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STATEMENT OF COMMON GROUND

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

Signed

Project Manager
on behalf of Highways England

Date: 20/05/2021

Signed

Planning Specialist, Hertfordshire and North London Sustainable Places
on behalf of Environment Agency

Date: 20/05/2021
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Introduction

Purpose of this document

This Statement of Common Ground (“SoCG”) has been prepared in respect of the
application made by Highways England Company Limited (“Highways England”)
to the Secretary of State for Transport (“Secretary of State”) for a Development
Consent Order (“the Order”) to authorise the proposed M25 junction 28
improvement scheme (“the Application™) under section 37 of the Planning Act
2008 (“PA 2008”).

This SoCG has been prepared in accordance with the guidance published by the
Department for Communities and Local Government.

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

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

It may be subject to further updates and revisions during the examination process.

In order to see the updates to this SoCG, tracked changes are shown to show the
differences between the SoCG submitted in January 2021 at Deadline 1 and this
version.

Parties to this Statement of Common Ground

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

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

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

e regulating major industry and waste;
e treatment of contaminated land;

e water quality and resources;
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o fisheries;
e some inland river, estuary and harbour navigations;
e conservation and ecology; and

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

1.3 Terminology

1.3.1 In the tables in the Issues chapter of this SOCG “Under discussion” indicates where
points remain the subject of on-going discussion wherever possible to resolve, or
refine, the extent of disagreement between the parties. “Agreed” indicates where
the issue has been resolved.

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

2.1.1 A summary of the key meetings and correspondence that has taken place between
HE and Environment Agency (EA) in relation to the Application is outlined in Table
2.1

2.1.2 Copies of meeting minutes and other correspondence received from EA can be
found in Appendix A and Appendix B.

Table 2.1: Record of engagement

Date Form of Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the
correspondance topics should align with the issues tables)

08.03.17 Email Update on design options being considered.

Meeting with EA lead, flood risk and
geomorphology specialists. Scheme overview

30.10.17 Meeting 1 with EA recommendations on flooding, WFD
compliance, biodiversity, geomorphology and
water quality.

Meeting with EA lead, contaminated land and
waste specialists. Discussed historic landfill,
approach to Ground Investigation and the
suitability of soakaways.

20.11.17 Meeting l1a

Project update following project pause. Update
06.11.18 Meeting 2 on Ground Investigation progress and scheme
interaction with water environment.

Notification of statutory consultation as a

bk LETE] prescribed consultation body.
Groundwater matters - update on Ground
05.12.18 Skype meeting 3 Investigation and proposed approach to DCO
application.
16.01.19 Email Email regarding the ava|I<_';1b|I|ty of scoping WFD
assessment for PEIR review.
28.01.19 Letter Response letter from EA to statutory consultation.
29.01.19 Email Descriptions of WFD Action Measures on the
River Ingrebourne nearest to Junction 28.
18.03.19 Email Conflr_mat_lon letter W|th_lo_cat|on of Ground
Investigations and proximity to watercourses.
18.03.19 Email Scheme WFD assessment for review and
comment.
16.04.19 Meeting 4 Meeting to dlscu§§ desgn development and
environmental mitigation.
EA comments on WFD Scoping assessment
2204 LE Ll report dated September 2017.
To familiarise EA staff with the site and the
opportunities / constraints this presents to the
21.05.19 Site meeting 4a design of the Scheme. Initial looks at potential for

mitigating the effect of Scheme on the water
environment by works on Ingrebourne upstream
of M25 J28 (WFD Action Measure 22480).

Site visit follow-up call.

11.06.19 Skype meeting 5 Discussion on feasibility of mitigating the effect of
Scheme on the water environment by works on

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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Date Form of Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the
correspondance topics should align with the issues tables)

Ingrebourne upstream of M25 J28 (WFD Action
Measure 22480).

Meeting to provide update on scheme design,
supplementary consultation, intrusive surveys,
WEFED, biodiversity, flood risk assessment and
DCO.

12.08.19 Meeting 6

Email requesting advice on disapplication of
permissions within the DCO including Flood Risk

14.08.19 Emalil Activity Permits, Land Drainage Consents,
Abstraction License, Impoundment License and
ground contamination license.

15.08.19 Email Sharing the J28 flood risk model for review.
EA comments on the draft Flood Risk

Ptk = Assessment and WFD Assessment.

05.09.19 Email Response from EA regarding standard sets of
protective provisions for DCO.

19.09.19 Email EA issue review comments on the flood risk

model.

To discuss the outcome of a feasibility
investigation into mitigating the effect of Scheme

24.09.19 Skype meeting 7 on the water environment by works on
Ingrebourne upstream of M25 J28 (WFD Action
Measure 22480).

Meeting to discuss off-site mitigation for effects of
Scheme on water environment and to provide an

A IS L4 R 8 update of DCO programme, protective provisions
and HAWRAT assessment.
. Discussion on the EA’s flood risk model review
06.12.19 Skype meeting 9 comments.
17.12.19 Skype meeting 10 l\/_leetmg to _dlscuss HAWRAT modelling and off-
site mitigation
18.12.19 Letter Responsg letter from EA to supplementary
consultation
12.02.20 Skype meeting 11 M_e_etln_g to discuss EA role in delivering off-site
mitigation.
27.02.20 Skype meeting 12 Mggtlng to discuss EA role in delivering off-site
mitigation
Issue of revised Flood Risk Assessment to the
10.03.20 Emalil EA following updates to address EA review
comments.
20.03.20 Email EA Comments on WFD Assessment dated
January 2020.
. Discussion on off-site mitigation within Ingreborne
AL 20 =12 mEEg 1 water body, legal agreement, draft SoCG.
05.05.20 Skype meeting 14 Follow up discussion on off-site mitigation within
Ingreborne water body.
19.05.20 Skype meeting 15 Further follow up discussion on off-site mitigation

within Ingrebourne water body.
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Date Form of
correspondance

18.08.20

04.09.20

30.09.20

03.11.20

05.01.2021

07.04.2021

Skype meeting 16

Skype meeting 17

Skype meeting 18

Skype meeting 19

Meeting 20

Meeting 21

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the issues tables)

Meeting to discuss the updates on some of the
items being progressed by both parties (EA and
HE) during the pre-examination stage.

Follow up meeting to discuss the updates on
some of the items being progressed by both
parties (EA and HE) during the pre-examination
stage.

Meeting to discuss the EA Relevant
Representations including matters regarding
waste deposits/environmental permitting, flood
risk and WFD.

Meeting to discuss the waste deposit/
environmental permitting matters outlined in the
EA Relevant Representations following on from
the previous meeting in on 30 September.

Discussions on the outstanding items in the
SoCG.

Discussion on SoCG items such as Outline
Surface Water Management Plan, waste
recovery permit pre-application, updates to ES
documents following examining authority
acceptance of the request for Changes 1-4.
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3. Issues

3.1 Road drainage and the water environment

3.1.1 Surface water quality

Issue Sub-section | Environment Agency (EA) comment

Highways England (HE) response

Status

SWQO01 Road Soakaways EA advised that SuDS should be built into the

Drainage and design.
the Water

Environment

(Surface

Water

Quality)

SWQ02  Road SuDS Any SuDS implemented as part of the Scheme
Drainage and should be ‘future proofed’ to the expected loading
the Water from increased traffic on the road network.

Environment
(Surface
Water

Quality)

Noted. All mitigation has been developed through
engagement with the EA. The Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC,
application document TR010029/APP/7.3) commits to
a design of the Highway drainage system for the
Scheme that complies with all current standards and
sustainable drainage system (SuDS) best practice
techniques.

Soakaways are not proposed. All discharge is to
surface water. Appropriate SuDS measure are
embedded within the preliminary design for the
Scheme in the form of detention basins and ditches
prior discharge to surface water.

The SuDS implemented as part of the Scheme have
been future proofed by basing their design on the
pollutants generated by forecast traffic flows for the
year 2027. Section 8.6 of Chapter 8 within the
Environmental Statement (ES) document (application
document TRO10029/APP/6.1) sets out the basis of
this design.

The proposed drainage system also has additional
capacity to strip pollutants from road runoff over and
above that explicitly accounted for in the pollution
control design. It has balancing ponds that are
required to attenuate the rate at which runoff

Agreed

Agreed
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SoCG
issue
ref.

Issue

SWQ03 Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment
(Surface
Water

Quality)

SWQ04 Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment
(Surface
Water

Quality)

SWQO05 Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment
(Surface
Water

Quality)

Sub-section

SuDS

River
Ingrebourne
WEFD status

Surface
outfalls

Environment Agency (EA) comment

The EA expect a SuDS maintenance strategy to be
included as part of the Scheme to ensure that there
is no future deterioration in the quality of run-off
discharged to local watercourses. Road run-off has
been identified as a WFD ‘pressure’ and has
potential to cause deterioration in the Ingrebourne
WFD water body if not managed appropriately.

The EA noted that the main risk to water quality is
to watercourses on and surrounding the site. The
WFD compliance assessment should demonstrate
a) how the Scheme addresses any impacts from
the construction and operation to avoid further
deterioration to the waterbody and b) how
additional improvements to water quality can be
made to ensure future resilience.

The EA requested more information on new outfalls
into the Weald Brook or Ingrebourne River and
advised these should be as small as possible,
preferably not pre-cast concrete and should be set
back away from the river bank.

Highways England (HE) response

generated by the road surfaces is discharged to
natural waters. As well as slowing runoff, these ponds
will also trap sediment and associated pollutants. The
ponds will therefore improve the quality of runoff
discharged to receiving waters over and above design
standards — this will contribute to future proofing water
quality in the receiving waters.

HE'’s operational arm, Connect Plus, will undertake
routine maintenance of the traditional and SuDS
components of the Scheme to ensure they perform as
designed during the operation of the Scheme. As part
of the detailed design and handover of the Scheme a
maintenance plan will be developed. Development of
this plan is secured through item RD3.1 of the REAC
(application document TRO10029/APP/7.3).

The preliminary design of the Scheme includes a
drainage system designed to achieve compliance with
the relevant standards for soluble and sediment
pollutants as tested with HAWRAT (Chapter 8, Road
Drainage and the Water Environment) of the ES,
application document TR010029/APP/6.1). The
HAWRAT assessment has been shared with the EA.

See SWQO02 on future proofing of the drainage design.

Although the location and capacity of outfalls have
largely been fixed at the current (preliminary) stage of
design, there is flexibility to decide details (e.g. size,
position of an outfall relative to the river) at detailed
design. The EA have opportunity to input to detailed
design under Protective Provisions set out in the draft
DCO.

Status

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed
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SoCG Issue Sub-section
issue
ref.
SWQO06 Sustainable Outline
Drainage Surface
Water
Management
Plan
(SUWMP)
3.1.2 Flood risk
SoCG | Issue Sub-section
issue
ref.
FRO1  Road Flood Risk
Drainage and  Activity
the Water Permit
Environment
FRO2 Road Flooding
Drainage and
the Water

Environment

Environment Agency (EA) comment

The EA commented at Deadline 2 in response to
WQ1 that the provision of a Surface Water

Management should be a mandatory provision and

that it should demonstrate how sustainable
drainage will be managed for both the short and
long-term to ensure the effectiveness of the
proposed drainage system. The EA have reviewed

the Outline SUWMP (Appendix F of the CEMP) and

requested that it set out a plan for the long-term
management of sustainable drainage systems on-
site.

Environment Agency comment

EA advised that a Flood Risk Activity Permit would
be required for any works within eight metres of a
main river and it would be useful to have a
discussion on protective provisions.

The application site is partially within Flood Zone 2
and 3 and the Scheme design should be informed
by an appropriate Flood Risk Assessment
(including being resilient to climate change). The
EA would like to review the modelling and advised
that the Scheme should be designed to a minimum
one in 100 year plus an allowance for climate
change.

Highways England (HE) response

Following feedback from EA on the content of the

Status

Agreed

Outline SUWMP submitted at Deadline 3A, Highways

England proposes to include a section in the Outline
Surface Water Management Plan which covers the

long term maintenance of drainage (section 3.12). The
updated Outline SUWMP will be submitted in Appendix

F of the Outline CEMP at Deadline 5
(TRO10029/APP/7.2).

Highways England response

The Flood Risk Activity EPR have been disapplied
and Protective Provisions have been included
within the Draft DCO. The Protective Provisions
will require HE to submit the designs for approval
for any works within eight metres of a main river.

HE has submitted the Flood Risk Assessment and
flood modelling data for EA review. The EA have
provided comments on the FRA and flood model.
Both have been updated and reissued to the EA
for review.

The FRA confirms that the design standard for the
Scheme is the 1 in 100 flood event including a
35% climate change allowance.

Status

Agreed

Agreed

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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SoCG
issue
ref.

FRO3

FRO4

FROS5

Issue

Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment

Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment

Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment

Sub-section

Flooding

Flooding

Flood risk
management
standards

Environment Agency comment

The EA has agreed that the 1 in 100 year 35%
allowance for climate change flood event is
acceptable to design to, provided there is not a
significant increase in risk between the 35% and
70% scenarios. Based on the submitted FRA, it
would appear that the 35% scenario has been used
as the design flood event. However, the FRA
should include details of the depths and extents for
both modelled scenarios so a decision on whether
the 35% scenario is suitable for use can be made.

The EA Scoping Opinion for this scheme requested
that, in terms of flood storage compensation, a
scheme of this size should look to produce an
overall reduction in flood risk, as opposed to just
ensuring the situation is not made worse.

We would like to be provided with a detailed
comparison between the 35% and 70% flood
scenarios to agree whether the 35% scenario is
suitable for use as the design flood event.

EA flood risk management standards stipulate 300
mm of freeboard above the 100 year plus 35%
Climate Change Allowance flood level to account
for uncertainties in hydraulic modelling. EA
standards also advocate allowing a further 300 mm
freeboard (i.e. total of 600 mm) to provide clearance
under structures for floating flood debris and to
reduce the risk of blockage during floods.

22/12/2020 — updated SoCG

Although the DCO drawings were acceptable in
principle, we have not received confirmation of
precisely where the total 600 mm freeboard will not
be achieved, or what the lowest level of the bridge

Highways England response

The Flood Risk Assessment has been updated to
include further details on the flood levels
associated with a 70% climate change allowance.
This has been reissued to the EA for review.

The Flood Risk Assessment has been updated to
clarify the volume of storage provided both in the
35% and 70% climate change scenario. This has
been reissued to the EA for review.

The design for Grove Bridge, the Loop Road
crossing over the Weald Brook and Ingrebourne,
delivers 600 mm total freeboard along the majority
of the length of the structure but does not provide
the clearance for around 10-20 m at the northern
(lower) end of the bridge. In its letter of 2
September 2019 titled ‘Draft Flood Risk
Assessment and Water Framework Directive’, the
EA agreed to a departure from standard on the
basis that:

a) the additional 300 mm freeboard was included
primarily to avoid damage / risk of failure to
bridge structures and could be waived when
limited by other constraints; and

Status

Agreed

Agreed

Agreed
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SoCG | Issue

issue

ref.

FRO6 Road
Drainage and
the Water

Environment

Sub-section

Flood
storage
opportunities

Environment Agency comment

soffits will be. We also have not received
information to how the bridge structures where the
600 mm freeboard cannot be achieved will be
designed so as to withstand the impact from floating
debris. We accept that we will receive this
information through the detailed design process and
that the final designs will be submitted for approval
through the Protective Provisions set out in the
DCO. We recommend early engagement on this
matter prior to our formal approval.

The Defra 25 Year Environment Plan advocates
expanding the use of natural flood management
(NFM) solutions to reduce risk from flooding (and
coastal erosion). The EA encourage incorporation
of NFM into the Scheme, where appropriate. In
particular, the EA would welcome being involved in
consultation on proposed alterations to the river
floodplain required for the Scheme and the multiple
use of flood compensation areas (different types of
wet woodland).

Water Framework Directive and aquatic biodiversity

SoCG issue ref. Environment Agency comment Highways England response

WFDO1

Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment
(Water
Framework
Directive)

Screening Following a review of the September
criteria and 2017 version of the WFD

scope for WFD  assessment for the Scheme (letter of
compliance 25/4/19) the EA supported the
assessment screening IN of biological, physico-

chemical and hydro-morphological
WEFD quality elements. They also
agreed the screening OUT of lake

Highways England response

b) the structure would be designed to protect
against the impact of floating debiris.
Consultation with the EA will be continued
through the design process and final designs
will be submitted for approval through
Protected Provisions set out in the DCO.

The DCO design includes lowering the floodplain
between the new A12 slip road and the Loop
Road, increasing connectivity of the Ingrebourne
River to the floodplain. The design also includes
lowering the base level of the floodplain
compensation areas below the level required to
provide the necessary compensation storage. The
design of these elements of the Scheme has been
developed in consultation with the EA to provide a
better connection between the river and

floodplains of the River Ingrebourne and the Weald

Brook

Section 3.4 of the WFD Compliance
Assessment (application document
TR010029/APP/6.7) sets out the scope of the
assessment in accordance with the EA’s
recommendations set out opposite. It also
screens OUT WFD protected areas, on the
basis that there are no European designated
areas affected by the Scheme.

Status

Agreed

Agreed
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SoCG issue ref. Environment Agency comment Highways England response

Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment
(Water
Framework
Directive)

WFDO02 Improvements
to the Water

Environment

Road
Drainage and
the Water
Environment
(Water
Framework
Directive)

‘Like for like’
mitigation

WEFDO03

and groundwater bodies. At the
same time, they advocated the
screening IN of Specific Pollutant
and Chemical WFD elements, citing
the potential leaching of
contaminants from Brook Street
Landfill as a potential source of
these elements in the water
environment.

At a number of meetings (for
instance 16/4/19, 6/11/18 or 21/5/19)
the EA have expressed an
expectation that a scheme of the
size of junction 28 should deliver
improvement to the environment in
addition to the mitigation and
compensation required to directly
address its effects on the water
environment.

The EA have raised concern about
the direct loss of river channel and
associated open water, marginal and
riparian habitats resulting from the
proposed construction of bridges
and culverts that form part of the
Scheme. In particular the EA raised
concern regarding the loss of river
channel and associated habitat
associated with the 80 m extension
of Grove Farm Culvert. The EA
advocate that loss of river channel
should be addressed through
mitigation measures that replace or
improve river channels — ‘like for like’
mitigation. As an example, the

Table 5.1 of the WFD Compliance Assessment
(application document TR0O10029/APP/6.7)
summarises the mitigation and enhancement
measures that are embedded into the design of
the Scheme. The table divides these embedded
measures into mitigation and enhancements.
The enhancements are improvements to the
environment over those required to directly
address the effect of the Scheme on the water
environment.t.

Agreed

HE have designed a mitigation package for the
junction 28 Scheme in accordance with the
principle set out opposite by the EA. Only ‘like
for like’ measures have been accounted for as
mitigation. All other measures have been
counted as enhancement. Mitigation and
enhancements to the water environment are
summarised in Sections 5 of the WFD
Compliance Assessment (application document
TRO10029/APP/6.7), with Table 5.1 identifying
which embedded measures are not considered
‘like for like’ and hence have been counted as
enhancement, not mitigation.

Agreed

! Note that Table 5.1 only presents measures embedded into the design of the Scheme. The full mitigation package of the Scheme as includes what have been termed Additional Mitigation (specific) and
Additional Mitigation (generic guidance), as set out in sections 5.3 and 5.4 of the WFD Compliance Assessment (application document TRO10029/APP/6.7.
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SoCG issue ref. Environment Agency comment Highways England response

WFDO04 Road

Drainage and
the Water
Environment
(Water
Framework
Directive)

Investigation
into
incorporating
delivery of
WFD River
Basin
Management
Plan (RBMP)
‘Action
Measure’
22480 as part

of the Scheme.

preferred ‘like for like’ mitigation for a

culvert extension would be removal
of an equal length of culvert at
another location. Alternatives to this
preferred solution would be river
restoration measures such as
removal of hard banks/structures,
softening of bed/banks or re-
meandering where watercourses

have been shortened/straightened in

the past. Mitigation measures such
as floodplain reconnection or
creation of backwaters do not create
‘like for like’ habitat and therefore
should not be considered to be
appropriate mitigation.

The EA suggested HE should
undertake an investigation to
determine whether Measure 22480
a) was feasible and b) could be
implemented as part of the Scheme.

Measure 22480 is a potential river
restoration scheme on the
Ingrebourne River described in EA
RBMP documentation as “Re-
meander 550m section of
straightened section of the
Ingrebourne upstream of the M25
Brook Street junction (Jcn. 28) by
installing deflectors or re-meander
where space allows”. The measure
had been identified during a high
level desk study undertaken by the
EA as part of their WFD programme.

Measure 22480 is located within the

Appendix F of WFD Compliance Assessment
(application document TR0O10029/APP/6.7)
reports on the feasibility study undertaken by HE
on the potential implementation of Measure
22480. The study investigated three potential
interventions to restore the reach, but concluded
that none were viable. The simplest
interventions were considered not to address the
fundamental hydromorphological intent of the
Measure. Two more complex interventions were
so confounded by external constraints (a deeply
incised channel, high pressure gas mains
crossings and road drainage outfalls) to either
be technically infeasible or not deliver value for
money.

Agreed

The feasibility of measure 22480 has been
investigated and the conclusion has been
reached that it is not viable.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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WFDO05 Road

Drainage and

the Water

Environment

(Water
Framework
Directive)

Securing
sufficient “like
for like”
measures to
adequately
address the
adverse effects
of the Scheme
on the water
environment.

DCO boundary of the Scheme. EA
considers that implementation of the
measure as part of the Scheme has
potential to make a significant
contribution to the ‘like for like’
mitigation required to address the
adverse effects of the Scheme on
the water environment.

Following a review of the September
2017 version of the WFD
assessment for the Scheme (letter of
25/4/19) it was the EA’s view that
the Scheme would deliver
insufficient ‘like for like’ mitigation to
address its effects on the water
environment unless an additional
measure of a similar effect to WFD
RBMP ‘Action Measure’ 22480 (see
point WFDO04 above) were
incorporated into the Scheme.

The EA stated that if HE were
unable to identify a measure of
similar effect to RBMP Action
Measure 22480 within the DCO
boundary. The EA would consider
facilitating the implementation of off-
site mitigation measures of similar
scale within the Ingrebourne WFD
water body as a priority, or beyond
within the wider Roding, Beam and
Ingrebourne catchment, outside the
DCO boundary as part of their wider
programme of WFD improvement
works. This would be delivered via
its delivery partners on the basis that
HE would fund such works.

A study has established that external constraints
make implementation of RBMP Measure 22480
unviable (see point WFDO04 above). Further
review of the river and floodplain within the DCO
boundary identified no additional opportunities to
implement effective mitigation for the adverse
effect of the Scheme on the water environment
to those set out in Sections 5.2-5.4 of the WFD
Compliance Assessment (application document
TRO10029/APP/6.7). In particular, there were
no substantial opportunities to implement
additional mitigation on the Weald Brook
between Duck Wood Bridge and Weald Brook
Culvert because this reach of river already
retains many natural features.

As part of the design process, a check was
undertaken to determine whether sufficient “like
for like” mitigation has been incorporated into
the Scheme to address its adverse effects on
the water environment. This check is described
in the section 4.6 of the WFD Compliance
Assessment (application document
TRO010029/APP/6.7) under the heading “Net
effect of Scheme on riverine habitat”. Further
detail is provided in Appendix E. This confirmed
the EA view opposite: that the Scheme would
deliver a reduction in riverine habitat if only the
mitigation measures within the DCO boundary

Agreed

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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SoCG issue ref. Environment Agency comment Highways England response

as set out in Sections 5.2-5.4 of the WFD
Compliance Assessment were implemented.
Based on the metric used in the assessment,
the scheme would deliver -0.23 units of riverine
habitat.

HE and the EA have reached a common
understanding that the only viable option for
delivering measures to mitigate the deficit net
effect of the Scheme on riverine habitat is
through works outside of the DCO boundary
(called measure W13 in the WFD Compliance
Assessment). The two organisations have also
agreed that these measures can be most
effectively delivered by a delivery partner
selected by the EA, as part of their programme
of works within the Ingrebourne WFD water
body with financial support from HE.

Using the riverine habitat assessment
summarised above, these works (measure W13)
should deliver a minimum net riverine habitat
benefit of 0.23 to ensure the Scheme has a
neutral effect on the riverine environment within
the Ingrebourne WFD water body. They should
target a net riverine habitat benefit of 0.55: an
equivalent to benefit generated by the ‘upstream
realignment’ intervention set out in the
Feasibility Study in Appendix F of the WFD
Compliance Assessment.

HE has committed to providing the financial
support required to enable delivery of these
measures outside of the DCO Boundary.

WFDO06 Road Grove Culvert  The existing Grove Culvertis 120 m  The culvert extension is located beneath the Agreed
Drainage and Extension long and will be extended by a realigned northbound slip road off the A12. A

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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the Water
Environment
(Water
Framework
Directive)

WFDO7 Road

Drainage and
the Water
Environment
(Water
Framework

New river and
floodplain
crossings.

further 80m as part of the Scheme.
The EA consider that this will result
in a restriction of natural
geomorphological process and loss
of riverine habitat along the affected
reach. Also that it will accentuate the
existing disconnection between
upstream and downstream habitats.

The EA is in general opposed to the
culverting of watercourses because
of the adverse ecological, flood
defence and other effects that are
likely to arise.

For bridges the EA recommend clear
span bridges, avoiding any supports
located within the river channel or
floodplain, as this can increase flood
risk by disrupting flows and
increasing the risk of blockages. The
EA supports setting back of

balance between many requirements has
determined the eventual alignment of this slip
road. The principal concern has been how to
find a three-dimensional fit for the A12 slip road,
the loop road and the river within a very confined
space in a way that meets the many safety and
operational standards required of a motorway
design. This three-dimensional fit has been
severely complicated by the presence of both
overhead and underground utilities.
Furthermore, the design needs to protect space
to sustain businesses at Grove Farm and retain
access to those business. The best overall
balance that could be achieved whilst
addressing this combination of complex
constraints meant that no other reasonable
alternative to extending the culvert was available
to the Scheme.

‘Like for like’ mitigation in the form of
compensatory river restoration measures, a
single bore extension, a depressed invert with
natural bed, mammal ledges and measures to
address potential scour immediately
downstream of the structure are included in the
Scheme to address the adverse effects of the
extension of Grove Culvert on the water
environment. These are included in the
measures set out in sections 5.2-5.4 of the WFD
Compliance Assessment (application document
TRO10029/APP/6.7).

Following initial consultation with the EA
proposals to use culverts at new crossings for
the Ingrebourne River and Weald Brook were
superseded by designs for wide span bridge
crossings. The preliminary design for all three
crossings have substantial spans as follows:

Agreed

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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Directive)

abutments no less than eight metres
from the watercourse, as well as the
intention to reduce any impact of the
scheme on floodplain processes.

22/12/2020 — updated SoCG

Although the DCO drawings were
acceptable in principle, we have not
received information to show
precisely how close the abutments
within the 8m buffer zone will be from
the main river. We accept this
information will be received through
the detailed design process and that
the final designs will be submitted for
approval through the Protective
Provisions set out in the DCO. We
recommend early engagement on
this matter prior to our formal
approval.

e Duck Wood Bridge: 54m span between
abutments, with supporting bridge piers at mid
span)

e Mayland Bridge 95.5m span between
abutments, with two sets of supporting bridge
piers at 27.5m from each abutment

e Grove Bridge: 50.9m span between
abutments, with supporting bridge piers at
18.4 m from right bank)

Designs have also kept river channels at
distances greater than 8 m from bridge
abutments. However, the need to find a balance
between multiple constraints has meant that
some bridge piers at all three structures are
located less than 8 m from existing or proposed
realignments of channels. The principal
constraints forcing these alignments have been
underground services (in particular a high
pressure gas main running parallel with the
Weald Brook), the need to provide access
underneath some structures and a maximum
standard span between abutment and pier of
27m.

The adverse effect of crossing structures on
river and riparian habitat is fully mitigated within
the Scheme by provision of like for like
mitigation elsewhere. This is most clearly
demonstrated by the extremely low ‘reach
conservation status’ scores attributed to the
reaches of watercourse passing beneath
proposed structures in the ‘Riverine Habitat
Assessment’. Scores of 1 are attributed to the
reaches directly beneath the new crossings in
recognition of the heavy shading imposed by the

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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structures and the potential effect of interaction
of the channel with bridge piers through time
(see Appendix E of the WFD Compliance
Assessment - application document
TRO10029/APP/6.7).

Consultation with the EA will be continued
through the design process and final designs will
be submitted for approval through Protected
Provisions set out in the DCO.

WFD08 Road New channel  The EA requested further A wide span bridge for the new Duck Wood Agreed
Drainage and alignment investigation into why the Scheme Bridge Crossing is proposed to minimise
the Water beneath Duck  does not propose retaining the disruption to flow and sediment process (see
Environment  Wood Bridge meanders in the Weald Brook at point WFDO7 above). However, multiple
(Water Duck Wood Bridge. constraints preclude retention of the existing
Eramework complex river planform at this location. These
Directive) 22/12/2020 — updated SoCG constraints include: a) a high pressure gas

pipeline also passing under the bridge at this
location b) vehicular access needed under the
bridge and c) the structural requirement for piers
to support the centre of the bridge. There is
insufficient width to accommodate the existing
meander belt in combination with these
additional constraints beneath a bridge, (see
drawing in the Structural Options Report for
Duck Wood Bridge, application document ‘M25
junction 28 improvements Structures options
report 39006 Duck Wood Bridge’). There is
therefore no practicable alternative to realigning
the brook.

We would like to see further details in
due course as to the structure
designs of the new Duck Wood
Bridge Crossing and mitigation WO02.
We expect to receive these details
during the detailed design process
and that the final designs will be
submitted for approval through the
Protective Provisions set out in the
DCO. We recommend early
engagement on this matter prior to
our formal approval.

The adverse effect of this channel realignment
crossing structures on river and riparian habitat
is fully mitigated within the Scheme by provision
of like for like mitigation elsewhere. This is
principally achieved through re-introduction of
meanders along an historically straightened

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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WFD09 Road Ephemeral
Drainage and drainage
the Water ditches
Environment
(Water
Framework
Directive)

WFD10 Road Mammal
Drainage and passage
the Water through Grove
Environment  and Weald
(Water Brook culverts

The EA commented that because of
their potential local value, the impact
on ephemeral ditches should be
considered even though the effects
of the Scheme on these features will
not affect the status of the
Ingrebourne River WFD water body.

22/12/2020 — updated SoCG

We would like to see further details in
due course as to the precise location
and design specifications. We expect
to receive these details during the
detailed design process and that the
final designs will be submitted for
approval through the Protective
Provisions set out in the DCO.

The EA commented that a mammal
passage through Grove and Weald
Brook culverts should be considered
as part of the Scheme.

sections of Weald Brook downstream of Duck
Wood Bridge - identified as mitigation W02 in
Table 5.1 of the WFD Compliance Assessment
(application document TR010029/APP/6.7) and
shown in the Preliminary Environmental Design
(Figure 2.2, application document
TR010029/APP/6.2).

Consultation with the EA will be continued
through the design process and final designs will
be submitted for approval through Protected
Provisions set out in the DCO.

As part of the scheme approximately 3,000 m
unlined ephemeral drainage ditches will be
created to manage ‘clean’ runoff from non-
pavement surfaces. These ditches will generate
habitat that mitigates for loss of existing
ephemeral drainages ditches to the Scheme.
These ditches are embedded into the Scheme
as part of the drainage design (see ‘unlined
ditches’ in Preliminary Environmental Design,
Figure 2.2, application document
TR010029/APP/6.2).

Agreed

Consultation with the EA will be continued
through the design process and final designs will
be submitted for approval through Protected
Provisions set out in the DCO.

Measures to facilitate a mammal passage
through Grove culvert extension and Weald
Brook culvert extension during higher than
normal flows will be implemented as part of the
Scheme. The form of such measures will be

Agreed
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Framework
Directive)

WFD11 Road Cumulative
Drainage and Assessment
the Water
Environment
(Water
Framework
Directive)

WFD12 Road Maintenance
Drainage and  of riparian
the Water trees on
Environment  Weald Brook
(Water
Framework
Directive)

The EA requested further detail on
the Cumulative Assessment for the
Scheme.

The EA requested further information
on how long term maintenance of
riparian trees on Weald Brook would
be undertaken — in particular on
matters of responsibility, frequency of
activity and duration of contract.

determined at detailed design, but often
comprises a shelf along which mammals can
move, together with ramps for mammal access
and egress. The requirement for these
measures is secured through the REAC for the
Scheme (application document
TR010029/APP/7.3).

An assessment of cumulative effects is
presented in Chapter 15 of the ES, application
document TRO10029/APP/6.1.

This information is set out in the Outline
Landscape and Environment Management Plan
(LEMP, application document
TR0O10029/APP/6.3, Appendix 7.15).
Responsibilities and duration of works are set
out in section 2. Further information on
frequency of and method of activities is set out
for various habitat types including river corridors
in section 5. In summary responsibility for
maintenance is expected to lie with Connect
Plus Services, the management period is 25
years and the riparian zone will be maintained in
a way that generates a diverse vegetation
structure (e.g. by rotational coppicing).The
Environment Agency provided feedback on
21/04/2020 which we will consider and update
the Outline LEMP as appropriate.

Agreed

Agreed
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3.2

3.2.1
January 2019.

Issue

Sub-section

Ground conditions and waste

Environment Agency comment

Highways England response

The following table summarises the situation on matters raised by the EA in their response letter to statutory consultation dated 28®

GCW01 Ground
conditions and

Waste

GCWO02 Ground
conditions and

Waste

GCWO03 Ground
conditions and

Waste

Ground Investigation

Controlled waste
deposits

Controlled Waste

The EA would prefer as much
assessment information to be provided as
possible however preliminary
assessments based on desk study would
be adequate/the minimum the EA would
expect.

Chapter 12 of the PEIR does not
adequately deal with recently controlled
waste deposits, removal of historic landfill
waste, redeposit of suitable waste to
achieve landform and does not reference
Environmental Permitting Regulations

The EA is concerned that the recently
controlled waste deposits have not been
taken into account and suggest topics to
be included in further assessment.

HE has completed a desk study for the entire scheme
and have completed a preliminary ground investigation
concentrated on the recently deposited material and
historical landfill. The associated Geo-environmental
Assessment Report forms part of the ES (Appendix
10.1, application document TR010029/APP/6.2).

HE has prepared a waste and materials assessment in
Chapter 12 of the ES. Section ‘Waste Arisings Baseline’
provides a preliminary waste classification for both the
historic landfill and the recently deposited waste.
Chapter 12 of the ES also includes regulatory
framework in Table12.1.

HE is working to resolve the issues raised by the EA
(see RR0O1-04).

See above.

HE is working to resolve the issues raised by the EA
(see RR01-04).

Agreed

Agreed
(See
issues
RR01-04)

Agreed
(See
issues
RR01-04)
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3.3 EA Relevant Representations matters (9" September 2020)

3.3.1 The following table summarises the matters raised by the EA in their Relevant Representations to the DCO application dated 9%
September 2020.

Issue Sub-section Environment Agency comment Highways England response Status

RRO1 EA Relevant Recently deposited The recently deposited material and HE intends to re-use the waste from the Grove Farm Agreed
Representations material and historic  historic landfill present in the Grove Farm area in a clearly designated area within the Scheme
landfill (Brook Street) area are classified as controlled waste (i.e. A12 slip road) and it will apply for the appropriate
site in the Grove and appropriate permit has to be sought environmental permit.
Farm area from the EA to allow its reuse within the HE has made a pre-application submission to the EA
(controlled waste) Scheme. National Permitting Team in December 2020 to define
the type of environmental permit required to be
obtained.

The Waste Recovery Plan submitted to EA National
Permitting Team for pre-application advice is likely to
be concluded shortly and the Scheme will be able to
apply for an Environmental Permit during detail design
to re-use the recently deposited material and historic
landfill present in the Grove Farm area.

RRO2  EA Relevant Site-won material Natural materials generated by the HE is refining the design for Work No. 18 and intends ~ Agreed
Representations Scheme. to re-use natural material generated by the Scheme
under DoWCoP (Materials Management Plan).
The ExA has accepted the design change made to
Work No.18 and the environmental bund is now part of
the Scheme. The naturally materials generated by the
Scheme will be managed by the Scheme through a
Materials Management Plan which will be prepared by
the Principal Contractor once the detail design is

complete.
RRO3  EA Relevant Materials and waste ~ The EA provided detailed comments on  HE will update both documents to reflect the EA Agreed
Representations Chapter (APP-034) 30" September 2020 on the Materials comments and recent discussions and submitted to the
and Waste ES Chapter 12 and the EA and Planning Inspectorate in due course

Outline CEMP which require updates to

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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SoCG Issue Sub-section

issue

ref.

RR04 EA Relevant Register of

Representations Environmental

Action and
Commitments
(REAC)

Environment Agency comment

these documents to reflect recent
discussions held on the reuse of
controlled wastes and site won materials.

The EA will review any updates to these
documents when submitted.

The EA in their relevant representation to
the DCO application on 9t September
2020 advised that the Register of
Environmental Action and Commitments
(REAC) should be revised to reflect the
need to apply for an Environmental
Permit as it currently only refers to a
Materials Management Plan in respect to
‘Materials and Waste.’

Highways England response

HE will consider the EA’s feedback in respect of the
updates to these documents.

HE will update the REAC to include the requirement for
an Environmental Permit.

Status

Agreed
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3.4 Geology and soils
SoCG | Issue Sub-section Environment Agency comment Highways England response Status
issue
ref.
GS01  Geology and Saoill Risks from The EA accepts that the impermeable HE concur with the EA view that sub-surface Agreed
Contaminated Land bedrock geology of London Clay beneath  elements of the Scheme are unlikely to impact
and Risk to junction 28 of the M25 means that the deep groundwater or perturb deep
Groundwater proposed sub surface elements of the groundwater flow.
Scheme are unlikely to impact deep
groundwater or perturb deep
groundwater flow.
GS02  Geology and Soils Area north of Grove EA considers that investigations should The risks to receptors identified in the ES Agreed
Farm balancing pond include measures to determine the including from drainage and proposed
- risk to direction of groundwater to ascertain any  balancing ponds, will be fully assessed and
groundwater/surface connectivity between the landfill and where unacceptable risks are identified
water controlled waters (groundwater and appropriate mitigation will be implemented.
surface water). Mitigation measures will be outlined within
Further, that the risk of any new any new  generic quantitative risk assessment, piling
pathways being created from drainage risk assessment, remediation strategy and
and balancing pond should be fully where required detailed quantitative risk
assessed. assessments. All documents will be produced
in agreement with the Environment Agency.
This is secured through item GS1.1 of the
REAC and set in Requirement 6 of the draft
DCO.REAC.
GS03  Geology and Soils Pilling risk The EA noted that limited site A piling risk assessment will be completed Agreed

investigations had been undertaken and
additional detailed information would be
required for the whole footprint of the
Scheme along with a remediation
strategy and Construction Environment
Management Plan (CEMP). They
requested a piling risk assessment for the
piled foundation to mitigate against the
release of potentially contaminative
substances during the works.

during detailed design, as secured by item
GS1.1 of the REAC.
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SoCG | Issue Sub-section Environment Agency comment Highways England response Status
issue

ref.

GS04  Ground Investigation Geology and Soils The EA noted previously that limited site  Highways England is awaiting EA response. Agreed

Report investigations had been undertaken and
additional detailed information would be
required for the whole footprint of the
Scheme along with a remediation
strategy. The EA will review the Ground
Investigation Report submitted at
Deadline 1 (REP1-023, REP1-024 and
REP1-025).

3.5 Development Consent Order

SoCG | Issue Sub-section Environment Agency comment Highways England response Status

issue
ref.

DCO1 Protective Provisions - The protective provisions for the Highways England has amended the dDCO to Agreed
Environment Agency (Schedule 9, Part 3) reflect comments made by the EA to enable
within the draft Order (APP-015) deviate  to the protective provisions to be agreed.
from the EAs standard protective

provisions.
DCO2  Disapplication of - The EA is content with the proposed Agreed
legislative provisions amends to Art 48 of the dDCO submitted

at Deadline 4 to include ‘the provisions of
any byelaws made under, or having
effect as if made under, paragraph 5, 6 or
6A of Schedule 25 (bye-law making
powers of the appropriate agency) to the
Water Resources Act 1991.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
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Appendix A. Correspondence
Meeting 1 — 20 October 2017
ATAKINS

Meeting notes

Project: Junction 28 M25
Subject: Envwronment Agency meelng — Junchion 28 M25 z
Date and time: 30= October 2017, 1300-16:00  Meeting no: 1
Meeting place:  Envwonment Agency, Welwyn  Minutes by: |
Garden Cy
Present: EA lead -
EA Flood nsk -
- EA Geomorphology =

EA Geomorphology =
Highways England -
AKINS -

Atkins ~ [
Atkins —

AXIns -
Alkins -
AIKINS -

Bl provided brief introduction to DCO and EIA proposals for the scheme. HE has undertaken
screening and determined a DCO is required due to size of the proposals and potential for
significant environmental effects

Key environmental and planning programme dates as follows

- EIA scoping report to be submitted to Planning Inspectorate November 2017

- Preliminary Environmental Information Report to be produced by December 2017 to feed
into statutory consultation process

- Statutory consultation to be undertaken 17" January to 5 March 2018
DCO and accompanying ES 1o be prepared and submitted in summer 2018
Public Inquiry envisaged end 2018/early 2019

lprovided an introduction to the need for the scheme, optioneering and preliminary design
processes. It was explained that we are currently at Stage 3 (preliminary) design which essentially
provides an outline route, with further work to be undertaken finalising horizontalivertical
alignments, structures, layout and dranage. The main environmental consideration in the design
will be the crossing of the Ingrebourne and Weald Brooks and associated fioodpiain

Il identified three main considerations of the design in relation to the water environment

Watercourse crossings
Effects on river geomorphology, for exampie the need for realignment of meanders
Effects on floodplain

The followsng recommendations were made by EA representatives in relation to the emerging
design.
1. FLOOD MODELLING: llladvised that the flood modelling for the proposal area was
currently being updated, but unlikely to be ready until later 2018 and therefore probably not

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record Alking understanding of the meeting and inlended actions ansing therefom

Your agreement that ihe notes form a true record of the discussion will be assumed unless acverse comments are
received In writing within five days of receipt

Ermironment Agency Meeting - J28 M2S
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ATKINS

4 . W

suitable for use in the J28 flood model Detailed flood modelling should be undertaken by
Atkins taking into account climate change. [Jinoted that if the new EA modelling data
becomes avallable just pnor or after DCO submission, Atkins would not be expected to
Incorporate the new data as long as we have used the ‘best available data’ available at the
time of our assessment. [Jlinoted that if the Atkins flood model differs significantly from the
published maps, there would be recourse to a 'flood map challenge’. The flood model would
then be referred and reviewed by the EA Modelling Forecast team, the current turnaround
time is ¢. 2 months at present llladvised that it may be worth modelling specific affected
sactions of the walercourses using simple estimates of lavels which could then be
consulted on, before developing the flood model in more detail lloffered to provide a
contact between Alkins and the Forecast team if Atkins wish 1o discuss any aspects of the
developing model and agreed to work with [Jilito identify any possibilities of working
together on the fiood model in this area

2 FLOOD LEVELS I considered that the current assumption of 600mm design flood level
(subject to further detailed modefling) ‘'sounds about right’, If the design is above 100 year
flood level + climate change, it is likely to be sufficient. Jlinoted that any alteration in flood
risk would need to be assessed for ecological impacts e g. disconnecting wetland habitat
from the niver if flooding reduced in an area

3. FLOOD COMPENSATION: Any mitigation and compensation measures must be within the
same WFD waterbody and not remote from the site. Il noted that any ground raising on
the floodplain would need compensation as well [linoted that there is restricted space to
provide floodplain compensation adjacent to the M25 and it may have to be provided
upstream to the confluence., i noted that this would likely to be acceptable if no increase
in flood rnisk could be demonstrated

4 WFD COMPLIANCE: Jll noted that provision of clear span bridges set back from the river
channel, avosding the natural floodplain and maintaining a minmum 8m ripanan zone,
would mean that WFD assessment could be mited 10 an initial screening and may negate
the need for further assessmeant and incorporation of miigation measures. He
recommended we review current WFD compliance guidance Although the Ingrebourne is
classified as a ‘main river’ and the Weald Brook is not, Il stated that this would not
influence thinking and we would be expected to demonstrate compliance for both
walercourses. The essential considerations would be whether the proposals result in any
‘deterioration’ of the waterbody and whether a ‘good status’ can be maintained or achieved.,

5. BIODIVERSITY: [llinoted that design of structures should not only consider flood risk, but
also ecological factors including fish passage and movements from species such as ollers
and bat flight routes. We would be expected to demonstrate lateral connectivity was
possible under flood conditsons, for exampie provision of mammal ledges. An 8m niparnian
zone on each side of the watercourses should be maintained, if a farm access is required
this would not count as part of the zone and a wider zone would be required. A narrower
zone may be acceplable if appropnate mitigation measures can be demonstrated. Native
planting should be used, alder woodland is charactenstic and may be appropriate. Invasive
species need dentification and we would need to demonsirate approprate mitigation is
included to address any rnsk.

6. GEOMORPHOLOGY: Il stated that the design should ensure structures do not throttle
water flood and maintain natural conditions, including provision of natural substrate on the
river bed if realignment is required. If realignment is required, this would require further
assessment under WFD, and may include the need to prevent upstream incision, such as
artificial river bed sediment sizing to prevent erosion The course of the Ingrebourne

Ervironmental Design Principles Workshop Minutes
Plan Design Enable

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
Application document reference: TR010029/APP/8.1 Page 31 of 132



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme

TR010029 ) highways
8.1 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency england

ATKINS

appears to follow its historic route so should be maintained where possible Culverts are not
recommended as stated in the EA Culvert Position statement and would require WFD
assessment and potentially mitigation and / or compensation. A semi-clear span bridge
would have less mpact than a culvert and may be acceptable, but there s likely to be a
greater impact and requirement for mitigation in comparison 1o a full clear span bridge Il
enquired regarding the realignment of the watercourse adgacent to the M25 which 1s
currently shown as a linear feature in the preliminary design. [Jlladvised that provision of
meanders would be preferable including wetland habitat creation potentially including
marsh, scrapes and wet woodland as a priority habitat Ill asked whether provision of wet
woodland would be acceplable as flood storage given maintenance obligations - Jlillagreed
to discuss this further if taken forward. [l noted that the provision of meanders adjacent 1o
the M25 could polentially serve as mitigation for any river straightening upsiream, although
I stated EA would expect to see both compensation for any nver straightening and
additional meanders as a further enhancement Jlllnighlighted that there are several other
environmental Issues in this area to consider, including the woodland as an existing
ecological habitat and the significant likelihood of contaminated ground adjacent to the M25
(currently subject to Ground Inveshgation) which may mean provision of meanders in this
area may not be appropriate.

7 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS. lllnoted that EA would expect to see the cumulative impacts of
the scheme considered and all water, flood and ecology issues addressed holstically.

8. WATER QUALITY: lllnoted that EA would expect to see appropnate water quality control
measures in the design, including od mterceplors if efficacy and measures to maintain can
be demonstrated [Jljstated that EA would be keen to Sustainable Urban Drainage
Systems (SUDs) to be incorporated into the design to be located outside the noodplain-
stated that there was plenty of scope to include these in the area involved and would
include drainage ponds preferably located at the lower elevations.
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A.2 Meeting 1la — 20 November 2017

Meeting notes

Project: Junctions 28 and 25, M25

Subject: Environment Agency meeting — Junclions 28 -MEE- — Ground Conditions and
Waste

Date and time: 20" Mowvember 2017, 13:00- Mesting no: 1a
16:00

Meeting place: Ervironment Agency, Welwyn Minutes by:
Garden City

Present: - EAlead - [INEG—_——

- EA Contaminated Land — [
- EA'Waste and Permitting — [ INRERbRNEbG@D
- Highwsays England Project Manager — [N
- Highways England Environment — [

- Atkins J28 Project Manager — -
- Atkims J25 Project Manager —

- Atkins Emvironment Lead — ([ N NRRRMEBEEEER
- Atkins Ground Conditions — || I
- atkins Waste — |G

Junction 28

B provided an introduction to the need for the M25 Junction 28 scheme, optioneenng and the
preliminary design. The scheme will be subject to a Development Congent Order (DCO).

-highlighted the presence of a historic landfill area within the proposed clover leaf loop. Paris of
this landfill area are likely to be directly affected by the scheme. Ground investigations are
scheduled to commence in January 2018 to test for contamination and identify the reguirement for
any specific mitigation measures. Test pits will be undertaken throughout the landfill area to
visually inspect the matenal. There will be four monitoring locations including gas monitoring for the
highwayz locations. The Gl will commence in the offline areas of the site and then move into the
road space, taking approximately 3-4 months.

Due to the DCO delivery programme, the results and analysis of the Gl will not be included in the
DCO application with results due to ApriliMay 2018. Resulis and analysis will therefore be
addressed post-DCO submizsion.

The current soils in the area are clayey with a high potential for redeposited material. There is a
possibility that the landfill area was an earier clay pit and therefore has the potential for collection
of contamination.

Surface water sampling will alzo be undertaken to ascertain current water quality.
A materials balance and Bill of Quantities is to be developed.

The following recommendations were made by EA representatives in relation to the emerging
design:

NOTE TO RECIPIEMTS:

These meeting notes recond Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actions arising therefrom.

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

Environment Agency Maeting — J2B M25
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ATRING

1. LANDFILL AND GROUND INVESTIGATION - [l confirmed that the EA had no data on
this site other than information that it iz related to 'M25 construction’. However, the fact the
area iz covered in healthy grass perhaps indicates that the area iz not badly contaminated.
It was recommended that trenching is undertaken to help delineate the area and ascertain
the natural geology; this is not proposed currently. i was also recommended that the test
pits could be upgraded to boreholes to achieve more detailed information. If nothing
significant iz found during investigations, EA does not need to be consulted further and this
information only needs to be included in the EIA. If anything is found, then further
consultation with the EA is recommended to review the data and agree appropriate next
steps.

2. MATERIALS AND WASTE = If controlled waste is present that this would need to be
treated and redeposited appropriately under an envircnmental permit, although is reuzed
on zite will be less of an izsue. The timescales are nomally 1-2 months for registration for a
permit, and a further 13 weeks for review and issue. [l agreed to send through a link to
permitting guidance to Atking. The planning application should not rely on being able to
reuse the excavated material onsite, and the worst case should be planned for and
assessed (i.e. 100% offsite disposal).

3. GROUNDWATER = Investigations should include measures to determine the direction of
groundwater movement to ascertain any connectivity. If any new pathways are likely to be
created, these should be sealed off and drainage considerad.

4. SURFACE WATER = It is recommended that SuDS are built into the design. Scakaways
would not be generally recommended, the geclogy does not lend itself to this solution in
any case and attenuation to surface water is likely to be the end solution.
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A.3

Meeting 2 — 6 November 2018

Meeting Notes

Project: mzs . 2e
Subject: Envircnment Agency Meeting
Meeting place: Envircnment Agency kleeting no: 2
Offices, Welwyn Garden
City
Date and time: 08 Movember 2018 at Minutes by: -
2pm
Present: Representing: Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Highoways England
Highoways England
Highoways England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Apologies
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Mext meeting: 5 December 2018
Distribution:
Date issued: 05 December 2018 File Ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:
These meeting notes record SWC-Lavalln undersianding of the meeting and Intended actions arising thersfrom.

Your agreement that the nobes form a true record of the discussion will be assumad unless adverse comments ares recelved
In writing within five days of recelot.

meeting no. 2 - & nov 2018.docx
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTICON

. Junction 28 Project Update

# Junctionm 28 was put on hold and has recently started back up

* Statutory consultation is to be held from 3™ December 2018 to 287 January 2019
# The project is in Stage 3 — preliminary design stage

*  Start of works are scheduled fer June 2021 and will be ocpen to traffic in 2025

+« Tha Schema hasn't changed significantly since the last update meating. Minar
changes include:

# The reconfiguration of the A12 where the loop road ties in with the A12 will not
be reguired amymore

#« Open span bridges will be used over river crossings as discussed at the
previous meeting

+ The Gl for Junction 28 is scheduled to start in December 2015. [l highlighted that
there was a comment in the scoping cpinion that stated that results from the Gl
must be included in the ES and fior the need to discuss this with the EA
groundwater specialist. ilijsuggested the EA could be issued an interim report of
the Gl information and risk assessments in advance of the DCO application. Il
advised that this needs to be discussed with the EA groundwater specialist and [l
should send an email pricr to the meeting with all the information and queries for
both Junction 28 and 25 Past Meeting Note:

As confirmed in the email on 15th Movember, the EA would prefer as much
assessment information to be provided as possible however preliminary
assessments based on desk study would be adeguatefthe minimum the EA would
expect.

+ [ indicated that due to a number of lines of evidence (such as the date of the
landfill and its location, the landfill being designated as Inert) the landfil at the site is
thought to be a borrow pit for the construction of the M25. Atkins has requested
information from the local council regarding this landfill. Il queried if we can
provide encugh lines of evidence to indicate that this landfill is & borraw pit for the
consiruction of the M25, this will reduce the risk to both human health and the
environment during construction. In this case does the requirement to include Gl
data in the DCO submission for the landfill change. The EA indicated that this will
likely change things but that further discussion is required with the relevant
specialists.
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7. Junction 28 Water
Flood Risk:

L -queried about flocd models and whether the existing BIM model should be used
as a basis for the assessment. [Jlconfirmed use the BIM model

L -EI|EI} highlighted that the topo model is still being confirmed. Some information
has been gathered on the river plan and further sensitivities are being undertaken
to check the current data is sufficient. [lllinformed that & hydro model is being built
with existing topo survey on both rivers

» [ queried whether the EA had any river survey data. -mnﬁrmed no dats

# [[lqueried the design standards of climate change and the freeboard. [l
confirmed that it should be designed to a 100 year climate change event, with the
climate change allowance taken as a 35% addifion to peak flow and a further
sensitivity test should be reported with a climate change allowance of T0% addition
to peak flow. -E|El:| confirmed that the Scheme should include & freeboard on top
of design flow to allow for unforeseen events such as blockages. The freeboard
shizuld be taken as 800 mm and any reductions on this allowance will be
considered if clear reasoning as to why no other viable option for the Scheme exists

. -Eld'u'iEEd that where the section of the River Ingrebourne that is being lost to the
consiruction of the embankment (along A12), suitable sites for fleodplain
compensation are being considered and it is looking like floodplaim storage from the
Ingrebourne can be stored on the Weald Brook. Although not on same watercourse,
it is in the same flood cell — backwater area of the confluence of the twao
watercourses. Opportunities to use the flood storage areas as bicdiversity
enhancament aresas as well is being considered and explored

s [lqueried if floodplains can be shared from one river to another and are their
similar flows on baoth rivers. [JJJconfirmed that flood storage can be shared on rivers
and bath rivers have similar flows

WFD — loop road crossing over Weald Brook:

+ [ advised that following on from the last EA meeting towsards the end of 2017 the
culverts have been changed fo open span bridges. Currently the bridges are
spanning the full width of the floodplain for a 100 year event. [l advised thata
large meander is located directly under the open span bridge crossing (at the north
end of the loop) and for & bridge this width it would be more cost effective to
construct with pillars in the floodplain. JJJlland [l queried whether the bridge span
could be narrower and there are any opporiunities to relocate this meander
upstream or downstream. stated that the preference is to not alter the exiting
planform howewer, the EA& would consider alterations to the plamform provided:

« Mitigation is provided that replicates the natural function of existing channel
(e.g. possibly recreating similar planform or habitat upstream or downstream of
current location)

« Clear reasocning as to why no ather viable option for the Scheme exists {cost
and technicality argument of varous options)

YWFD — Ingreborne realignment:

# The realignment of the Ingrebourne was discussed and -al:h.rised that at the last
meeiing (2017) enhancement opporunities were discussed and the EA would
expect envirommental improvements frem & scheme of this size in addition to any
rmitigation/ecompensation measures required for any lossesfimpacts on the
WalEICoUrses

- -a ricd -explained there are constraints around the alignment which
imclude:

« Costof the land to accommodate a more sinuous channel

« Realignment into an existing woodland

« Construction process in this area complex

meeting no. 2 - & nov 2018.docx 3
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

# The complexity around the realignment was discussed and the EA advised their
preference is to realign the river to 8 more natural form however, they understand the
consiraints and complexity and would consider a less natural form provided mitigation
could be proved elsewhers in the Scheme and there is clear reasoning why no other
ocpticns for the Scheme exists.

Post Meeting Nofe: -has clarified that & potential option that could be investigated
to alleviate the constraints on this part of the scheme (where proposed realignment
of Ingrebourne is proposed) and to achieve maore sinuosity/meanders which includes
detouring of the minor watercourses at the head of the catchment well. This included,
topography permmitting, looking to see if ome watercourse could be diverted into
another to bypass the work area because some sections are going to be heavily
madified. This could also work well for drainage and creating a completely natural
channel.

Wet woodland and floed storage cpportunity — Alder Wood:

# [l queried sbout Alder Wood and what designation it has and whether it has
potential to be a wet woodland which could provide flood compensation and habitat
enhancements to the woodland which is supported by the EA. -made reference to
the EA's Natural Flood Managament 25 year plan which ks pushing for natural flood
management and value this brings to the environment.

. -adw'ied that landowners can receive grants fo manage new habitats on their
properties

. -queried whether planting takes up flocd storage and it was advised that woodland
can store up to 0% of flood velumes

+ [ advised that the case of multiple benefits for floodplain storage can be
demonsirated through ES assessment and recommends it is considered

. -al:l vized that a requirement of the DMRB is that when a driver enters a loop road,
they have to be able to see the full extent of the loop and that this needs to be
considered in terms of planting inside the lcop. |t was advised that free heights can
be graded at edge of highway by selection of species to accommodate sight lines
Poszt meeting nate: Alder Waood is within the Ingreborne Yalley Site of Metropaolitan
Important (local wildlife site). It is a broadleaved plantation divided down the centre
by a wayleave for an overhead eleciric line and dominated by semi-mature ash, and
the main shrub species was hawthorn. There are clear browse lines by desar and no
chvious regeneration.

River Basin Management Plan (RBMP):

. - highlighted there are RBEMP action points nearby the Scheme for example, there
is & weir downstream on the Ingrebourne River that is earmarked for remowval
adjacent to 72 Ingreway and near Spittal Lane

. -will send GI5 layer action points close to the Scheme area

8. Junction 28 Ongoing Liaison

* The EA would welcome being involved in further consultation on proposed
alterations to river floodplain required for the Scheme and any associated mitigation
mesasures for options regarding the Ingrebourne realignment, Weald Brook
Crossing and channel realignment and multiple use of flocod compensation areas
(different types of wet woodland).
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A4 Skype Meeting 3 — 5 December 2018

Meeting Notes

Project: -.JEE RIP
Subject: EA meeting - groundwater matters
Meeting place: Skype call Meeting no: 3
Date and time: 05 December 2018 Minutes by: -
Present: Representing:
Atkins
Atking
Atkins
Environment Agency
Environment Agency

Highways England
Apologies: Highways England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

Mext meeting: TBC
Distribution: All

Date issued: 05 December 2018 File Ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

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

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

meeting no. 3 - 5 dec 2018.docx 1
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AMD ACTION

DEADLINE

RESPONSIBLE

J28 overview

The proposed J28 development includes the
development of a new off slip 'clover leaf” from the
M25 west bound linking to Junction 28. The
development is mainly located to the south west
of J28 and traverses the Grove Farm Landfill
crozses two streams and Maylands Golf course.

Based on the current desk study Atkins considers
that the risk to controlled waters from the
construction is low/moderate.

I confirmed that he agreed that he does not
consider that the development poses a risk to
groundwater.
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AMD ACTION DEADLINE RESPOMSIBLE

4, B indicated that HE was in the process of
procuring a Gl contractor to undertake a ground
investigation at J28 and that we expect thiz to be
completed in 2019. -alsc' queried whether a
desktop study would be sufficient for the
submission of the DCO or for examination in the
event of delays in getting data from Gl works.

B cid not raise any concerns on this and a
desk study would be acceptable.

-alscu indicated that as the proposed
development is considered to pose a low to
moderate risk relative to contaminated land than
we are still meeting requirements stated in the
scoping opinion {which states that cumrent data is
reguired where a high risk is identified).

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
Application document reference: TR010029/APP/8.1 Page 42 of 132



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme

TR010029

8.1 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

) highways
england

A.5 Meeting 4 — 16 April 2019

Project: M25 J28 Road Impromevent Scheme

Subject: Deszign development and envircnmental mitigation

Date and time: 16 Apr 2019 Meeting no: 4

Meeting place: EA offices Minutes by: -
Present: Representing:

Planning Sustainable Places

Environment Agency

Biodiversity Environment Agency
Geomorphology Environment Agency
Flood Risk Environment Agency
APM Highways England
Deszign Lead Atkins
Emvirenmental Coordinator Atkins
Flood Risk Atkins
Geomorphology Atkins
ITEM DESCRIPTION & ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE
1 Deszign outline

-prn'.rided an overview of the new version of
design as part of the Design Fix 3 (DF3) and the
changes made from Design Fix 2 (DF2) in response
to comments received during Statutory Consultation
process, incuding those from the Environment
Agency (EA). Key changes are concentrated around
southern part of the scheme. These include:

Moving the A12 slip road northbound
Modifying the location of DF2 bridges
Realigning Ingreboume river

Extending the existing Ingrebourne culvert
Shifting Weald Brook and Ingrebourne
Crossings

0 QO 0 0

Scheme design has been about finding a satisfactory
compromise between multiple constraints

o Highways Geometric requirements, in
accordance to the Design Manual for Roads
and Bridges (DMREB)

=z Utilities, in particular to achieve the minimum
vertical safety clearances to the overhead
high woltage power cables, and the honzontal
safety clearance from the BPA pipe

=z Land take (and itz effects on affected land
owners, in particular at Grove Fam and on
Maylands Golf Club.
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Envirgnment, in particular to reduce the
impact on water environment and floodplain,
as previously requested by the EA. The

revisged design improves DF2 with regards fo:

*  Available freeboard from the 1 in 100
yvears flood level to the soffit of
structures. The design is still in
progress but significant
improvements have already been
achieved compared fo DF2. As
design progresses it will aim to meet
EA parameters as cdosely as
possible. Further consultation will be
held with more details once a first
design iteration will be completed.

* Realign Ingreboume river to restore
a more natural function. This has
been achieved by the introduction of
Sm high retaining structures over
approximately 130m of road.

*  Provide a better connection between
the river and floodplains of
Ingrebourne River and Weald Brook

* Compensation and enhancement of
water channel loss on Weald Brook
due to sfraightening under the loop
crossing

#= Naintain at least 8m between the
river banks and bridges abutments.

« EA are keen to see schemes delivering biodiversity
net gain, and as custodians of the WFD need to
ensure that the principles of that legislation are
applied to the scheme. They will look to discharge
these aims f duties in the context of the constraints
placed on {and opportunities available to) the
scheme design

o

Accept that trade-offs will be required
between conflicting constraints

As a minimum mitigation should be “like for
like™, or as close as possible. The example
quoted was that culvert extension should be
compensated by culvert removal, if that is
possible within scheme = but where not,
creation of additional channel length would
be acceptable

Post meeting note [ To clarify our
comment was if an equal length of culvert
cannot be opened up on site to
compensation for the extension of existing
culvert, then compensation off-site should be
sought. This could include deculveriing or in-
channel restoration/enhancements such as
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removal of hard banks/struciures, softening
of bed/banks or re-meanderning where
watercourses have been
shortened/straightened in the past.

o Mote that backwaters are viewed as
enhancement by the EA, but not direct
replacement for loss of channel. 5o, a
channel with backwater offered as mitigation
is considered better than a channel without
backwater, but a backwater is not a
replacement for loss of channel.

EA objectives for protection of nver environment is to
sustain or improwve

o natural functioning of mver and floodplain
zystem

o conneclivity along mver and ifs corridor

o “naturalness” of river and floodplain

2 River Environment (WFD)

P crezenied figure 1 attached to these minutes.

EA feedback on DF2 WFD assessment

Be clearer about mitigation/compensation proposed
with culverts and bridges = EA would expect more
mitigation/compensation for culverts, given that they
tend to have more pronounced effect on water
emvironment = they represent a permanent loss of
watercourse.,
Update raw WFD data sets used in assezsment
(2016 data has now been updated with 2017 data
sets)
EA will not provide comment on details of the
assessment, given that it iz for a previous iteration of
the design. However, Atkins asked for comment on
o Owerall structure and approach of document
o Proposals for WFD elements and scheme
components screened in and out of
assessment (commen ground statement
nesded by PINS)

4 Flood risk

-ach.'ised the following on climate change
uncertainty allowances
o 100yr plus 35% allowance is appropriate for
determining freeboard on structures (e.g.
bridges)
Post meeting note [ Sacha Barnes
clarifies: The 1 in 100 + 35% does not
include a freeboard. This is the design flood
event, and an additional freeboard would
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then be required on top of this (e.g. we
usually ask for 800mm on top of this for
bridge soffit levels).

o EA would expect FCA area to be designed to
accommicdate 100 yr plus 35% allowance as
a minimum but would like to see a design
ihat allowed for greater uncertainty (i.e.
towards or equal to 100 yr plus 70%).

=  ACTION 1 =J28 team to investigate feasibility of
restoring a section of a S00m section of straight
channel subject to a WFD action immediately
upstream of the M253J28 culvert (north east of the
junction).

s  ACTION 2 =J28 team fo investigate whether the
VWeald Brook meanders north of the northern loop
road bridge can be retained.

«  ACTION 3 - [Jjto provide EA with table of losses
due to scheme (e.g. loss of channel length) vs
proposed mitigation / compensation.

#  ACTION 4 = J28 team to confirm that trash screens
will not be required at the cubvert under the A12 slip
raad. This has implications in relation to flood risk
and ongoing maintenance responsibilities for EA.

#  ACTION 5 =J28 team to consider interface between
the edge of the propozed A12 slip road culvert and
the start of the channel to ensure continuity along the
channel (i.e. a stepped design not favoured)

ACTION 6 =J28 team fo investigate potential to
provide one larger culvert rather than a dual bore
culvert at the A12 slip road. A zingle larger culvert is
prefemed by EA.

o  ACTION 7 =J28 team to organise an accompanied
site visit for EA officers fo view the existing conditions
at the site. [Jlland I to provide [N
with suggested dates.

«  ACTION 8 - EA fo investigate status of Grove Farm
wasie management issues and advize J28 project
team.

«  ACTIOMN 9 = EA to provide cutline comments on the
draft WFD assessment to

& ADE

Afkins suggested to start preparing a statement of common
ground, acknowledging that the design is only satisfactory
pending further mitigation/compensation for the extension of
culvert.
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Table 1 = discussion points on effects of and proposed mitigation for scheme

Scheme
component

(seefig. 1)

MName

Discuszsion points

ING1

J28 Culbvert
extension

o Two options conzsidered = a) part open channel / part culvert
and b) full culvert
= Part open channel / part culvert opfion severaly
constrained by lack of space:

= A central 40m of open channel would be in
‘gorge’ ¢ S5m deep with engineered 1:1 slope
banks. It may not be feasible to construct
thiz whilst also retaining Grove Farm houses
to north. Construction would be a severe
challenge logistically (e.g. creating
foundations in alluvial superficial geclogy)

* Channel habitat would be low value e.g.
shaded and straight {though still better than
cubvert)

= siill require 40m of cubvert (20m at us and
20m at downsiream)

* there would need to be bends in culvert,
COMpromising conveyance

o 80m (straight) culvert

* Extension on existing 100m + culvert length.
i.e. a substantial barrier to connectivity
already exists. The principle effect of culvert
extension will be a loss of channel length
with marginal worsening of barrier to
connectivity

= Mitigation proposed (zee table 2) in the form
of substantial improvement to channel habitat
and morphological diversity and floodplain
connectivity downstream

= Initial thoughts from EA

= Would expect "like for like™ mitigation, so
ideally de-culverting of similar channel length
somewhere else within the scheme boundary
or at least provision of an equal length of in-
channel improvementirestoration to
watercourse elsewhere.

= (Can the culvert be extended with a single
bore, as opposed to extending the two
existing bores separately? (ACTION [Jto
investigate)

= Are improvements to mammal passage and
fish easement needed? If 20 could they be
incorporated into the schems?

= Will best practice require a tragh screen on
the downstream face of the new culwert
[ACTION o investigate). EA interest in
the screen revolves around the maintenance
access reguirements = the infrastructure

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029

Application document reference: TR010029/APP/8.1

Page 47 of 132



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme

TR010029 ) highways
8.1 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency england
Scheme Mame Dizcussion points
component
(see fig. 1)
reguired for maintenance (e.g. roads and
access ramps immediately adjacent to
sCreen) may compromise potential for habitat
improvements.

s Needto ensure a barrier to biclogical
continuity doesmn't form at the transition
between hard and =soft bed at downstream
end of culvert i.e. a step in the channel at the
end of culvert (rock rolls suggested [alterative
might be a more natural bed feature to retain
bed level]) (ACTION lllto reference in
design).

* EA have recently become aware of a target
improvement on the Ingrebourne water body
in the REMP = to restore the S00m of straight
channel immediately upstream of the
M25J28 cubvert to a more natural form and
process. (ACTION <l to investigate
whether thiz improvement could be
implemented as part of the scheme, either
directly within the DCO process or some
other route that can be protected within the
DCo)

Moving of = EA interested in height of retaining wall (shading effect), and
INGZ2 A17 sl connection for wildlife into the corral created by the slip road.
P Atkins need to limit shade and ensure connectivity within
design.
Loop Rd =z Design of both structures severely controlled by constraints
ING3 Xing of beyond water environment (principally utilities). Atking are
Ingrebourme homing in on a design that should meet flood rizk
and FP requirements (zee below) and minimise effect on river. So,
flood freeboard and 8m between bank edge and bridge
Southern abutment should be provided. However, bridges will
loop Rd inevitably shade watercourse and riparian zone. Also, very
WB1 Xing of likely that abutments will encroach into floodplain.
Weald Brk = EA happy with FCA mitigation for floodplain loss and will
and FP comment on compensation measures proposed for shading
(tree works and wetland habitat creation on Weald Brook).
Section of = Loop road alignment (forced by safety, environment and golf
WE2 loop road course constraints) now falls over a length of the Weald
adjacent to Brook. EA generally happy with proposed mitigation =
Weald Brk restoration of a similar length of existing straightened channel
to more natural form.
A12 slip oz Relatively high and wide structure that should span full
WB3 road floodplain. At present not seen as significant effect on water
overbridge environment.
Northerm = Shift in bridge location (from DF2 location) forced by safety,
WiB4 loop Xing of envirenment (protection of woodland with potential veteran
Weald trees) and golf course constraints means that existing
planform cannot be protected in scheme design.
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Scheme Mame Dizcussion points
component
izeefig. 1)

Brook and o

EA azsked if Atkins can investigate retaining the upstream two
FP meanders in the propozed realignment i.ﬂ-.n:ﬁu::ni- look into
this design change)

EA generally happy with proposed mitigation = restoration of
a similar length of existing straightened channel to more
natural form

Discus=ed briefly. Principles set out in "Initial thoughts from

[+ ]

[+ ]

Sﬂ::;m an EA" for ING1 apply (though obviously at a much smaller
WB5 M25 Weald scale, given the 8m extension here). (Action lll- update
. mitigation, given that existing proposals are not adequate =
Brook Xing . . .
can probably be included into proposed restoration elsewhers
on Weald Brook)
Ditches Mot discussed at meeting (of leszer significance than effects on main

rivier)
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Table 2 = proposed mitigation and compensation
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Figure 1 = location of components affecting water environment
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A.6 Site Meeting 4a - 21 May 2019

Meeting Notes

Project: M25 J28 Project

Subject: EA site visit

Meeting place: Grove Farm and French's | Meeting no: 4a
Farm

Date and time: 21 May 2019 Minutes by: _

Present: Representing:

Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Atkins
Atkins

Highways England
Highways England
Environment Agency
Atkins

Atking

1.1.

1.2.

Purpose of site visit
To familiarize EA staff with the site and the opportunities ! congtraints this prezents to the
deszign of the Scheme
To bring EA staff up to speed with current status of design, particulardy those aspects to which
the water environment is sensitive. Main focus for EA were the issues most likely to affect
WFD compliance = so culvert extension passing Ingrebourne beneath M25 J28 and bridge
complex upstream of existing A12 culvert.
Initial looks at potential for compensating the effect of Scheme on water environment by
works on Ingrebourne upstream of M25 J28

Review of proposed works west of M25 J28 (the main part
of the scheme)

Extension to culvert passing Ingrebourne beneath M25 J28

An approximate B0 m extension to an existing culvert of length of circa 160 m will result in
lozs of habitat (see notes on detemmining appropriate mitigation for effects of scheme on
water environment below). It may also accentuate the disconnection between upstream and
downstream habitats that already exist. Outcome of discussion on mitigation for
dizconnection as follows

Securing formation and continuance of a natural bed through culvert. This can be achieved
through setting culvert invert below natural bed level (a depressed invert). But- dlzso raised
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concern (from experience on Brent) about infrequent “wash-out” of natural bed from culvert,
particulardy when the culvert invert sits close to, or higher than, the natural bed (a poorly
designed culvert, or an incizging channel). Measures in addition to a depressed invert may be
needed to retain bed and prevent “wash out” of bed inffrom culvert.
=  ACTION -Gaptur& for implementation in detailed design through Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments)

+ Protecting against excessive scour at downstream end of culvert. Excess scour at exit from
culvert is a common issue. This can generate a step in bed elevation, which in turn creates a
barrier to movement of fish and other fauna through the culveri, particularly during lower parts
of the flow regime. Consideration will need to be given to managing this izsue as part of
detailed design. ldeas included preventing scour using rock rells f bags, or raising water
levels by creating riffle using gravel with calibre above competence of the river downstream of
the culvert exit.

=  ACTION - Capture for implementation in detailed design through Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments.

+ |nclusion of a mammal ledgefrun both in existing and extended culvert to allow safe passage

and continuity.
=  ACTION - Capture for implementation in detailed design through Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments.

Flood risk and bridge soffits

» The loop road descends as it approaches the A12. It needs to pass under the proposed A12
slip whilzst alzo leaving sufficient freeboard for flood events passing along the Ingrebourne and
Weald Brock. Low overhead power cables cap the maximum height of the A12 slip,
cascading a height consfraint downwards through the configuration of structures. Satisfying
all demands for height in this cascade has been very challenging to the design team. This
challenge is alzo exacerbated by the existing level of the A12 at the merge point, which is
currently below the 100 years plus 35% Climate Change Allowance flood level. This forces
the proposed loop road towards low surface road levels in proximity to the merge point.

+ EA flood risk management standards stipulate 300 mm of freeboard above the 100 year plus
35% Climate Change Allowance flood level to account for uncertainties in hydraulic moedelling.
The current iteration of the preliminary design for the crossing over the Weald Brook and
Ingreboume delivers this 300 mm freeboard.

+ EA standards also advocate allowing a further 200 mm freeboard (i.e. total of 600 mm) to
provide clearance under structures for floating flood debrs and to reduce the risk of blockage
during floods. The current iteration of the preliminary design for the crogsing over the Weald
Brook and Ingreboume delivers this 600 mm total freeboard along the majority of the length of
the structure but does not provide the clearance for around 10-20m at northem (lower) end of
the bridge.

-acc:epted thiz departure from standard on the basgis that the additional 300 mm freeboard
was included primarily to avoid damage ! risk of failure to bridge structures and could be
waived when limited by other consfraints. She advised that the case for waiving the
requirement for the additional 300 mm would be strengthened by providing evidence about
the integrity of the proposed structure.

+ The current iteration of the preliminary design for the crossing over the Weald Brook and
Ingreboume is for a wide span bridge over the two rivers (and the pipeline running between
the rivers). Thiz wide span iz challenging because of headroom constraints and the presence
of the BPA pipeline which resfricts room for an intermediate pier to provide an ideal span and
deck depth. Mevertheless the design is being developed to aim to include 8m space between
river and bridge abutments. The final design will be confirmed at the end of the preliminary
design.
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Discussion on approach to determining appropriate mitigation for effects of scheme on water
environment
EA perspective
= EA policy is against developments that culvert watercourse. However, EA accept that the
multiple congtraintz {particularly impacts on Grove Farm residential property and existing
utilities) placed on M25J28 Scheme create a special circumstance that necessitates the
culvert extension, provided adequate measures are incorporated as part of the Scheme to
fully mitigate and compensate for the adverse effects of the culver on the water environment.
= EA preferred mitigation/compensation is de-culverting of equivalent length of watercourse
elzewhere, but again they accept there is not opportunity within boundaries of M25J28
scheme to implement this mitigation.
= |n absence of opportunity to de-culvert, EA pressed for a mitigation package built around
o a) creaftion of an equivalent length of additional watercourse to that lost to the culvert
(i.e. B0m) or
= b)) improvement to watercourse habitat generating aguatic ecological value equivalent
to that lost to the Scheme.
= Other forms of enhancements such as 'backwaters’ would not be considered appropriate,
inztead they would be regarded as contributing to biodiversity net gain.
= 3Standard ecological mitigation hierarchies dictate that mitigation implemented as close as
possible to the source disturbed is most effective. The watercourse most affected by the
Scheme is the Ingrebourne, so this river is the prefemmed receptor for mitigation. The river
Ingreboume is alzo the watercourse in which WFD action measures are directed to, because
it has been straightened/modified in the past, whereas the Weald Brook is already a more
natural river and on its historc planform.
= The EA advocate that large schemes should include measures that deliver net gain in
biodiversity.

Mext steps
= HE / Atking are committed to delivering a scheme that includes measures to fully mitigate

effect on water environment.

» Appreciative of EA’s pragmatic stance on how utility constraints have determined the form of
the Scheme, and the deparfures from EA policy standards that have been required to
accommodate these constraints

= A mitigation package built sclely around provision of replacement watercourse is very
challenging, given the conztraintz of available space and sensible channel sinuosity. HE /
Atkins advocated that

= a) provision of other sustainable, pozsibly wet habitat types should alzo be
considered in when assessing the sufficiency of the mitigation package and

= b} that demeonstrable improvement to the quality of replacement habitat should also
be considered in the balance.

1.3. Potential for compensating the effect of Scheme on water
environment on Ingrebourne upstream of M25 J28 (French's
Farm)

Background

EA have made reference in previous converzations that The Thames Cycle 2 River Basin
Management Plan lists a "WFD measure’ on the Ingrebourne immediately upstream of M25 J28. This
measure was identified by the EA through desk study as a river restoration intervention with potential
to contribute to improvement of WFD status within the Ingrebourne catchment. It comprizes
improvement to hydro-morphology of the Ingrebourne, either by a) use of in stream measures
(deflectors specifically mentioned) or b) by re-meandering (where possible].
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Az part of the site meeting a visit was made to the location of thiz propozed WFD measure on the
Ingreboume upstream of M25 J28 and adjacent to French's Farm to make an initial azsessment of the
feasibility of implementing river restoration. Tweo restoration approaches were considered:

a) in river measures and

b} reconnection to an historic course.
In river measures were considerad not to be effective (because natural geomorphological processes
are already generating features that in river measures would emulate). Based on this initial
assesament, reconnection to the historic course was considered to be worthy of further investigation.
A brief technical summary of this site visit can be found in Appendix A. This includes a "straw doll’
conceptual design based on discussions between all parties during the visit.

14. Summary of the discussion and next steps

Atkins to consider preparing an “effect and mitigation account™ for the scheme for two scenarios, as a
basziz for discussion:
= Mitigation limited to within the current works area (broadly the floodplains of the Ingreboume
and Weald Brook between the M25 and the Ingrebourne A12 culvert south of M25 J28
+ Mitigation that includes works on the Ingrebourne, upstream of the M25 J28

ACTION (Al - feedback on conceptual design and notes above.
ACTION = intelligence on why the Ingrebourne was originally realigned to the straight channel
ACTION = search database for survey information on upstream A12 culvert and downstream

M25 J28 culvert.

Technical Appendix A

Potential for compensating the effect of Scheme
on water environment on Ingrebourne upstream of
M25 J28 (French’s Farm)

Background

This appendix sets out the findings of a shont field visit to initially assess the feasibility of
implementing river restorations measures on the Ingreboume upstream of M25 J28 and adjacent to
French's Fanm.

Two restoration approaches were congidered = in river and reconnection to an historic course, as
dizcussed in the two sections below.

In river measures

Matural geomorphological process has re-established limited sinuosity and complexity in channel
cross sectional and long sectional form. For instance, along reaches with trees, incision has exposed
roots and boughs of trees, creating habitat complexity. Where incision has been into mineral material,
complexity has been created by deposition of side bars and runs with a substantial gravel content
(zee photos in Figure 1).
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Figure 1 Ingreboume River (French’s Farm)
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For this reason, the consensus during the site visit was that there was minimal ecclogical benefit to
installing in channel restoration features aleng this reach of the Ingrebourne. Restoration features
will achieve little more that iz already developing naturally, given the substantial constraints of the
deep and steep channel.

Reconnection of historic course

There exists an obvious potential opportunity to realign the Ingrebourne to an historic reach through
woodland along the upper 250 m section of the WFD Action Reach, as shown by the green box in

Figure 2. This reach was investigated during the site visit.
™

The Girove

F

1 -

Figure 2 = Reach waiked during site visit

Figure 1 (above) sets out photos of key features along current alignment of the River Ingrebourne
and an historic course.

Key baseline features

+ Existing course

o 5ummarjr— artificially straightened and deepened channel. Consequent excess
gradient and dizconnect from flood plain creating active sediment system,
expressed predominanitly through incigion and fermation of regulary spaced gravel
side bars together with shallow runz in sections without trees. Where tree roots
have been exposed these strongly influence channel form.

= Straightened channel running adjacent to A12. Left bank looking downstream (LB
of river runz very close to, and sometimes in continuity with, piled retaining wall
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supporting northbound carriageway of A12. Right bank looking downstream (RB) iz
steep and natural

= Recovenng slight sinuosity through formation of predominantly gravel side bars at
circa 10 m spacing. No excessive areas of bank erosion through vegetated failing
bank protection observed in upper reaches.

= Ewvidence of recent incigion (tree roots exposed by up to 0.5m, tree roots creating
bed features) = possible source of sediment for bars.

o Common cross section = trapezoidal..

o Long section- flow depth varies between 2 and 40 cm, pools commonly formed
behind root barriers

+ Historic course summary

= natural relict slightly sinuous channel with varied cross, long () and plan form.

Channel still pronounced in landscape.

= Mo active sediment proceszes evident, natural relict channel form still visible =
variation in cross sectional shape (steep and shallow banks) and widths
Eztimated &0 cm of soft sediment present in bottom of channel
Commeon cross section = varied: 1m base width, ¢ 1 %z m depth and ¢ 4 m top width
Long section- bed obscured by soft sediments
Floodplain = woodland, estimated 30 + years old, dry at time of visit, but
understorey vegetation suggests it is damp for extended periods of time

LE G R o R

141 Restoration potential

+« Reconnection of the historic course would

= increase channel length by 156m -127m = 30m

= recreate a length of approx. 156 m of (maore) natural river habitat of varied plan,
cross and long sectional form; in connectivity with floodplain, an under represented
habitat on this reach of the Ingrebourne

= facilitate more frequent reconnection with the floodplain, and creation of wet
floodplain habitat. Frequency and duration of inundation can be further increased
uging in channel {e.g9. wood) features

= allow for creation of refuges for fish and other fauna as backwaters, along a reach
where slow moving water during times of flood is rare

o potential slackening of gradient to a more natural slope on reach upstream of
reconnection {potentially up to S0m)

o possibly allow for creation of SuD5S features to improve freatment of runoff currently
(possibly) coming direct from the A12.

142  Restoration feasibility
= Feasibility dependent upon
= |Loqgistics

» Consultation with landowners and resulting DCO application impacts.

s Delivery mechanism =There are contractors with skill zets specifically
tailored to river restoration. Works are not logistically dependent on the
main works and could be undertaken separately.

s Additional impact on the national road network = key issue raised
during consultation was increase in traffic congestion generated by
construction traffic, with potential detrimental effects on the junction
and on Brook Street (the site appears to be accessible only from
Brentwood). Although river restoration schemes tend to be delivered
using a limited number of small machines, and low volume of imported
! exported matenal, some construction traffic is inevitable (e.g. import
of gravel)
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¢ Construction Access — construction machinery access (once in, once
out) is probably feasible through French’s Farm. Importing of large
volumes of gravels, if needed, may require dedicated temporary route.
= Scheme elements
+ Upstream reconnection
o Current difference in bed level levels between existing and
hisgtoric channel was estimated on site in the order of 1-1.5m.
To avoid a long impounded reach upstream of upstream
reconnection would require a length of gradual bed raizing.
Flood risk implications of bed raizing feature would need to be
considered, particulary on the hydraulic performance of the
bridge taking the Ingrebourne underneath the A12.

« Downstream reconnection
o Mational HP gas pipeline located immediately downstream of
reconnection
o Existing channel runs very cloze to piled retaining wall
supporting A12 northbound carriageway at the obvious point of
reconnection = reconnection design would need to reintroduce
flow at an oblique angle to avoid an excess of eroszive forces
being directed at piled wall
o A feature will be needed to manage existing step (1-1 2 m) at
return of historic channel to existing channel e.g.
*  Sieepening of gradient along lower part of historic
channel
* Bed raizging in existing channel downsiream of
reconnection to create a tranzition into the existing
bed elevation

= Llilities
¢ HP gas pipeline located immediately downstream of reconnection
= Road Drainage

¢ Raising bed and therefore water levels in the existing channel may
compromise functioning of read drainage outfalls, currently set at
approximately 1.5m abowve bed level. An aszeszment will be needed to
confirm compliance with DMRB, including HA107/04 requirements o
dizscharge above the 1 in 30 years flood event.

143 Straw doll conceptual design

A conceptual design bazed on discussions during the field visit presented in Figure 3. This is
intended as a starting point and a trigger for discussion on determining feasibility of this intervention
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Figure 3 Action straw doll conceptual design schematic
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A.7 Skype Meeting 5 - 11 June 2019

Meeting Notes

Project: M25 J28 Project

Subject: EA site visit follow up call

Meeting place: Skype Meeting no: 5
Date and time: 11 June 2018 Minutes by: I
Present: Reprasenting:

Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

Apologies:
Highways England
Atkins
Atkins

1.1.  Purpose of follow up call
« To follow up any queries the EA may have from the site visit and meeting notes.
* To update the EA on the progress made on following the site visit.

1.2. Review of proposed works west of M25 J28 (the main part
of the scheme)

Extension to culvert passing Ingrebourne beneath M25 J28

= The EA advised that they were happy that preliminary design of scheme includes a depressed
invert on culvert extension and protection against excessive scour at downstream end of
culvert.

» Added mitigation: The EA also highlighted that the DMRE guidance requires the Scheme to
consider provision of mammal passage during high flow through adjacent structures (like the
existing culvert beneath J28). DMRB Vol 4 Section Part 7 looks at about fish passage and
mammal runs. The EA are also happy to provide guidance on this.

« The EA recommend that for the smaller culvert extension to the north on the Weald Brook, the
same principles as above should apply i.e. depressed invert and mammal shelf. Post meeting
note — depressed invert in preliminary design.

ACTIDN:-m investigate and consult with ecology team on installation of
mammal shelves on both culverts.
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» loueried if mammal passages need to be installed on bridge structures. However, [JJJJj
advised that in open span bridges there are natural banks for mammals o run along.

1.3.  Straw doll conceptual design (Figure 3 below)

. -querieu:l what are the EA's thoughts on the mark up of the proposed concept design for the
section of watercourse, north of the junction. ] explained this has been based on the
discussion on site, making use of the old channel. ] explained that Atkins still need to
undertake a feasibility study to ascertain viability of scheme JJladvised that we will need to
follow a formal process for consulting with landowners = and this requires us to develop a
propozal before approaching them.

" - querned, if the opiion to restore the section of watercourse in the woodland to the east of the
junction, is not feasible following the cutcome of the feasibility study, what is the next step? [}
propozed a similar approach to that applied on the J10 scheme, in which the Environment
Agency agreed a commuted sum with Highways England to cover the Agency's costs for
implementing a restoration at an altemnative location in the catchment.

General commenis:

» EA queried when the flood modelling will be issued to them for sign off. -a-l:luised that Atkins
are cumrently updating the model which will likely be ready to izsue to EA in July.

. %rggntinned they are actively loocking at lowering floodplain to provide wet areas in the area

n the new A12 Slip and the Loop road and Atking have looked at the potential of the
upsiream section.

Other comments
" -ad'.rised the EA will follow u more detailed comments over the next week.

« [l =aid Atkins will put more detail on the approach set out above for securing adequate
mitigation / enhancement to cover the effects of the Scheme on the water environment. This will
include a habitat loss/gains for the Scheme including ditch loss and ditch gained lengths to
share with EA:

ACTION: -t-:r provide habitat loss f gain assessment, and provide more detail on
the approach set out above for securing adequate mitigation / enhancement.

. -ad'n.ris&d that there is bensfits to proceeding with the additional mitigation on the upstream
section.

. ized that during the =ite visit when we were walking the main Scheme, we identified a
ry ditch running along north section of the Scheme. [} advised that there is going to be a lot
of unlined ditches provided for the Scheme 2o the Scheme will be creating far more ditch then it
takes out. [ advised that these ditches provide both terrestrial and aquatic habitat - and part
of thiz habitat iz the interaction of ditches and trees. He queried how these new ditches would
replicate the current ditches. ] advised that the drainage design isn't so detailed at the stage
but we can include commitments to looking into the ditch design in the REAC.

" -ad'.rised that in & recent widening Scheme (A12 widening), made ground leeched
contaminants o watercourses. This may be a risk on the J28 advized that the
Contaminated Land Team was aware of this risk.
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A.8 Meeting 6 — 12 August 2019

Project: M25 Junction 28 RIP Scheme

Subject: EA meeting

Meeting place: London Meeting no: i

Date and time: 12 August 2019 at minutes by: [

10.30am

Present: Representing: Highways England
Highways England
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

Apologies:

Environment Agency

ITEM | DESCRIPTION AMD ACTION | DEADLINE | RESPONSIBLE

1. | Health & Safety Moment |

Mext meeting: TBC

Distribution: All

Date issued: 02 September 2019 File Ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record SMC-Lavalin understanding of the meeting and intended actions arnsing therefrom.

Your agreement that the notes form a true recard of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are received

in writing within five days

of receipt.

HESE1518-ATK-EWE-XO-MI-LW-000001 . docx

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
Application document reference: TR010029/APP/8.1

Page 64 of 132



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme

TR010029 ) highways

8.1 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency england

ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE | RESPONSIBLE
I anc [l orovided an overview on the deer culling Mote
incident.

Last week when Atkins free surveyors were out on site,
they noticed that some deer cullers were present on
the site. The surveyors immediately stopped work and
rang the health and safety team who told them to stop
wark. All other surveys on the property have also been
suspended until an appropriate system is agreed with
the landowner to ensure the works are undertaken in a
safe manner.

2. Froject Design Updates

Design updates:

Since public consultation in December 2018/January
20159 a series of design changes for the Scheme have
occurred. A power point presentation has been
prepared and is attached to the minutes.

The main changes in regard to the water environment
include:

- The feasibility study for potential realignment
of the Ingrebourne River to east of junction 28
that Atkins are currently looking into

- The realignment of the A12 slip road and
Ingreboume River

- Realignment and new meanders io the Weald
Brook

3. Supplemental Consultation

- [ crovided a high level overview of the Mote
supplemental consultation scheduled this
autumn. See presentation attached.

4. Ground Investigation Mote
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLINE

RESPONSIBLE

B and [l provided an update on the Gl works.

Within the site, there is a historical landfill at
Grove Farm which the London Borough of
Hawering has confirmed is an old borrow pit
from the construction of the M25. This is
classified as low risk.

There is also recently deposited material on
top of the landfill site and Highways England
has previously made the Environment Agency
aware of this.

A preliminary Ground Investigation (Gl) has
been undertaken in advance of the full
programme of site wide Gl to investigate the
recently deposited material and reduce
uncertainty in this area.

The pre-Gl has been completed (end of July
2019).

The site-wide Gl is expected to be completed
by the end of December 2019 but this could
slip due to access constraints on the
Glebelands property.

Atkins" approach to the Geology and Sails
(G&S) and Materials and VWaste assessments,
which form part of the Environmental
Statement (ES), will be largely desk-based
assessments and will take into consideration
the pre-Gl information and will not include site-
wide Gl data.

Bl 2dvised that if Atkins include as much

information in the desk-based assessment as
possible and the pre-Gl data this will be
adequate for DCO submission however, i}
will double check with her technical specialist
colleague.

13/09/2019

Water Framewaork Directive

I oresented the mitigation measures incorporated in

the preliminary design to support compliance with the
WFD reguirements. Please see presentation attached.
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Summary of effects of the Scheme:

Ingreboumme;
Extension to culvert under the junction,

relocation of the A12 slip road, Grove bridge
and slip roads located on retaining wall.

Weald Brook:

Installation of Maylands and Duckwood
bridges, realignment of a section of brook
above the new slip road and culvert extension
to the north of the Scheme

Summary of the mitigation for the Scheme:

Mitigation 1:

Culver extensions — depressed inverts and
natural bed will be installed

Realignment of the Ingreboume = lower levels
of floodplain and provide backwaters

Widespan bridge structures over rivers

Realignment of the Weald Brook - to create
natural meanders

A12 slip road constructed on retaining wall =
minimise footprint on floodplain
Maintenance of riparian trees to create
differences in light

Mitigation 2:

Realignments = sections of straighten areas to
more natural meanders,

Lowering areas for floodplain compensation
and floodplain connections

Maintenance of riparian frees
Mitigation 3:

Morth section culvert extension = depressed
invert and natural bed will be installed

French Farm feasibility (Mitigation 4):

Wiorks include realignment of the Ingrebounre
to old channel alignment (upstream of junction
28) and bed raising in existing channel
upstream and downsiream to facilitate
realignment

A topo survey has been undertaken which is
being used to inform the study

Constraints include existing drainage system
and road drainage system which nesds to be
kept in operation, the mobile phone tower
adjacent to the river, high pressure gas main
and need to maintain local field drainage

The feasibility study is sfill being undertaken
and results should be available by end of
Auqust
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE | RESPOMSIBLE

Assessment of biodiversity benefit:

Atkins have undertaken and assessment of the
biodiversity benefits. Assessment based on
the product of a) conversation status (the
“naturalness” of a channel and b) length of a
reach.

Two scenarios compared: baseline and post
scheme. The with-scheme scenario included
more reaches with smaller lengths than the
baseline.

Bassline biodiversity benefit assessed as

27 .69 rising to 29.31 with-scheme (small net
increase). Mote this net increase is achieved
whilst scores for some reaches scores go
down and some go up depending on where
the works and adverse effects are.

The assessment did not consider the benefits
associated mitigation measures 4 56,7
because these measures do not directly affect
flowing open water. They are improvements to
other wet habitats (il has previously referred
to these as enhancements not mitigations).

Other matiers:

I confirmed that Atkins are proposing to put
mammal shelves through the entire length of
Grove and Weald Brook culverts {not just the
extensions being constructed by the Scheme)
and are ensuring that a geomorphologically
sympathetic way of not having a step at the
downstream end of the Grove Culvert
extension will be implemented.

Woodland planting is also proposed in
floodplain lowering areas. Full details of the
draft prelim environmental design is provided
in Appendix D of the WFD assessment that
has been shared with the EA. Ideas on
woodland planting or other modifications to
draft prelim env design welcomed.

I confirmed that the length of drainage
ditches being lost from the scheme are being
replaced with nearly 3 ¥ as much in length.
This increase in drain length not anticipated to
increase flood risk because the drains will be
senving green areas generating runoff at
“greenfield” rate. Runoff from all hard surfaces
in the Scheme drains via attenuation ponds.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLIME

RESPONSIBLE

6.

Flood Risk Assessment

or=sented the key outcomes of the flood risk
assessment. See presentation attached.
Flood Model:

- [[l=xplained the extent and details of the
flood maodel including details of the flood
compensation areas.

- At the top of the scheme there are some small
losses of floodplain due to the scheme
however, an area cannot be found to replace
this loss so the flood compensation area
immediately north of the loop includes this
flood compensation

- The land around the realignment of the
Ingrebourne river will be lowered to improve
floodplain connectivity. This will increase
floodplain storage but is not considered as
formal floodplain compensation for the scheme
as the volume is not provided at the levels
where storage is being lost.

- Owerall the scheme increases the volume of
floodplain storage.

- vl issue the flood model to EA for review
and il advised EA timescales are 1 month for
review.

Il will provide full comments on the FRA.

DCO matters

DCO applications can include other consents and
powers (compulsory acguisition) within the one
application.
Afkins are currently looking in the other consents that
may be required for the scheme.
Afkins have identified the following consents/licenses
which the Scheme would need to obtain from EA:

- Flood risk activity permit

- Land drainage consent

- Impoundment license

- Abstraction license
[l asked whether EA would agree to include some of
these licencesiconsents within the DCO application.
Il s going to ask the EA water team if they have any
general wording and requirements for drafting the
consents.

Il il put all queries and details of the consents into
an email and send to Mo review and advise.

End of Sept
2019

14/08/2019
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE | RESPOMSIBLE
8. ApB
B queried what would be the next step if the MNote

feasibility study outcome is concluding that a suitable
solution is not identified. [ lfadvised that a commuted
sum would be the next option using a similar approach
as M25 J10 where a sum was calculated using EA
estimating costing tool for restoring a channel to equal
loss of river.

I confirmed that the amendments to the previous 2
meeting of minutes notes provided by EA have been
accepted. The revised copies will be issued.
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A.9 Skype Meeting 7 — 24 September 2019
Meeting Notes

Project: M25 Junction 28 RIP Scheme

Subject EA meeting

Meeting place: Teleconference Meeting no: T

Diate and time: 24 September at 2pm Minutes by: _
Present: Representing: Highways England

Highways England
Highways England
Envircnment Agency
Envircnment Agency
Envircnment Agency

Afkins
Atkins
Atkins
Afkins
ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLIME | RESPONSIBLE
1. Purpose of the meeting
To discuss the cutcome of the feasibility study on Mote

Ingrebourne River within Franch's Farm area.

2. Pre-meeting information shared with EA
Mext meeting: Mid QOctober 2018
Distribution: Al
Diate issued: 25 September 20182 File Ref:

HOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

Thegss meeting notes record SMC-Lavalln understanding of the meeting and Intended acilons arlsing hersfrom.
Your agreement that the notes foem @ true recard of the dlscussion will e assumed UNEEE 30VETEE COMMENS are recalved
In writhng within flve ays of recsipt.

HESS1 S193-ATK-EWE-KX-MHW-000003. dogx
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AMD ACTION

DEADLINE

RESPOMSIBLE

Frenches Farm Feasibility Study was an investigation
inte feasibility of delivernng additional mitigation needed
to secure WFD compliance for M25J28 highway
scheme through river and floodplain improvement
works on the River Ingrebourne immediately upstream
of J28.

Atkins issued copy of Technical Note to ]I
by email on 22/8/M18 as v1.7 of documenit

HESS51518-ATK-EWE-2-TH-L\W-000001.

Water Framework Directive — French's Farm Feasibility
Study Cutcome

. Atkins (Il talked through a short
presentation summarising the feasibility study and its
cutcome (copy of presentation in Appendix A).
Conclusions:

o Mone of the three packages considerad in the
siudy area are attractive propositions for delivering
additicnal mitigaticn.

o HE [ Atkins recommend exploring other
mechanisms for delivering the necessary mitigation
and potential betterment at technically less challenging
locations in the Ingrebourne catchment.

o Waorks at altermative sites are likely to deliver
substantially better value for momey.

. EA R =-c=rt=d the conclusicns of

the feasibility study. Howewver, they are not yetin a
paosition to propose alternative mechanisms far
delivering the additiomal mitigation reguired.

reguested some time to consider options — she is
aware that the EA will shorily be making available tools
and metrics to support staff in making decisions on
matiers like this.

- Atkins (Jll) to set up a meeting in mid-October
to discuss way forward with EA

End of Sept

AcB

-nc-ted that the supplementary consultation on M25
J28 Scheme will start in early Mov 2018 and run for 4
weeks.

Bl cted that [l be standing in as HE

project manager on the M25 J28 scheme whilst [
is on maternity leave.
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Appendix A — WFD Feasibility Study Presentation

[

G

FO¥
k25128 Frenches
Farm Feas Stsdy - EA
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A.10 Skype Meeting 8 — 22 October 2019

Project: M25 Junction 28 RIP Scheme

Subject: EA meeting

Meeting place: Teleconference Meeting no: 2]

Date and time: 22 October at 10am Minutes by _

Fresent: Fepresenting: Highways England
Highways England
Highways England
Environment Agency
Atkins
Alkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

ITEM | DESCRIPTIOM AND ACTION DEADLINE | RESPOMSIBLE

Purpose of the meeting

Ta discuss the WFD mitigation and commuted sum
agreement and other matters.

WFD directive mitigation

Mext meeting: Mid October 2019

Distribution: All

Date issued: 25 September 2019 File Ref:

NOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meseting notes record SMC-Lavalin understanding of the meesting and intended actions ansing thersfrom.

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

HES51518-ATK-EWE-2-MI-LW-000004 .docx
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ITEM | DESCRIPFTION AMD ACTION DEADLIME | RESPOMSIBLE

Commuted sum

[ thanked the EA for agreeing to the strategy for the
commented sum.

The next step is to set up an agreement for payment of
the commuted sum. [l advised that HE would look to
commute the sum during the DCO prncﬂss_-
expected this as it all relies on the outcome of the DCO
application.

Legal advice received from the lawvers (BDB) working
on behalf of HE included:

s The commuted sum would be private side
agreement (outside of the DCO application). The
gide agreement would be referenced in the So0CG
and WFD document. BDB suggested they could
work with EAs legal team.

B il send il =mail of approach for commuted 25110013 -
sum, also including [ (HE Legal) as well.
I vill check the approach with her EA legal team.

Atkins f HE will check the EA is comfortable with
wording that will go into the SoCG and WFD.

-queried how will we reference the commuted sum
in the WFD.

Il =:plained that we will provide context in the WFD,
for example, the habiiat balance identifies x units of

additional habitat were required to ensure the scheme
would have neuwral environmental effect. This could be

used in ofther areas in the cafchment as agresd with
EA.

-suggested the wording can be agreed with EA.

Il queried where are the mitigations measures and
commitments going to be held in the DCO. [l advised
thesze will be in the following documentis:

« WFD
« REAC/Outline CEMP

= \We are also looking to add more detail to the
environmental prelim design to visually show the
mitigations

= Landscape and Ecology Management Plan
{LEMP] - we could add management type
mitigations habitat commitments to support the
WFD . The LEMP will be an appendix io ES
Biodiversity chapter.

EA want to see where the commitments are held so
the level of assurance is there.
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION AMD ACTION DEADLIMNE | RESPONSIBLE
3. ther updates

DCO Programme
Programme for DCO =21 2020 submission

Supplementary conzsultation

Supplementary consultation will be held from 4= Nowv
2019 = 2 Dec 2019, which iz 28 days.

The conzsultation comprises key changes to the design
since the public consultation in Dec 2018/Man 2019 in
response to stakeholder inputs.

[l zdvized that the EA had not accounted for this
additional consultation round in their last agreement
with HE, so we will need to recover the additional cost
they incur from HE.

B vill setup a rr_meﬁng on Friday 25% ICgh::’u::u bertorun | 25;10/2019 (|
through changes in advance of consultation.

4. Protective provisions update

Bl =cvised that the email sent by il has been
passed onto HE's legal team to review and comment.

G advized that we are getting to a stage where the

dezign iz getting firmed up and the legal iteam starting
to draft the DCO which we will share with EA — Dec201s | [l
informally by end of the year and formally in new year.

4, HAWRAT azzessment

B advised that we have sent the EA screen dumps of | 06/11/19 | ]
the HAWRAT modelling tool.

Atkins are finding a clear drawing of the outfalls to
send to the EA to aid the understanding of the
HAWRAT output.

5. AoB

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
Application document reference: TR010029/APP/8.1 Page 76 of 132



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme

TR010029 ) highways

8.1 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency england

ITEM | DESCRIPTION AMD ACTION DEADLINE | RESPONSIBLE

Rezponze to Section 42

Il zdvised that the EA commented on the chapter
called materials and waste regarding recent controlled
waste deposits and permits and the EA have not had
any responze on this.

Atkins Response = post meeting note:

Atkins have prepared a draft Preliminary Geo-
environmental Azzessment Report which will form part
of the ES based on the pre-Gl data. Within this report
an assessment of the preliminary waste classification
bazed on the pre-Gl data has been underiaken. The
preliminary classification shows that soils would be
clazsified as non-hazardous with asbestos or inert.
However, the main Gl is still ongoing 50 we do not yet
know what the rest of data will show.

Az far as treatment and potential environmental
permitting goes, at this stage it's unlikely to be needed.
The contractor {Grahamsz) have captured the potential
need for this in their buildability report and Atkins have
covered the potential re-use of waste soils in the ES
chapter (Materialz and Wasie) through the use of
CL:AIRE guidance {an MMP).

Bl vill send information about the recently deposited | 0171172019 ||l
material within Grove Farm.
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A.11 Skype Meeting 9 — 6 December 2019

Project: M25 Junction 28 RIP Scheme

Subject: EA mesting -

Meeting Teleconference Meeting no: 9

place:

Date and 06 December 2019 Minutes by: -

time:

Present: Representing: Environment Agency
JBA
Atkins
Atking

ITEM | DESCRIFTION AMD ACTION DEADLIME | RESPOMNSIBLE

EA Model Review

Items in the table below are all the issues identified in
the EA review of the J28 model that were categorised
as ‘Clarification required’, ‘Minor issue’ or ‘Major issue’,

all these comments required further details from
Atkins. Atkins responded to the comments on 27

Movember 2019, and subsequently a telecon was held
on 6 December 2019 to discuss the outstanding issues

and agree how to resolve them. A summary of
discussion and actions from telecon meeting is

included in the table below.
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ID Category Topic Summary of discussion Status Action
B-16 Clanfication required | Channel survey - Clarification required regarding source of the Open | Atkins to update the modelling report to
sunvey data for the channels. provide more detail on the source of the
survey data.
B-17 | Clarification required Lidar date -- Clarification reguired regarding source of the lidar Open | Atkins to update the modelling report to
data for the channels. provide more detail on the source of the
lidar data.
B-19 Major issue pstream —= The culverts that form the upstream boundary on Open | Atkins to submit to the EA the models
boundary he [l and ] are affected by the scheme and should be| used to assess the culverts, along with
ncluded in the model. commentary to support the approach.
clarified the reasons behind these culverts not EA to review the models and supporting
riginally being included due to early designs having very info.
imited or no effect on the culverts. As the nature of the
roposed changes to the culverts in the current proposed
esign are unlikely to adversely impact flood risk, a
imple approach to proving this was adopted. The
pproach used standalone 1d models of the culverts,
ther than extend models further upstream where there
as no survey data.
B-23 Clanfication required Mot 1d/2d Information provided in the 2711 response addressed Closed | Mone
the issue.
B-120 Major issue Upstream See B-19 Open | Ses B-19
boundary
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D Category Topic Summary of discussion Status Action
B-126 | Clarification required Flow confirmed the flow constriction only required in the Open | Model to be re-run to ensure the
constriction on imulation with 70% climate change uplift, as only in this schematisation is consistent in all
T0% vent are the water levels high enough to reach the soffit simulations.
the bridge.
tated that irrespective of that, the schematisation of
he model needs to be identical in all simulations,
erwise there is a risk that changes in the outputs are
ue to something other than the scheme. The likelihood
the changes being significant is very low but for
nsistency and the avoidance of doubt, this update
hould be made.
B-127 | Clanfication required Survey for - Clarification reguired similar to B-16 regarding Open | See B-16
channels ource of the survey data for the channels.
B-128 Major issue Manning's -- given the grid size of the model and the changes in| Open | Afkins to update the model with a maore
roughness  jroughness associated with the trees and vegetation detailed roughness layer and update the
values clearly evident from aerial photography, a2 more detailed modelling report to clarify the change in
roughness layer should be included in the model. schematisation, and if necessary, update
the results.
B-139 | Clarification required Initial water  |Information provided in the 27/11 response addressed Closed |Mone
levels the issues.
B-146 Minor issue Timestep Information provided in the 27/11 response addressed Closed |Mone
the issues.
B-175 Minor issue Sensitivity tests [Covered by B-128 Open |SeeB-128
B-176 | Clanfication required Covered by B-19 Open | SeeB-19
B-185 Minor issue Sensitivity tests [Covered by B-128 Open | See-128
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A.12 Skype Meeting 10 — 17 December 2019

Project: M25 Junction 28 RIP Scheme

Subject: EA meeting = HAWRAT and WFD discussion

Meeting Teleconference Meeting no: 10

place:

Date and 17 December 2019 at 2pm Minutes by: _
time:

Present: Representing: Environment Agency

Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

ITEM | DESCRIPTION AMND ACTION

DEADLINE | RESPONSIBLE

1. Purpose of the meeting

» Totalk EA team through HAWRAT assessment for
Junction 28 Scheme, prior to issue of assessment.

¢ Totalk EA team through proposal for setting out
delivery mechanism for mitigation to be
implemented under EA programme of waorks.

2. HAWRAT Assessment

Mext meeting: Mid October 2019

Distribution: All

Date issued: 25 September 2019

File Ref:

HOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record SNC-Lavalim understanding of the meeting and intended actions arnising therefrom.
Your agreement that the notes form a tnue record of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are received

in writimg within five days of receipt.

Mesting Mo. 10 - Dec 2018.docx
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLINE

RESPONSIBLE

. -wzllked the EA through the water quality
methodology, the resulting outputs of HAWRATS
and the proposed mitigation features. With
mitigation in place, the assessment concluded that
the Scheme met targets for soluble and sediment
pollutants.

« Proposed mitigations measures in the Schemes
comprise the following (though note, not all
measures are present in all catchments): dry

attenuation ponds, filter drains, sediment catch pits,

separation of clean water from dirty {pre-

embankment drains).

« |nifial response from EA team generally accepting.

However:

o EA did reinforce the close proximity of the
scheme to two surface water receptors
{(Ingrebourme and Weald Brook). Discussion
over absence of oil interceptors from the
Scheme. [l explained these hadn't been
included because a) the methodology had

identified a low risk, well below the threshold for

considering mitigation b) HE are looking to

phase out interceptors because they are difficult

to maintain in an operational envirenment and
become ineffective (note also that balancing
ponds would act to contain pollutant and could
be isolated in the event of a serious spillage
incident).

o EBEA will review the assessment (HAWRAT
output and map showing outfall locations) more
closely when it is sent through.

o BEA emphasised the importance of future
proofing — citing traffic, climate change (CC)
and increasing intensity of rainfall events, and

that the Ingreboumne is already showing signs of

suffering from road runoff (these have been
taken into account in the scheme design which
is based on future traffic projections and an
allowance for drainage has been made for CC).

Action:

o issue HAWRAT assessment to EA in week

starfing 6/1/20, to include a map showing locations of
road drainage catchments and outfalls relative to the
river network.

wic
6/01/2020

Water Framework Directive — off site mitigation
{commuted sum)
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ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTIOMN

DEADLIME

RESPONSIBLE

« [l oave the EA team an overview of the text set
out in draft WFD to secure the off-site mitigations.

« [ =xplained that she had begun internal
consultation on the text. Initial view was that the
works would be delivered through the Agency’s
Medium Term Flan.

Actions

A draft copy of the WFD will be issued to EA for
review.

B tc provide a summary of key changes to WFD
assessment since last issue of document to IO
accompany issue of WFD assessment.

Il to provide comment on text setting out off site
mitigation.

wic 6 Jan
2020

early Jan

3. AoB

I to issue response to Supplementary Consultation
imminently [post meeting note — response received by
HE 18/12/14].
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A.13 Skype Meeting 11 - 12 February 2020

Project: Scheme at Junction 28 of M25 to improve traffic flow
Subject: Telecon, off site compensation
Meeting place: Telecon Meeting no: 1
Date and time: 11 February 2020 at Minutes by: _
14:30 - 15:45
FPresent: Representing: Environment Agency
{Sustainable Places Planning
Lead)
Environment Agency (Catchment
Co-ordinator)
Environment Agency
(Biodiversity)
Environment Agency
{Geomorphology)
Atkins (Environment Lead)
Atkins (Rivers)
ITEM DESCRIFTION AMD ACTION DEADLIMNE RESPONSIBLE
1. Introductions
B rol: is focussed on delivery of WFD
measures, linking between the EA and catchment
partners to implement measures that confribute fo
catchment health and WFD compliance.
Mext meeting:
Distribution:
Date issued: 13 February 2020 File Ref: 5158157 (WFD) 7.1/

meeting / DG / 007

HMOTE TO RECIFIENTS:

These mesting notes record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actions arsing therefrom.

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

Contains sensitive information 1
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ITEM DESCRIFTION AND ACTION DEADLINE RESPOMSIELE

2. Background and meeting purpose

Mitigation and compensation measures proposed
within the DCO boundary for the M25 Junction 28
scheme (the Scheme) do not fully address the
adverse effects of the Scheme on the water
environment. Additional measures are required
(further details on this can be found within WFD
Compliance Assessment for the Scheme). EA
has agreed to implement these additional
measures as part of their catchment programme
with funding from HE. To contribute to WFD
compliance these measures need to be
implemented within the Ingrebourne WFD water
body (the water body affected by the Scheme).

This telcon was called to explore whether the EA
would be in a position to commit to implementing
measures solely within the Ingrebourne WFED
water body.

3. Discussion on potential locations of measures

Location of potential measures (called works in
this note) within Ingrebourne WFD water body

identified during telcon show on attached plan

(rough locations).

EA planning windscreen survey / walkover of key
areas of Ingrebourne catchment to identify
potential river [ floodplain improvement works —
some could be candidate sites for off-site
compensation for J28 Scheme.

Local Authority ‘forum’' being organised for the J28
Scheme io bring together appropriate specialists
from the J28 project team and local authorities to
address key issues such as consenting. Off-site
compensation will be induded as a topic far the
forum. EA welcome to attend the forum,
particularly on this issue, either in person or by
telcon. Provisional date 3rd March 2020.

Landowner appetite for river improvement works
will always be a fundamental consfraint = this risk
can be managed by identifying works on land
owned by aligned partners (e.g. local authorities
and Forestry Commission) and identifying multiple
river improvement works, in the expectation that
some will fall by the wayside because landowners
are unable to provide support.

In summary — EA team were positive about being
able to identify a sufficient number of candidate
river improvement works within the Ingrebourne
WFD body but needed some time to investigate
further before being able to commit io this.
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBELE
4. Misc points
Meed to keep flexdbility in location of river
improvement works - should use wording “one or
a number of schemes” in any agreement
documentation, so that EA commitment retains
flexibility.
5. Programme and dates Before mid- HE
March

To meet DCO programme, HE needs decision
from EA on whether off-site compensation can be
implemented within Ingrebourne WFD catchment
before mid-March, in order fo finalise wording in
draft DCO requirement and associated
documentation (WFD assessment, Water and
Biodiversity chapter of ES, first draft of Statement
aof Common Ground (S0CG) etc). Further detail
on this can be added in iterafions of S0CG and
writien responses through the Examination
process. It is very desirable to pre-emptive in this
process = 50 addressing an issue earlier in the
examination process is preferable to later
resolution.

Construction programme for Junction 28 scheme:
starting in 2021422, ending 2023724, 3 year
duration.

B. AoB

I - in attendance

« bniefly went through feedback on WFD
assessment (email [ on 10/02/2020
11:10), Atkins agreed to implement EA
proposed changes.

« discussed need to clarfy how EA consents are
being addressed by the Scheme. At present
I only aware protected provisions for FRAP.
She is not aware of how other consents are
being addressed by the Scheme. Comms
needed between [ and NG
(Atkins) to confirm how EA consents are being
addressed by Scheme.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLINE

RESPOMNSIBELE

7.

Actions
Location of measures

« [lio share list of potential river improvement
works in the Ingrebourne catchment

Candidate sites for off-site compensation:

« [EA team to investigate candidate sites further,
including input from windscreen / walkover
survey of likely locations

« [ io arrange telcon fowards end of Feb 20
for feedback from EA team on candidate sites

« [ team to report back on candidate sites for
J28 Scheme at telcon at end of Feb 20

« M to confirm date of Local Authority Forum
with I

Draft DCO reguirement on off-site compensation

« M o share dDCO wording with EA team (by
14/2120)

WED assessment

« [ to update WFD assessment with EA
comments (email [ Mon 100272020
11:10) = to be submitted with DCO

« [ to share Water part of ES Cumulative
Assessment with EA (by 21/2020)

Managing EA Consents for Scheme

« o connect [l and I for 2
discussion on this matter (by 14/2/20)

Feb 20

Feb 20

210242020

14/02/2020

EA Team
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fe v \0 1 2 l;lo
Park in Harrold Hill on trib to Ingrebourne — S - Potential works identified
morphological improvements, land owned \ Loy Ao 125w D0 1 Lonsp - - \ ", during telcon of 11/220
by local authority. w' - (locations approximate)
/ ODaroroo M
1 v0.1, 11/2/20

Works adjacent to railway downstream of
M25 J28.

Works in Pages Wood area, on Forestry
Commission land.

Works in vicinity of Berkeley Drive, Horn-
church .

Waorks in vicinity of Hornchurch Country
Park.

Rainham Marshes fish passage (could be
outside of Ingrebourne WFD catchment).

Backgroud map: OS open-data

l o
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M25 J28 Scheme
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A.14 Skype Meeting 12 — 27 February 2020
Meeting Notes

Project: Scheme at Junction 28 of M25 to improve traffic flow
Subject: Telecon, off site compenszation (follow up meeting)
Meeting place: Telecon Meeting no: 12

Date and time:

27 February 2020 at 10:30 -
11:30

Present:

Representing: Environment Agency (Sustainable
Places Planning Lead)

Environment Agency (Catchment
Co-ordinator)

Environment Agency (Biodiversity)
Atkinz (Environment Lead)

Atking (Rivers)
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLIMNE

RESPONSIBLE

1.

Update on search for candidate sites

_pmvided an update on walkover surveys
carried by Environment Agency staff within the

Ingrebourne WFD catchment fo investigate candidate
sites for implementation of off site compensation. A
number of potential candidate sites have been
identified including:

# Ingrebourne at Hamold Wood Park in Hamold
Wood (MGR TCQ 55218 90244)

« Sites on Ingrebourne cloze to Harrold Wood
Park (upstream of Squirrels Heath Road and in
Pages Wood)

¢ Ingrebourne at A127 crossing near Hornchurch

# Pains Brook in Harreld Wood upstream of A12
(T 54985 91408)

Based on these walkover surveys, the Environment
Agency are reasonably confident that there are sites
within Ingrebourne WFD catchment at which works
could be implemented to make an effective contribution
to improving the condition of watercourses the
catchment.

Action -_tcu continue research into

candidate sites and share a draft list of sites
amongst those attending the meeting by 6™ March
2020, Ideally the list should include the location of
each site, a brief description of the proposed
works and a note of their intent. Agreed to include all
potential sites at which works could be implemented to
improve condition of watercourses in the catchment
{i.e. don't discard any potentially viable ideas at this
stage).

Action -_tu determine whether the
A12T north of Hornchurch is a road managed by
Highways England.

Securing off site works in Scheme documentation

Itis likely the that works will be secured by a) a
summary requirement in the draft DCO document; b)
inclusion in the Statement of Common Ground
between the Environment Agency and Highways
England and c) a further agreement between the two
bodies.
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLIMNE

RESPONSIBLE

3.

Environment Agency comments on WFD
Assessment Report

The Environment Agency provided comments an the
version of the WFD assessment for the Scheme issued
o PINS in early January 20. Their comments were in
an email of 10" February 20. A proposzal from Atkinz
on how to address these comments iz in an email of
14= February 20.

Al comments on the WFD are closed.

v culd like to see how the water matters were
addressed in the cumulative effects section of the ES.
Also, [l would like to see the monitoring and
management plan proposed for the landscape and
ecological mitigation areas.

Action —_tﬂ- forward “Water' section of
the ES Cumulative Assessment report to
Environment Agency.

Action - NN t© forward Landscape and
ecology monitoring and maintenance plan to
Environment Agency for information.

AOB

Highways England expect to submit the DCO
application for the Scheme to PINS in mid May 20.
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A.15 Skype Meeting 13 - 20 April 2020

Meeting Notes

Project: Scheme at Junction 28 of M25 to improve traffic flow
Subject: Telecon, off site compensation (follow up meeting)
Meeting place: Telecon Meeting no: 13
Date and time: 20 April 2020 at 14:00 - minutes by: |
15:00
Present: Representing: Environment Agency (Sustainable
Flaces Planning Lead)
Environment Agency (legal)
Atkins (Environment Lead)
Atkins (Rivers)
EDE (Highways England legal)
ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTIOM DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE
1. Purpose of the meeting was to discuss the
following:
1. Side agreement for the off -site mitigation
agreed between EA and HE
2. Draft Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)
2. Legal agreement between EA and HE
Il :nd [l discussed the approach to the legal
agreement between parties.
Il :and llto provide input into the head of terms.
It was agreed that the information outlining the possible
schemes which would be suitable for off-site mitigation
are going to be appended to the legal agreement.
3. Statement of Common Ground
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lissued a draft of the SoCG to [Jjeartier in the
month.

Il confirmed that this is currently being reviewed by
the relevant specialists within EA and a response will
be issued to Highways England earty/mid May.

WFD heading if SoCG - JJlinoted that some of the
points in the draft SoCG refer to the preliminary
environmental design drawing.

o issue the drawing to [l

Waste heading - [l to issues feedback received from
the waste specialist. -asked whether a draft copy of
the waste chapter could be issued to EA. [lllto get
back to[Jlillon this.

2110412020

2310412020

AOB

[l to issue feedback on the Outline LEMP by end of
the week.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
Application document reference: TR010029/APP/8.1

Page 93 of 132



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme

TR010029

) highways
8.1 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency england

A.16 Skype Meeting 14 - 5 May 2020

Meeting Notes

Project:

Scheme at Junction 28 of M25 to improve traffic flow

Subject:

Telecon, off site compensation (follow up meeting 2)

Meeting place:

Telzcon

Meeting no: 14

Date and time:

05 May 2020 at 14:00 -
15:30

Present:

Representing.  Environment Agency (Sustainable
Places Planning Lead)

Environment Agency (Catchment
Co-ordinator)

Environment Agency (Bicdiversity)
Environment Agency (Geomorph)
Highways England PM

Atkins (Environment Lead)

Atkins (Rivers)

Atkins (Rivers)
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLIME

RESPOMSIBLE

1.

Legal agreement for offsite mitigation

Sofar the EA have undertaken an initial assessment to
idenfify Candidate Sites, combining desk study with
site visits to most sites. Further investigation required
to determine whether work at all sites is feasible.

This uncertainty needs to be reflected in the legal
agreement — to ensure there remains flexibility over the
sites on which off site mitigation is delivered. It may be
that works cannot be implemented on some {orin a
worst case) all of the proposed candidate sites. There
needs to be flexibility in the legal agreement to allow
for this eventuality.

Agreed that

a) The requirements on the EA in the legal
agreement to be outcome based (i.e. a target
range of river habitat improvments anywhere
within the Ingrebourne WFD catchment, and
not tied to any specific location

b) The purpose of the list of Candidate Sites to be
appended to or associated with the legal
agreement is to demonstrate that this outcome
is realistic for the EA to deliver, by providing a
list of sites that deliver a multiple of the target
outcome

Action (Atkins [ HE) = Draft Legal agreement to be
shared with EA will include text in line with the
points above

Run through of current candidate sites

The following documents, as supplied in an email from
to [ (on 04/05/2020 18:25)
were reviewed by those on the call

« Offsite Mitigation Habitat Assessment. pdf
« Offsite Mitigation Sites 1-5.pdf

The following comments were made by EA team
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Site1—PEAsnd PEB

+ Little or me upstream impounding effect
associated with structure in PB A, hence
benefit does not extend intc PB B

» PMote potential for services under PB A

#* Limited opportunity to implement restoration
measures in PE B

Site1—PBC and PB D

# Little or no upstream impounding effect
associated with structure in PB C, hence
benefit does not extend into PB D

+* Relatively deeply incised channel, exposing
Lomdon Clay banks, school boundarny fence
running close to RB boundary. kay be limited
cpportunities for restoration measures along
LE

+ Limited opportunity to implement restoration
measures in PE B

Site 2 — ING OM A

# Potentially different landowners on either side
of the river — both thought to be private

* Land on BB thought to be given over to horse
paddocks

» Concept for works could be modified to anly
affect one bank

+* Plan lochked feasible, assuming landowner
willimg

Site 4 — INGOME

*  Allotrments Council owned, trees already
present along RE (the eroding bank).

# [lconcept for scheme was around increasing
backwater habitat, rather than chanmel length.

# Proposal generates a loss in channel length
and therefore doesn'l align with the
requirements for offsite mitigation. Mot a
suitable Candidate Site

Site 3 — INGOMB. Cand D

# [lconcept for scheme was around use of
reedbeds o improve water quality in discharge
from STW, or possibly raihway drainage.

+ Riparian £one of reach upstream of OM C is
currently cocupied by Travellers. Downstream
is used for grazing horses. Hence space
proposed for river realignment already in active
use

#*  Floed risk to houses, limited space and
existing use of space means realignment not
really viable.

# Proposal generates a loss in channel length
and therefore doesn't align with the
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

DEADLIME

RESPOMSIBLE

requirements for offsite mitigation. Mot a
suitable Candidate Site

Site 5 — ING OM F

# (Gauging station is currently in operaticn

= Some river restoration measures have already
been implemented along this reach —
deflectors and backwater

+ Reach used by local school for pond dipping

# EA think that land on either bank is cwned by
L&, but this needs confirming

+ May be potential to implement further
measures to improve river habitat downstream
of 35 (need to avoid backwatering that would
drown out the gauge)

Action (Atkins) update habitat assessment in light
of the abowe information. Likely that further sites
will need to be developed — will need discussions
with EA to do this iEIJﬂgEEtEI:' issuing update to
EA with minutes to keep the ball rolling]
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A.17 Skype Meeting 15 - 19 May 2020

Meeting Notes

Project: Scheme at Junction 28 of M25 to improve traffic flow
Subject: Telecon, off site compensation (follow up meeting 3)
Meeting place: Telecon | Meeting no: 15
Dateandtime: 19 May 2020 at 13:00 - V minutesby: | R
14:00
Present: Representing:  Environment Agency (Sustainable

Places Planning Lead)

Environment Agency (Catchment
Co-ordinator)

Environment Agency (Biodiversity)
Alkins (Rivers)

Alkins (Rivers)

Enc presentation entitled M25J28 Offsite Mitigation;Short-hsted Sites Habitat Assessment_EA comments

190520.ppt

ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE
1. Introduction
The attached presentation was reviewed during the

meeting. Comments from the EA, and actions on
Atkins are recorded below.
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Candidate site A1
EA comments

e Agreed with assessment

Atkins Actions

« Keep this as a candidate site, register
wetland /SUDS feature as additional
benefit.

Candidate site A2
EA comments

« The additional benefit generated by
backwaters in redundant channel is good

* A major constraint will be reaching
agreement with (private landowners — loss
of land to river, access to islands created
by new river alignments

o Water voles potentially present on site.

« EA have not visited the site, so have no
evidence of the current condition of the
channel

« Plan in presentation is an ambitious
scheme, but it would be possible to scale
this back, for instance if only one land
owner on one side of the river wanted to
participate. Itis not all or nothing

Atkins Actions

« Keep this as a candidate site, but register
landownership as a major constraint and
the backwaters as additional benefit.

Candidate site A5
EA comments

Upstream of Hacton Lane Crossing
Under public ownership
Backwater at ds end of realignment
created c 5 years ago, mitigation for
another Scheme
e Land owned by local Council
o RHB - formal grass land
o LHB - more scrubby
Water voles are present on site
Very steep return to existing river
Could be part of a nature area within the
park
« Deflectors were installed along the straight
section upstream of the bridge as part of
another scheme
e There is one house is on edge of flood
zone 3 on LHB, upstream side of the
bridge
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ITEM DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE

e There is a sewer on RHB underneath
footpath, another is adjacent to Hacton
Lane (see plan below.

Atkins Actions
« Keep this as a candidate site

Candidate site B1
EA comments

* Proposal has been developed
substantially from original concept
proposed by EA (just a backwater at site
now identified for reedbed / wetland). EA
initial impression of proposed
developments was concern over gaining
permissions from landowner and potential
bank erosion associated with reinstating
meanders (particularly northern one)

o Reedbed / wetland proposal seen as a
positive contribution to addressing WQ
issues in the catchment

Atkins Actions

« Keep this as a candidate site, but register
landownership as a major constraint and
the backwater or reedbed / wetland as
additional benefit.
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ITEM ‘ DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE

3. | Way forward

e Agreed all sites above should be recorded
as candidate sites, with clear statement of
outstanding constraint. Group or rank in
some way to represent risk — so those in
public ownership (A5, A1) come out as
lowest risk and B1 with most issues. A2
sits in the middle - a lot of potential but
carrying the risk of private ownership.
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A.18 Skype Meeting 16 — 18 August 2020

Meeting Notes

Project: M25 Junction 28 Scheme

Subject:

Meeting Telecon Meeting no:

place:

Date
time:

and 18 August 2020 at 11:00 - 11:45 Minutes by:

General update and pre-examination matters to be progressed

16

Present:

Representing:

Environment
Agency

Atkins

Atkins

ITE
M

‘ DESCRIPTION AND ACTION

The meeting is intended to provide an update on some of
| the items being progressed by both parties during the pre-
| examination stage.

DEADLINE

RESPONSIBLE

1.

| Update on Candidate Sites for Offsite mitigation - services
| information

Ilconfirmed that we are currently procuring services

" information. [l will inform on the outcome as soon as the
information becomes available.

EA comments on the Side AgAréemenl for the offsite

| mitigation

' [} wanted to know the timing of highways Scheme. The

| DCO application states that the scheme will be constructed
| between Spring 2022 and Autumn 2024. The side

| agreement requires offsite mitigation to be done before

' Scheme is complete (by autumn 2024).

Il to foliow up with [l (EA solicitor) on comments
| on side agreement.

Highways England is keen that the agreement should be
3 finalised before the start of examination.

Next
meeting

| Classification for Ingr me WF nt fr
- Moderate to Poor

/[l to follow up with national team (Il to find out the

| imminent future status of the Ingrebourne WFD water body
| —and the potential change of overall status from Moderate
| to Poor (and what drives that change).

Next
meeting

Planning
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| Flood risk model

-!ill be updating the flood risk model to address the last

few outstanding issues.

‘ -will issue the model to SB for review/approval.

AcB

Recently deposited material — [Jfj asked whether the
location is presented in any documentation.

Figure 10.2 of the Geology and Soils Chapter shows the
location of the recently deposited material (brown area)
where one of the drainage ponds would be constructed.
https://infrastructure planninginspectorate gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/TRO10029/TR010029-000180-
TR010029 M25 j28 6.2 Environmental Statement Chapt
er_10_figures.pdf

'l noted that the work in this area of recently deposited

area might need to be permitted. [Jfjnoted that the

Consent and agreement statement might have this covered.

hitps://infrastructure . planninginspectorate . gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010029/TR010029-000152-

TR010029 M25 j28 3.3 Consents and agreements posi

| lion_statement.pdf
- Next meeting to be scheduled for 4 Sept @11am.

21/08/2020
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A.19 Skype Meeting 17 — 4 September 2020
Meeting Notes
Project: M25 Junction 28 Scheme
Subject: General update and pre-examination matters fo be progressed
Meating Telecon Meeting no: 17
place:
Date and 04 Sept 2020 at 11:00 - 11:45 Minutes by: -
fimme:
Prasant: Reprasenting: Environment
Agency
Highways
England
Environment
Agency
Atkins
Atkins
ITE | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE | RESPONSIBLE
M

The meeting is intended to provide an update on some of
the items being progressed by both parties during the pre-
axamination stage.

Update on Candidate Sites for Offsite mitigation - services
information, landownership details

HE have placed an order for services (utilities) information
fior the candidate sites and will forward this to the EA once it
comes through (expected mid Sept). HE will pass over
landownership details for the sites at the same time.

Further investigation of the Candidate Sites will be led by

the EA. Atkins happy to provide some support if useful to
EA.

Maxt
meeting

ongoing -

Side Agreement for the offsite mitigation

Il has no further comments on the agreement from a
technical perspective. Bl EA solicitor) is in conversation
with [l (BDE solicitor) about wording of clause 8. Once
this final matter is resolved the agreement is ready for
signature.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
Application document reference: TR010029/APP/8.1

Page 104 of 132



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme
TR010029
8.1 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency

) highways
england

Potential change in status of Ingrebourne WFD water body
in 2019 update of classifications

C-19 event has delayed issue of 2019 WFD water body
status update to late 2020, Only then will Ingrebourne WFD
water body status be formally confirmed.

Based on latest information EA national team (Harriet)
anticipate that the status of the Ingrebourne WFD water
body will in fact stay at Moderate (and not drop to Poor).

Flood risk model

I is updating the flood risk model to address the last few
outstanding issues.

Bl issue the model to [l for review/approval.

26/092020 W

Recently deposited material and historic landfill

Chapter 12 (Materials and Waste) of the ES proposes that
all material, including historic landfill and recently deposited
material, should be managed through a Materials
Management Plan (MMP) and Site Waste Management
Plan (SWMP) (if applicable).

The EA will be advising in their Relevant Representations
that both the historic landfill and recently deposited material
on the site should be considered as Controlled Waste. As
such they should be managed under an Environmental
Waste Permit. The EA propose that HE should record this
change in approach as an additional commitment in the
Register of Environmental Actions and Commitments
(REAC).

Update Atkins Material and Waste Team on this proposed
change. -happy to receive request for clarifications from
Atkins' Material and Waste team via email.

Protected provisions

The EA noted changes to wording in DCO text that sets out
their Protective Provisions. These changes are to be
reviewed by the EA Solicitor. EA anticipate that they will
mark this as a "holding issue” in their Relevant
Representation.

4/9120

MH

AcB

EA will be submitting their Relevant Representation on
9/9/20.

Next meeting to be scheduled for w/c 28 Sept.
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A.20 Skype Meeting 18 — 30 September 2020
Meeting Notes
Project: M25 Junction 28 Scheme
Subject: Environment Agency relevant representations matters
Meating Telecon Meating no; 18
place:
Date and 30 Sept 2020 at 11:00 - 11:45 Minutes by:
tirme:
Prasent: Reprasenting: Environmeant
Agency
Environment
Agency
Highways
England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
ITE | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE @ RESPOMSIBLE
M

The meeting is intended to discuss the matters outlined in
the EA relevant representations as follows:

= Waste deposits/environmental permitting
+ Flood risk
« Water Framework Directive

A presentation (attached) was prepared to support the
discussion during the meeting and it is appended to this
document.
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1. | Materials and waste management

I 2nd Ml went through the geology of the site and the
outcome of the ground investigation.

Il then asked [l to explain his concerns on the waste
permitting requirements outlined currently within the ES and
that further clarification is required for Highways England.
RD provided comments on the ES waste chapter and
Outline CEMP !o- Il issued the comments after the
meeting (see attached) which summarises the discussion
had on the permitting routes which the Scheme would need
to implement.

I recommended that for environmental permitting we
seek pre-application advice from the national permitting
team.

Il agreed that an MMP under DoWCoP is a suitable
option for the reuse of non waste soils on site outside of
any permitted area.

2. Flood risk
-went through some of the key points outlined in the
relevant representation letter.
= Matters agreed
-~ No increase in flood risk as a result of the works
- Suitable floodplain compensation provision for the
construction phase and operational phase

~ Design of bridge to withstand impact of floating
debris where 600 mm freeboard cannot be
achieved.

= All the issues above to be confirmed within the
supporting information submitted for the protective
provision approvals.

= Preliminary design revised flood risk model to be issued
for final review to close out EA comments.

3. Water Framework Directive
» Off-site mitigation — service searches outcome

~ No utilities identified with potential works
areas, some ulilities adjacent to potential works
areas

- Riverine Habitat -

Offsite mitigation technical note updated to include
this information (v1.2).

4. AOB
None

Post meeting notes from Environment Agency - Extract from —omall on 30.09.2020

It is important to recognise that a DCO does not replace or surpass the requirements to comply
with the Environmental Permitting Regulations.

The relevant legislation practices and controls for typical construction projects have been identified,
however we are concerned the following aspects have been omitted.
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ES Chapter 12: Materials and waste:

e 12.2.1 The competent expert advice is focussed around contaminated land and land
development, however it must identify resource with knowledge and experience of
Environmental Permitting for waste management. This is directly relevant to these
proposals as the development will disturb controlled waste and the proposals involve the
possible recovery or reuse of controlled waste.

e 12.8.6 This has not identified a method to recover and reuse waste. An Environmental
Permit could allow the temporary storage and the treatment of excavated waste, this could
allow for the generation of secondary aggregates or the recovery of road plainings. It
should also consider the recovery or disposal of controlled waste on site, minimising
material movement handling and carbon emissions, however this must meet the
substitution test for it to be deemed recovery. The recent and historic waste has been
discarded by the original holder, therefore is a controlled waste. Without the regulation from
a site based Environmental Permit, all controlled waste must be removed from site as it is
being excavated and sent for treatment and ultimately recovery or landfill. This will impact
regional capacity.

» 12.9.3to 6 Only considers wastes arising from the construction, it does not consider the
excavation of new and historic waste deposits. This needs to be incorporated into the
assessment.

e 12.12.4 Makes reference to DoWCoP (in the foot note) this needs to be removed or
amended.

Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan:

« This document does not clarify what waste activities will be undertaken on site, hence what
must be authorised under an Environmental Permit.

o 2.1.4 states "CEMP will draw together all relevant environmental information relating to the
Scheme, including ... Any other requirements relating to licences, permits and consents not
included as part of the DCO." Currently this has not been achieved by this document.

e Table 3.2 does not identify who will hold the Environmental Permit. This will impact many
other responsibilities, so this needs to be confirmed at an early stage. It is identified as the
Principal Contractor Environmental Managers responsibility to “Liaise with relevant bodies
for the application, and implementation of required consents and permits.” This needs to be
done as a priority. It fails to recognise the need for ongoing monitoring and reporting to
maintain compliance with all Environmental Permit conditions, until this is eventually
surrendered.

* Table 7.1 incorrectly identifies an MMP as a suitable authorisation for the reuse of waste
and materials as part of the project. As previously discussed, this is not appropriate for
controlled waste. This reference must be removed and replaced with the requirement to
hold an environmental permit.

« The table also fails to recognise that mobile plant and a site based environmental permit are
no compatible, i.e. if a site based permit is required, this must cover all storage treatment
and reuse.

 Where an exemption may be relevant, this may be superseded by the site based permit
which must control all waste activities on the site even where they are usually exempt.

« Table 9.1: Sensitive areas does not include any receptors under the materials and waste
heading. This is a concern as the compression or disturbance of the recent or historic
waste could discharge leachate which could poliute groundwater and rivers. Disturbance of
these areas could also release odours, create explosive environments or release asbestos
fibres. Which could affect other receptors or sensate areas.

Table 12.1 Has not considered the excavation of controlled waste.
This still makes reference to control under DoWCoP, not Environmental Permitting,
therefore this must be updated.

The layout drawings show a large area to the west labelled “Deposit of surplus construction
materials”. This covers possibly 10,000's cubic metres of proposed deposited waste and would be
regarded as an onsite waste disposal activity. This must to comply with the Environmental
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Permitting Regulations i.e. hold an Environmental Permit for landfill, otherwise it should be
excluded from the scheme and all surplus material sent off site for disposal or recovery.

Last point about engagement with National Permitting Service:

Basic free pre-application Advice (approx. 20 working day for us to respond)

Enhanced pre-application Advice (2-3 months depending on issues and complexity)

A basic Waste Recovery Plan can be assessed within 20 working days

Complex Waste Recovery Plan or where we require further information (2-3 months to

confirm our position)

 We cannot retrospectively authorise Deposit for Recovery Activities which have already
occurred. This will likely be regarded as disposal.

 Where existing controlled waste is excavated and treated to become chemically and
physically suitable and reused on the same site, it may be possible to authorise this activity
as DfR, but we would recommend engaging NPS through Enhanced pre-application
service.

e [tis critical to demonstrate the scheme meets the substitution test (i.e. the works would go
ahead if all excavated controlled waste was removed from the site, so no recovery or reuse
of onsite waste).

 When an Environmental Permit Application is made it takes approximately 3 months before
it is considered for duly making and then needs several months for determination.
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A.21

Skype Meeting 19 — 3 November 2020

Meeting Notes

Project: M25 Junction 28 Scheme

Subject: Environment Agency relevant representations matters

Meeting Telecon Meeting no: 19

place:

Date and 03 November 2020 at 10:30 - Minutes by: -

time: 11:15

Present: Representing: Environment Agency
Environment Agency
Highways England
Highways England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

ITEM | DESCRIPTION AND ACTION DEADLINE | RESPONSIBLE

The meeting is intended to discuss the waste
deposit/environmental permitting matters outlined in the
EA relevant representations following on from the previous
meeting in Sept.

Highways England have locked at the permitting routes
and systems for the excess material.

Highways England are also about to appoint a principal
contractor (John Grahams and their consultants Sweco)
who, once the DCO is accepted will develop the detailed
design and undertake the construction. The contractor has
been included in discussions on the permitting routes.

A presentation (attached) was prepared to support the

discussion during the meeting and it is appended to this
document.
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1. Materials and waste management

-went through Highways England's proposals for re-
using and depositing the Grove Farm waste and clean
natural materials on site:

e The clean natural material is proposed to be re-used in
an environmental screening bund on the Works No. 18
site that will provide visual screening and noise
benefits for Maylands Cottages, Golf Club users and
Woodstock Ave. This material will be moved via an
MMP under DoWCoP.

e The Grove Farm controlled waste is proposed to be
deposited in a clearly designated area (i.e. under the
A12 slip road) and the appropriate environmental
permit will be applied for (i.e. recovery permit).

BBl xpiained that the full details of the bund
design and Grove Farm volumes are still being reviewed
and developed.

The material that was originally planned to be deposited in
Work No. 17 is currently being explored to be used in other
areas of the scheme (i.e. possibly for the golf hole but
discussions are still ongoing with the golf club).

It is anticipated that the total amount of material coming
out of Grove Farm would all be used under the A12 slip
road however, this is being reviewed by the contractor.

[l advised that the Grove Farm waste material will
require an environmental assessment for placement, to
ensure that there are no risks to environmental receptors
(e.g. controlled waters). Jadvised that the details on the
material types from Grove Farm and any associated risk
assessments will be included in the recovery permit
application.

-queried if Highways England are expecting to
crush/treat wastes before they are used as recovery il
noted that this will be a matter for the contractor to
consider and apply for the relevant permit (i.e. mobile
treatment plant etc.).

2. SoCG wording

Il noted that the waste deposits matters would need to
form part of the SoCG with the EA.

A draft wording of Highways England’s response has been
discussed.

- and- advised they were satisfied with the proposed
wording and would like to have another item added to
reflect the comments made by EA on the Materials and
Waste Chapter and Outline CEMP. EM noted that this will
be added to the SoCG.

The Materials and Waste Chapter and Outline CEMP and
REAC would be updated in the next revisions to reflect the
comments made by the EA.
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3. Legal agreement
Il advised that the draft legal agreement will be issued to
EA this week

- vised that Highways England would like to start
making arrangements about the commuted sum with EA.
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Appendix B. Environment Agency letters

B.1 Environment Agency letter — 28 January 2019
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creating a better place Environment

W Agency

M Our ref: NE/2018/129574/01-L01
roject Manager Your ref: S42(1)(a)/December 2018
Highways England

Bridge House Date: 28 January 2019

1 Walnut Tree Close

Guildford

Surrey

GU14LZ

Dear I

M25 J28 Improvement Scheme.

Planning Act 2008 Section 42: Duty to consult about a proposed Development Consent
Order application.

Thank you for consulting us on this Section 42 pre-application consultation prior to the
submission of the Development Consent Order (DCO) for the M25 J28 Improvement Scheme.

We would like to take this opportunity to thank your consultants, Atkins, who have been
engaging with us in early discussions. Some of the matters we raise in this response will be
subject to ongoing pre-application discussions.

In setting out this response we have focussed on the Preliminary Environmental Information
Report (PEIR) and General Arrangement Drawings. We look forward to continuing to work with

you and Atkins as you develop the DCO for the proposed scheme.

Works to River Ingrebourne and Weald Brook

The proposed scheme involves works to the River Ingrebourne to divert the channel, two
crossings of the Weald Brook and the extension of a culvert on the Weald Brook. As stated in
our response to the scoping opinion, we expect environmental improvements from a scheme of
this size to the main watercourses affected by the scheme, in addition to any mitigation /
compensation measures required. Providing net gains for biodiversity is a principle supported
by paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

The River Ingrebourne has ‘moderate status’ under the Water Framework Directive (WFD). As it

is largely a natural watercourse, it must reach ‘good status’ by 2027. The Ingrebourne is

currently failing to achieve good status for invertebrates, water plants, algae and fish, and is

also poor on levels of phosphate. The sources of the pollutants effecting the Ingrebourne are
identified as agricultural and urban runoff, misconnections and discharges from Sewage
Treatment Works. The Weald Brook is a main tributary of the River Ingrebourne. Although the
Weald Brook is not classified under the WFD its condition contributes to the overall WED sfatus 2
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of the Ingrebourne river catchment. The Thames River Basin Management Plan (2015) sets out
our objectives to help all waterbodies achieve good status, and we aim to work in partnership
with others to tackle the pollutants and improve waterbodies. Our Catchment Data Explorer
provides further WFD data and information for the River Ingrebourne.

We have made some detailed comments on the options proposed to mitigate or compensate for
the identified impacts on the watercourses and their value for biodiversity and water quality.
However, we will need to review the WFD compliance assessment when available as part of our
ongoing discussions. The WFD assessment will need to outline the plans for mitigation and
compensation for any potential degradation of the watercourses as a result of the scheme, and
demonstrate commitment for biodiversity net gains/environmental improvements. We will then
be in a position to approve the proposed mitigation and compensation measures for the impacts
on the watercourses.

River Ingrebourne re-alignment

We support the option to re-meander and re-align the straightened channel section of the River
Ingrebourne which runs parallel to the A12. Paragraph 2.6.1 of the PEIR includes consideration
of ‘existing straight channel with uniform profile realigned to a more natural plan and cross-
sectional form, regenerating a section of more natural river habitat. Backwaters and floodplain
scrapes to create still water habitat and some connectivity with floodplain.” We encourage any
options to enhance floodplain connectivity and improve flood storage potential. However, any
changes in alignment to a main river will require flood modelling to demonstrate the impact on
flood risk, so this will need to be factored into project timescales. We would also need to see the
WFD compliance assessment and detailed designs. We also support the ideas presented in
paragraphs 7.8.13 and paragraph 8.8.2 of PEIR of the design reflecting the natural
geomorphology and hydrology of upstream and downstream and exploration of wet-woodland. It
would be good to maintain an open dialogue so the flood risk and ecology benefits are
maximised.

Bridge crossings

Although we appreciate design options are at early stages, paragraphs 2.5.1, 2.6.1 and 8.7.9
reference ‘multi-span,’ ‘open-span’ and ‘single span’ bridges and culverts. For bridges we
strongly recommend clear span bridges (otherwise referred to as open span or single span),
avoiding any supports located within the river channel or floodplain, as this can increase flood
risk by disrupting flows and increasing the risk of blockages. We support setting back of
abutments no less than eight metres from the watercourse, as well as the intention to reduce
any impact of the scheme on floodplain processes referred to in 2.5.1 and 2.6.1. This is also
reinforced by paragraph 8.8.2 where it states ‘single span structures are the preferred type of
crossing because they minimise impact on the water environment if designed appropriately.
They will be designed and constructed in such a way as to minimise disruption to the river and
riparian zone. Abutments should be set well back from the bank edge to allow the river to
function naturally and to maintain a wildlife corridor along the banks.’ If any in-channel
structures are considered, detailed flood modelling is expected to assess any impact on flood
risk and any decrease in flood storage or disruption to flood flow routes would require mitigation.
The compensation options set out in paragraph 7.8.14 although beneficial need to be revisited
in light of the WFD compliance assessment. The options to create a meander/backwater and to
re-profile banks to create a more natural profile are preferable to vegetation management and
coppicing the effects of which are likely to be more temporary. The mitigation and compensation
measures to address the impacts of the bridge crossings will need to be consider options such
as in-channel restoration/enhancements on a reach where the enhancements are needed and
will be most beneficial.
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We support paragraph 7.8.15; ‘On both the Weald Brook and the River Ingrebourne, in-channel
features such as dead wood, and pool and riffle sequences will be incorporated where possible.
Management of Himalayan Balsam will also be undertaken throughout the scheme.

Extension of culvert

We are sfrongly opposed to any culverting unless it can be demonstrated that it is the only
feasible and available option and all other options have been considered. The General
Arrangement Drawing (No: HES551519-ATK-HGN-XX-DR-CH-000003 shows the extension of a
culvert on the M25 over the Weald Brook. This will require full justification in the WFD
compliance assessment, along with mitigation and compensation for the impact and given the
permanent loss of a section of watercourse.

Surface Water Outfalls

More information is needed on any new outfalls into the Weald Brook or Ingrebourne. These
must be as small as possible and preferably not pre-cast concrete. It would be beneficial if we
could comment on designs of these before the DCO application is submitted. Please note that
we are generally opposed to any loss of natural bank resulting from surface water outfalls.
Wherever possible, outfalls should be set back away from the river bank to provide a semi-
natural entry that doesn’t necessitate bank modification.

EA consents for works

A Flood Risk Activity Permit will be required for any works within eight metres of a main river. It
will be useful to discuss what the intentions are with regard to the DCO protective provisions in
due course.

Flood risk

The application site is partially within Flood Zone 2 and 3 which represent zones of medium and
high annual probability of flooding from rivers. As such the scheme design should be informed
by an appropriate Flood Risk Assessment (supported by detailed flood modelling) to ensure
there is no increase in flood risk to third parties as a result of the scheme, and a reduction in
flood risk is achieved overall. It is important that the future impacts of climate change are
assessed and factored into the design requirements to ensure the scheme is resilient for its
lifetime.

Flood modelling

The production of detailed fluvial flood modelling of the 1 in 100 year plus an allowance for
climate change to identify the baseline flood situation will be essential in informing the scheme
designs. This is particularly important for any impact on flood storage and the resilience of the
proposed scheme to future flood event. This appears to be the intention as referred to in
paragraph 8.6.15 of the PEIR that the flood zones ‘are not currently derived from detailed river
modelling' but 'work will be undertaken to improve the predicted flood extents’. We do not
currently have detailed flood modelling available for this area as the site falls at the edge of our
Beam, Ingrebourne and Marshes (BIM) fluvial model. Therefore our BIM fluvial model should be
used as a starting point for the creation of an extended model to inform the assessment of flood
risk at the site and inform the detailed designs of the scheme.

Our existing BIM fluvial model is in the process of being updated with the 25%, 35% and 70%
climate change allowances, with outputs expected by April 2019. If possible, we recommend
this updated fluvial model is used so that the most up-to-date information can feed into any
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model extension created. However, we appreciate that this may not be feasible in terms of
project timescales, and would have no issue with the existing BIM fluvial model being used as a
starting point. We will need to review the extended modelling to determine whether the outputs
are suitable. Flood modelling reviews can take several weeks which should be factored into
project timescales.

Climate change

We are concerned that the impact of climate change on future flood risk has not been
mentioned in terms of the design flood event. During our 6 November meeting we advised that
the scheme should be designed as a minimum to the 1 in 100 year plus 35% climate change
allowance, but that the 70% climate change allowance should still be assessed to ensure there
is not a significant increase in risk between the two scenarios. If the extent / depth of flooding
was significantly higher in the 70% climate change scenario then this would need to be
designed to instead. Paragraph 2.5.5 of the PEIR says ‘the scheme has an indefinite design life,
and therefore decommissioning will not be addressed in the environmental assessment'. The
climate change allowances recommended are based on a design life of 100 years. To address
any future uncertainty of the impacts of climate change on flood risk, and to improve the
scheme's flood resilience beyond the 100 year life, we would encourage the 70% climate
change to be designed to.

Flood storage

For this size of scheme, options to increase the amount of flood storage should be investigated,
as opposed to merely ensuring the scheme compensates for any loss in flood storage. The
PEIR does mention various options to improve floodplain connectivity and the need to
compensate for any loss in flood storage is acknowledged. However, we expect the
Environmental Statement and supporting Flood Risk Assessment referred to within the PEIR to
provide more detail on the storage options being proposed. For any flood storage that is
provided as a means of compensation, we will expect it to match the area of storage that has
been lost on a level-for-level and volume-for-volume basis and be hydraulically and
hydrologically connected to the area of floodplain that has been lost. Based on the General
Arrangement Drawing (HES51519-ATK—HGN-XX-DR-CH-000001), the location of possible
flood compensation areas seem acceptable in terms of floodplain connectivity, but this will need
to be revisited once the detailed modelling is available.

Water Quality

We consider the main risks to water quality are to the watercourses both on and surrounding
the site. It is important to protect groundwater quality; as noted in paragraph 8.6.12 there are no
groundwater Source Protection Zones however there are superficial aquifers (the Alluvium in
continuity with the rivers) and numerous surface and groundwater abstractions in the area
(8.6.13).

Under the WFD the River Ingrebourne is at ‘moderate status’ and the reasons for not currently
achieving good status are partly due to polluted surface water runoff from urban areas, transport
and agriculture. We support the commitment to undertake the WFD compliance assessment in
8.4.9 and would expect this to take account of the reasons for the Ingrebourne not achieving
‘good’ status. The WFD compliance assessment should demonstrate how the scheme can
address any impacts from construction and operation to avoid further deterioration of the
waterbody and also how additional improvements to water quality can be made to ensure future
resilience.

4
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As the PEIR paragraph 8.7.1 identifies, construction works pose a number of water quality risks,
such as sediment run off and spillage of hydrocarbons. Therefore, we support the intention in
paragraph 8.8.1 for a Construction Environmental Management Plan which will include
measures to control and prevent polluted runoff. This would need to detail how potential water
quality threats are to be protected and mitigated against. We would like this to outline how
suspended solids from surface water runoff will be treated and removed.

Paragraphs 8.7.5-8.7.10 identify there are likely to be significant risks to water quality when the
scheme is in full operation. Urban rainwater runoff carries with it pollutants such as poly-
aromatic hydrocarbons and heavy metals. We would like to see emphasis placed on how water
quality will be protected against urban runoff during operation. As noted in paragraph 8.8.2 this
could potentially be through use of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS), which could
also have potential to mitigate against local flooding, in high flow events. Paragraph 8.8.2 states
that ‘preference will be for discharges to ground with appropriate SuDS." An assessment of the
pollution risks associated with any infiltration drainage scheme will be required and appropriate
mitigations will need to be adopted. There will also need to be a management plan in place for
any SuDS scheme to ensure the measures maintain their effectiveness for the lifespan of the
scheme in operation.

Ground contamination

Having reviewed chapter 10 ‘Geology and Soils’ we believe that that the baseline conditions
have been adequately characterised and the scheme could be implemented without presenting
an unacceptable risk to controlled waters. A remediation strategy will be required. The
remediation strategy should be developed based on the findings of a site investigation and
detailed quantitative risk assessment considering all potential receptors.

Limited site investigations have been completed however additional detailed information will be
required for the whole footprint of the scheme. Several point sources of contamination have
been identified within the scheme including (but not limited to) the decommissioned South
Weald service station, the current Shell South Weald service station, Brook Street Landfill and a
sewage treatment works; the soil and groundwater conditions in the vicinity of these areas will
need fo be established to inform the remediation strategy.

We also understand that piled foundations will be required for the proposed bridge crossings; a
piling risk assessment will also be required. It is our expectation that good environmental
practices will be adopted during the construction works to mitigate against the release of
potentially contaminative substances during the works.

Waste

Chapter 12 on ‘Materials and Waste’ considers new waste generated from the construction
works. We are concerned that it does not identify recent controlled waste deposits present on
the site or the historic landfill site, which are unlikely to be suitable for use in the scheme and
will require testing, excavation and removal from site. This chapter fails to reference the
Environmental Permitting Regulations or the need for an Environmental Permit to complete
these works and allow the treatment, or redeposit of suitable waste to achieve the desired
landform. This is an issue we raised in our response to the scoping consultation in December
2017.
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We believe the following topics need to be scoped in to further assessments (with reference to
Table 12.1):
« Compliance with Environmental Permitting Regulations, for the treatment of waste and
the reuse/recovery of suitable wastes within the scheme.
« The investigation and removal of recent controlled waste present on site prior to the
commencement of construction.
« The investigation and removal of historic landfilled waste present on site prior to the
commencement of construction.

Brook Street historic landfill

The scheme includes extensive groundworks in the historical Brook Street landfill. The waste
disposed in the historical landfill will remain as waste unless it is fully recovered. Soil reuse
under a CL:AIRE Definition of Waste Code of Practice arrangement may be possible in other
areas of the scheme however this will not be possible for materials deposited as waste in the
historical landfill as waste recovery activities will require an Environmental Permit.

Recent unauthorised waste deposit

We are investigating an ongoing unauthorised deposit of waste on the site which is not in
accordance with an Environmental Permit. Part of this deposit is within the footprint of the
proposed slip road and within the footprint of the proposed compound for the construction
works. This waste will require testing, excavation and removal from site and sent under duty of
care to an appropriately authorised landfill in accordance with current legislation.

We look forward to continuing our discussions with you on this project. If you have any
questions regarding our response please contact me.

Yours sincerely

Planning Specialist

Sustainable Places Team, Hertfordshire & North London
Environment Agency

Direct dial: [ NG
Email: HNL Sustainableplaces@environment-agency.gov.uk
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B.2 Environment Agency letter — 25 April 2019
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creating a better place Environment
W Agency

Our ref: NE/2019/129998/01-L01
Atkins Ltd ENVPAC/1/HNL/00068

Date: 25 April 2019
Via email:

atkinsglobal.com

Dear-

Water Framework Directive Scoping Assessment Preferred Option 5F (September 2017)
for M25 Junction 28/A12 Improvement Scheme.

Thank you for consulting us on the Water Framework Directive (WFD) Scoping Assessment
report dated September 2017.

Generally although we accept many of the findings of this report there are some assumptions
which are not supported by the available evidence or haven'’t been factually checked yet via
surveys. It's likely that further surveys will be required to ascertain what the current conditions
are of the watercourses including the minor watercourses to inform future versions of this
assessment.

Section 4.4 Screening WFD Quality Elements and Water Bodies

Surface Water Bodies and Groundwater bodies

We support the screening in of biological, physico-chemical and hydro-morphological WFD
quality elements. We agree that there are no lake waterbodies or WFD groundwater bodies and
therefore these should be screened out. We support the inclusion of the Weald Brook within the
WFD Assessment; it is a key tributary of the Ingrebourne and directly impacted by the
development.

We disagree that WFD specific pollutant and Chemical WFD elements have been screened out
of this assessment. Works in this area could mobilise contaminants which could enter the
Weald Brook through surface water drains bordering the historic landfill boundary. These could
include metals and hydrocarbons which are included within the ‘Specific Pollutant’ and
‘Chemical Status Elements.” There are already contaminants leaching into the watercourses (in
particular the tributary of Ingrebourne, south of A12) from historic works for the M25 including
embankments created from spoil. This supports the need to scope in specific pollutant and
chemical WFD elements to ensure there isn't a repeat occurrence and rectify the situation
where possible.

Section 4.5 Baseline WFD Status

This states that “The most recent assessment...was 2015 Cycle 2 when [the Ingrebourne] was
given an overall water body status of moderate” (page 11). This is not the most recent
assessment, all WFD water bodies were also classified in 2016. This information is available
externally on the Catchment Data Explorer, and should be used to inform your baseline.
Additionally, these water bodies are due to be reclassified in 2019.
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Watercourse Impacts (Section 4.6 Scheme components potentially affecting WFD water
bodies, Section 5 and Ap C WFD Assess M25J28 Option 5F310317)

Open span bridge or culvert

Section 4.6 specifically references consideration of “either single span bridge or culvert” for both
the WFD assessed water course and minor water course” (page 12). The ‘Reasons for Not
Achieving Good’ are available on the Catchment Data Explorer. For the Ingrebourne waterbody,
physical modifications as a result of urban and transport activities are considered to be
adversely impacting on the invertebrates and macrophytes and phytobenthos combined
elements. Therefore, the infroduction of new, and extension of existing culverts, would
exacerbate the impact of these pressures.

Fish were classified as ‘Good’ in 2016. The introduction of additional culverts will create habitat
and light severances, which could have a negative impact on this element.

Throughout the table detailed in document Ap C WFD Assess M25J28 Option 5F310317, there
is justification of a ‘minor/localised adverse effect’ on the basis that “this re-alignment/crossing
will be carried out in accordance with the design principals set out in Section 5". On review of
Section 5, whilst there is indication that “single span structures are the preferred type of
crossing” (page 17), there is admission that “culverts are...generally cheaper and easier to
build” (page 17). This cannot be considered sufficient justification for utilising a culvert rather
than single span bridge. Also we disagree with single span bridges and culverts being classified
as having the same impact, culverts will have a much greater impact and represent a significant
loss of open channel. Culverts are also prone to blockages (e.g. trash screens) and significantly
reduce habitat connectivity.

Channel Re-alignment

Ap C WFD Assess M25J28 Option 5F310317 continually indicates that the river re-alignments
upstream and downstream of the bridge and culvert structures present potential opportunities to
improve existing habitats. There needs to be a detailed assessment of the existing habitat
value, and therefore impact of each option, to determine whether the upsfream and downstream
alignment will be sufficient mitigation for these works. It is expected that the WFD Compliance
Assessment will be an iterative document which is reviewed and updated as the development
progresses, to take account of new data available (such as catchment walkovers) and the
detailed proposals.

Surface Water Drainage

Finally, it is noted within Ap C WFD Assess M25J28 Option 5F310317, that the drainage of road
run-off will be discharged into the Ingrebourne and Weald Brook at multiple locations, currently
identified as having “no effect” on the WFD elements detailed. This is provided the “industry
standard measures to manage road runoff (as set out in section 5) will be implemented”. On
review of Section 5, there is reference to the possible implementation of SuDS, specifically
indicating that they “should be designed in accordance to industry standard, with particular
emphasis on appropriate pollution prevention and control measures” (Sub-section: Drainage of
road run off (to surface water); page 18).

Any SuDS implemented should be ‘future proofed’ to the expected loading from increased use.
Additionally, we would expect a SuDS maintenance strategy to be included as part of their
implementation to ensure that there is no future deterioration in the quality of run-off which is
discharging into the local water courses. Impact from road run-off can be identified as a
pressure under WFD and could be seen as a deterioration in this water body if not managed
appropriately.

Section 4.7 Permanent Works - Proposed Scheme

This states that “there are no measures assigned to the Ingrebourne water body in the RBMP or
associated datasets” (page 15). This is incorrect, a subset of Measures were detailed within the
RBMP, additionally a full list is available (via a Freedom of Information request) from the
Environment Agency. This does include Measures for the Ingrebourne water body. One of

2
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particular relevance is the intention to re-meander the water course directly upstream of
Junction 28 of the M25. This has been detailed below for ease:

Measure Title Description NGR
ID
Re-meander straightened Re-meander 550m section of | Upstream
section of channel (550m) straightened section of the extent:
upstream of the M25 Junction | Ingrebourne upstream of the TQ5718592817
22480 |28 M25 Brook Street junction
(Jen. 28) by installing
deflectors or re-meander
where space allows. CB2013.

This 550 metre stretch of the River Ingrebourne upstream of Junction 28 is included within the
‘red-line site boundary’ when checking the General Arrangement drawing HES51519-ATK-HGN-
DR-CH-000002 from the Section 42 consultation. Therefore this WFD action measure could be
included as part of this development, with Highways England taking a lead role for delivery of
this action as part of the overall scheme.

Section 6. Future Technical Investigations
We are concerned about some assumptions in this report, for example, on page 20 it states
‘Both the Ingrebourne and Weald Brook are assumed to be very low energy river systems...’

This is inaccurate as the Ingrebourne and tributaries are clay based, urbanised spate rivers and
not groundwater fed chalk streams which are low energy. This means the rivers respond
quicker to rainfall events, e.g. Gaines Parkway Gauging Station on the Ingrebourne, south of
the M25, has recorded up to 43.3 cumecs (metres cubed per sec) in 2016 at TQ 55165 86168.
We also have a flood warning sites in the vicinity. Although this might suggest a more robust
design is required, there are many new techniques and materials that are available now in soft
engineering terms.

We hope our feedback at this stage is helpful and if there are any queries please contact me.

Yours sincerely

Planning Specialist

Direct dial 0203 025 5560
E-mail HNL SustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk
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B.3 Environment Agency letter — 2 September 2019

creating a better place El’lVil‘OIlment
W Agency

Our ref: NE/2019/130617/01-L01
M25 J28 Project Manager
Highways England Date: 2 September 2019
Bridge House
1 Walnut Tree Close
Guildford
Surrey
GU14LZ

Dear [N

Draft Flood Risk Assessment and Water Framework Directive Assessment

Thank you for consulting us on the draft Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and draft Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Assessment both dated 5 August 2019. We appreciated
the opportunity to hear the updates on the scheme during the meeting on 12" August,
and these are our comments based on the current drafts.

Draft Flood Risk Assessment

Please note that we are still undertaking a detailed review of the flood modelling
produced in support of this FRA, so further comments on the suitability of the data used
to inform the FRA will be provided once the review is complete. However, please see
general comments below which are based on the principle of the scheme, as opposed
to whether or not we agree with the flood extents / depths the FRA is based on.
Comments have been split into 3 themes: design flood, flood storage compensation and
bridge design.

Design flood
During a meeting attend by EA, Atkins and Highways on 06/11/18 it was discussed that

both the 1 in 100 year 35% allowance for climate change and 70% allowance for climate
change be assessed due to an undefined life expectancy for the scheme. It was agreed
that the 1 in 100 year 35% allowance for climate change flood event was acceptable to
design to, provided there was not a significant increase in risk between the 35% and
70% scenarios. Based on the submitted FRA, it would appear that the 35% scenario
has been used as the design flood event. However, we would still expect the FRA to
include details of the depths and extents for both modelled scenarios so we could
decide whether we agree that the 35% if suitable for use.

In determination of the design flood event, attention should be drawn to the PEIR
document previously submitted for consultation, which stated that the scheme had an
indefinite design life and recommended that to improve the scheme's resilience beyond
the 100yr life the 70% allowance was encouraged for use.
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Flood storage compensation

Within our comments to the Scoping Opinion for this scheme we requested that, in
terms of flood storage compensation, a scheme of this size should look to produce an
overall reduction in flood risk, as opposed to just ensuring the situation is not made
worse. In a previous meeting Atkins confirmed that, with the amount of flood storage
compensation being proposed, they were confident they would exceed any
compensation required for the 1 in 100 year 35% climate change scenario, but weren't
yet sure whether this would still be the case for the 1 in 100 year 70% scenario.
Further comments on the flood storage proposal will be dependent on the modelling
being approved for use, but first we would like to be provided with a detailed
comparison between the 35% and 70% flood scenarios to agree whether the 35%
scenario is suitable for use as the design flood event as stated above.

The submitted FRA does cause some uncertainty with regards to the flood storage
compensation considerations, with the text suggesting that any loss of flood storage is
compensated for up to the 1 in 100yr 35% climate change scenario, but Figure 2.3
suggesting that only loss in flood storage within the 1 in 100yr extent has been
considered. Therefore, please can this be made clearer within the FRA? It is our
expectation that any built footprint / raising of ground levels within the 1 in 100 year an
allowance for climate change scenario be compensated for to account for any increase
in future flood risk as a result of the development.

Although the modelling study undertaken in support of this scheme will demonstrate
whether or not there is an increase in flood risk as a result of proposed works, it is still
best practice for the FRA to include details of not just where compensation areas will be
provided, but also calculations for the amount of storage lost and the amount of storage
certain areas can provide. It could be useful for this to be shown through cross-sectional
drawings of the lost and gained storage areas.

Bridge design
It has already been agreed that setting soffits 600mm above the 1 in 100 year 35%

climate change flood level will be accepted, regardless of whether it is agreed that the
35% or 70% climate change allowance be used within the design flood event. This is
due to other site constraints preventing the crossing being raised any higher than this. If
bridge design details are not yet finalised, it would still be advisable for the FRA to
include details of the key principles of the bridge design, such as whether it is clear
span and the height of the soffits.

Draft Water Framework Directive Assessment

Thank you for taking on board our previous feedback given in April this year. We are
broadly satisfied with the mitigation measures identified for the watercourses. As the
WFD assessment has progressed there are some assumptions and data interpretations
we have identified that require amendment or clarity (see detailed comments below).

Phosphate Classification

Paragraph 4.4.3 states that “the ecological status of the Ingrebourne for 2016 (cycle 2)
is moderate.” This status is driven by a moderate score for a) invertebrates and b)
Macrophytes and Phytobenthos combined. However, note that the supporting Physico-
chemical quality element was assigned a score of ‘poor’ (page 18-19). Whilst it is
important to note the poor classification for phosphate independently, this is failing to
recognise that the phosphate classification has resulted in the supporting Physico-

2
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chemical quality elements element, also being classified as moderate. This will, along
with Invertebrate and Macrophytes and Phytobenthos combined, be contributing to the
overall moderate classification.

Less Stringent Objectives

Paragraph 4.4.5 states that “the objective...for this water body is moderate, which was
achieved by 2015...1t is considered technically infeasible for the water body to achieve
good status because of the following reasons that limit the status of the biological
quality element to moderate: continuous and intermittent point source sewage
discharges, urbanisation, impoundments, flood protection structures and ecological
barriers due to physical modification, urban diffuse pollution, point source urban
misconnections, poor nutrient management due to agricultural and rural land diffuse
pollution sources and invasive non-native species”(page 19).

This information, available from the Catchment Data Explorer, has been mis-interpreted.
The Objectives section of Catchment Data Explorer, indicates that there is ‘no known
technical solution available’ to improve the Phosphate, Invertebrate and Macrophyte
and Phytobenthos Classifications. This is due to the heavy phosphate loading from the
continuous discharge of sewage treatment works in the catchment. Whilst the other
‘Reasons for Not Achieving Good’ listed above will be impacting on these elements,
they aren't the justification for setting of a Less Stringent Objective. The intention will
still be to implement measures which work towards resolving these ‘Reasons for Not
Achieving Good’ to help this water body improve.

Additionally, the objectives for water bodies are re-assessed within each round of the
Thames River Basin Management Plan. As an organisation, we will still be aiming for
Good for this water body, and would review whether the circumstances around the less
stringent objectives have changed and, if appropriate, update the water body objectives
accordingly. It is recommended that the report is updated to reflect this information more
accurately.

Test B Potential to prevent future attainment of Good Ecological Status

Paragraph 4.6.7 states that “the Scheme will not compromise other planned RBMP
Measures in the catchment, hence the Scheme is not considered to prevent future
attainment of Good Ecological Status” (page 22) of the Ingrebourne. Paragraph 4.6.12
(page 295) also states the same for the Weald Brook. Whilst this is an aspect of
preventing future attainment of Good Ecological Status for this water body, this
statement fails to recognise the potential impact on water quality of the scheme due to
additional pollutant loading from road run-off. If not managed appropriately, this could
make obtaining Good Ecological Status harder to achieve.

It is acknowledged that the risk of deterioration from this aspect will be managed (as
detailed in paragraph 4.6.5, page 21). The intention is for improvements to be made to
existing road drainage, such that there will be a ‘Minor / localised beneficial effect’ to the
Biological, Physico-chemical and Hydromophological Quality Elements for both the
Ingrebourne and Weald Brook (as per figures 4.2 and 4.3, pages 23 and 26
respectively). Therefore, if done correctly, this should address this concern. As a result,
it should be included within Test B, both as a risk and with appropriate mitigation, for the
Ingrebourne and Weald Brook which would be consistent with details provided against
Test A.

However, with regard to paragraph 4.6.5, we would like to review the assessments (i.e.
HAWRAT) that underlie the conclusion that there will be a ‘minor/localised effect’ to the
Ingrebourne and Weald Brook as a result of the proposed drainage system, including

3
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the mitigation measures chosen as a result of the assessment. s it possible to review
these prior to the submission of the DCO so we can further understand the conclusions
made?

Grove Farm Landfill — Risk to Specific Pollutant Quality Elements

It is noted in paragraph 4.6.5, that “physical modification of the Grove Farm landfill area
associated with construction of the balancing pond has the potential to cause minor
deterioration to the specific pollutant quality elements [of the Ingrebourne], it is assumed
that further investigations proposed in Chapter 10 Geology and Soils of the
Environmental Statement will identify mitigation to ensure no effect on the water
environment” pages 21 and 22. This is also true of the Weald Brook (as per paragraph
4.6.11, pages 24 and 25).

Within Appendix C WFD Assessment Matrices (page 65 — 68) this impact has been
assessed as Green ‘No Effect’ for the Ingrebourne (page 66) and Weald Brook (page
67), with the explanation that “Physical modification of the landfill area associated with
construction of balancing pond has the potential to cause minor deterioration to the
Specific Pollutant quality elements. However, further investigations are underway to
ensure this effect is mitigated (Environmental Statement Chapter 10: Geology & Soils)
No effect assumed (with mitigation in place). Whilst the Ditches assessment (page 68)
concluded Yellow ‘Minor / Localised adverse effect’, stating that “Physical modification
of the landfill area may cause a minor deterioration to the specific pollutant quality
elements. Further investigations are underway and the results will be used to update the
specific details when finalised”.

This indicates that the assessment of this potential impact is inconsistent among the
three receptors. Additionally, for the Weald Brook and Ingrebourne, there is a large
assumption that any risks can be firmly mitigated against which, considering
investigations, aren’t yet complete seems premature. It is strongly recommended that
the assessments are updated to take a precautionary approach to the level of risk
posed by the mobilisation of contaminants by construction of a balancing pond within
the landfill area with, an acknowledgement that they will be updated once investigations
are complete.

Disturbance of Invasive Non-Native Species — further consideration of Cumulative
Effects

It's noted, within paragraph 4.7.1, that an effect of temporary works could include
“disturbance of non-native invasive species...along surface water bodies and their
riparian zone” (page 34). Disturbance of such species could transfer downstream via
the river channel and associated flow, as recognised in section 5.4 under the heading
‘Temporary activities during construction.” However, this risk isn’t considered as part of
Section 4.8 Cumulative Effects. It is considered that this risk is appropriate for inclusion
within this section as it's directly considering “the effects of the scheme most likely to
pass downstream” (paragraph 4.8.4; page 34). As a result, it is recommended that
Section 4.8 is updated to reflect this risk, and include consideration of how this will be
managed.

Minor Comments

It is noted within paragraph 4.2.2 (page 14), that specific surveys were undertaken for
fish and macroinvertebrates. Given macrophytes and phytobenthos form part of the
classification process for the Water Framework Directive (WFD), it is assumed these
were assessed to inform impacts of the scheme on these elements as detailed in
Figures 4.2 (page 23) and 4.3 (page 26). Therefore, it is recommended that these are
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referenced within paragraph 4.2.2, either as part of the ecological walkover survey or
specific macrophyte surveys, to ensure there’s no ambiguity.

Table 4.1 (page 17)

Please note, within Table 4.1 (page 17), Iron is omitted from inclusion of the list of
Specific Pollutants, as detailed on the Catchment Data Explorer. This should be
incorporated and any potential impacts considered, and updated within the assessment
figures as required.

It is understood that MIT7 is the “maintenance of riparian trees on Ingrebourne and
Weald Brook”, described as “regular maintenance works to manage riparian trees...in a
way that creates varied light intensity on the channel and riparian zone of the river”
(Table 5.1: Summary of embedded mitigation; page 37). There has been no definition of
what is meant by ‘regular maintenance’, however, it is expected that this will continue
beyond the length of the scheme’s development and be considered ongoing long term
maintenance to be undertaken as required.

Within Table 5.1, and following text, we consider the proposed realignments (MIT1-3)
need to be full restorations of channel functioning e.g. gravel introduction, appropriate
planting, channel bank gradients (etc), rather than simple realignments.

Paragraph 5.3.1 indicates additional mitigation is required to “prevent excessive scour
or ‘wash-out’ of bed material immediately downstream of Grove Culvert Extension
(ING1)". It is unclear why the Grove Culvert Extension is unique in this risk, and why this
is not considered to be required for the Weald Brook Culvert Extension (WBS). If not
required for technical reasons, it is suggested that this is justified within the document.
Additionally, surely MIT3 Weald Brook Realignment would contribute appropriate
mitigation for the Weald Brook Culvert Extension (WB5), however, these haven't been
linked within paragraph 4.6.11 (page 24).

As a general comment, the WFD assessment has been produced on the assumption
that MIT1 ‘Ingrebourne realignment upstream’ will be feasible. We recommend that if
this project is not found to be feasible, an appropriate commuted sum towards a
different project is determined using an appropriate tool or metric. We will endeavour to
provide further guidance on this soon.

We hope you find the comments above useful in progressing with both these important
assessments. If you do have any queries regarding the comments, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Planning Specialist

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010029
Application document reference: TR010029/APP/8.1 Page 128 of 132



M25 junction 28 improvement scheme

TR010029 } highways

8.1 Statement of Common Ground with Environment Agency england

B.4 Environment Agency letter — 18 December 2019

Environment
Agency

creating a better place

A

Our ref: NE/2019/131101/01-L01
Senior Project Manager ENVPAC/1/HNL/00068
Highways England
Bridge House Date: 18 December 2019
1 Walnut Tree Close
Guildford
GU14LZ

Via email: info@highwaysengland.co.uk

M25 J28 Improvement Scheme, Supplementary Consultation

Thank you for consulting us on the supplementary consultation highlighting the proposed
changes to the scheme design. Also thank you for providing us an extension to respond to the
consultation. | have structured our comments in response to each of your consultation questions
as set out in your consultation brochure.

Question 1: Do you have any comments on the area that we are proposing to use, to reduce the
impacts of the scheme?

We have no comments.

Question 2: What is your view on our proposals for Weald Brook?

In general we support the alterations to the Weald Brook to provide a more natural channel. The
proposed changes to the channel will need to be modelled to ensure there is no adverse impact
on flood risk either upstream or downstream.

We would not have any concerns about the loss in floodplain storage resulting from the
development of the bridge pier and the loop road embankment provided flood storage
compensation is provided on a level-for-level and volume-for-volume basis. Final calculations
for the amount of flood storage compensation required can only be determined following
conclusion of the modelling study currently being undertaken by Atkins to understand the
baseline flood conditions.

The proposed improvements to the Weald Brook will require consent from us whether this is via
a Flood Risk Activity Permit or covered as part of the Protected Provisions for the Development
Consent Order. We look forward to working with you in the future on the final designs.

Question 3: Do you have any comments on the corridor identified for the proposed gas
diversion?

The indicative corridor identified on the plan for the diversion of the existing gas main coincides
with a length of the river Ingrebourne to the south, and abuts a small section of the Weald Brook
to the north. If parts of the diverted gas main do intersect either of these main rivers whether
directly or within byelaw distance of top of bank our consent will be required. We'd recomimend R
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working with us as the designs for the diversion progress or when our formal consent is required
for the detailed works.

Question 4: Is there anything we need to consider as we develop our plans for the proposed
construction and satellite compounds?

We understand that a draft Outline Construction Environmental Management Plan (OCEMP)
will outline the measures to be adopted to minimise the impact of the works associated with
these compounds on the local environment. We would expect this to outline how the
watercourses are to be protected including from surface water runoff.

The brochure indicates that when these are no longer needed, the land would be reinstated to
its current use. Post-construction we would like to see all hard surfacing removed and
improvements to biodiversity in these areas.

Question 5: Do you have any comments on our proposals for the Ingrebourne River and
Ingrebourne Valley SMI?

We support the Ingrebourne River mitigation works. The mitigation included in the brochure
covered realigning the section of river between the new A12 eastbound exit road and the loop
road, floodplain reconnection and lowering banks. We thought the summary could have also
mentioned the mitigation proposed for the culverts on the Ingrebourne and Weald Brook, for
example, to support mammal passage and maintaining a natural river bed material. We look
forward to seeing these mitigation measures captured within the DCO application.

The proposed improvements to the Ingrebourne will require our consent whether this is via a
Flood Risk Activity Permit or covered as part of the Protected Provisions for the Development
Consent Order. We look forward to being consulted on the final designs.

Question 6: What is your view on the location of the drainage ponds and access tracks?

We have no comment on the access tracks. The drainage pond furthest north is located in the
area north of Grove Farm. This appears to be where the historic landfill and unauthorised waste
deposit is situated. We commented on the mention of a balancing pond in this location in our
latest response to the Water Framework Directive Assessment dated 2 September 2019 (our
reference NE/2019/130617). As far as we're aware the ground investigations are not yet
complete and there was an assumption made within the Water Framework Directive
Assessment that any risks can be firmly mitigated against. We would caution against this as a
definite location until the results of the ground investigations are complete so we know what the
potential risks are. We want to avoid the mobilisation of contaminants from this area and ensure
the risks can be managed through appropriate mitigation. Although there are no sensitive
groundwater receptors the watercourses present sensitive surface water receptors. The location
of the other drainage ponds seems ok.

Your brochure explains that the function of the drainage ponds is to capture heavy rain and
ensure the ‘local water system is not flooded’ but does not mention water quality. The
Ingrebourne and Weald Brook are currently not achieving good status partly as a result of urban
diffuse pollution, for example, polluted road-runoff entering the watercourse. We will not be able
to accept any further deterioration as a result of the scheme, and there should be an aim to
improve which we'd like to see reflected in the Water Framework Directive Assessment. These
ponds as part of a comprehensive sustainable drainage strategy need to be located and
designed to prevent further deterioration and improve water quality in both these rivers. Their
design also needs to be ‘future proofed’ to the expected loading from increased use taking into
consideration the future lifetime of the scheme and climate change. The ponds along with the
other SuDS measures need to be maintained to ensure there is no future deterioration in the
quality of run-off which is discharging into the local watercourses as part of a SuDS
maintenance strategy. They should also benefit biodiversity whilst delivering benefits for
sustainable drainage and silt mitigation. The drainage/flood risk function of these ponds falls
under the remit of the relevant Lead Local Flood Authority.
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Question 7: What do you think about the location of the replacement gantry?

We have no comments.

Question 8: Do you have any comments on the potential use of the existing access track?

We have no comments.

Question 9: Do you have any further comments on the scheme changes and newly identified
impacts detailed in this brochure?

We hope our comments above are useful and help progress with the DCO application. Again
we recommend referring back to our response to the Section 42 consultation in January 2019 to
ensure our points on other aspects that we have not covered in recent pre-application
discussions are taken on board as part of the DCO application.

If you would like to discuss any of these matters further please contact me.

Yours sincerely

!lannlng !pema\ist

Direct dial 0203 025 5560
Direct e-mail HNLSustainablePlaces@environment-agency.gov.uk
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