














































































































required. Responses were due on 11 December 2019. Otherwise, HE was finalising an
environmental statement which set out the basis for ecological compensation and
mitigation measures forming part of the works and on was track to submit the DCO
application on 30 January 2020.

In terms of consultation with landowners, there had been a reasonable level of
engagement to date. However, HE had been having some difficulty meeting with the
Simkins recently. RY noted NDL had been offered only one previous meeting.

Noted that the recent supplemental consultation letter had been received by post but that
the relevant documentation / plans had not all been enclosed and that some were
uploaded to the HE website instead. RY queried whether there was a reason for this and
if there was any intention to deal with Nurton differently from the landowners.

There was not any intention to deal with Nurton differently to other consultees. Some of
the documents had been uploaded separately to the website as they had not been
available when the supplementary consultation letters were first posted.

Noted that there was not much time remaining for Nurton to submit representations in
response to the supplementary consultation on 11.12.19, following which point the
scheme is likely to be fixed. AC suggested that a good use of time for this meeting would
be to agree a list of action points and for the parties to go away and follow up on those
within a certain time frame. This would help Nurton finalise its representations and
potentially resolve any objections moving forward.

ridging solutions

Referred to previous representations and queried why it made more sense to build two
bridges rather than one new one.

Noted that HE was planning on reprofiling Hilton lane for ¢.1000m, installing a substantial
bridge for the Hilton Lane crossing as well as constructing an accommodation bridge
within the site. Suggested that it might be more straight forward to create a new link road
for Hilton Lane and a bridge crossing within the site? Understood that a re-designed
bridge solution might not get included within the application for 30 January. However, at
the least, Nurton wished to understand the reasoning and thinking behind the current
design.

Noted that HE had budgetary constraints and could not design the scheme to cater for
potential future development. Also explained that creating a new link road and bridge
crossing within the site would likely mean significant additional cost and environmental
impact. There was not a compelling case for that option. Hilton Lane was only going to be
re-profiled for ¢.500m. Also, it was an existing and well used route.

Queried whether HE had carried out any detailed assessment or analysis of a single
bridge design solution (to cater for the accommodation bridge, Hilton Lane, and future
development) within the site verses the current proposed scheme.

Stated that no such detailed design or analysis had been undertaken. However, it was
just clear that the new link road and single bridge design would be more expensive and
that there was not a strong case for that option.

Turned to the accommodation bridge and asked what its purpose was.




Explained that the accommodation bridge had two purposes:

(i) to allow for the passage of the bridleway over the new road (the bridleway
would need to be diverted, however); and

(i) allow the landowners to access their land on the other side of the new road
for existing purposes.

The bridge would have a road width of 4m and a 1m curb either side. Later in the
meeting, AM asked what the design requirement for a single one way carriageway to
serve the development would be. ST advised 4 m road, 3 m footpath/cycleway, and 1 m
verge. ST asked for HE to send through a section of the accommodation bridge to
establish whether, if widened, it would be suitable for development traffic.

Queried whether that was sufficient and noted that the landowners had commented that it
was not wide enough to allow a combine harvester with blade to cross.

Noted that it would not allow a combine harvester with its blade down to cross. However,
to do that would require an accommodation bridge with a 10m road width. That was very
costly. However, the landowners could take the blade off the combine and cross the
proposed bridge that way. HE could then compensate them for any inconvenience. This
approach would be more economical.

Queried whether any analysis had been done to support the accommodation bridge’s
proposed location.

Explained that three alternatives had been considered:

(i) a main crossing over Hilton Lane;
(ii) a crossing midway between Hilton Lane and proposed location;
(iii) the proposed location.

It was considered that the proposed location was the best balance between not having to
divert the bridleway too much (already at 12% of its total length against a guideline
maximum of 10%) and allowing an appropriate gradient (which will now be 8%) for the
ramp up to the crossing.

Stated that if the link road is delivered and the site gets planning consent for
redevelopment then there will have to be a new crossing. Asked whether Nurton could be
provided with any assurance that a new crossing over the link road would be acceptable
in principle.

Could not give any assurance as part of the project team. However, would liaise with
colleagues internally to find out whether such an assurance could be given. However, if
possible, it would need to be subject to a number of caveats (subject to planning,
technical approval etc.). Noted that the more information Nurton could provide as to the
likely size / design of the future bridge, the better.

Stated that it would be important to have this included in the assurance document. The
final wording did not need to be agreed before 11.12.19. However, if a draft assurance
document was provided before then, that would be very helpful. This could then be
referred to in Nurton’s representations for 11.12.19 and followed up with afterwards.
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Traffic modelling and timescales for release of information

Stated that not much detail had been provided on this. Wanted to understand the impact
of the scheme on local roads and whether the proposed re-development of the site will be
compatible with the scheme in terms of traffic flows. It would also be very helpful to see
the modelling and to use it to test what Nurton is proposing at a high level. This would
help with the local plan promotion work that is ongoing.

HE had carried out some initial modelling and was currently expecting a 26,000 to 3-
4,000 daily reduction of traffic flows on A460. However, was not sure whether HE could
provide all the modelling data. It was up to individual planning applicants to carry out their
own modelling analysis which they can then rely on. Confirmed that the ‘West Midlands
Interchange’ development had been considered in the modelling.

Re-iterated that HE might not be able to provide all the modelling data. However, it could
probably provide some headline information. If ST could provide further details about
what exact modelling information would be helpful, AK can then go and check with
colleagues on whether that information could be provided.

Would provide some detail on what would be helpful in terms of traffic modelling data and
send over to AK.

Asked the timeframe for Nurton’s application and/or input into the Local Plan.

Local Plan is progressing well. Looking towards autumn 2020 for consultation of the
Preferred Options of the South Staffordshire Local Plan. Nurton would be looking to
demonstrate the site’s deliverability prior to publication of the Preferred Options.

Would therefore like to keep a dialogue open regarding how Nurton could use the
modelling information so as to not undermine or re-invent what has already been done.
Asked about anticipated DCO timescales.

If submitted in January, would expect examination by April/May earliest. It might tie well
into the Local Plan representation period.

Proposed permanent land take

Asked about the justification for the additional permanent land take; particularly the
woodland planting and balancing pond.

The scheme is impacting on woodland. Therefore, HE needs to compensate and mitigate
against that impact. There is also a requirement to achieve no net loss of biodiversity.
Woodland proposed to the east of the route of the road, within the site, was particularly a
requirement of the latter. We have therefore gone through the process of assessing the
amount of compensation required. Calculations have been made in accordance with
DEFRA formula. Landscaping is not the reason for the woodland planting. It's all to do
with compliance with environmental requirements.

Is the compensation relative to the loss of woodland on the site, or would the landowners
be compensating for the loss of habitat/woodland elsewhere? Also queried why the
woodland planting had to be in the areas proposed and could not be on the other side of
the link road (e.g. within Brookfield Farm)?




We do not have the exact information to hand. However, the extent of proposed
woodland planting within the site was derived by DEFRA bio-diversity off-setting
calculations. Its location, in the southem part of the site, was defined by the track from
Hilton Lane and a minimum distance to the toe of the embankment to the accommodation
bridge (10%). HE is currently preparing a detailed environmental statement with the
reasons behind the woodland planting’s extent and location. It is being prepared for
submission with the DCO so do not expect it to be available before Christmas.
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Stated that this was important information and that it would be helpful to have further
details before the supplementary consultation deadline of 11.12.19. It was agreed that HE
would issue a note to Nurton in order for Nurton to consider this specific issue and
provide informed comment.

Queried the location, size and purpose of the balancing pond.

The pond is to deal with run off from highways, i.e. to hold and discharge at existing
greenfield rates. The existing ponds are ‘off line’. Therefore, HE do not need to
compensate their loss. The balancing pond design is the most efficient shape to cater for
steep topography; calculations have been done in this regard. There will also be a
drainage strategy submitted with application with further details on this.

Queried whether the new development could discharge surface water into the balancing
pond or the drainage ditches. Stated that it would also be helpful to have further details
regarding this before the supplementary consultation deadline of 11.12.19.

The balancing pond would be in HE’s ownership, so development of the site would not be
able to discharge into that. However, all of the drainage ditches/water courses on the site
will remain the responsibility of the lead local flood authority. HE would not have the
power to prevent discharge into ditches.

Queried whether the balancing pond could be a different shape to more easily cater for
the future bridge crossing?

Thought that an alternative pond shape might be possible. However, this would involve
altering the DCO application redline boundary, which would be difficult at a later stage in
the process. The pond had to be located to the west of the link road because of the
direction of flows (to the west). It was agreed that HE would issue a note to Nurton in
order for Nurton to consider this specific issue and provide informed comment.

Proposed temporary land take

Asked for justification for the temporary land take area and programme for returning it to
the landowners.

It will be an area of temporary top soil storage during construction. Time frame for use
would be length of construction period; late 2021- to late 2024. It is a broad-brush area to
allow contractor some space (but not for site compounds). The ponds should remain
untouched.

Is HE taking much spoil off-site? Nurton will look to do some plateauing. HE could
therefore leave some excess spoil there.




Not seeking to leave much spoil. Will more likely bring spoil onto the site from a
borrowing pit elsewhere on the scheme.

Next steps

Listed the action points as follows:

(i) AK to review internally and provide a draft assurance regarding the principle
of a future bridge;

(ii) HE to provide analysis and costing information in support of the proposed two
bridge design solution;

(iii) HE to provide to ST details of sections of the accommodation bridge;

(iv) ST to provide details of required traffic modelling data (and AK to then check
whether that information can be provided and when);

(v) HE to issue note to provide detail about the biodiversity and environmental
justification for the woodland planting size and location. (Nurton offered to
discuss direct with consultants to obtain this information);

(vi) HE to issue note on the balancing pond drainage function and the justification
for its size and location (Nurton offered to discuss direct with consultants to
obtain this information);

B/AC

Ideally, the above can be provided before the deadline of 11.12.19. However, if anything
cannot be dealt with before then, it can be listed in Nurton’s representations to the
supplementary consultation and be picked up further down the line during the DCO
process. AK suggested this might not be possible and that the information might not be
available until the application is lodged.

Any other business

Requested that a draft assurance be provided before 11.12.19; this could then be
referenced in Nurton’s representations.













for this. We are not able to provide the complete traffic model, but outputs may be
capable of being provided if you can indicate what you require. Forecast traffic
information is provided in the Transport Assessment submitted as part of the DCO
application, which is again available on the Planning Inspectorate website.

With regard to the letter dated 24 January 2020 sent to Messrs Simkin, we confirm that the
letter in question has been issued, as part of our ongoing landowner engagement, to persons
having a category one land interest only at this stage.

You will appreciate that there are a large number of persons with an interest in the land and we
are seeking to engage with everyone in a coordinated manner. We do not agree with your
assertion therefore that we have failed to engage with Nurton. We have previously engaged
with Nurton and will continue to do so as appropriate throughout the DCO process. This may
include if appropriate a Statement of Common Ground to record the discussions, engagement
and common ground between Highways England and Nurton.

Yours sincerely,

Andrew Kelly
Project Manager — M54 to M6 Link Road
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