road 
before running north-west. As the ditches are linked underneath the two roads, they 
are considered here as one water body. 

There is a small pond at TG523058. This and the surrounding habitat of grassland, 
scrub and woodland is suitable for use by amphibians. 

3.2.2.2 Reptiles  
The majority of the study area is made up of either short and open sward or hard open 
concrete urban areas and is of negligible value for reptiles. The allotments south of 
Queen Anne’s Road at TG523058 provide habitat suitable for use by reptiles including 
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a mix of tall ruderal vegetation and rough sward amongst areas of compost and logs 
that could be used as refugia.  

3.2.2.3 Mammals 
There are several structures within 100m of the proposed scheme that may be 
suitable for use by roosting bats. There are two uninhabited and poorly maintained 
houses at TG524058 as well as old brick buildings at TG524057 on the west side of 
the River Yare. 

On the east side a disused pub at TG525060, a smokery at TG52606 and empty, 
damaged buildings at TG526059 offer further possible roosting sites for bats. 

The drainage ditches associated with the A12 provide suitable habitat for water vole. 

3.2.2.4 Birds 
Bird species recorded within the site during the survey include wood pigeon Columba 
palumbus, magpie Pica pica, carrion crow Corvus corone, house sparrow Passer 
domesticus, blue tit Cyanistes caeruleus and robin Erithacus rubecula.   

Trees and areas of scrub within and adjacent to the proposed scheme are suitable for 
use by nesting birds. Old brick buildings where access is possible through broken 
windows and other gaps provide suitable nesting sites for pigeons. 

The mosaic of urban areas with scattered ruderal vegetation provides some suitable 
habitat for black redstarts.  
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4 Evaluation & Recommendations 

4.1 Statutory Designated and Non-Statutory Protected Sites 
The Outer Thames Estuary SPA is within 2km of the proposed scheme. Screening 
for Habitats Regulations Assessment is strongly recommended. 

4.2 Habitats 
The study area is largely comprised of urban areas, with areas of improved grassland, 
scattered trees, scrub and standing water. These habitats are of low biodiversity value. 

4.3 Species 
4.3.1 Amphibians and Reptiles 

Overall, amphibians and reptiles are unlikely to be present. Although small areas of 
habitat that is suitable to provide foraging, shelter and hibernation areas exist, the 
study area is located within a predominantly urban environment and is not connected 
to areas of suitable offsite habitat. Accordingly, no further work in respect of 
amphibians and reptiles is recommended.  

Both water bodies were assessed using the Habitat Suitability Index (HSI) to estimate 
their suitability for supporting breeding great crested newts (Table 1). The scores of 
0.49 (ditches) and 0.52 (pond) indicate that great crested newts are unlikely to use 
these ponds and further surveys are therefore not recommended. 

4.3.2 Birds 
Black redstart is listed on Schedule 1 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended). This species is recorded as breeding within Norfolk and Suffolk and 
further surveys are recommended to determine the presence of this species with 
regards to the location of the proposed scheme. 

Areas of scrub and woodland which are present are suitable for use by breeding 
birds. No further surveys are recommended, however, in order to minimise the risk of 
disturbing breeding birds, the removal of woody vegetation should ideally be 
undertaken outside of the breeding season (typical breeding bird season is March to 
July inclusive). If tree and vegetation removal has to take place during this period, 
the vegetation should be checked prior to removal for the presence of nests by an 
appropriately experienced ecologist. If nests that are in use are present, it may be 
necessary to delay work in immediate proximity to the nest until the young have 
fledged. 

4.3.3 Mammals 
The buildings within the site are either to be purchased for demolition or will be 
subject to disturbance during the construction of the proposed scheme. It is 
recommended that further surveys are undertaken to confirm the presence or 
absence of bats within these buildings. 
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The wider area supports water voles and the ditches associated with the A12 are 
suitable to support this species. Further surveys are therefore recommended. 

The habitats within the site, and the surrounding residential gardens, are suitable to 
support hedgehogs. It is recommended that a watching brief is maintained during the 
works to protect individual hedgehogs that may be present.  
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5 Figures  

Figure 1 – Habitat Map 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 
1.1.1. WSP (formerly Mouchel) was commissioned by Norfolk County Council to undertake water vole and bat 

surveys for the Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing project, in order to assess the likely effects of the 
scheme on these species. 

1.2 THE SITE 
1.2.1. The Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing will be located in the centre of Great Yarmouth. It will cross the 

River Yare linking William Adams Way on the west side of the river to the A1243 South Denes Road on the 
east side. The area through which the scheme passes comprises mostly urbanised land, with small areas of 
vegetation present in the form of gardens, allotments and Southtown Common Recreation Ground. 

1.3 OBJECTIVES 
1.3.1. The proposed river crossing construction may require building demolition and the removal of vegetation, as 

well as the modification and/or destruction of water courses and adjacent bank habitats.   

1.3.2. Water vole surveys were undertaken to identify whether water voles are present, to provide an estimate of the 
population size and to assess the effect of these activities on water voles.  

1.3.3. Similarly, bat surveys sought to identify which bat species are present, how bats use habitats within the site 
and whether bat roosts are present and likely to be affected by the proposals.  

1.3.4. The following activities were undertaken: 

 A review of bat and water vole records from the local ecological data centre; 
 A preliminary ecological assessment to identify suitable features that may be used by water voles as well 

as features suitable for roosting bats and features that provide suitable habitat for foraging and 
commuting;  

 Field survey to search for evidence of water vole in suitable habitats within the footprint of the proposed 
scheme; and, 

 Walked transects to identify the locations of important bat foraging and commuting habitats. 
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2 METHODOLOGY 

2.1 DESK STUDY 

SPECIES RECORDS 

2.1.1. In 2016 the Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS) was consulted to obtain bat and water vole records 
within 2km of the proposed scheme (the study area) from the last 10 years. This was undertaken as part of an 
earlier stage assessment. 

2.1.2. The Multi-Agency Geographic Information for the Countryside (MAGIC) service was also used to obtain 
records of water vole and bat licences granted within this area. 

2.2 PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

WATER VOLE ASSESSMENT 

2.2.1. Surveys performed by Mouchel Limited for Norfolk County Council in 2016, identified two watercourses that 
have the potential to support water voles. These watercourses are the two ditches associated with the A12 at 
the western extent of the proposed scheme. 

BAT ASSESSMENT 

2.2.2. Surveys performed by Mouchel Limited for Norfolk County Council in 2016 identified six built structures as 
having potential to support roosting bats. In 2017 these structures and all others within the footprint of the 
scheme were re-assessed using the assessment criteria as prescribed in the Bat Conservation Trust’s (BCT) 
Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists - Good Practice Guidelines (Collins, 2016) to determine whether the 
structures remained in the same condition. In total, thirteen built structures were assessed for their potential to 
support roosting bats. 

2.2.3. Each structure was inspected from ground level to look for features that bats could use for roosting (Potential 
Roost Features or PRFs) such as damaged brickwork, missing mortar, missing roof tiles, damaged barge 
boards and loose guttering. Using guidance from Collins, 2016, the structures were identified as having 
negligible, low, moderate or high suitability to support roosting bats (see Table 1). 

Table 1 - Assessment criteria for structures which could support roosting bats 

Suitability  Roosting Habitat Description 

Negligible Negligible habitat features on site likely to be used by bats. 

Low A structure with one or more potential roost sites that could be 
used by individual bats opportunistically. However, these 
potential roost sites do not provide enough space, shelter, 
protection, appropriate conditions and/or suitable surrounding 
habitat to be used on a regular basis or by larger numbers of 
bats. 

Moderate A structure with one or more potential roost sites that could be 
used by bats due to their size, shelter, protection, conditions 
and surrounding habitat but unlikely to support a roost of high 
conservation status. 

High A structure with one or more potential roost sites that are 
obviously suitable for use by larger numbers of bats on a more 
regular basis and potentially for longer periods of time due to 
their size, shelter, protection, conditions and surrounding 
habitat. 

 

2.2.4. Using guidance from Collins, 2016, the habitats within the site were identified as having either Negligible, Low, 
Moderate or High suitability habitat for bats (see Table 2). 
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Table 2 - Guidelines for assessing bat habitat on development sites 

Suitability  Commuting & Foraging Habitat 

Negligible Negligible habitat features on site likely to be used by 
commuting or foraging bats. 

Low Habitat that could be used by small numbers of commuting 
bats such as gappy hedgerows or un-vegetated stream, but 
isolated i.e. not very well connected by other habitat to the 
surrounding landscape. 
Suitable but isolated habitat that could be used by small 
numbers of foraging bats such as a lone tree (not in a parkland 
situation) or a patch of scrub. 

Moderate Continuous habitat connected to the wider landscape that 
could be used by bats for commuting such as lines of trees and 
scrub or linked back gardens. 
Habitat that is connected to the wider landscape that could be 
used by bats for foraging such as trees, scrub, grassland or 
water. 

High Continuous, high-quality habitat that is well connected to the 
wider landscape that likely to be used regularly by commuting 
bats such as river valleys, streams, hedgerows, lines of trees 
and woodland edge. 
High-quality habitat that is well connected to the wider 
landscape that is likely to be used regularly by foraging bats 
such broadleaved woodland, tree-lined watercourses and 
grazed parkland. 
Site is close to and connected to known roosts. 

 

2.3 FIELD SURVEYS 

WATER VOLE SURVEYS 

2.3.1. A survey was undertaken in August 2017 to search for evidence of water vole. The areas surveyed for water 
voles are shown in Appendix A. 

2.3.2. The surveys followed standard methods described in The Water Vole Mitigation Handbook (2016) and were 
undertaken under suitable conditions by experienced surveyors. The surveys were carried out during the 
water vole breeding season (March to October in south-east England), which is an optimal survey time for this 
species.  

2.3.3. Where accessible, the banks of the watercourses were surveyed from within the channel. Surveyors 
systematically searched along each bank and any evidence of water vole was recorded when found. Where 
surveyors were unable to access the watercourse channel, evidence was searched for from the top of the 
banks, using binoculars as required. 

BAT ACTIVITY SURVEYS 

2.3.4. The following surveys, based on recommended methods published in Bat Conservation Trust Guidelines 
(Collins, 2016), were carried out in August 2017. 

2.3.5. Two walked transects routes were designed to cover the west and east side of river Yare. The routes covered 
the majority of the site and incorporated all assessed built structures as well as adjacent habitats that may be 
used by bats for foraging and commuting. These transects are shown in Appendix B. 

2.3.6. Bat activity surveys are undertaken in order to observe, listen for, record bats in flight away from their roost, 
commuting, feeding or socialising at dusk and dawn. Hand-held Batbox Duet detectors and a Song Meter 
SM4BAT FS recorder were used. During these walked transects, surveyors walked at a constant speed, 
recording information on any bats seen or heard on detectors. Information recorded included bat species, 
behaviour, flight direction, number of bats and number of passes. Surveyors stopped at pre-determined 
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“listening points” along each transect for 3-5 minutes to record bat activity at a single location. Each walked 
transect was undertaken by two experienced ecologists. 

2.3.7. Sounds recorded with the Song Meter SM4BAT FS during the surveys were analysed using AnalookW 
software to confirm the species of bats recorded and their activity. In case of doubt on the species, a bat calls 
guide British Bat Calls: A Guide to Species Identification (Russ, 2012) was used to help the identification. Bat 
activity levels were assessed in terms of the number of bat passes occurring. 

2.4 ASSESSMENT OF CONSERVATION IMPORTANCE 
2.4.1. The conservation importance of water vole and bats was assessed using the Chartered Institute for Ecology 

and Environmental Management’s Guidelines on Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) in the UK and Ireland 
(CIEEM, 2016).  

2.4.2. The importance of bat roosts and commuting and foraging habitat was evaluated based on the rarity, 
distribution, species and numbers of bats recorded and the way they use the site. 
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3 RESULTS 

3.1 DESK STUDY 

SPECIES RECORDS 

3.1.1. The desk study identified no granted EPS licences for bats and water vole within 2km of the proposed scheme 
(see Table 3). 

3.1.2. The Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service returned thirteen records of bat species within 2km of the 
proposed scheme (see Table 3) and fourteen records of water vole within 2km of the proposed scheme (see 
Table 4). 

Table 3 - Records of bats within 2km of the Third River Crossing 

Species  Date number of records Distance From 
Scheme 

Common 
pipistrelle 
(Pipistrellus 
pipistrellus) 

June 2015 5 ~2km south-west 

Soprano 
pipistrelle 
(Pipistrellus 
pygmaeus) 

May 2015 1 ~2km south-west 

Nathusis’ 
Pipistrelle 
(Pipistrellus 
nathusii) 

May 2015 2 ~2km south-west 

Serotine 
(Eptesicus 
serotinus) 

May 2015 1 ~2km south-west 

Daubenton’s bat 
(Myotis 
daubentonii) 

May 2015 1 ~2km south-west 

Noctule 
(Nyctalus 
noctula) 

May 2015 3 ~2km south-west 

Brown long-
eared bat 
(Plecotus 
auritus) 

May 2015 1 ~2km south-west 

 

Table 4 - Records of water voles within 2km of the Third River Crossing 

Date  Number of 
records 

Location Distance From 
Scheme 

26/04/2011 1 TG512075 ~2km north-west 

18/12/2012 1 TG504059 ~2km west 

17/07/1968 1 TG5204 - 

01/05/2009 1 TG519060 ~600m west 
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Date  Number of 
records 

Location Distance From 
Scheme 

2007 1 TG5133106699 ~1.5km north-west 

05/06/2008 5 TG520057 ~300m south-west 

1997 1 TG518078 ~2km north 
 

3.2 PRELIMINARY ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

WATER VOLE 

3.2.1. The two water courses associated with the A12 were assessed for their suitability to support water voles. The 
two water courses were wet ditches with areas of open water and thickly vegetated banks. The north ditch 
banks are covered by common nettle Uritca dioica, bramble Rubus fruticosa, great willowherb Epilobium 
hirsutum, dog rose Rosa canina and creeping thistle Cirsium arvense. The southern ditch is of similar species 
composition, but additionally supports field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis and hogweed Heracleum 
sphondylium.Both ditches were approximately 1m in depth and heavily silted. 

BATS 

3.2.2. Thirteen structures were assessed for their suitability to support roosting bats. Table 5 shows the details of the 
assessment such as building type, features present and BCT category. 

3.2.3. Foraging habitats such as open water, domestic gardens and allotments within were found to be fragmented 
and unconnected. This foraging habitat is considered to be of low suitability for use by foraging and 
commuting bats. 
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Table 5 - Structures with features which could support roosting bats 

Structure  Structure Type Distance Features Roost 
Suitability 

B1 Brick built disused 
public house 

Within footprint Some lifted roof tiles 
Gaps around boarded up window fittings present 
Missing mortar on roof corner 
 

Low 

B2 South Denes Car 
Centre – 
corrugated metal 
workshop and 
brick car sales 
room 

Within footprint Slightly lifted roof apex Negligible 

B3 Sutton Road 
residential 
property 

Within footprint - Negligible 

B4 Industrial brick 
building south of 
Sutton Road 

Within footprint Missing mortar in walls 
Missing tiles on roof 

Low 

B5 Brick building on 
edge of docks 

Within footprint No access No access 

B6 Industrial building 
with three hipped 
asbestos roofs 

Within footprint Several small gaps in middle roof ridge Low 

T1 Terrace at west 
end of Queen 
Anne’s Road 

Within footprint - Low 

T2 Terrace centre of 
Queen Anne’s 
Road 

Within footprint Several small gaps in roof 
Cracked tile at roof apex 

Low 

T3 Terrace at east Within footprint - Low 
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Structure  Structure Type Distance Features Roost 
Suitability 

end of Queen 
Anne’s Road 

T4 Terrace on 
Southdown Road 

Within footprint Slipped tiles on roof of number 181 Low 

T5 Terrace south of 
Cromwell Road 

Within footprint Small gaps and cracks in roof Low 

T6 Terrace north of 
Cromwell Road 

Within footprint - Low 

T7 Terrace south of 
Waveney Road 

Within footprint - Low 
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3.3 FIELD SURVEYS 

WATER VOLE SURVEYS 

3.3.1. During the August 2017 survey, only the ditch south of William Adams Way was surveyed due to safety 
concerns in accessing the northern ditch. Evidence of water vole activity was found and is summarised in 
Table 6. 

Table 6 - Water vole survey results 

Location Record type 

TG52139 05869 Feeding remains, cut stems 

TG52139 05869 5 droppings 

TG52127 05872 1 dropping 

TG52120 05866 Several droppings and feeding remains 
 

BAT ACTIVITY SURVEYS 

3.3.2. Two transects were undertaken in July and August 2017. The routes of the transects are shown in Appendix 
B. Survey details and weather conditions are shown in Table 7. 

Table 7 - Survey type, date and weather conditions for both transects 

Transect Number Survey Records Survey 1 

1 Survey Type and Date Dusk Transect 
31.07.17 

 Weather Conditions 20ºC, dry,  CC 2/8, BF 1/8 

2 Survey Type and Date Dusk Transect 
01.08.17 
 

 Weather Conditions 17ºC, dry,  CC 5/8, BF 0/8 
*CC= Cloud Cover; BF= Beaufort scale 

TRANSECT 1 

3.3.3. No bats were recorded along Transect 1. This is likely due to the absence of vegetation and high levels of 
artificial lighting. 

TRANSECT 2 

3.3.4. One species of bat was recorded along Transect 2: common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus. 

3.3.5. Four bat passes were recorded commuting along the northern edge of Southtown Common, where it meets 
William Adams Way. No foraging activity was recorded. 
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4 DISCUSSION AND EVALUATION 

4.1 WATER VOLES 
4.1.1. The survey work undertaken has confirmed the presence of water vole within the study area, with feeding 

remains and water vole droppings being found. However, due to limitations in the survey methodology, it is not 
possible at this time to estimate the population density of water voles in the study area.  

4.2 BAT ROOSTS 
4.2.1. All structures assessed were given a low potential of supporting a bat roost. The low level of bat activity 

recorded during the transect surveys suggests that the likelihood of a roost being present within the footprint of 
the proposed scheme is low. 

4.3 COMMUTING AND FORAGING BATS 
4.3.1. The activity surveys showed that one species of bat uses the site for commuting and/or foraging. 

4.3.2. Only one species of bat was recorded; the common pipistrelle. This species was observed commuting along 
the northern edge of Southtown Common Recreation Ground. This area contains mature trees, shrubs and 
open grassland as well as being subject to lower levels of artificial lighting. 

4.3.3. The field survey showed that the bat population within the site consists of a low number of a single bat 
species. The site is assessed as being of importance only within the zone of influence of the proposed scheme 
for conservation of foraging and commuting bats. 
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5 CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 OVERVIEW – WATER VOLES 
5.1.1. The water vole is protected within the UK from capture, killing, injury and disturbance and their places of 

shelter protected from damage, having access blocked or destruction, under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended) (WCA, 1981). It is the client’s responsibility to apply for a development licence through 
Natural England for activities that would constitute an offence under these legislations. 

5.1.2. Two water courses will be affected by the proposed scheme for the Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing. The 
proposed scheme has the potential to result in negative impacts on water vole, including the damage and/or 
disturbance of water vole burrows along the length of the proposed scheme, which would constitute an offence 
under English legislation.  

5.1.3. Accordingly, it is recommended that water voles are considered during the design phase with as much of the 
banks being retained and protected as reasonably possible. Where the proposals are likely to result in the 
loss, damage or disturbance of water vole habitats, it is likely that a licence will be required from Natural 
England in order to facilitate the works. A licence to disturb water vole may be required for works within 10m of 
a burrow, even if the burrow itself is retained.  

5.1.4. Any licence application will likely include the requirement for a detailed mitigation strategy to avoid and/or 
minimise impacts on water vole. These may include measures such as careful timing of works, temporary 
displacement of water voles and provision of new areas of suitable habitat etc.  

5.1.5. It is recommended that update surveys are undertaken once a final design has been produced to allow an 
accurate assessment of the impacts on water voles and inform any licence application which may be required. 
Surveys should also be undertaken prior to the commencement of construction works to check for the 
presence of any new burrows which may be affected. 

5.2 OVERVIEW - BATS 
5.2.1. All species of bats within the UK are protected from killing, injury and disturbance and their roosts protected 

from damage or destruction under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (Habitats 
Regulations, 2010). Their places of rest and shelter are also protected from disturbance and obstruction under 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) (WCA, 1981). It is the client’s responsibility to apply for a 
development licence through Natural England for activities that would constitute an offence under these 
legislations. 

5.2.2. Several structures will be demolished during the construction of the Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing. It is 
unlikely that bats use these structures as roosts due to the high levels of disturbance from human activities 
taking place within the structures and high levels of artificial lighting as well as the structures not being well 
connected to more suitable foraging habitat. However, the possibility of bats using these structures cannot be 
entirely ruled out and internal inspections are recommended for any structures that are to be removed prior to 
construction beginning. 
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6 LIMITATIONS 

6.1 WATER VOLE 
6.1.1. It was not possible for surveyors to enter the channel of the water courses due to the depth making it unsafe to 

do so. Thick vegetation meant that only the south bank of the channel south of William Adams Way could be 
surveyed. Further survey work should be undertaken at a later date in order to cover the areas not yet 
surveyed. 

6.2 BATS 
6.2.1. It was not possible to assess every building from all angles due to the buildings being privately owned 

properties. However, as the activity surveys returned very low numbers of bats, this is not considered to be a 
limitation on the conclusions of this report. 

6.2.2. Emergence and re-entry surveys will be undertaken at a later stage. The presence of roosts in trees within the 
site cannot be accurately determined until these surveys are completed. 
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by the agreed scope of this Report.

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in the report, WSP is obliged to exercise
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1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

WSP have been commissioned by Norfolk County Council to undertake a cultural heritage
Desk Based Assessment (DBA) to assess the heritage impact of the proposed works as part
the of Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing.

This document will identify the known heritage resources and likely types of archaeological
remains which may be encountered and the predicted impacts of the development upon
them.

1.2 SITE DESCRIPTION

The proposed scheme is located approximately 800m to the south of the town centre of Great
Yarmouth and sits at approximately 1.2m AOD. It consists of a new bridge that will be
constructed between the A12 and South Denes Road, crossing the River Yare and
improvements to the existing roads in this area. The roads are surrounded by industrial land,
interspersed with smaller areas of residential and recreational land to the east and west of
the river.

The site is centred at TG 52469 05894.

1.3 PLANNING BACKGROUND

This assessment has been carried out to support an Outline Business Case (OBC) for the
construction of the Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing.

The requirement for a heritage statement is outlined in Policy 128 of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) which outlines the need to identify and assess all heritage assets,
their significance and the impact the proposals may have upon them (where possible). The
assessment has been undertaken in accordance with the Chartered Institute for
Archaeologists’ Standards and Guidance for Historic Environment Desk-Based Assessments
(CIfA 2014).
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2 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES
The objectives of this desk-based assessment are to:

à provide an assessment of appropriate records, cartographic and written sources in order
to identify known heritage assets and where possible, quantify, the size, complexity and
potential  of any below ground archaeology issues;

à provide a preliminary assessment of the potential impact of the proposed works to both
known and unknown archaeological assets,

à provide a preliminary assessment of the potential impact of the proposed works to built
heritage within the study area,

à advise on the requirement for, and scope of, any further work likely to be required to
support any future planning applications; and

à to inform future budgets and programmes.

The desk based assessment forms the first stage of an iterative process of a cultural heritage
assessment which will be considered alongside wider scheme issues during development of
the scheme design. As part of any future detailed design process, further archaeological
investigations may be required to assess the extent, character and significance of buried
remains.

It is necessary to assess the significance of any such archaeological interest and the likely
impact of any proposed re-development upon the significance of any heritage assets, where
possible, in accordance with Policy 128 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
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3 LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT
3.1 NATIONAL, REGIONAL AND LOCAL POLICY

PLANNING (LISTED BUILDINGS AND CONSERVATION AREAS (P(LBCA)) ACT
1990

3.1.1 Section 1 of the P(LBCA) Act defines a listed building as a 'building which is for the time
being included in a list compiled or approved by the Secretary of State under that section. For
the purpose of the Act any object or structure fixed to the building, which, since on or before 1
July 1948, has formed part of the land and is comprised within the curtilage of the building is
treated as part of the building. 'Building' is defined as including any structure or erection and
any part of a building'. The key elements of this Act relevant to this assessment are outlined
below:

à Section 66 places a responsibility upon the decision-maker in determining applications for
planning permission for a Scheme that affects a listed building or its setting to have
special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses; and

à Section 72 of the Act places a duty upon the decision maker in determining applications
for planning permission within conservation areas to pay special attention to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area.

HEDGEROWS REGULATIONS 1997

3.1.2 The Hedgerow Regulations Act presents the following criteria for determining important
hedgerows (archaeology and history):

à The hedgerow marks the boundary, or part of the boundary, of at least one historic parish
or township and for this purpose "historic" means existing before 1850;

à The hedgerow incorporates an archaeological feature which is: (a) included in the
schedule of monuments compiled by the Secretary of State under section 1 (schedule of
monuments) of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979(7); or (b)
recorded at the relevant date in a Sites and Monuments Record (Now Historic
Environment Record);

à The hedgerow is: (a) is situated wholly or partly within an archaeological site included or
recorded as mentioned in paragraph 2 or on land adjacent to and associated with such a
site; and (b) is associated with any monument or feature on that site;

à The hedgerow: (a) marks the boundary of a pre-1600 AD estate or manor recorded at the
relevant date in a Sites and Monuments Record or in a document held at that date at a
Record Office; or (b) is visibly related to any building or other feature of such an estate or
manor;

à The hedgerow is: (a) recorded in a document held at the relevant date at a Record Office
as an integral part of a field system pre-dating the Inclosure Acts(8); or (b) is part of, or
visibly related to, any building or other feature associated with such a system, and that
system is (i) substantially complete; or  (ii) is of a pattern which is recorded in a document
prepared before the relevant date by a local planning authority, within the meaning of the
1990 Act(9), for the purposes of development control within the authority's area, as a key
landscape characteristic.
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NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK (NPPF)

3.1.3 National planning policies on the conservation of the historic environment are set out in the
NPPF (DCLG, March 2012). Sites of archaeological or cultural heritage significance that are
valued components of the historic environment and merit consideration in planning decisions
are grouped as 'heritage assets'. The NPPF states that "heritage assets are an irreplaceable
resource" the conservation of which can bring "wider social, cultural, economic and
environmental benefits."1 . It also states that the "significance of any heritage assets affected
including any contribution made by their setting... should be understood in order to assess
the potential impact2. In addition to standing remains, heritage assets of archaeological
interest can comprise sub-surface remains and, therefore, assessments should be
undertaken for a site with potential below-ground archaeological deposits.

3.1.4 NPPF draws a distinction between designated heritage assets and other remains considered
to be of lesser significance; "great weight should be given to the asset's conservation.
Substantial harm to or loss of a Grade II listed building, park or garden should be exceptional.
Substantial harm to or loss of designated heritage assets of the highest significance,
including scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, battlefields, Grade I and II* listed
buildings and Grade I and II* registered parks and gardens and World Heritage Sites, should
be wholly exceptional." 3. Therefore, preservation in situ is the preferred course in relation to
such sites unless exceptional circumstances exist.

3.1.5 It is normally accepted that non-designated heritage assets will be preserved by record, in
accordance with their significance and the magnitude of the harm to or loss of the asset as a
result of the proposals to "avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset's
conservation and any aspect of the proposals.”4. Non-designated heritage assets of
archaeological interest will also be subject to the policies reserved for designated heritage
assets if they are of equivalent significance to Scheduled Monuments5.

GREAT YARMOUTH LOCAL PLAN (ADOPTED 2015)

The policies in the Local Plan relates to the protection and enhancement of the historic
environment and is relevant for the proposed development. Policy CS10: Safeguarding local
heritage assets deals with development affecting Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings,
Parks and gardens and Conservation Areas, and their settings, as well as regionally and
locally important archaeological sites.

3.2 STANDARDS AND GUIDANCE

The archaeological assessment has been undertaken using guidance from with Volume 11,
section 3, part 2 of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB HA 208/07), and the
standards and guidance for desk based assessments set by the Chartered Institute for
Archaeologists (CIfA 2014) which sets out supplementary policies and guidance on heritage.

The assessment has been undertaken using appropriate methods and practices which satisfy
the stated aims of the project, which comply with the Code of Conduct and other relevant by-
laws of the CIfA.

1 NPPF Section 12, paragraph 126
2 op cit, 128.
3 op cit, 132
4 op cit, 129
5 op cit, 132
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4 METHODOLOGY
This desk study has been undertaken to investigate, as far as is reasonable and practical, the
character and extent of any known or potential heritage assets within a study area. The study
area for designated assets is within 1km of the scheme, for non-designated assets are within
a study area of 500m.

The assessment has been informed by a review of all available archaeological records;
historical documentary evidence; cartographic evidence and photographic material. This has
involved a consultation of the following sources:

à Historic England - for all records relating to known designated heritage assets.

à Norfolk Historic Environment Record (HER) - for all records relating to known heritage
assets and secondary source material including archaeological investigation reports and
aerial photographs;

à Norfolk Archives - for historic documentary evidence relating to the site, including both
primary and secondary sources;

à National, regional and local planning policy;

à Other readily available online sources such as Google Earth.

The solid and drift geology for the site has been identified based on that recorded by the
British Geological Survey.

A site visit of the proposed scheme was conducted, where access and safety allowed, to
allow for a consideration of the study area, the possible identification of landscape and
archaeological features and factors that may have had an impact on buried remains (i.e.
drains, services etc). The site walkover was undertaken on the 14th July 2017. Photographs
were taken using a digital camera. Access was limited to public rights of way.

The assessment of the value of cultural heritage assets which make up the baseline
environment has involved reference to the guidance provided in Annexes 5, 6 and 7 of the
DMRB HA208/07. The annexes identify factors which it is appropriate to consider during the
evaluation of cultural heritage assets. The guidance recommends the adoption of six ratings
for value in relation to archaeology and built heritage: very high, high, medium, low, negligible
and unknown. See tables 1 and 2 below.

Table 4-1: Criteria for Assessing the Value of Archaeological Assets
VALUE EXAMPLE

Very High
World Heritage Sites (including nominated sites)

Assets of acknowledged international importance

Assets that can contribute significantly to acknowledged international research objectives

High
Scheduled Monuments (including proposed sites)

Undesignated assets of scheduled quality and importance

Assets that can contribute significantly to acknowledged national research objectives
Medium Designated or undesignated assets that contribute to regional research objectives

Low
Designated and undesignated assets of local importance

Assets compromised by poor preservation and/or poor survival of contextual associations

Assets of limited value, but with potential to contribute to local research objectives
Negligible Assets with very little or no surviving archaeological interest
Unknown The importance of the resource has not been ascertained
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Table 4-2: Criteria for Establishing the Value of Built Heritage Assets
VALUE STATUS AND DEFINITION

Very High International importance i.e. World Heritage Sites.

High

National importance

i.e. listed buildings at Grade I and II* Scheduled Ancient Monuments with standing
remains, conservation areas containing very important buildings and undesignated
structures of clear national importance.

Medium

Regional importance

i.e. listed buildings at Grade II, conservation areas containing buildings that contribute
significantly to its historic character, historic townscape with important integrity in their
buildings, or built settings and undesignated structures of clear regional importance.

Low

Local importance

i.e. undesignated assets of modest quality in their fabric or historical association and
historic townscape of limited historic integrity (including buildings and structures included
in local list prepared by local authority).

Negligible Assets of no architectural or historical note

Unknown Assets with some hidden i.e. inaccessible potential for historic or architectural significance.

The assessment of the magnitude of the impact has involved the reference to the guidance
provided in Annexes 5, 6 and 7 of the DMRB HA208/07. See table 3 below which is an
amalgamation of the tree tables which are found in the above annexes.

Table 4-3: Assessing the magnitude of impacts
FACTORS IN THE ASSESSMENT OF MAGNITUDE OF IMPACTS

Major

Changes to most or all key archaeological materials or key historic building elements
such that the resource is totally altered.
Change to most or all key historic landscape elements, parcels or components:
extreme visual effects: gross change of noise or change to sound quality: fundamental
changes to use or access: resulting in total change to historic landscape character
unit.
Comprehensive changes to setting.

Moderate

Changes to many key archaeological materials or key historic building elements, such
that the resource is clearly modified.

Changes to many key historic landscape elements, parcels or components, visual
change to many key aspects of the historic landscape, noticeable differences in noise
or sound quality, considerable changes to use or access: resulting in moderate
changes to historic landscape character.
Considerable changes to setting that affect the character of the asset.

Minor

Changes to key archaeological materials or key historic building elements, such that
the asset is slightly altered.

Changes to few key historic landscape elements, parcels or components, slight visual
changes to few key aspects of historic landscape, limited changes to noise levels or
sound quality; slight changes to use or access: resulting in limited changes to
historical landscape character.
Slight changes to setting.

Negligible

Very minor changes to archaeological materials, historic buildings elements, or
setting.

Very minor changes to key historic landscape elements, parcels or compounds,
virtually unchanged visual effects, very slight changes in noise levels or sound quality;
very slight changes to use or access; resulting in very small change to historic
landscape character.
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FACTORS IN THE ASSESSMENT OF MAGNITUDE OF IMPACTS

No Change
No change to fabric or setting.
No change to elements, parcels or components; no visual or audible changes; no
changes arising from in amenity or community factors.

The overall significance of impact has involved the use of the matrices provided in Annexes
5, 6 and 7 of the DMRB HA208/07 to establish an overall rating for each asset. This is subject
to adjustment using professional judgement. Please see the matrix below.

Table 4-4: Significance of Impact

NO CHANGE NEGLIGIBLE MINOR MODERATE MAJOR

Very high neutral Slight moderate or
large

large or very
large very large

High neutral Slight moderate or
slight

moderate or
large

large or very
large

Medium neutral neutral or
slight slight moderate moderate or

large

Low neutral neutral or
slight

neutral or
slight slight slight or

moderate

Negligible neutral Neutral neutral or
slight

neutral or
slight slight

All features identified through the research have been plotted on a site plan (Appendix B) in
GIS and the site numbers correspond with the reference numbers in the gazetteer (Appendix
A).

A PDF copy of the approved final report will also be deposited with the Norfolk Historic
Environment Record.
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5 SITE DESCRIPTION
5.1 PROPOSED SCHEME DESCRIPTION

The addition of a new bridge and road alterations are proposed for the site crossing the River
Yare, running from the extant A12 and South Deres Road. The scheme aims to provide a
much needed additional link across the River Yare, connecting the strategic road network
and wider urban area to the southern part of Great Yarmouth, which is a key economic
growth hub and Enterprise Zone. The land surrounding the scheme is primarily industrial,
with some small areas of residential throughout the study area, towards Southtown to the
west and the pleasure beach to the east.

5.2 SITE VISIT

A site visit was conducted on 14.07.17. Weather conditions were bright with cloud cover and
some rain. Visibility was generally good, although some views were blocked by buildings and
vegetation. Access was restricted to public rights of way. This did not affect the confidence of
the assessment.

The purpose of the site visit was to assess the visual impact of the development on the
heritage assets within the study area with particular regard to the designated assets in areas
close to the proposed development, and also to identify any potential previously unknown
heritage assets.

The study area consists of the proposed consists of the proposed bridge over the River Yare
and associated road improvements in the surrounding area.

No previously unknown sites were identified during the walkover survey. Existing
development may have affected the survival of any below ground remains, although there
may be archaeology present at deeper levels.

5.3 GEOLOGY

The scheme is situated on bedrock geology of Crag Group - Sand and Gravel. This is
sedimentary bedrock that formed approximately 0 to 5 million years ago in the Quaternary
and Neogene periods. The local environment was previously dominated by shallow seas.
These rocks were formed in shallow seas with mainly siliciclastic sediments (comprising of
fragments or clasts of silicate minerals) deposited as mud, silt, sand and gravel.

The site has multiple superficial geological deposits. The River Yare has overlying superficial
deposits of Tidal River or Creek Deposits - Clay and Silt. These are superficial deposits
formed up to 2 million years ago in the Quaternary Period. These rocks were formed in
shoreline environments with sediments deposited in beaches and barrier islands.

The western banks of the River Yare has superficial deposits of Happisburgh Glacigenic
Formation - Sand. These are superficial deposits that were formed up to 3 million years ago
in the Quaternary Period. The local environment was previously dominated by ice age
conditions. These rocks were formed in shoreline environments with sediments deposited in
beaches and barrier islands.

The eastern banks of the river comprise of superficial deposits of North Denes Formation -
Sand and Gravel. These are superficial deposits formed up to 2 million years ago in the
Quaternary Period. These rocks were formed in shoreline environments with sediments
deposited in beaches and barrier islands.
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6 HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL
BACKGROUND

6.1 INTRODUCTION

The location of the designated heritage assets from the National Heritage List for England
(NHLE) which lie within the site and within a 1km radius from the boundary and un-
designated heritage assets taken from the Norfolk Historic Environment Record (HER) which
lie within the site and within a 500m radius from the boundary are tabled in the Gazetteer and
indicated in Figure 1 in the appendices of this report. A total of 136 assets have been
identified. These are listed individually in the Gazetteer (Appendix A).

6.2 HISTORICAL AND ARCHAEOLOGICAL OVERVIEW

DESIGNATED ASSETS

There are no World Heritage Sites, Registered Parks and Gardens, Registered Battlefields or
Protected Wreck sites within 1km of the proposed scheme options. There are 45 Listed
Buildings and one Scheduled Monument within 1km. The Listed Buildings consist of 1 Grade
I, 4 Grade II* and 40 Grade II. The majority of the Listed Buildings and the Scheduled
Monument will be screened from the proposed development by topography, vegetation and
existing structures. The Scheduled Monument is the medieval defensive town walls. The
Listed Buildings represent a mixture of domestic, religious, industrial and leisure uses and
mainly date to the late post-medieval period. The study area overlaps four Conservation
Areas, listed below:

à Camperdown

à Gorleston Conservation Area Extensions

à King Street

à Seafront

KNOWN HERITAGE ASSETS

The assets within the study area are described in the context of a timeline of archaeological
periods from prehistoric through to modern. The location of the recorded sites and features
can be cross referenced with Figure 1 (Appendix B) and the Gazetteer (Appendix A). For
reference, all assets are listed in Table 4 with an assessment of their value.

The time periods discussed can be broadly divided as follows:

à Prehistoric:

< Palaeolithic 250,000 – 10,000 BC

< Mesolithic 10,000 – 4,000 BC

< Neolithic 4,000 – 2,500 BC

< Bronze Age 2,500 – 700 BC

< Iron Age 800 BC – AD 43

à Roman AD 43 – 410

à Early Medieval AD 410 - 1066

à Medieval AD 1066 – 1540

à Post-Medieval AD 1540 – 1900

à Modern AD 1900 to 2050
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PREHISTORIC

The landscape surrounding the site has consisted primarily of shorelines up to the medieval
period, and as such there has been little evidence of any prehistoric activity identified within
the study area. A single Neolithic scraper (Asset Number 42) has been recovered at the
junction of Boundary Road and Suffolk Road during construction works for a petrol tank.
Further evidence of prehistoric activity in the study area may be buried beneath later
shoreline deposits.

ROMAN AND EARLY MEDIEVAL

As with evidence of prehistoric activity, the landscape surrounding the site has consisted of
primarily shorelines up to the medieval period. Therefore, for the same reason, there has
been no evidence of any Roman or early medieval activity identified within the study area.

MEDIEVAL

The boundary of the medieval walled town lies to the north of the Proposed Scheme options,
approximately 600m north of the proposed scheme. The extent of the medieval town is
represented by the well preserved remains of the defence walls (Asset Number 136) which is
designated as a Scheduled Monument. Construction of the walls began in the late 13th

century, although they have been subjected to periodic remodelling, including during the
refortification of the town in the 17th century during the Civil War.

Just outside the 500m study area for undesignated sites, within the medieval walled town
area, the remains of boats have been found on a buried shoreline at around 3m below the
current ground level. An old landing place was also recorded below the Town Hall site in
1887. This suggests that buried medieval deposits may survive deep below the current
ground level on either side of the River Yare within the study area.

There are two further medieval assets within the study area:

The remains of the house of the Austin Friars comprising a church, priory and leper hospital
are located on Burnt Lane (Asset Number 121). This friary was founded in the 13th century,
although the earliest known buildings date to the 15th century. Much of the priory has now
been destroyed, although the west gate is recorded to have still been standing up to the
beginning of the last century. Remains from the structures have been recovered from the
surrounding area, and some of the building materials have been re-used. The area has now
been redeveloped as housing.

In 2013, a watching brief revealed beam slots and post holes associated with a late medieval
timber-framed building located on Burnt Lane (Asset Number 123). Finds recovered from
these features included late medieval brick, roof tile and wall plaster that could be high status.
The beam slots and post holes described the south western corner of a medieval timber
structure. The area has now been redeveloped as housing.

POST-MEDIEVAL

There are 51 post-medieval assets within the study area, principally 19th century houses and
also including villas and a lodge, both mileposts and boundary posts and two churches.
There are also industrial areas with railways, a coal power station, gas works, potteries, fish
curing works, workshop ranges, utility blocks and a rope walk.

There is one Grade I Listed Building within the study area. Nelsons Monument (Asset
Number 132), also known as the Norfolk Pillar, was the first of the Nelson columns, being
erected in 1817, and comprises a figure of Britannia standing on top of a Doric column which
faces towards Nelson’s birthplace. The monument has recently been restored, and located
within an industrial area. This asset may be inter-visible with the scheme.
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There are 4 Grade II* Listed buildings of post medieval date. These consist of Great
Yarmouth Potteries (Asset Number 23), formerly listed as Trinity Place fish curing house,
which was built in the 19th century against the town walls. This asset may be inter-visible with
the scheme.

The Winter gardens (Asset Number 36) are located on South Beach Parade, and were
originally designed and constructed in Torquay in the late 1800s before being relocated to
Great Yarmouth in 1904. The building comprises a single storey structure of cast iron framing
and glass.

St Nicholas Hospital Main Entrance Range (Asset Number 51) Main Block (Asset Number
52), walls and railings (Asset Number 53) and South Block (Asset Number 54) form a naval
hospital built for casualties from the North Sea squadron in the Napoleonic War, with the
entrance range comprising guard rooms, an archway and service rooms. The main block
became a naval barracks in 1818 and subsequently a general hospital. This asset may be
inter-visible with the scheme.

A Grade II Listed Gasworks (Asset Number 70) lies to the north east of the scheme. The
gasometer was originally built at another site, but collapsed and was rebuilt here in 1885. An
old map shows this was the site of a steam engine before the gasometer was built. This asset
may be inter-visible with the scheme.

Grade II Listed Buildings Providence Villa (Asset Number 112), 96 and 95 High Road (Asset
Numbers 113 and 114) and Ahoy and Manby House (Asset Number 115) sit to the south of
the scheme. These assets may be inter-visible with the scheme.

There are 7 undesignated assets which date to the post medieval period consisting of
industrial assets such as railways (Asset Numbers 88 and 95) and a rope walk (Asset
Number 10), as well as a maltings which was later used as a prison (Asset Number 110), a
boundary post (Asset Number 125) and a ditch (Asset Number 2).

MODERN

There are 79 modern assets located within the study area. One of these is Grade II Listed.
The Dolphin Public House (Asset Number 89), formerly known as Fish Wharf Refreshment
Room, is a public house built in 1900. This asset is within the sightline of the proposed
development.

The town was first bombed during World War I in 1915 and this event represents the first
aerial bombardment in the UK, however the majority of wartime features date to World War II.
During this time the town suffered extensive bombing by the Luftwaffe as it was the last
significant place the German bombers could drop bombs before returning home. However,
despite this, two-thirds of the medieval town wall survived.

Other modern assets in the study area date to the Second World War, and consist of
primarily military structures and associated assets. There are 12 bomb craters and one bomb
site within the study area, which may indicate the possibility of further, potentially unexploded,
ordinance. There are also 43 air raid shelters, anti-tank defences, three pillboxes, eight road
blocks, two military buildings and multiple other assets including spigot mortar engagements,
a barracks (Asset Number 13), barbed wire obstructions, weapons pits, a blast wall (Asset
Number 103), a fire station (Asset Number 111) and an ambulance station (Asset Number
131).

Most of these features recorded on the NHER have since been demolished, with modern
development having removed all trace.

HISTORIC LANDSCAPE

There are no designated landscapes within the study area.

Historic Landscape Characterisation (HLC) has been completed for the surrounding area,
however this study specifically excluded an analysis of the areas within the town and village
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development limits. Therefore, although the smaller villages were considered as a part of a
wider landscape context and character, no specific townscape or urban character
assessments were undertaken.

Some areas have had Historic Landscape Character completed as part of the Norfolk County
Council HER Character Area Report. The study area falls across two different character
types, with a linear strip of Coastal - Managed Wetland to the east of the study area. This
land was previously Unimproved Intertidal land. There are also small blocks of Coastal -
Drained Enclosure to the west, which were previously Coastal - Managed Wetland,
Unimproved Marine Marsh or Brackish Fen.

6.3 ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL

The study area has undergone extensive development as it forms part of the urban centre of
Great Yarmouth. This development is likely to have disturbed any potential archaeological
remains to the level of modern building foundations. The river itself has seen various
alterations and may have been dredged, which would affect what could be uncovered during
the course of any works.

Due to the presence of several WWII defensive structures within close vicinity to the site,
there is the potential to uncover any underground remains or previously unknown WWII sites
during the course of works. There are also numerous recorded bomb craters located close to
the proposed site, the possibility of unknown unexploded ordinances should be considered.
There is also a 19th century railway located to the east end of the proposed works, which
may be uncovered.

There is generally a moderate potential for previously undiscovered remains of up to high
value to be uncovered during the proposed works.
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7 STATEMENT OF IMPACT
ARCHAEOLOGY AND HISTORIC LANDSCAPE

The majority of the potential impacts upon cultural heritage assets would occur during the
construction phase. Development activities such as groundworks, topsoil stripping,
landscaping, ground compaction access, service installation, stockpiling and storage will all
have a negative effect on the cultural heritage assets. These construction related impacts
could lead to the following effects upon the Historic Environment:

à Permanent complete or partial loss of an archaeological feature or deposit as a result of
ground excavation;

à Permanent or temporary loss of the physical and/or visual integrity of a feature,
monument, building or group of monuments;

à Damage to resources as a result of ground excavation;

à Damage to resources due to compaction, desiccation or waterlogging; and

à Damage to resources as a result of ground vibration caused by construction.

There could also be a number of sites which may be adversely affected during operation.
These are mainly setting issues resulting from the introduction of new infrastructure, and the
resulting increase in noise from vehicles using the new crossing.

There could be minor changes to the historic landscape setting but these would be negligible
in magnitude.

POTENTIAL SOURCES OF IMPACT

The assessment to date suggests the presence of currently unknown heritage assets in the
form of a buried medieval shoreline. The proposed works have the potential to impact upon
these remains, if present, due to the engineering solutions required for the bridge supports
and the potential requirement for excavation works associated with existing infrastructure.

Not enough is known about buried remains in the scheme area, further work is required to
quantify potential impacts.

HISTORIC BUILDINGS

There could be a visual impact from the new bridge to the immediate setting of at least twelve
Listed Buildings:

à A Gas Works (Asset Number 70) of medium value may suffer a minor impact as it could
be inter-visible with the scheme, resulting in minor significance. The magnitude of this
impact is dependent on the design of the bridge; at present there is a minor impact but
depending on proposed bridge elements further impacts may occur and should be
reassessed.

à The Dolphin Public House (Asset Number 89) of medium value may suffer a minor
impact as it is within the sight line of the scheme, resulting in minor significance. The
magnitude of this impact is dependent on the design of the bridge; at present there is a
minor impact but depending on proposed bridge elements further impacts may occur and
should be reassessed.

à St Nicholas Hospital (Asset Numbers 51, 52, 53, 54 and 55) of medium to high value may
suffer a minor impact as it would be inter-visible with the scheme, resulting in minor
significance. The magnitude of this impact is dependent on the design of the bridge; at
present there is a minor impact but depending on proposed bridge elements further
impacts may occur and should be reassessed.
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à The Great Yarmouth Potteries (Asset Number 23) of high value may suffer a minor
impact as it would be inter-visible with the scheme, resulting in minor significance. The
magnitude of this impact is dependent on the design of the bridge; at present there is a
minor impact but depending on proposed bridge elements further impacts may occur and
should be reassessed.

à Medium value assets Providence Villa (Asset Number 112), 96 and 95 High Road (Asset
Numbers 113 and 114) and Ahoy and Manby House (Asset Number 115) may all suffer a
minor impact as it would be inter-visible with the scheme, resulting in minor significance.
The magnitude of this impact is dependent on the design of the bridge; at present there is
a minor impact but depending on proposed bridge elements further impacts may occur
and should be reassessed.

Parts of the study area overlap four Conservation Areas; Camperdown, Gorleston
Conservation Area Extensions, King Street and Seafront. The magnitude of this impact is
dependent on the design of the bridge; at present there is a no impact but depending on
proposed bridge elements further impacts may occur and these should likewise be
reassessed.
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8 RECOMMENDATIONS
Impacts to the cultural heritage assets can be minimised or eliminated via appropriate
mitigation.

DMRB Volume 10, Section 6, Part 1 states that ‘The fundamental aim of archaeological
mitigation is to avoid impacts on nationally important or highly significant remains. If this is not
possible then such remains should be archaeologically recorded in order to ‘preserve by
record’ the significant aspects of the site’. Preservation in situ of nationally important or highly
significant remains which may be affected by the proposed scheme options is the preferred
option, however, where this is not possible or appropriate then alternative options will be
investigated. Should no acceptable options be identified which would allow for the
preservation of a site, detailed excavation (the scope of which will be agreed with the Norfolk
Historic Environment Team) should be carried out in order to further our collective
understanding of the site affected.

As there is the potential for previously unknown archaeological remains, in the form of a
buried former medieval shoreline, it would be necessary to carry out archaeological
investigations in order to establish the presence or absence and character of any features
within the proposed footprint of the chosen option. The appropriate technique, scope and
scale for investigation should be agreed with the Norfolk Historic Environment Team, but may
include archaeological trial trenching, specialist dredging, auguring or dive surveys.

There is also potential for visual impacts on 12 Listed Buildings, it is recommended that these
impacts are considered in the design process. This may involve consultation with Historic
England, Conservation Officers and the Norfolk Historic Environment Team to discuss
appropriate mitigation options which would reduce the visual impact on affected buildings.
Once the design has been finalised, impacts should be reassessed.

No recorded historic landscapes will be impacted upon by the proposed options, although
there are a number of Conservation Areas within the wider study area. Appropriate mitigation
would include design of lighting, surfacing and screening in line with those utilised within the
Conservation Areas.
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Appendix A - Gazetteer

Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

1 MNF49675 (NHER) TG 5170 0621 Bomb Crater

A line of ten WWII bomb craters visible as
earthworks on 1940s aerial photographs. Recent
aerial photographs and OS mapping suggest the
sites is now partially under Harfreys Industrial
Estate and waste ground, and the craters have
presumably been levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

2 MNF49172 (NHER) TG 5164 0606 Ditch, Bank

A disused drain which probably dates to the post
medieval period visible on 1940s aerial
photographs. It was probably associated with the
drainage of Southtown marches in the post
medieval period, but has now been built over.

HER Post medieval Low

3 MNF49672 (NHER) TG 5175 0607 Bomb Crater
A WWII bomb crater visible as an earthwork on
1940s aerial photographs. The site has now been
built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

4 MNF49610 (NHER) TG 5174 0589 Bomb Crater
A  WWII  bomb  crater  visible  as an earthwork on
1940s aerial photographs. The site has now been
built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

5 MNF49606 (NHER) TG 5190 0593 Bomb Crater
A WWII bomb crater visible as an earthwork on
1940s aerial photographs. The site has now been
built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

6 MNF49603 (NHER) TG 5199 0587 Bomb Crater
A WWII bomb crater visible as an earthwork on
1940s aerial photographs. The site has now been
built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

7 MNF48761 (NHER) TG 5200 0600 Pillbox

A possible WWII pillbox is visible as an extant
structure on 1940s aerial photographs. It if was a
pillbox, it would have formed part of a chain of anti-
invasion defences sites along the landward side of
Great Yarmouth to protect the town and transport
links. The structure was removed in 1945. An
industrial park now occupies the site.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

8 MNF49697 (NHER) TG 5209 0601 Air Raid Shelter
Three WWII air raid shelters visible on 1940s aerial
photographs. They appear to have been within
some sort of industrial site and are likely to have

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

been industrial shelters for the site workers. The
shelters have since been levelled and built over.

9 MNF49681 (NHER) TG 5212 0645 Bomb Crater, Spigot
Mortar Emplacement

A pit dating to WWII which is possibly a bomb crater
or a spigot mortar emplacement is visible as an
earthwork on 1940s aerial photographs. If it was a
mortar emplacement it may have been associated
with the possible military training area 40m to the
SE. The site has been levelled and built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

10 MNF49738 (NHER) TG 5216 0644 Ropery, Ropewalk

A ropewalk is marked at this location on the OS 1st

edition map. It is one of several which once existed
at Great Yarmouth. The site has since been
levelled and mostly built over.

HER Post medieval Low

11 MNF32661 (NHER) TG 5206 0632 Pillbox

A WWII type 24 pillbox survives on land at which is
now Yarmouth Business Park in Southtown. It was
visited on the ground in 1995. It was part of a line
of anti-invasion defences cited to protect the
landward side of Great Yarmouth.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

12 NHLE ref 1245813 TG 52303 06872 Building

Workshop range north of Number 244A. Range of
outbuildings constructed for Admiralty barrack use
in 1855. It was in commercial use from 1891 and
converted to light engineering works in 1971. Built
of red brick under Welsh slate roofs.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

13 NHLE ref 1245811 TG 52303 06872 Barracks Militia Barracks, built in 1853-5. Converted to light
engineering works in 1971. Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

14 NHLE ref 1393268 TG 52313 06850 Offices

Utility block immediately east of No 244A
Southtown Road. Smithy and Carpenters shop
dating to 1806-1810 to designs of James Wyatt for
the Ordnance Board. Converted to light
engineering works in 1971.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

15 NHLE ref 1245812 TG 52313 06850 Offices

Utility block immediately east of No 244A
Southtown Road. Ancillary building to the naval
arsenal by James Wyatt in 1806. Now light
engineering works.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium
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Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

16 NHLE ref 1245814 TG 52314 06828 Arsenal

244B Southtown Road. Naval arsenal, built 1806
by James Wyatt. Now used as light engineering
works. This building was the actual armoury and
had until 1829 a fireproof stone roof.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

17 NHLE ref 1245815 TG 52280 06827 Lodge

245 Southtown Road was the North Lodge to the
former naval arsenal, shown as ‘Clerk of the
Cheques’ House’ in 1810. Built of 1806-10 by
James Wyatt for the Ordnance Board. Altered
probably in 1891 when the site was relinquished by
the Admiralty for commercial use.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

18 NHLE ref 1245810 TG 52281 06806 House

244 Southtown Road was a storekeepers house to
the naval arsenal. It was built in 1806 by James
Wyatt and formed the south lodge to the complex.
It is now commercial offices.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

19 NHLE ref 1245807 TG 52201 06797 Wall Boundary wall to south of number 66, built early
19th century of tarred red brick Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

20 NHLE ref 1245808 TG 52201 06794 Wall Boundary wall to south of number 67, built early
19th century of brick. Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

21 NHLE ref 1245809
MNF48074 (NHER) TG 52328 06490 House

83 & 84 Southtown Road. A pair of late 18th century
houses with 19th century alterations. The houses
are separated by an arched passageway with cast
iron gates.

Listed (Grade II)
& HER Post medieval Medium

22 NHLE ref 1096791 TG 52766 06976 Fish curing works

Tower fish curing works, built in 1880 in red brick
with some stone to the south and east ranges. It is
a triangular site with 3 ranges of buildings around a
yard. The managers house and office occupies the
west end of the north range. Inside the complex,
the brine tanks are still intact.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

23 NHLE ref 1245561 TG 52727 06909 Fish curing works,
pottery production site.

Fish Curing works, then converted to the Great
Yarmouth potteries. Built early 19th century against
the town walls of 1285-95 to the east. Built of brick
and flint with timber interior partitioning.

Listed (Grade
II*) Post medieval High

24 NHLE ref 1246059 TG 52885 06854 Terrace
41-46 Nelson Road South. Terrace of 6 houses
built in the mid-19th century, all were converted into
a hotels in the 20th century. Built of gault brick with

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium
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Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

stuccoed and rusticated ground floors with slate
and concrete tile roofs.

25 NHLE ref 1246584 TG 53034 06937 Hotel

The Royal Hotel opened in 1840. The façade and
large rear extensions were added in 1877 by JB
Pearce. It is of stuccoed red brick with a slate roof.
Charles Dickens apparently stayed here in 1848-9
while writing David Copperfield.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

26 NHLE ref 1096805 TG 53004 06878 Terrace, Hotel

Donna Doone Hotel (Nos 1, 1A & 2), Neptune Hotel
(Nos 9-11) and Sienna Lodge Hotel (Nos 17-18).
Terrace of houses, now including 3 hotels, which
were built in 1844-47 of gault brick and partly
stuccoed and colourwashed.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

27 NHLE ref 1245564 TG 53002 06910 Terrace 11-16 Wellington Road. Terrace of houses built in
the early 1840s of gault brick. Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

28 NHLE ref 1245566 TG 53020 06885 Arch

Wellington Arch is an archway forming the north
entrance to the Victoria estate and was built in 1846
by John Brown. It was restored in 1980. It is built of
gault brick with rendered details.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

29 NHLE ref 1245563 TG 53041 06894 Terrace 3, 4 and 5 Waterloo Road. Terrace of 3 houses built
in the mid-19th century of gault brick. Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

30 NHLE ref 1246583 TG 53051 06878 Hotel

Cavendish Hotel, formerly known as Brandon
Mansions Hotel. Originated as a terrace of houses
built in 1844 by Farrants & Turrel. Built of stuccoed
brick with slate and concrete tile roof.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

31 NHLE ref 1096806 TG 52991 06832 Terrace
The Embassy Hotel (Nos 38-41). Terrace of
houses, part now a hotel, built in 1844-7 of gault
brick.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

32 NHLE ref 1271805 TG 53016 06832 Arch
Wellington Mews Arch is a monumental arch
forming the entrance to the mews behind Kimberley
Terrace. It was built in 1847 of gault brick.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium
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Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

33 NHLE ref 1271269 TG 53022 06805 Terrace

Carlton Hotel (Nos 1-5). Terrace of houses, part
now a hotel. It was laid out from 1841 as the first
part of the Victoria Building Company’s estate
under the overall direction of Thomas Marsh
Nelson. Built of stuccoed brick with slate roofs.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

34 NHLE ref 1096787 TG 52980 06784 Terrace
Mayflower Hotel (No 5), St Georges Hotel (Nos 7-
8). Terrace of 8 houses, now 2 hotels. Built in 1844
of stuccoed brick with concrete and tile roofs.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

35 NHLE ref 1271606 TG 53006 06732 Assembly Rooms

Masonic Royal Assembly Rooms built 1863 by HH
Collins. It partly burnt out in 1870 and became the
masonic lodge under patronage of HRH Prince of
Wales. It is built of gault brick with slate roofs.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

36 NHLE ref 1271608 TG 53148 06762 Winter Gardens

The Winter Gardens were designed and
constructed in Torquay by John Watson and
William Harvey between 1878 and 1881 at a cost
of £12783. It was relocated to Great Yarmouth in
1904.

Listed (Grade
II*) Post medieval High

37 NHLE ref 1271607 TG 53034 06684 House

Shadingfield Lodge, formerly a house, now a hotel.
Built 1862-5 by AW Morant and altered internally in
1953 by AW Ecclestone. Built of gault brick under
slate roofs.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

38 MNF48764 (NHER) TG 5223 0633

Air Raid Shelter, Bomb
Crate, Defence work,
gun emplacement,
military training site,
practice trench.

A WWII military site, comprising various features
and defences including air raid shelters, slit
trenches, bomb craters and possibly a searchlight
emplacement. The precise function of the site is
unclear, although the variety of installations and the
disorganised layout would suggest a military
training site. Much of the site has been built over
and no features are no longer visible on the ground
or on modern aerial photographs.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

39 MNF49703 (NHER) TG 5228 0636 Air Raid Shelter

A possible air raid shelter dating to WWII visible as
an earthwork mound (presumably covering a
structure) on 1940s aerial photographs. Its size and
shape suggest a private shelter, possibly an
Anderson shelter. No trace of the structure survives
above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

40 MNF49678 (NHER) TG 5214 0617 Bomb Crater
Two WWII bomb craters are visible as earthworks
on 1940s aerial photographs. The site has now
been levelled and built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

41 MNF48763 (NHER) TG 5219 0615 Roadblock, anti-tank
block

A group of WWI anti invasion defences, comprising
two road blocks and a possible pillbox, are visible
on aerial photographs taken in 1944. They were
situated on the western edge of the inhabited part
of Southtown. They were removed in 1945 and no
trace of them exists today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

42 MNF12936 (NHER) TG 5222 0617 Findspot In 1977 a Neolithic scraper was found during
building work. It was found at a depth of 4.2m. HER Modern (WWII) Low

43 MNF49679 (NHER) TG 5231 0616 Bomb Crater
A probable WWII bomb crater visible on 1940s
aerial photographs. The site has since been
levelled and built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

44 MNF48762 (NHER) TG 5231 0610 Spigot Mortar
Emplacement

A WWII spigot mortar emplacement is visible as an
extant structure and earthwork on 1940s aerial
photographs. It appears to have been associated
with two roadblocks and other defences. It appears
that site has been levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

45 MNF48800 (NHER) TG 5259 0655 Hut, Civil Defence
Building

A hut or temporary building, probably related to civil
defence or shelter during WWII was visible as an
extant structure on 1940s aerial photographs. It
was removed soon after the end of the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

46 MNF49709 (NHER) TG 5262 0642 Air Raid Shelter

Six probable air raid shelters dating to WWII visible
as structures and earthworks on 1940s aerial
photographs. These were most likely private
shelters and may have been Anderson shelters.
There is no evidence of these structures above
ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

47 MNF46372 (NHER) TG 5267 0646 Air Raid Shelter

A WWII air raid shelter is visible as an extant earth
covered structure on 1940s aerial photographs. It
size and location within a light industrial yard would
suggest it was placed to protect the local workforce.
The site has been levelled and built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

48 NHLE ref 1245981 TG 52716 06548 Church

Parish church of St James. The nave and chancel
date to 1870-78 by JP Seddon. The aisles date to
1902-8 by Bottle & Olley. Built of cut and knapped
flint with red brick dressings.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

49 MNF4340 (NHER) TG 5283 0642 Barracks, Hospital,
Royal Naval Hospital

St Nicholas’s Hotel, also known as the Royal Naval
Hospital, was built between 1809 to 1811. It was
used as a military barracks between 1818 to 1854,
but subsequently reverted to its original use as a
Naval hospital. The buildings were surround a
courtyard in which a greenhouse  built around
1890, used to stand. In 1815 seven sailors and
seventeen Waterloo soldiers were apparently
buried in the courtyard. The burials were reported
to have been excavated in 1979. During WWII the
hospital was used as a Naval information centre
and administrative quarters, named HMS Watchful.
The surviving hospital buildings have been
restored and converted into flats and houses.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

50 MNF46399 (NHER) TG 5278 0651 Air Raid Shelter

A large WWII air raid shelter is visible as an extant
earth covered structure on 1940s aerial
photographs. It lay within the grounds of the former
St James School, directly adjacent to the main
school building as was presumably intended for
use by the pupils and teachers of the school.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

51 NHLE ref 1245984 TG 52840 06464 Hospital

St Nicholas Hospital Main Entrance Range. These
buildings consisted of guard rooms, archway and
service rooms to the naval hospital, now general
storage and kitchens to St Nicholas’ Hospital. Of
yellow stock brick with Portland stone dressings
and slate roof.

Listed (Grade
II*) Post medieval High

52 NHLE ref 1245983 TG 52890 06400 Naval hospital

St Nicholas Hospital, formerly Naval Hospital. Built
in 1809-11 by William Pilkington under supervision
of Edward Holl, Architect to the Navy Board. It
became naval barracks in 1818 and subsequently
a general hospital. It is of yellow brick laid in
Flemish bond with dressings of Portland stone. It is
on a quadrangle plan with single depth wards, with
a west chapel. Each of the four wings is linked by a
single storey quadrant passageway.

Listed (Grade
II*) Post medieval High
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Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

53 NHLE ref 1245986 TG 52926 06371 Wall, Railings

St Nicholas Hospital Walls and Railings dating to
1811 with mid-20th century insertions and repairs.
By Edward Holl and William Pilkington, architects
at the Navy Board. They are of brick and cast-iron.
The walls run around the west, south and east
sides of the site.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

54 NHLE ref 1245985 TG 52845 06289 Hospital

St Nicholas Hospital South Block.  This  was  an
Isolation wing to the Naval Hospital, now St
Nicolas’ Hospital. It was built c.1809-11 by William
Pilkington, supervised by Edward Holl, Architect to
the Navy Board. It is of yellow stock brick under
slate roofs. It is of one storey.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

55 NHLE ref 1245982 TG 52778 06286 Mortuary, Chapel

St Nicholas Hospital CSSD store.  Formerly  a
mortuary and chapel dating to c.1810, now dis-
used. It is of various shades of red brick with a
hipped slate roof. It is rectangular and single depth
in plan.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

56 MNF57307 (NHER) TG 52550 06356 Naval storehouse The surviving section of a sail loft and storehouse
which was constructed in 1798 for the Royal Navy. HER Modern (WWII) Low

57 MNF49707 (NHER) TG 5269 0636 Air Raid Shelter

Three probable air raid shelters dating to WWII are
visible as earthworks with structural elements on
1940s aerial photographs. These were probably
private shelters. The site has since been
redeveloped as housing and shelters have
presumably been levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

58 MNF48794 (NHER) TG 5299 0641
Air Raid Shelter,
Barrage Balloon Site,
Hut

WWII military activity and installations are visible as
extant buildings, structures and earthworks on
aerial photographs from the 1940s. They were
located immediately east of the Royal Naval
Hospital and may also have been under Naval
control during the war. There is no evidence on the
ground that these features still exist.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

59 MNF46973 (NHER) TG 5316 0636
Barbed Wire
Obstruction, Trench,
Pillbox

A group of WWII anti invasion defences is visible
as extant structures, buildings and earthworks on
1940s aerial photographs. The defences, which are
visible on Great Yarmouth seafront stretching from
Wellington Pier to the Pleasure Beach, formed part

HER Modern (WWII) Low



 31

Site no. HER/NHLE Ref Grid ref Site type Description Designation Period Value

of a longer line of defences which extended all the
way along the seafront. There is no evidence that
any trace of the defences survives today.

60 MNF46981 (NHER) TG 5306 0627 Roadblock
A WWII road block is visible as a structure on
1940s aerial photographs. It appears to have been
removed some time before the end of the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

61 MNF46982 (NHER) TG 5306 0622 Roadblock

A WWII road block is visible as a structure on
1940s aerial photographs. A small structure to its
west, which appears to be surrounded by a blast
wall, may have been an associated defensive
building. The road block seems to have been
removed some time before the end of the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

62 MNF47003 (NHER) TG 5304 0616 Air Raid Shelter

Nine small WWII air raid shelters, at least some of
which were probably Anderson shelters, visible as
earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is no evidence to suggest that
any remains survive above ground.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

63 MNF46989 (NHER) TG 5306 0611 Roadblock

A WWII road block is visible as a structure on
1940s aerial photographs. As with other examples,
they appear to have been removed before the end
of the year.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

64 MNF47007 (NHER) TG 5306 0606 Air Raid Shelter

A large WWII air raid shelter is visible as an
arrangement of structures and earthworks on
1940s aerial photographs. It was levelled after the
end of the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

65 MNF41610 (NHER) TG 53137 06006 Fairground Ride

The ‘scenic railway’ was built in 1932, and is one of
only a few examples in the world of an early
wooden roller coaster, and may be the oldest
outside of the USA.

HER Modern Low

66 MNF47061 (NHER) TG 5278 0620 Air Raid Shelter

Two small WWII air raid shelters which could have
been Anderson shelters or a similar design, are
visible on 1940s aerial photographs. There is no
evidence that any remains of the shelters survive
above ground.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

67 MNF47065 (NHER) TG 5279 0625 Air Raid Shelter
A group of earthwork mounds with structural
elements, probably WWII air raid shelters, visible
on 1940s aerial photographs. There is no evidence

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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that any remains of these survive above ground
today.

68 MNF47063 (NHER) TG 5285 0625 Air Raid Shelter

A group of earthwork mounds with structural
elements, probably WWII air raid shelters, visible
on 1940s aerial photographs. There is no evidence
that any remains of these survive above ground
today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

69 MNF47000 (NHER) TG 5295 0623 Air Raid Shelter

Four WWII air raid shelters visible as earth covered
structures on 1940s aerial photographs. They all
lay within the grounds of what is now Greenacre
First and Middle Schools and were probably
constructed for the use of its staff and pupils. These
were levelled since the end of the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

70 NHLE ref 1096789
MNF32731 (NHER) TG 52739 06149 Gas Works

Excellent example of a gasometer with ornate
finials to the uprights of the frame which is braced
with a lattice pattern. The gasometer was built at
another site, but collapsed and was rebuilt here in
1885. An old map shows this was the site of a
steam engine before the gasometer was built.

Listed (Grade II)
& HER Post medieval Medium

71 MNF47033 (NHER) TG 5281 0611 Air Raid Shelter

Five small WWII air raid shelters, at least some of
which were Anderson shelters, visible as
earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is no evidence to suggest any
remains survive above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

72 MNF47029 (NHER) TG 5287 0609 Air Raid Shelter

Eleven small WWII air raid shelters, at least some
of which were probably Anderson shelters, visible
as earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is no evidence that any
remains survive above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

73 MNF47024 (NHER) TG 5295 0609 Air Raid Shelter

Fifteen small WWII air raid shelters, at least some
of which were probably Anderson shelters, visible
as earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is no evidence that any
remains survive above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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74 MNF47008 (NHER) TG 5301 0602 Air Raid Shelter

Two small WWII air raid shelters, at least one of
which was probably an Anderson shelter, visible as
earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is no evidence that any
remains survive above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

75 MNF46991 (NHER) TG 5306 0600 Roadblock

WWII road block visible as a structure on 1940s
aerial photographs. As with other examples, this
one appears to have been removed some time
before the end of the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

76 MNF46960 (NHER) TG 5316 0564 Weapons Pit, Gun
Emplacement

A group of WWII anti invasion defences is visible
as extant structures, buildings and earthworks on
1940s aerial photographs. These defences were
visible on Great Yarmouth seafront stretching from
the Pleasure Beach to the open ground now used
as a caravan park and were part of a longer line of
defences which extended all the way along the
seafront. There is no evidence that any trace of the
defences survive as upstanding features.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

77 MNF4328 (NHER) TG 530 059 Battery

The South Star Battery was built in 1782. A
magazine for storing gunpowder was added in
1793. The battery was restored and reconstructed
several times and was still in use in 1914 when it
was being used as a barracks. The site is now
under Harbord Crescent east of battery road.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

78 MNF47009 (NHER) TG 5305 0594 Air Raid Shelter

Five small WWII air raid shelters, at least some of
which were probably Anderson shelters, are visible
as earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is no evidence that anything of
these remains above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

79 MNF47048 (NHER) TG 5297 0595 Air Raid Shelter

Five small WWII air raid shelters, at least some of
which were Anderson shelters are visible as
earthworks on 1940s aerial photographs. There is
no evidence that anything of these remains above
ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

80 MNF46992 (NHER) TG 5305 0589 Roadblock
A WWII road block is visible as a structure on
1940s aerial photographs. This was removed some
time before the end of the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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81 MNF47012 (NHER) TG 5303 0586 Air Raid Shelter

A small WWII air shelter, possibly an Anderson
shelter, is visible as an earthwork on aerial
photographs taken in 1945. There is no evidence
that any remains of these survive above ground
today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

82 MNF46932 (NHER) TG 5302 0584 Air Raid Shelter

Three WWII air raid shelters visible as earthworks
and structures on 1940s aerial photographs. The
site has been built over and the shelters probably
levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

83 MNF47081 (NHER) TG 5254 0619 Military building

A group of probable WWII buildings visible as
extant structures on wartime aerial photographs.
All or some of the buildings might be military in
origin and relate to the defence of Great Yarmouth
or the naval base that was established at the town.
Alternatively, they might relate to industrial activity
at the quayside during the war years. The buildings
have been since levelled and redeveloped in the
post war period.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

84 MNF47068 (NHER) TG 5259 0618 Bomb Crater

Two WWII bomb craters are visible as earthworks
on 1940s aerial photographs. The intended target
was probably the gas works 50m to the southeast.
The site has since been levelled since the end of
the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

85 MNF47071 (NHER) TG 5263 0617 Gas Holder

A WWII air raid shelter and a former gas holder, the
latter possibly used as an emergency water supply
tank, and visible as extant earthworks and
structures on 1940s aerial photographs. The site
has since been levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

86 MNF62069 (NHER) TG 5253 0609 Salt Store, Ice House
Icehouse and salt stores visible on the 1st edition
ordnance survey map. The buildings have all since
been demolished.

HER Post medieval Low

87 MNF47036 (NHER) TG 5257 0582
Barbed wire
obstruction, Military
building

WWI defences, comprising a circuit of fencing and
barbed wire as well as several small buildings,
visible on 1940s aerial photographs. These were
laid out along the quayside and around the former
fish wharf buildings. They were removed after the
end of the war.

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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88 MNF13576 (NHER) TG 52364 07247 Railway

During the mid and late 19th century a series of
railway lines were constructed within Great
Yarmouth town. One section linked Vauxhall
station to Beach Station, North Quay and the
fishmarket, whilst the second linked Ballast Quay
and North Pier. At first the trains were horse drawn,
but after 1883 engines were used. The railways
were closed at various times from 1927 onwards
and many of the routes are now covered by modern
development, although some features do survive in
places.

HER Post medieval Low

89 NHLE ref 1096829
MNF38779 (NHER) TG 52587 06039 Public House

The Dolphin Public House was built between 1900
and 1904. It was designed by J.W. Cockrill and
features his distinctive use of red brick over
concrete and decorative tiles. The decorative tiles
feature marine subjects.

Listed (Grade II),
& HER Modern Medium

90 MNF48439 (NHER) TG 5229 0597 Roadblock

A group of WWII anti invasion defences comprising
anti-tank blocks, a type 24 pillbox and a spigot
mortar emplacement, are visible as extant
buildings, structures and earthworks on 1940s
aerial photographs. In the post war period the site
was levelled and built over, and there is no
evidence that any part of the defences still survives.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

91 MNF48445 (NHER) TG 5239 0588 Roadblock

A group of WWII anti invasion defences,
comprising a substantial road block and tank trap
protected by two or three pillboxes are visible on
1940s aerial photographs. The defences were
removed before August 1945.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

92 MNF47054 (NHER) TG 5287 0594 Air Raid Shelter

A small WWII air raid shelter, possibly an Anderson
shelter, visible as an earthwork on 1940s aerial
photographs. It lay in the back garden of a house
and was probably a private shelter. There is no
evidence to suggest that any remains above
ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

93 MNF61853 (NHER) TG 5275 0584 Coal Fired Power
Station

Great Yarmouth Electricity Works was Great
Yarmouth’s first power station using steam engines
and steam turbines to provide power to industry,
transport, public lighting and domestic use. It was

HER Post medieval Low
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decommissioned in 1958 and part of the building
(although not original parts) still remain.

94 MNF47044 (NHER) TG 5280 0585 Military Building

A WWII structure, possibly a military building such
as a guardhouse or sentry box, visible as an extant
building on 1940s aerial photographs. It was
demolished by 1951.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

95 MNF13576 (NHER) TG 52364 07247 Railway Railway lines constructed in the mid to late 19th

century, no longer extant. HER Post medieval Low

96 MNF49602 (NHER) TG 5234 0576 Bomb Crater
A probable WWI bomb crater visible as a partially
backfilled earthwork on 1940s aerial photographs.
The site has since been levelled and resurfaced.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

97 MNF49685 (NHER) TG 5237 0573) Air Raid Shelter

A WWII air raid shelter visible as an earthwork and
structure on 1940s aerial photographs. Its small
size and location within a garden suggest that it
was a private shelter. The site has since been built
over and the shelter probably levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

98 MNF49691 (NHER) TG 5232 0570 Air Raid Shelter

A WWI air raid shelter is visible as an earthwork on
1940s aerial photographs, It lay within what
appears to have been an industrial site and its size
suggests that it was an industrial shelter. The site
has since been levelled and built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

99 MNF49598 (NHER) TG 5196 0561 Bomb Crater

A probable WWII bomb crater is visible on an
earthwork and disturbed ground on 1940s aerial
photographs. Recent aerial photographs show that
the site may still survive as a slight earthwork.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

100 MNF19084 &
MNF19949 (NHER) TG 5207 0537 Pillbox, Anti Aircraft

Battery

A WWII Light Anti Aircraft Battery is visible as a
group of earthworks, structures ad buildings on
aerial photographs and has also been partially
recorded on the ground, It comprised a Bofors gun
emplacement, a Type 22 pillbox, a possible
earthwork gun emplacement and a variety of
ancillary structures and huts. Many of the
structures were removed at the end of the war, the
pillbox was demolished in 1991 during the

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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construction of the A12(T) on top of the former
railway embankment.

101 MNF49686 (NHER) TG 5234 0564  Air Raid Shelter

A probable WWII air raid shelter visible as an
earthwork on 1940s aerial photographs. There is
no evidence to suggest that anything survives
above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

102 MNF49688 (NHER) TG 5239 0564 Air Raid Shelter

A probable WWII air raid shelter visible as an
earthwork on 1940s aerial photographs. There is
no evidence to suggest that anything survives
above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

103 MNF49687 (NHER) TG 5241 0561 Blast Wall, Air Raid
Shelter

A probable surface level air raid shelter is visible as
an extant building on 1940s aerial photographs. It
has since been levelled and built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

104 MNF49578 (NHER) TG 5227 0558  Air Raid Shelter
Two possible WWI air raid shelters visible as
earthworks on 1940s aerial photographs. The area
has since been levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

105 MNF49689 (NHER) TG 5218 0548 Air Raid Shelter

A large WWI air raid shelter is visible as an
earthwork and associated structures on 1940s
aerial photographs. This was probably a public
shelter. The site has since been levelled and built
over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

106 MNF49561 (NHER) TG 5219 0543 Air Raid Shelter
Twelve probably WWII air raid shelters visible as
earthworks and structures. The site has since been
levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

107 MNF48435 (NHER) TG 5223 0544 Bomb Site, Water Tank

A static emergency water supply tank, dating to
WWII, is visible as an extant structure on 1940s
aerial photographs taken in 1944. It is one of
several such tanks positioned around Great
Yarmouth for use by fire fighters after bombing
raids. It was located on what was probably a bomb
site but had been removed by 1945.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

108 MNF49514 (NHER) TG 5228 0545  Air Raid Shelter

A probable WWII air raid shelter visible as an
earthwork on 1940s aerial photographs. There is
no evidence that anything remains above ground
today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low
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109 MNF49567 (NHER) TG 5233 0550 Air Raid Shelter
Two probable WWII air photographs visible on
aerial photographs. The site has since been
levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

110 MNF15149 (NHER) TG 525 055 Prison, Maltings

A post medieval maltings, dating from the early 19th

century. The maltings were said to have been used
as  a prison during the Napoleonic War. The
buildings were demolished in the 1980s after being
damaged by fire.

HER Post medieval Low

111 MNF48433 (NHER) TG 5252 0550
Fire Station, Air Raid
Shelter, Broadcasting
Transmitter

Structures and buildings visible on 1940s aerial
photographs. These may have represented WWII
civil defence buildings. No traces of these
structures are visible today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

112 NHLE ref 1246973
MNF47922 (NHER) TG 52570 05433 House

Providence Villa, built in 1843. It is built of red brick
with a gault brick façade. There is a date plaque on
the house which reads Providence Villa I & S L,
1843.

Listed (Grade II),
& HER Post medieval Medium

113 NHLE ref 1246972
MNF47923 (NHER) TG 52575 05424 House

96 High Road was built around 1830s. It is mainly
constructed of red brick but has a gault brick
façade.

Listed (Grade II),
& HER Post medieval Medium

114 NHLE ref 1246971
MNF48137 (NHER) TG 52579 05414 Terraced House

95 High Road was once two early 19th century
terraced houses, but is now one house. It is
constructed of gault brick and is of two storeys with
a black glazed pantile roof.

Listed (Grade II),
& HER Post medieval Medium

115 NHLE ref 1246970
MNF48136 (NHER) TG 52610 05354 House

Ahoy and Manby House (86 and 87 High Road) are
a pair of red brick houses built in the 1840s. Most
of the structures are colourwashed. On no 86 there
is an inscriptions stating that Captain G W Manby
F.R.S, the inventor of life saving apparatus) lived in
the house and dies there is 1854.

Listed (Grade II),
& HER Post medieval Medium

116 MNF66695,
MNF10562 (NHER) TG 5250 0530 Church, Priory, Leper

Hospital

This is the site of a large Augustinian Friary and
church. The friary was founded in the 13th century
and was dissolved in 1538. Human skeletons have
been found here since the 18th century and
excavations have revealed the presence of
structures on the site. Remains of the friary
buildings have also been incorporated into
buildings to the north and south of Burnt Lane.

HER Medieval Medium
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117 MNF49505 (NHER) TG 5249 0537 Air Raid Shelter

Two probable WWII air raid shelters are visible as
earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is no evidence to suggest that
any part of the shelters now survives above ground.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

118 NHLE ref 1096790
MNF47939 (NHER) TG 52411 05346 Methodist Chapel

Southtown and Gorleston Methodist Church is  a
late 19th century red brick Methodist church which
was extended in 1901. It has a gault brick façade
under a slate roof and is of a single storey.

Listed (Grade II),
& HER Post medieval Medium

119 MNF49503 (NHER) TG 5245 0533 Air Raid Shelter

Two probable WWII air raid shelters visible as
earthworks on 1940s aerial photographs. There is
no evidence to suggest anything survives above
ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

120 MNF49506 (NHER) TG 5250 0531 Air Raid Shelter
Possible WWII air raid shelter visible as an
earthwork on 1940s aerial photographs. The site
has since been built over.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

121 NHLE ref 1096804 TG 52417 05260 Friary

Remains of the house of the Austin Friary. This
building dates to the 15th century, but the Friary was
founded in 1311. It is of flint and brick. The
surviving remains consist of a short stretch of wall
with part of a 15th century chafered 4 centred brick
arch.

Listed (Grade II) Medieval Medium

122 MNF49502 (NHER) TG 5244 0528 Air Raid Shelter

Five probable WWII air raid shelters visible as
earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is no evidence to suggest that
anything survives above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

123 MNF66634 (NHER) TG 5244 0527 Beam Slot, Timber
Framed Building

A watching brief in 2013 revealed beam slots and
post holes associated with a late medieval timber-
framed building. Finds recovered from these
features included late medieval brick, roof tile and
wall plaster.

HER Uncertain Low

124 MNF49500 (NHER) TG 5247 0525 Air Raid Shelter

Five probable WWII air raid shelters visible as
earthworks and structures on 1940s aerial
photographs. There is nothing to suggest that
anything remains above ground today.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

125 MNF39960 (NHER) TG 5236 0527 Boundary Post
A cast iron boundary post which is probably dated
to 1819. It is inscribed ‘The Bounds of Gorleston
and Southtown’.

HER Post medieval Low
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126 MNF49513 (NHER) TG 5233 0526 Air Raid Shelter
A probable air raid shelter dating to WWII is visible
as a structure on 1940s aerial photographs. The
site has since been levelled.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

127 NMF32655 (NHER) TG 5264 0535 Gun emplacement

A group of WWII defences, comprising a tower for
a light anti-aircraft gun, a spigot mortar
emplacement and a possible air raid shelter, are
visible as extant structures and earthworks on
aerial photographs. The tower was demolished in
the post war period and there is no evidence that
any trace of the defences now survives at the site.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

128 MNF61540 (NHER) TG 5264 0529 Findspot
An archaeological evaluation in August 2010
revealed an alluvial deposit and a residual sherd of
late 18th to late 19th century pottery.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

129 NHLE ref 1246974 TG 52608 05230 House
Koolunga House, formerly known as Wishbone.
The house has now been split into flats. It is dated
1826 and built of gault brick with slate roof.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

130 MNF46945,
MNF46934 (NHER) TG 5291 0550 Military training site,

weapons pit, pillbox

Evidence of WWII military activity, including anti
invasion defences, is visible on 1940s aerial
photographs as groups of earthworks, buildings
and structures. These extended across a large
area of South Denes, from Main Cross Road in the
north to an area of open ground (now a caravan
park) to the south. They included areas of pit
digging, weapons pits, possible pillboxes, a
possible air raid shelter, spigot mortar
emplacements, barbed wire and anti-tank
scaffolding. The majority of these features were
removed by 1945.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

131 MNF46925 (NHER) TG 5302 0576 Ambulance station

Two buildings are visible on 1940s aerial
photographs. The precise function of the buildings
is not clear, but they could have been a WWII
ambulance station. One of these buildings may still
survive as a garage building.

HER Modern (WWII) Low

132 NHLE ref 1246057 TG 52999 05508 Monument

Nelsons Monument, also known as Norfolk Pillar.
Constructed in 1817-19 by William Wilkins. It was
the first monument in England to Admiral Lord
Nelson (Nelson’s Column in London was 1840s,

Listed (Grade I) Post medieval High
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but the column in Dublin was of 1808). The
monument consists of fluted Greek Doric column
on a square pedestal standing on a raised plinth.

133 NHLE ref 1246978 TG 52657 05084 Milepost
Milepost in front of No 245 High Street. It is made
of cast iron and dated 1828. It is triangular casting
with a broach into a flat top.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Low

134 NHLE ref 1246977 TG 52665 05022 House
235 High Street is an early 19th century house of
rendered and colourwashed brick. It has a slate
roof and is of 2 storeys with a dormer attic.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

135 NHLE ref 1246975 TG 52721 04845 Public House

The Short Blue Public House was built in the early
18th century and altered in the 20th century. It is built
of stuccoed brick and colourwashed. It has a
pantile roof which is black glazed to the front.

Listed (Grade II) Post medieval Medium

136 NHLE ref 1003782
TG 52560 06702
to TG 51779
08524

Town Walls

The Medieval Town Wall of Great Yarmouth runs
from the river Bure to the banks of the River Yare
and is about 23 feet (7m) high and 2238 (680m)
long. It is constructed from knapped flint on  a
flagstone base, cut into a moat. Building started in
1284 and was completed in the late 14th century.

Scheduled
Monument Medieval High
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HEALTH ASSESSMENT MATRIX

 

  



 

WSP GR AT YARMO TH THIRD RIV R CROSSING 
March 2018 Project No : 700419 1  Our Ref No : 700419 1- NV- IA SCOPING/A 

Norfolk County n  

This screening  scoping e ercise has been undertaken so that potential health effects are identified and 
considered early in project development  The e ercise identifies potentially affected populations, including 
vulnerable groups, in addition to aspects of the project which may give rise to effects on health  Where there is 
potential for effects on health, issues to be considered during scoping and subse uent assessment are also 
identified  

L

Section 1 of the matri  sets out the project details and the information available at this stage of project 
development  For e ample, early in the project development information may include a route corridor, a range 
of road or non-road transport options and baseline desk-studies  As the project develops, more design details 
may be available in addition to environmental assessments  

Section 2 identifies a broad study area and communities likely to be affected  This can be refined later as the 
Proposed Scheme develops if re uired  This section identifies potential groups affected by health ine ualities   

Section 3 screens health impacts in relation to road schemes  It is based on the London Healthy rban 
Development nit (H D ) method for rapid assessment81  At this stage no assessment is undertaken and the 
matri  seeks only to identify potential negative health issues where a No  response is recorded (and positive for 
a Yes  response)   Table 0 1 below sets out the responses which are recorded to each uestion  The final 
column identifies potential issues for scoping   

e n 3

e n e
e n 3

N - No A negative response indicates that there is potentially a negative effect on health  
These effects in particular should be considered further at scoping  Reference should 
be made to other environmental topics where applicable  

Y - Yes A positive response indicates that there is potentially a positive effect on health   

N/A Some uestions may not be applicable to a particular scheme, for instance because 
there is no open space    

 The response is uncertain, possibly due to limited information at the stage of 
assessment  The uestions can be revisited as the design and assessment 
progresses  

 

                                                   
 

 
81 NHS London, Healthy rban Development nit, anuary 2013, 



 

GR AT YARMO TH THIRD RIV R CROSSING WSP 
Project No : 700419 1  Our Ref No : 700419 1- NV- IA SCOPING/A March 2018 
Norfolk County n  

e n 1 e

Name of project: 
 

Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing Scheme 

Date of Screening 23/11/2017 Name of assessor: Sheri Shai 

Brief description of proposal: 

The Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing is a proposed new bridge over the River Yare in Norfolk  In 
Yarmouth, there is an outer harbour (South Dense peninsula between the River Yare and the sea), 
providing ngland s premier offshore support port  The South Denes Business Park, nterprise one and 
Great Yarmouth nergy Park are located at the southern end of the peninsula  There are two e isting single 
carriageway lifting bridge, Breydon Bridge and Haven Bridge providing direct access to the northern and to 
the centre of peninsula  
 
The key issues of the two e isting crossings at Great Yarmouth are: 
 No crossings further south to provide direct access to the south of peninsula  
 Main industrial areas and deep water outer harbour are up to 4km from the nearest bridge  and 
 Access to the seafront for all vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians are constrained at the northern end  

The Proposed Scheme aims to create a direct link into the southern part of the peninsula to improve access 
to the port, outer harbour, employment areas, seafront and residential areas   

The proposed Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing will provide a four lane high level bridge, tie-in to Suffolk 
Road via a roundabout to the west and traffic signals to the east at South Denes Road  There is a proposed 
demolition of an e isting footbridge directly adjacent to the Southtown Common Recreation Ground  

Information used for screening: 

Public Health ngland (PH ) Health Profiles (2016) (http://www localhealth org uk/) 
 
Great Yarmouth Borough Profile (2016) (https://www great-
yarmouth gov uk/CHttpHandler ash id 988 p 0) 
 
Google Mapping Data (https://www google co uk/maps/search/greatyarmouth) 
 
Norfolk County Council Definitive Map, Great Yarmouth Borough Council (https://www norfolk gov uk/out-
and-about-in-norfolk/public-rights-of-way/map-and-statement-of-public-rights-of-way-in-norfolk/definitive-
statements) 
 
Norfolk Coast Cycleway (https://maps norfolk gov uk/trails/ tc PRO/90 ) 
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The Great Yarmouth Third River Crossing is located within the county of Norfolk  The surrounding area is 
primarily urban  There are a number of commercial receptors within the 00m study area including Yarmouth 
Business Park and Harfrey s Industrial state, located to the north and west of the Proposed Scheme  a 
number of residential receptors within the 00m study area  and recreational receptors such as Southtown 
Common Recreation Ground located immediately to the south of the Proposed Scheme and Pleasure Beach 
located appro imately 400m to the east of the Proposed Scheme  There is a primary school Great Yarmouth 
Primary Academy located appro imately 2 0m north east  Two fire stations are located appro imately 3 0m 
south and 400m north of the Proposed Scheme  

The Proposed Scheme lies within three districts in Great Yarmouth, including Nelson, Southtown and 
Cobholm and Claydon  In 201 , the total number of population were 23,103 people in the three districts 
(Nelson has a population of 9,370 people  Southtown and Cobholm have a population of ,823  and Claydon 
has a population of 7,910)  

Of this population, 0 3  of which are male and 49 7  are female ( 1  of male and 48  of female in 
Nelson  1 9  male and 49 1  female in Southtown and Cobholm  and 48 4  male and 1 6  female in 
Claydon)   

The majority of population in 201  were age 2 -64 year old age group ( 0 7 ), followed by age under 16 
year olds (20 7 ) (Majority age group in Nelson were age 2 -64 ( 1 8 ) followed by under 16 (22 6 )  
majority age group in Southtown and Cobholm were age 2 -64 ( 1 6 ) followed by age under 16 (23 7 )  
and age 2 -64 (48 9 ) and followed by age under 16 (19 7 ) in Claydon)   

In 201 , there were a total of 12 1  of the population are classified as not White  followed by Black and 
Minority thnic Group (BM ) with 4 7  and 2 48  of the population that cannot speak nglish well or at all 
(In Nelson, 20 6  of the population are classified as not White  followed by BM  with 7 8  and 2  of 
the population that cannot speak nglish well or at all  In Southtown and Cobholm, 12 3  of the population 
are classified as not White  followed by BM  with 4 3  and 2 2  of the population that cannot speak 

nglish well or at all  and In Claydon, 4  of the population are classified as not White  followed by BM  
with 2 2  and 0 4  of the population that cannot speak nglish well or at all)   

In 2011, 86 9  of the population in the three districts were classified as White British  The second largest 
group was White Other  with 7 38 , followed by African/Caribbean , Asian , Other  and White Irish  with 
2 8 , 1 9 , 0 92  and 0 31  respectively  In general, Health and Care in the three districts in 201  were 
significantly worse than ngland average, with 22  population in Nelson  17 9  population in Southtown 
and Cobholm  and 24 1  population in Claydon with limited long term illness or disability   

The Inde  of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) 201  is the official measure of relative deprivation  It measures a 
broad concept of deprivation using a combination of information relating to: Income  mployment Health and 
Disability  ducation Skills and Training  Barriers to Housing and Services  and Crime and Living nvironment 
to create an overall measure of deprivation  Great Yarmouth ranked 29th and scored 32 4 (Nelson scored 
71 9  Southtown and Cobholm scored 4  and Claydon scored 41 3)  The three districts are classified as 
significantly worse than ngland for Income Deprivation, Child Deprivation and Older People in Deprivation  
Great Yarmouth also considered having the highest proportion of its Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs) in 
Norfolk county, to be in most deprived 10  of LSOAs nationally  The study area is located within 1st and 2nd 
National Deprivation Decile rank (where 1 being the most deprived and 10 is least deprived)  These indicate 
that the study area is severely deprived  Baseline data also indicates that health in the area is worse than the 
national average  Life e pectancy and levels of physical activity are lower, obesity and incidence of 
cardiovascular disease and cancer higher (for under 7 s)  The health section of the scoping report has full 
details  
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Group Tick 
appropriate 

Comment 

Gender (incl 
pregnancy  
maternity) 
 

 Footpath No 3, , 6, 7 and 7a (in Parish of Great Yarmouth  
Gorleston) is located within the study area where footpath No  is 
located within the proposed e tent of works boundary  
There are a number of bus stops located within the study area where 
three of them located within the proposed e tent of works boundary  
Closure and diversion for footpath and bus route could potentially occur 
during construction and the footbridge located immediately north of 
Southtown Common Recreation Ground would be removed 
permanently  Pregnant women and those with young families would be 
temporarily adversely affected due to the restricted access and public 
transport  

Religion  Belief  
 

 The Redeemed Christian Church of God is situated appro imately 
200m south east of the Proposed Scheme  The proposed bridge may 
potentially anticipate a temporary adverse air uality and noise impact 
on users of the church during construction due to the close pro imity of 
the church to the Proposed Scheme  

thnicity  Race 
 

 The population in the district of Nelson, Southtown and Cobholm and 
Claydon are predominantly White British  The Proposed Scheme will 
not impact people differently depending on their ethnicity or race  

Age:  Children and 
Young People: 0-
19  

 Great Yarmouth Primary Academy is located appro imately 2 0m north 
east of the Proposed Scheme  Potential temporary adverse air uality 
and noise impacts are anticipated during construction due to the close 
pro imity of the school to the Proposed Scheme  

Age: Older People: 
0  

 

 No health facilities within the study area  Two nursing homes, Avery 
Lodge (appro imately 300m north) and Frank Stone Court 
(appro imately 3 0m north east) within the study area  Closure and 
diversion of the footpath and bus route could potentially occur during 
construction phase and footbridge located immediately north of 
Southtown Common Recreation Ground would be removed 
permanently  Older people would be temporary adversely affected due 
to the restricted access

Disability 
 

 Closure and diversion for footpath and bus route would potentially 
occur during construction and the footbridge located immediately north 
of Southtown Common Recreation Ground will be removed 
permanently, where disabled people would be temporarily adversely 
affected due to the restricted access and public transport  

People in areas of 
deprivation 
 

 It is considered unlikely that the Proposed Scheme will 
disproportionately affect people within the study area  The Proposed 
Scheme has the potential to increase connectivity between residential 
areas and employment areas, potentially increase local employment, 
training opportunities and tourist access  

Other (Public 
services) 
 

 Two fire stations are located appro imately 3 0m south and 400m 
north of the Proposed Scheme  Closure and diversion of roads could 
potentially occur during construction phase  A temporary adverse 
impact is anticipated due to the increase journey time which would 
need to be incorporated into a traffic management plan 
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Does the proposal enable 
and encourage walking  

Y There may be a temporary adverse 
impact on pedestrians due to the 
permanent closure of footbridge and the 
temporary closure and diversion of 
footpath and bus stops   

However, there will be new footway on 
the proposed bridge, two new signalised 
crossing (one of those to replace the 
demolished footbridge) and one new 
pedestrian crossing which would 
increase access near the Proposed 
Scheme vicinity during operation  

An increase in physical 
activity helps to prevent 
chronic diseases, reduce 
risk of premature death 
and improve mental 
health  

Does the proposal enable 
and encourage cycling  

Y There may be a temporary adverse 
impact on cyclists using National Cycle 
Route 17 during construction phase 
due to the potential closure and 
diversion of cycle route  

However, the proposed 2 way cycleway 
on the bridge will enable cyclist to 
access to the south of the peninsula 
directly and potentially enable shorter 
journey times during operation  

Does the proposal include  
traffic management and/or 
safety measures to help 
reduce and minimise road  
injuries  

Y There will be a proposed new 
roundabout and signal controlled 
junction located immediately to the east 
of the Proposed Scheme  This will 
potentially improve traffic management 
to reduce and minimise road injuries 
during operation  

Design can affect the risk 
of road traffic injuries  

Does the proposal provide 
access to public transport  

Y There may be a temporary adverse 
impact on bus users due to the potential 
closure and diversion of bus route / bus 
stops  

However, while the proposal does not 
include e plicit provision for public 
transport, it will reduce congestion and 
therefore improve connectivity for 
motorists between nearby districts that 
have e isting public transport facilities  

Opportunities for all 
groups to travel including 
those without access to a 
car, 

Does the proposal connect 
with e isting communities, 
i e  layout and movement 
which avoids physical 
barriers and severance  

 There will be an impact on residents 
living in properties located on ueen 
Anne s Road and Southtown Road due 
to the demolition work   

The e isting communities are currently 
connected by two e isting Breydon 
Bridge and Haven Bridge  The Proposed 
Scheme will improve and provide a 

Friendship and supportive 
networks in a community 
can help to reduce 
depression and levels of 
chronic illness as well as 
speed recovery after 
illness and improve 
wellbeing   
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direct connection of e isting 
communities, namely connecting 
Southtown and Cobholm and Claydon to 
Nelson  

Fragmentation of social 
structures can lead to 
communities demarcated 
by socio-economic status, 
age and/or ethnicity, 
which can lead to 
isolation, insecurity and a 
lack of cohesion  

Does the proposal provide 
access to healthcare 
services or facilities  

Y There are a number of e isting 
healthcare services and facilities in the 
nearby communities  The Proposed 
Scheme aim to improve connectivity and 
access for local residents  

Access to good uality 
health and social care, 
education and community 
facilities has an effect on 
human health  

Does the proposal provide 
access to other social 
infrastructure, e g  schools, 
social care and community  
facilities  

Y Operation of the third bridge will provide 
direct access and potentially minimise 
journey time for residents accessing 
social and recreational facilities, notably 
Southtown Common Recreation Ground 
(immediate to the south), Great 
Yarmouth Primary Academy (2 0m 
north east) and Pleasure Beach (400m 
east)  

Does the proposal provide 
access for people with 
mobility problems or a 
disability  

Y There will be a temporary adverse 
impact for people with reduced mobility 
or disabilities during construction due to 
the potential closure and diversion of 
PRoW and bus route / stops  
Appropriate diversion or alternative 
route should be provided and clear sign-
posting  

The proposed replacement of e isting 
footbridge (stairs only access) to new 
signalised crossing will benefit people 
with mobility problems or disabilities 
during operation  

For those with mobility 
problems, including older 
people, poor access to 
local services could limit 
opportunities for social 
interaction and lead to 
isolation and depression  

Does the proposal aim to 
reduce construction 
impacts such as dust, 
noise, vibration and 
odours  

Y It is unknown at this stage what 
measures will be in place to manage 
and mitigate construction impacts  
Construction related impacts of the 
proposals, such as those relating to 
noise and air uality, will be assessed at 
a later stage and it is e pected that they 
will be either mitigated or appropriately 
managed through the implementation of 
environmental management plans 
during construction  

The uality of the local 
environment can have a 
significant impact on 
physical and mental 
health (also see below) 

Does the proposal reduce 
air pollution caused by 
traffic  

 The impact on local air uality is not yet 
known  The Proposed Scheme will 
increase traffic at the crossing but will 
also reduce congestion in north of Great 

Poor air uality is linked to  

incidence of chronic lung 
disease (chronic 
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Yarmouth by diverting a portion of the 
traffic to the third bridge  

bronchitis or emphysema) 
and heart conditions and 
asthma levels of among 
children  

Does the proposal 
minimise noise pollution 
caused by traffic  

 The impact on local noise levels is not 
yet known  The Proposed Scheme will 
increase traffic at the crossing but will 
also reduce congestion by diverting a 
portion of the traffic to the third bridge   

Noise pollution can have 
a detrimental impact on 
health resulting in sleep 
disturbance, 
cardiovascular and 
psycho-physiological 
effects  

Does the proposal retain 
and enhance e isting open 
space, natural vegetation 
and landscapes  

N/A The current land use within the 
Proposed Scheme vicinity is urban area  
The Proposed Scheme will retain the 
Southtown Common Recreation 
Ground   

Access to open/green 
space can lead to more 
physical activity and 
reduce levels of heart 
disease, strokes and 
other ill-health problems 
that are associated with 
both sedentary 
occupations and stressful 
lifestyles  Physical activity 
is particularly important 
for children s health  
There is growing evidence 
that access to open 
spaces and nature can 
help to maintain or 
improve mental health   

Does the proposal improve 
access to natural and open 
spaces  

Y The proposed replacement of e isting 
footbridge (stairs only access) to new 
signalised crossing can benefit people 
with mobility problems or disabilities to 
access from the north to Southtown 
Common Recreation Ground  

Does the proposal 
maintain or enhance 
biodiversity  

 The ecological assessment has not yet 
been completed   

Does the proposal 
incorporate elements to 
help design out crime  

 There is insufficient design information 
available at this stage of the 
assessment  

Design that promotes 
natural surveillance and 
social interaction can help 
to reduce crime and the 
fear of crime , both of 
which impacts on mental 
wellbeing  

Does the proposal provide 
access to local 
employment and training 
opportunities, including 
temporary construction 
jobs  

Y The Proposed Scheme aims to increase 
connectivity to employment areas, 
namely the South Dense Business Park, 

nterprise one and Great Yarmouth 
nergy Park  It will potentially increase 

local employment and training 
opportunities  

During construction phase, the 
Proposed Scheme can create job 
opportunities  A proportion of these 
workers could be from the local area, 
although this would not be confirmed 
until the construction contracts are 
confirmed at a later date  

mployment and income 
is a key determinant of 
health and wellbeing  

nemployment generally 
leads to poverty, illness 
and a reduction in 
personal and social 
esteem   

Works aids recovery from 
physical and mental 
illnesses  
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Does the proposal make 
best use of e isting land 
and material resources  

 There is insufficient design information 
available at this stage of the 
assessment  However, waste and 
materials will be assessed as part of 
design  

 

Reducing or minimising 
waste including disposal, 
processes for construction 
as well as encouraging 
recycling at all levels can 
improve human health 
directly and indirectly by 
minimising environmental 
impact, such as air 
pollution  

Does the proposal 
incorporate sustainable 
urban drainage 
techni ues  

Y SuDs are proposed including collecting 
off-run from the bridge structure and 
hard surfaces  drainage ditches are to 
be configured  and the carriageway run-
off will drain to SuDs features  

Increased flood risk can 
affect mental health  
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