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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 Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England
(Historic England).

Signed
Jonathan Wade

Project Manager
on behalf of Highways England

Date: 12 June 2019
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Team Leader - Development Advice (Kent , East and West Sussex and Surrey)
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Introduction

Purpose of this document

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

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

The SoCG has been produced to confirm to the Examining Authority where
agreement has been reached between the parties to it, and where agreement
has not (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.

The SoCG covers the position as agreed with Historic England up to and
including the submission of the DCO application. It may be subject to further
updates and revisions as a result of further discussion with Historic England
during the DCO examination process. Although the SoCG relates to the DCO
examination period only, it is acknowledged that there will be a need for further
agreement between the parties during detailed design and the execution of
works.

Parties to this Statement of Common Ground

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

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

The role of Historic England and the DCO application

The Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for England was established
with effect from 1 April 1984 under section 32 of the National Heritage Act 1983,
and since 1 April 2015 has been known as Historic England (and before that as
English Heritage). It is a non-departmental public body sponsored by the
Department of Digital, Culture Media and Sport (DCMS) with responsibilities for
the historic environment in England:
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1.4. Terminology

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

1.4.2 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 Historic England, 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 Historic England.
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2. Record of Engagement

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

Table 2.1: Record of Engagement

Form of correspondence  Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues tables)

21.02.17 Meeting with Historic England An introduction to the Scheme, with a presentation
of the objectives and options. Historic England’s
concerns include the impact on historic monuments
close to junction 10, in particular RHS Wisley
Gardens.

08.03.17 Letter from Historic England Response to the meeting of 21.02.17, providing
local heritage information, highlighting key issues
and concerns and responding to the current
Scheme proposals.

10.04.17 Letter from Historic England Further response to the meeting of 21.02.17
providing further heritage information, highlighting
key issues and concerns and responding to the
current Scheme proposals.

30.05.17 Meeting with Historic England Discussions focussed on impacts at Painshill Park
and Painshill Park. and included:
e current stage options
e impacts on the Gothic Tower
e noise impacts and mitigation
e impacts from construction

06.06.17 Meeting with Historic England To discuss plans for WIS-01 and WIS-010 side road
and RHS Wisley options for Wisley Lane and potential impacts on
RHS Wisley. Discussions regarding south facing
slip roads at the Ockham Park junction.

16.08.17 Stakeholder forum Scheme updates and impacts on Redhill Road.

09.12.17 Email The Preferred Route Announcement.

22.01.18 Meeting with Historic England Stakeholder updates and heritage discussions.

23.03.18 Historic England Statutory Historic England provided feedback on the Scheme
Consultation response proposals. Feedback on the assessment of the

construction and operational effects of the proposal
upon heritage assets (n those listed grade | or II* or
scheduled as ancient monuments). Key concerns
regarding grading of listed buildings, consideration
of setting and Painshill Park Gothic Tower.

17.10.18 Meeting with Historic England Provided updates to the scheme and discussed the
impacts on Painshill Park and mitigation measures.

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

topics should align with the Issues tables)

14.12.18 Historic England Targeted Historic England provided feedback on the changes
Consultation response made to the Scheme since the Statutory
Consultation earlier in the year.

18.12.18 Meeting with Historic England An approach was agreed on the method for
progressing the Statement of Common Ground.

17.04.19 Meeting with Historic England Discussion and review of the draft DCO
requirements, the draft Cultural Heritage chapter of
the Environmental Statement (ES) and the
Statement of Common Ground. Historic England
confirmed that they have no major points of
disagreement in relation to the ES chapter.

10.05.19 Email Historic England provide feedback on the SoCG
noting not they are fully agreed about the scheduled
monuments of the Roman bath house and the
Hengiform monument.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the key meetings and consultation
undertaken between (1) Highways England and (2) Historic England in relation to
the issues addressed in this SoCG.
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3. Issues
3.1. General — archaeology and cultural heritage assessment & methodology
Listed Assessment Historic England disagrees with how Discussions with Historic England Agreed
buildings methodology listed buildings have been graded. All  have clarified the assessment
(grading) listed buildings should start from the methodology and made the
base of high value, as being nationally  distinction between the significance
designated. If a distinction is needed of statutory protection and the
between grade Il and grades II* and I,  significance in terms of
then the latter could be elevated to Environmental Impact Assessment
very high value. (EIA) regulations. The methodology
is agreed.
Listed Consents No additional listed building consents Noted Adreed
buildings will be required if there is no physical 9 '
effect on them.
. . . Too much emphasis has been put on Chapter 11 of the M25 junction
I;Sesrg?sge ?ﬁgg&%sgv'sual views to and from heritage assets (in 10/A3 Wisley interchange: 6.3 Aol
terms of setting) and thus too little Environmental Statement clarifies
attention is paid to other ways in which  the methodology for assessing the
a place can be experienced. A request  setting of heritage assets and
for guidance notes was made. discusses types and levels of
impacts. Materials supporting these
assessments have been provided
to Historic England; no further
request for information was made.
Scheduled Impacts on Historic England advice is that the Agreed. The Register of Under discussion.
monuments unknown/other scheduled monuments are unlikely to Environmental Action and
in close archaeological represent the totality of the Commitments (REAC) detailed in
proximity to assets archaeological resource to be affected the M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
junction 10 by the proposal, and non-designated interchange 7.2 Outline
archaeological heritage assets should  Construction Environmental
be anticipated (both in areas for road Management Plan includes
Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.4 (Vol 8) Rev 0 Page 9 of 72
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PIER Scheme wide;
general impacts

Painshill Scheme
Park wide/Painshill Park,
Gothic Tower

infrastructure but also habitat creation
and compound location).

Historic England is not yet in a position
to agree that the assessment of effects
made in tables 11.1 and 11.2 of the
Preliminary Environmental Information
Report are correct or that they should
be carried through unaltered to the
Environmental Statement (ES) - further
information and discussion is
requested.

Historic England would like to see the
Statements of Significance prepared
for the historic landscape as a whole,
with a specific focus on the Gothic
Tower so as to understand how the
contribution of the existing landscape
character and the setting around the
tower in relation to historic significance
has been assessed.

measures to avoid direct impacts
on designated and un-designated
heritage assets during enabling and
construction works in accordance
with a Written Scheme of
Investigation (WSI), commitments
contained with the M25 junction
10/A3 Wisley interchange 6.3
Environmental Statement and
agreements with Historic England.

Consultation for the Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) included
supplementary assessment
materials including Statements of
Significance, Desk-based
Assessments, and meetings to
review design plans, as well as
submission of draft wording of the
Heritage chapter of the
Environmental Statement. Historic
England agreed with the
assessment of effects presented in
draft Chapter 11 of the M25
junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange:
6.3 Environmental Statement at a
meeting of 17.10.18.

A Statements of Significance has
been undertaken and shared with
Historic England for review. Historic
England is satisfied with the quality
and recommendations of the
Statements of Significance
(Appendix 11.3: M25 junction 10/A3
Wisley interchange: 6.3
Environmental Statement)

Agreed

Agreed.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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3.2. Impacts on Designated Heritage Assets

Painshill Scheme impacts
Park

Painshill Noise and visual
Park, Gothic  impacts

Tower

Gothic Tower Land take
and Painshill

Registered

Park and

Garden

el Scheme impacts;

Gothic Tower.

"Painshill

Park Scheme impacts;

Gothic Tower

Historic England confirms their
understanding that the grade II*
Painshill Park House and its
associated grade Il buildings do not
appear to be harmed by the proposals.

Historic England is pleased that
significant changes have been made
to the proposal addressing previous
concerns regarding the potential noise
and visual impact on the grade |
registered picturesque landscape and
grade II* listed Gothic Tower.

Historic England agreed that there
would not be substantial impacts on
historic sites. Land-take will not have a
significant impact on the park due to
the screening from the trees that will
now be largely retained.

Thought needs to be given to the
physical and visual proximity of the
bridge to the Gothic Tower and
registered landscape, with the design
endeavouring to be unobtrusive and
sympathetic to its context.

Historic England considers that the
immediate surrounds of the Gothic
Tower II* listed building are important
(not just views from it).

Noted

Noted.

Noted

Agreed. A review of the
Development Consent Order (DCO)
design fix found this to be
acceptable, and landscaping
proposals and changes should be
reviewed during detailed design.

These comments have been
addressed in the Statements of
Significance and in the assessment
of the setting of the Gothic Tower in
Chapter 11 of the M25 junction

Under discussion

Under discussion

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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el Re-location of
Park, Gothic :
Tower power lines
Painshill Scheme impacts;
Park Painshill Park
historic
environment,
(Turkish Tent;
Temple of
Bacchus)
Painshill Scheme impacts;
Park noise

Historic England is interested in the
possibility of placing the power lines
underground. Historic England
acknowledges that undergrounding of
power supplies is an expensive task
but even a short length of this nearest
the tower would be beneficial.

In terms of the northern boundary of
Painshill Park - Historic England wants
to understand how much land would
need to be taken from the heritage
asset and how a new boundary would
be formed with the remaining historic
park. The contribution that the land
currently makes to the significance of
the designated heritage asset needs to
be understood and this includes
important structures close to this
northern boundary. The Turkish Tent
and the Temple of Bacchus are not
designated heritage assets as they are
recent recreations of lost features but
these are nevertheless contributors to
the significance of the landscape and
locations designed for a specific visitor
experience.

Details of any proposed acoustic
barriers are requested. Historic
England thinks that noise is a
significant issue for the park and that
baseline data should be obtained for
the heritage assets now so that future

10/A3 Wisley interchange: 6.3
Environmental Statement

Discussions have taken place with
Historic England on the challenges
of this approach and it is agreed
that this proposal is out of the
scope of the current Scheme.
However, this could be pursued
through the application of Highways
England Designated Funds.

Discussions with Historic England
included a review of the DCO
Design Fix and agreement that the
proposed land take would not have
an impact on the significance of the
park or its constituent designated
and non-designated parts. The
considerations made for local and
emergency access, as well as for
the gas compound, have been
restricted in scope since the original
design.

The M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange: 6.3 Environmental
Statement outlines the design
mitigation for noise and
landscape/visual impacts to
provide additional mitigation for

Agreed.

Agreed.

Under discussion.
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Painshill

Park Scheme impacts;

noise

effects can be demonstrated. The aim
should be that existing noise levels are
reduced, including by mitigation

measures such as quiet road surfaces.

Historic England suggests that the
possibility of extending the noise
barriers around junction 10 (which in
the current proposal stops west of the
new bridge) and along the boundary of
the registered landscape stretch of the
A3 should be considered. We question
whether it is understood what impact
they have both visually and audibly.
Noise at Painshill Park impacts visitor
experience as well as the ability of the
site to earn essential income from
filming opportunities. Historic England
thinks that the goal needs to be to

impacts to the settings of heritage
assets. These include road surface
materials and noise barriers to keep
noise levels at or near current
levels during Scheme operation, as
well as landscape planting to
restore the landscape screening
impacted during construction
activities. Highways England will
consider the use of noise barriers
during detailed design phase if the
Scheme has a noticeable effect on
noise and barriers would be
effective in reducing noise. The
M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange 7.2 Outline
Construction Environmental
Management Plan includes the
requirement for continued
engagement with Historic England
regarding detailed design of noise
barriers if necessary.

Assessments have concluded (as
detailed in the M25 junction 10/A3
Wisley interchange: 6.3
Environmental Statement that the
scheme will not have a significant
adverse effect on the heritage
assets due to noise, which is
sufficient for the DCO. Noise levels
within the park are not expected to
noticeably increase. Improvement
of the quality of the noise levels
within the Park for tourism
purposes is outside of the scope of
the DCO. In addition, site visits
have identified the majority of noise

Under discussion

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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Painshill

Future
Park

development
Royal
Horticultural ~ /\CC€SS
Society
(RHS)
Wisley
RHS Wisley RHS Wisley;

Scheme design

improve upon existing noise levels and
not make the situation any worse.

There is concern that any form of
development in the area could provide
a green light for future development.

Historic England notes that the non-
statutory consultation has reverted to
the existing access arrangement to the
Garden. Historic England is content
with this, providing it supports the
sustainable operation of the heritage
asset now and in the future, including
for its role as a major visitor attraction.

More detail is required on the design of
construction within RHS Wisley at the
north-east corner where the existing
footbridge will be rebuilt as a road
bridge. Historic England wants to
consider this before agreeing what the

within the park coming from
overhead flights and not road noise.
Also of note is that sound engineers
in film and television routinely
remove background noise during
production as required.

Painshill Park is designated
parkland, including the areas that
have been sold. This area is also
located within greenbelt land,
which, along with the Park and
Garden designation, extends to the
A3. The proposed access route is a
private means of access to New
Farm, Heywoods Camp site and
Court Close Farm as well as
maintenance vehicles. Although an
NMU route for the public, any other
vehicles will not be permitted.

The current proposal replicates the
existing arrangements and is
considered to enable sustainable
operation of the heritage asset.

The Scheme design near RHS
Wisley has been modified to
address concerns raised by RHS

Wisley and Historic England. In pre-

Environmental Statement meetings.

Under discussion.

Agreed.

Agreed
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RHS Wisley Impacts on

conservation areas
and/or listed
buildings (traffic)

RHS Wisley  Visual impacts;

(signage/lighting)

RHS Wisley  Scheme impacts;

noise

effect on the significance of the
heritage asset will be.

Historic England wants to be satisfied
that traffic movements will not have an
adverse impact upon nearby
settlements where these are
conservation areas, contain listed
buildings or both. For example Ripley
is a conservation area and although it
has origins as a settlement on the old
A3 Historic England will be interested
as to whether through traffic there will
be increased and what the effect on
historic environment significance might
then be.

Historic England wishes to know more
about any signage (including gantries)
and lighting on the A3 and whether
these are visible from within the
registered landscape at RHS Wisley.

Historic England is interested in how
quiet road surfaces and acoustic
barriers might lessen noise and how

Traffic management plans will be in
place to limit the need for
diversions through nearby
settlements, including Ripley,
Ockham, and Cobham
Conservation Areas. No significant
impacts are anticipated on these
areas as a result.

Additional engagement will be
included with Historic England
regarding signage and lighting as a
condition of the M25 junction 10/A3
Wisley interchange 7.2 Outline
Construction Environmental
Management Plan. Details of
lighting and signage will be
included in the Scheme drawings
and their visual impact on RHS
Wisley will be reported in the
Environmental Statement. The
Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) also
requires continuing consultation
with Historic England on the
detailed design.

The Scheme includes a low noise
surface on all lanes of the A3, not
just the additional lane. The noise

Under discussion

Under discussion.

Under discussion.
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RHS Wisley  Scheme impacts;
noise
RHS Wisley  Scheme impacts

(operational
activities)

proposed works might change the
character of the existing interface
between the A3 and RHS Wisley.

There is concern about the experience
people will have at RHS Wisley, be
these visitors or staff employed there,
which is part of how its significance is
appreciated. Historic England will wish
to understand how noise levels will be
affected by the proposals and it is
suggested that data should be
obtained for the designated heritage
asset. The aim should be to achieve
an improvement over the existing
situation and certainly not to make
matters any worse.

There is concern about the threat to
the operational activities of the site at
the time when the Society is investing
heavily in visitor facilities is real, and

predictions with this surface
indicate that the change in noise
levels with the scheme would be
negligible and that provision of a
noise barrier is not justified.

The scheme includes a retaining
wall along the northbound A3 past
RHS Wisley which would ensure
that there would be no
encroachment into the gardens.
However, seven trees along this
boundary would be affected by the
works and may need to be felled
depending on the results of further
arboricultural investigations.

Noise assessments as outlined in
the M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley
interchange: 6.3 Environmental
Statement indicate that there will be
no noticeable long-term change in
the noise levels at RHS Wisley.
Temporary increases due to
construction activity will be
addressed in the M25 junction
10/A3 Wisley interchange 7.2
Outline Construction Environmental
Management Plan and will be taken
forward by the appointed contractor
in the Construction Environmental
Management Plan.

Engagement is taking place with
RHS Wisley to understand their
concerns and issues. Discussions
about timings of construction and
key events at RHS Wisley have

Under discussion

Under discussion
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highways
england

Roman bath
house at
Chatley Farm
and Red Hill
hengiform
monument

General scheme
impacts

potentially very harmful to the long-
term sustainable future of the site.

There is concern for the future of the
Roman bath house (which is included
on the Register of Heritage at Risk as
being in a declining condition) and for
the potential of works that could cause
harm to any as yet unrecognised but
potentially nationally important
archaeological remains and for the
setting of the scheduled bathhouse.

Whilst we agree that the scheduled
areas of these monuments will not be
directly affected, we retain concerns

taken place. Skanska has been
developing a programme of
construction works over the last
year. More information on this will
be available later in the year when
the construction programme will be
developed with Balfour Beatty
along with further information
available during the detailed design
stage. As part of this key dates for
stakeholders can be shared with
the contractors for input into the
programme development. The M25
junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
7.2 Outline Construction
Environmental Management Plan
will be submitted with the DCO
application which will demonstrate
that all of the impacts have been
considered. Meetings will continue
throughout the whole process with
stakeholders, including RHS Wisley
to ensure that impacts are
minimised and avoided.

The area around the bathhouse has Under discussion
been removed from the Scheme.
Noted. Highways England and
Atkins will liaise with Historic
England to develop mitigation for
any potentially nationally important
archaeological remains. This will
take place during detailed design
as part of the requirements of the
Development Consent Order. In
addition, the Construction
Environmental Management Plan

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
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highways
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Scheduled

Enhancement to
monuments setting (Prehistoric
I oz barrO\?vs)
proximity to
Junction 1

for how changes as a result of the
project may affect the contribution that
their settings make to their
significance. In particular we have in
mind ecological/landscape
compensation activities which might
change the settings. This change could
be either beneficial or harmful and we
note that new tree planting is unlikely
to be proposed as enhanced
heathland environments are the
desired outcome. Actions to achieve
this could impact any undesignated
archaeological remains outside of the
scheduled areas and there is some
possibility that these could have the
same significance as the scheduled
monuments themselves. We think that
archaeological evaluation will be
needed to understand the implications
of any works and that based on the
results of this “works” should be
carried out in minimally harmful ways
that will need to be set out in method
statements and designs

The changes made in the proposal
substantially change the advice that
Historic England has previous
provided. Historic England wants to be
involved in looking for opportunities to
enhance the setting of the prehistoric
barrows close to the existing junction
through measures that will provide
visual and aural screening on the
enhanced junction.

requires an archaeological
programme of works to better
understand the nature and
condition of archaeological remains

that may be impacted by the

Scheme.

Agreed. Details of this will be
included in the M25 junction 10/A3
Wisley interchange 7.2 Outline
Construction Environmental
Management Plan

Under discussion.
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Scheduled
barrows
close to
junction 10

Scheduled
barrows
close to

junction 10.

Scheduled
barrows
close to

junction 10.

General scheme
impacts

Scheme impacts;
noise

Scheme impacts

Historic England consider it sensible to
agree and implement improved
management of the barrows as a pair
with regards to mitigation for any harm
to either scheduled monuments. This
would be a heritage benefit which
could include the research potential in
better understanding the significance
of the archaeological remains and
interpreting this to visitors.

It is acknowledged that the barrow is
not directly impacted by the proposals
but parts of the enlarged junction 10
would be closer to it and this raises
issues for its setting, both visually and
for noise. There is very clear noise
intrusion at present and we suggest
that baseline noise data at the
designated heritage asset should be
obtained now so that the effects of the
proposed changes can be
demonstrated. The aim should be to
reduce harm from such issues.

Note that the solutions for how best to
limit harm to the significance of the
scheduled barrow will need to be
based on an enhanced understanding
of the potential for other archaeological
remains in its surrounds, be these
visible as earthworks or buried.

Noted. Highways England and
Atkins will liaise with Historic
England to develop mitigation for
the barrows and other features
affected by the Scheme. This will
take place during detailed design
as part of the requirements of the
Development Consent Order.

Discussions with Historic England
agreed that the visual impact of the
M25 in general is detrimental to this
Scheduled Monument, but that
there was nothing that could be
done to completely mitigate this.
The scheme includes new noise
barriers along the A3 past the
scheduled monument which,
together with a low noise surface
ensures there will be no significant
deterioration in noise here.
Baseline noise measurements can
be taken if required to confirm this.

The Environmental Statement is
supplemented with an
archaeological desk-based
assessment to provide additional
information of the archaeological
potential of the area. In addition,
the Construction Environmental
Management Plan requires an
archaeological programme of works
to better understand the nature and
condition of archaeological remains
that may be impacted by the

Under discussion

Under discussion

Under discussion
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Scheduled _
barrows Scheme impacts on
close to unknown/other
junction 10 undesignated

archaeological
assets

Historic England understands that
walk-over surveys and the use of
LIDAR data has taken place - Historic
England will be pleased to see the
reporting for this, probably as a desk-
based report. Historic England thinks
that some intrusive investigations may
be needed in order to evaluate the
archaeological potential of the land in
which new road construction or
mitigation measures will take place.
Discussions will be welcomed on the
probable need for trial trenching and
the timing of this i.e. before or after a
DCO application. The aim should be to
understand the potential for nationally
important but undesignated
archaeological remains associated
with the barrow site since the
presumption should be that such
evidence is preserved in situ.
Investigation to provide a record of
significance would be a less good
outcome.

Scheme. The archaeological
programme of works would create a
methodology designed to identify
the best approaches to
archaeological works and may
include non-intrusive and intrusive
survey, evaluation trenching, and a
variety of excavation methodologies
including area excavation and strip-
map-sample. The exact nature of
the programme will be based on the
detailed design.

The Environmental Statement is
supplemented with an
archaeological desk-based
assessment to provide additional
information of the archaeological
potential of the area. In addition,
the Construction Environmental
Management Plan requires an
archaeological programme of works
to better understand the nature and
condition of archaeological remains
that may be impacted by the
Scheme. The archaeological
programme of works would create a
methodology designed to identify
the best approaches to
archaeological works and may
include non-intrusive and intrusive
surveys, evaluation trenching and a
variety of excavation methodologies
including area excavation and strip-
map-sample. The exact nature of
the programme will be based on the
detailed design.

Under discussion
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Al Meeting with Historic England (21.02.17)
[y
=
- s
Meeting notes E
Project: M25 Junction 1MA3 Wisley Interchange
Subject: Meating with Historic England
Date and time: 21022017 Meeting no: 1
Meeting place:  Historic England - Guildford Minutes by: [ ]

Present: Representing:  Hisioric England
Hisftoric England
Hisftoric England
Highways England
Historic England
Atkins
Highways England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

Atkins

_itarted the meeting by giving a brief overview of the scheme

In 20114, Gowernment published a Regional Investment Strategy [RIS) coming wp with 112 schemes, which
included the M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley Interchange scheme.

There are significant problems associated with congestion at the M25/A3 junction, which are acting as a
bleck on economic growth. The junction also has the highest accident rate of any motonaay junction in the

coumtry.

Highways England has committed to a programme of delivering this improvement, with the aim of starting
work on site in 20182020 and completing the works by 202272023, This represents an ambitious programme
bearing in mind the statutory procedures including the Development Consent Order process.

Mon statutory consultation was undertaken 5™ Dec 20168— 60 Feb 2017. The public were consulted on 2
principal options for the junction (options 8 and 14), together with proposals for widening the A3 from dual 3
lanes to dual 4 between the Painshill junction in the north and the Ockham interchange in the south and
some additional widening on the A245 to the west of Painshill. The consultation materials also included
information abowt a third option that had been considered as it fulfilled the RIS requirements for free flow
links in all directions, but which had been rejected option, as it was felt that the scheme could be delivered at
lower cost for similar benefit.

The intention is to go through the DCO process beginning in mid 2018,
For safety reasons and given the proposals to widen the A3, the scheme also includes proposals o stop up
existing private access points that connect directly to the A3. |t was explained that sclutions for achieving

altermative access amangements are still under imvestigation.

For the San Domenico site there is the option to run service road via Redhill Road or Seven Hills Rioad.

Mext meeting:

Distribution:

Date issued: Fille ref:

MNOTE TO RECIPIEMTS:

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

‘four agreement that the notes form a true record of the dscussion will be assumed wnless adverse comments are
received in writing within five days of receipt.

Contains sensife Information
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JW emphasised the aim to work with Historic England as the project progresses towards a DCO application,
particularty with a view to reaching agreement as far as possible on matters such as baseline information,
the methods of assessment, the significance of the heritage assets and the extent of their setting and
schemes for mitigation having regard to the likely effects of the proposed scheme.

Junction options — ([} provided further detail of the options and the implications for
existing side road access

Option 14 — The elongated roundabout. This option would provide addiional capacity for around 10 years
before it is modelled to be owver capacity. This doesn’t meet the 15 year design year requirements for the
scheme. Key features include:

# Free fiow left tums on all arms of the rcundabout.

»  Siretching the roundabout to provide more capacity on the roundabout (at the same level as
existing).

& Would retain the structure of the roundabout and use it for non motorised wsers.

# This option doesn't provide much advantage in terms of safety.

# |tis gquite a bit cheaper than the other option.

Option 8 —The flyower option. Existing roundabout to be retained
This option provides better improvements in terms of traffic flow and safety when compared to option 14.
Key features include:

* Provides free flow movements for the the busiest right tums.

#» Dedicated left and right tuming from the A3 onto the M25.

# This is an extra level above the A3. Structure would site Tm above the current A3 overbridge, and
would most likely have to be lit

»  M25 right turms onto the A3 will remain signalised.

Third option was to provide something that was fully free flow. Similar to the current amangements on
junction 12 of the M25. It does address the transport issues, but has a larger foolprint than Option 8,
requiring some 50-60 hectares of land..

The scheme is also proposing to close Elm Comer and looking at the possibly of re-providing this via Oid
Lane. Also need to provide access to the Farm and scout campsite on the west of the A3 away from the
junction.

Options for Wisley Lane. Closing it up and providing a senvice noad to the south is one option. Other option is
a similar service mad to the South. Tunnel or bridge to the other side and connecting in to Ockham junction.

Having direct access from properties to the A3 is wery much not desirable. RHS Wisley Gardens hawe
significant numbers of visitors.

Service roads are additional to the exira lane. There would also be screening bebtween these. We would also
want to include cycle and walking routes within these as well. We are looking to make an improvement to the
walking and cycling facilities in the vicinity of the scheme.

Historic England queried whether on any of the local access proposals the existing customer entrance to
Painshill Park would be affected. Atkins confirmed Customer access to Painshill Park would be unaffected.
One of the Painshill access options would affect the existing tradesman’s access via the A245.

Historic: England Early Feedback

B - i< ihat Hisioric England's main concems relate to the patential effects on a group of
scheduled monuments close to Junction 10 and to the potential effects on the registered parks and gardens
at Painshill and Wisley. At this stage, Historic England have not had the opporiunity to consider the
potential effects on listed buildings in any detail and PK emphasised the significant potential for other non-
designated as yet undiscovered remains to be present in the area. [t was recommended that the design
Contains sensiive information
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team consult with the County Archasologist on undesignated assets and with the local authorities regarding
grade |l listed buildings.

Ancient monuments and archaeological remains —{| I -r--id=d an initial assessment of
the potential impact on scheduled monuments in proximity of the site

Two barmows that might be affected situated to the SW of J10:

1. Bell barmow (MHLE 1012204) — quite a rare type of bronze age prehistoric monuments. Only about
250 identified across the country. High status burials, usually of high status males. Bamow with a
ditch around the outside.

2. Bowl Barmow (MHLE 1012205} approximately 10,000 of these designated nationally. Also a
funerary monument similar to the abowe.

Anather manument (MHLE 1007805) to the north-east of the Junction: Hengi-Form. Mealithic monument.
Part of monumental ceremonial type. This is a small type of henge. This is the only identified preserved one
im Surrey and there are approzimately 24 or 25 nationally. Often associated with other features in the
landscape near to them.

Barmmows are rarely built in isolation and areusually a ritual focus in the immediate landscape. You often tend
to find features bebween them. Other types of activity going on like post holes efc. Important to understand
them as part of a wider ritwal and historic landscape. The cose proximity of the different monuments
suggests a continuity of use within the landscape.

Peter Kendall stated that they haven't been investigated in detail. It may be difficult io identify what other
features there are in the landscape, because of the existing scrub and tree cover. This does create a
conundrum in terms of not necessarily knowing what the additional impact might be.

Effects of the options on the monuments and their setting.

I - riquired about whether Historic England hiad formed a view on the extent of the setting of the
scheduled monuments at present. P confirmed not at this stage but that Historic England would be
expecting Highways England to undertake full analysis of this as part of their heritage assessment. RL
emphasised that the setting is likely fo include the wider historic landscape and that there will be a
relationship between the two bamows to the 5W of the junction. Historic England’s team acknowledged that
the presence of the M25 and A3 and junction 10 infrastructure already has a significant adverse effect on the
setting of some assetsifeatures in close proximity with the roads, including the Bell Bamow.

The arsas a little further away provides a sense of an ocpen landscape. We assume that there were sight
lines between them. You can get a chance to appreciate of what they were originally like.

B - - - about the issue of ness — is that something that should be thought about in terms of
the level of risk andinpantunmegneghsaidmattdmneedmhemmmmdcmuyh

respect of the setting of the monument.

B - vis=d that these are not currently formally assessed as at risk. Mot currently identified as
needing active management. Usually when there is direct physical impact on monumenis this tends o be the
triggers for "at risk’ rather tham the effect on the setting.

It miight be possible to use LIDAR to identify earthworks etc. HE would expect o see some of these
technigues. Atkins currently have LIDAR for the area. We are looking at that to minimise the new data that
we need. Meed to think about the resolution at what the LIDAR has been created. At some resolutions it
doesn't effectively show up the archaeological data. Might need an archaealogist to do that. [l aroy
o have a look at this.

- - that the impact of the slip read in option @ severs one barmow from another and this
would be a significant concem. It wauld isclate the bell barmow from its wider historic landscape and so the
impact on this asset is likely to be much greater than on the Bowd Barrow.. The more extensive landtake
associgted with Option B is also likely to give rise to a greater impact on as yet unidentified archasclogy in
the area compared with Option 14. Similar issues with the henge monument.

Contains sensidive information
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The additional height of stretures such as a fiyover, and quite possibly more lighting would have more viswal
impact on the sites than previously. This may also have guite a significant impact and would need to be
assessed..

HE consider that an elongated roundabout is much less hammful. However, new development would still be
coming closer to the bell barmow. Much lower risk of damaging unidentified archasology.

I cirted out that with option O, the northbound slip road from the A3 would see much lower
use.

RL expressed concemn about the potential effects on the setfing of the Hengi-Form Scheduled Monument
due to the proposed A3 southbound to M25 eastbound link.

In terms of mitigation there could be bunds or environmental bamiers. Bunds could be landscaped to match
the existing landscape in the immediate vicinity.

B == whether ihe sites are currently actively visited. Historic England stated that there
probably isn't a huge amount of active visiting of the sites, although a site visit by its staff will be required to
ascertain this further.

B - vt i the intention from Historic England's point of view with these sites? Peter Kendall
stated that Historic England would pretty much leave them as the status quo. If as a result of the visit it is
established there are management needs, them this would be raised with the landowner.

Historic England stated that they are concemed particularly when monuments are isolated as this is when
they would become neglected. (I =t=t=d that access would be maintaimed but acknowledged this
would make it significantly less desirable.

I o tsied that there is a roman bathhouse site on the edge of Painshill Park. This site
also requires further investigation. Bath houses are rarely sited in isolation so it is likely there would a villa
structure of similar very close to the bath house remains.

Anglo Saxwons — there may also be some post roman remains e.g. as prehistoric bamows are often re-used
for burials

N - iis=d there has recently been a planning appeal decision about setting. The planning
inspector judges concluded that harm is a spectrum and that less than substantial harm was in this case still
an important factor such that he dismissed the appeal by Bath University for a car park mear to a Hill Fort.
hittps:-facp_planninginspectorate.gov.ukMViewCase aspx ?Caseid=313852898ColD=0

The meesting agreed that all parties would ke to have as much agreed as a statement of common ground as
possible and whittle it down to the areas of major concemisignificant impact

JW enquired whether Historic Emgland is likely to consider the degree of harm fo the sefting of the Bell
Bamow scheduled monument to be substantial with Option 8. PK and RL indicated that this is a possibility.,
altthough further investigation would be required.

Historic England’s job is to advise on the heritage impacts. Historic England want to explore the ways in
which the impact can be minimised. Locking to seek reassurance from Highways England that attematives
with lesser impacts have been considered. Demonstrate the option that we are going forwanrd with has to be
made in the round. PK confirmed that Historic Emgland would not be testing the case on need for
development and the balanced judgement between benefits of the scheme and impacts on cultural heritage
would be a matter for the examining authority.

Parks and Gardens _ provided a view on the impact on Parks and Gardens

Painshill Park: Grade 1 listed

5J emphasised that Historic England had not been provided with details of the additional local access
proposals that could affect the park, so initial comments being provided relate o the main scheme oplions
and the information available in the public consultation documentation.

Contains sensiive information

Me=ting notes - Historic England 21.02.17 FIMAL Flan Design Enalle

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.4 (Vol 8) Rev 0 Page 26 of 72



highways

england

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030 8.4 Statement of Common Ground with Historic England }

ATKINS

Park and Garden has undergone a huge amount of restoration in recent decades. 15™ Century garden
designed by Charles Hamilbon.

Origimally designed to be a tranquil experience. Existing A3 has somewhat harmed that experience and
moise is a significant issue for the setting of the Park. Throughout much of the park visitors experience a
background hum from the A3. There isn't significant road moise until the end of the Serpentine lake and
onwards sowth to the Gothic tower. The A3 is very close o the Gothic Tower. As part of the assessment,
Historic England would wish to see noise levels modelled for locations within the park

Tointroduce any new vehicular access into the park would be very undesirable. The existing routes are
based on the orginal camiage routes. placed in the park when it was designed and built

The slip roads for Option 8 would be likely to further enclose the views of the Gothic tower and loss of trees.
from the park edge would be a concem.

A views analysis assessment would need to be undertaken. Cleary winter is a good time to be able o do
this as this would offer a worst-case scenano for changes in views and visual impacts on setting. Montages
would be helpful as part of the assessment.

In ferms of mitigation, 5J suggested that planting rather than bunding may be a better approach.
Historic England also noted that any overhead gantries and their visual impact would need to be considered.
Wisley — Grade II* listed

RHS Wisley — the significance of the Park is very different to Painshill. Tied up more with horticultural
interest. Trial beds are closest to the road as it stands. Currently an area of lower significance potentially.
Impacts are likely to be less than for Painshill. Sill do hear noise from the A3. There is a small amount of the
potential land required for the A3. Access road issue will be more interesting in terms of their numbers of
visitors.

Initial impressions are that Historic England will be less concemed about the effects of the scheme on RHS
Gardens Wisley than potential effects on Painshill Park.

Historic England pointed out that given the height of structures and the links in option & the spafial scope of
the heritage assessment will need to be drawn more widely as the potential for greater impacts and ower
longer distances is possible. MW confirmed that it would be possible to establish a Zone of Visual Influence.

requested in terms of the comments submitted - if there are other issues that things should be
looked at that would be very useful. [ I mertioned that we are only at the start of the
engagement, we expect this to go through many more stages.

Historic England suggested that HE should speak to the Guildford BC and Elmndge BC conservation officers
fio lock at the grade |l listed buildings and any potential impacts on these. Historic England also advised that
the Chatley Semaphore Tower (II" isted) is the only surviving tower of its type and its significance is heavily
reliant on its historic sight lines..

It was agreed that Historic Emgland would issue its comments on the proposals so far in writing within the
next 2 weeks. Highways England invited Historic England to get in touch if they needed any further
information and MW undertook to provide a plan showing possible options for providing alternative access
armangements for those affected by proposals to stop-up the proliferation of direct private accesses on to the
Ad

Highways England thanked Historic England for their ime and prowviding insight into the significance of the
heritage assets in the vicinity of the junction

Contains sensifive information
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Letter from Historic England (08.03.17)

e
Py Historic Fngland

[ Ourref.

Atkins Limited, Your ref:

Epsom Gateway,

Ashley Avenue, Telephone (D
Epsom, Fax

Surrey

KTL1E 5AL

08 March 2017

Dear [N
re: M25/A3 - Junction 10 - proposed improvements by Highways England

Thank you for meeting us on 212 February to explain the emerging proposals to upgrade J10
of the M25 and to improve associated sections of the A3. | am now able to provide our
preliminary response. This is based on the information from the recently closed public
consultation and to some extent the maps for possible access options at Wisley and Painshill
[Marc Woodall's email of 212 February).

We accept that there is a strong case to address the current issues for the safe and efficient
operation of the motorway junction and our intention is to help you to find solutions that will
avoid, minimise and mitigate any harm to the historic environment. Our key concems relate
to the designated heritage assets and their settings which will be affected. These can be
broadly divided into the scheduled monuments and the registered parks and gardens. There
are also other listed buildings potentially affected by the emerging proposals and also
potential for undesignated heritage assets (specifically those of an archaeclogical nature) to
be harmed.

1. Scheduled Monuments and other undesignated archaeological remains
We hawe focussed most on the prehistoric scheduled monuments closest to Junction 10 but
there is also the Roman bath house at Chatley Farm (MHLE 1005923).5uch sites do not exist in
izolation and are often indicative of a nearby villa. This potential should be explored further
as part of assessment of the likely archaeological effects of the works.

There are three prehistoric scheduled monuments close to the existing 110,

# NHLE 1007905 -Hengiform monument at Red hill.

EF

,\
&

. Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-105 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH

&?'-‘ Telephone 01483 25 2030 HistoricEngland.org.uk

g, i Pleass note thart Historic England aperates an accsss to information palicy.
LEe

£

i".'!.'.?)rL

Comespandence ar infarmation which you send us may therefore become publicy available.
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®  MNHLE 1012204 - Bell barmow on Coclcrow Hill
&  MNHLE 1012205 - Bowl barrow west of Coclkorow Hill

Hengiforms are mid to late Neolithic ritual or ceremonial centres closely connected with
burial. They were flat, roughly circular enclosures with a surrounding ditch and external
bank. With at least one entrance into the interior, they often have pits, cremations, graves
and postholes within them and may have associated features around the perimeter. These
are a very rare monument type with only 24 examples known. Despite some disturbance
from guarrying, this example survives comparatively well. Hengiforms are frequently
found in association with other archaeclogical evidence. The example at Shepperton had
an adjacent occupation deposit and pit row and also later phases of Bronze Age activity
which indicate that it had remained an important part of the landscape.

Barrows are mainly Bronze Age in date funerary monuments, constructed to cover or
contain burials, often with associated grave goods. Bowl examples are the most numerous
form of barrow, whilst Bell barrows are particularly rare, with very few being located
outside Wessex and less than 250 identified nationally. The survival of adjacent bowl and
bell barrows gives a valuable insight into the nature and scale of human occupation in the
Bronze Age. Despite the intrusion of the main road junction the barrows survive as visible
earthwork monuments within a moderately rural setting which expands out to the west,
and which may offer a basis for understanding contemporary prehistoric landscapes.

It is unlikely that barrows were created as individual monuments isolated from their
surroundings. These are now seen as part of a ‘spiritual landscape’, with an increasing
emphasis during the Meolithic and Bronze Age on locations and landforms. The placing of
groups of burial monuments can be understood as some form of spiritual divination of the
landscape. This hypothesis is supported by the hengiform monument which lies a short
distance to the north east of the barrows. It is common for barrows to be orientated on
certain focal points in the landscape. There is increasing evidence that these principles
also extended into the spaces between structures, with seemingly insignificant areas of
ground containing related features such as post alignments, flat graves and urned
cremations. It is likely therefore, that the two barrows had a clear relationship with each
other and were designed to be intervisible within the landscape, and that the land
between the barrows can be expected to have an enhanced potential for discovery of
associated features.

We discussed how the existing scrub and tree cover at the site will make it difficult to carry
out walk over surveys designed to identify as yet undiscovered archaeology, but this
should still be carried out and be informed by information in the Surrey Historic
Environment Record. We advise that the Surrey CC archaeological curators be consulted
as early as possible for their knowledge of this and similar parts of Surrey. We discussed
how LIDAR might be a technigue to identify otherwise slight earthworks or those obscured
by tree cover. It was agreed that existing LIDAR data would be reviewed. Its usefulness will
be affected by the resolution at which the data was acquired.

The two junction options that were consulted upon each have implications for the prehistoric
scheduled monuments and their settings.

iR Histosic England, Eastgate Court, 105205 High Street, Guildferd GLU1 3EH *.
QM‘ Telephone 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland.arg.uk Stonewall
'ﬁ,jq.}? Please note that Historic England operates an acoess to information palioy frmam T
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Option 3 - 4 level flyover

Option 8 would be harmful to the scheduled Bell barrow (MHLE 1012204), an asset of high
value, through changes to its setting. The existing junction is already harmful, but under
this option the junction would be enlarged with the new slip road from the eastbound A3
onto the M25 meaning the monument would be surrounded by roads on all sides. This
would sever surviving landscape links between the barrow and its surrounding land, from
which it derives significance. This would permanent major adverse impacts which are
significant. The amenity value of the monument, as a feature which can be visited would
be severely harmed were it to become isolated within a major junction. Issues for setting
are primarily a visual consideration but here would also include noise.

Option 9 would also harm the scheduled Bowl barrow (WHLE 1012205), another asset of
high value and again as a result of change within its setting. Although the existing junction
forms part of the existing setting, Option 9 would expand the junction with the new slip
road from the eastbound A3 onto the M25 bringing the junction infrastructure within 200m
of the barrow, and severing the surviving landscape link between this barrow and the Bell
Barmow to the south east. This would result in permanent moderate adverse impacts,
which are significant.

Option 9 also has the potential to harm the scheduled Hengiform monument (MHLE
1007905), an asset of high value, through changes to its setting. The scheme would expand
the junction with the new slip road from the westbound A3 onto the M25 bringing the
junction infrastructure within approximately 300m of the monument. This would
constitute permanent moderate adverse effects, which are significant.

As indicated above there is a real possibility of as yet unidentified archaeclogical remains
in the land associated with the 2 scheduled prehistoric monuments and some of these
could be of national importance. The larger the land take for a rebuilt junction the more
likely it is that undesignated archaeclogical remains would be affected.

To date no drawings are available of what a flyover would look like but we understand that
the deck could be 8 m off the ground and that it would require safety barriers and lighting.
The visibility of the new structure would need to be modelled from each of the scheduled
monuments, with and without mitigation proposals such as screening through planting.
Additional planting has the potential to harm any undesignated archaeclogical remains. A
zone of theoretical visibility would be needed for a new flyover and based on this it might be
visible from heritage assets at some distance from Junction 10. These would need to be
assessed for any harm that this might cause.

Option 14 - elongated roundabout

Option 14 would harm the scheduled Bell barrow (NHLE 1012204), an asset of

high value, through changes to its setting. The expanded junction would take place within
100m of the monument. The existing junction is already harmful and so the issue might be
how much more harm would this option cause, allowing for the potential to screen the
barrow from the expanded junction by tree planting. The completed scheme would bring

e Historic England, Eastgate Court, 106- 205 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH *.
EM\ Telephane 01483 35 2020 HistoricEngland.arg.uk Stonewall
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Comespandencs ar infarmatian which you send us may therefore become publicly available.

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.4 (Vol 8) Rev 0 Page 30 of 72



highways

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
) england

TR010030 8.4 Statement of Common Ground with Historic England

the movement of traffic closer to the monument to the east, further degrading its setting.
This would constitute a permanent moderate adverse impact, which is significant.

Option 14 would harm the scheduled Bowl barrow (MHLE 1012205), an asset of high value,
through changes to its setting. The construction of the expanded junction and M25 slip
roads to the north of the junction may be visible in filtered views from the monument, and
the setting of the monument would be further degraded by noise. This is likely to cause a
slight adverse impact, which would not be as significant as for the barrow closest to the
junction.

This option appears to require a lesser additional land take than option 9 and therefore the
potential for harm to undesignated archaeclogical remains could be lower. Without the need
for such a major structure as a flyover, the finished works under this option are less likely to be
visible than for option 9.

2. Registered Historlc Parks and Gardens

There are two such designated heritage assets which would be affected by the proposals.

® NHLE 1000125 Painshill Park - grade |
® NHLE 1000126 Royal Horticultural Societies Gardens, Wisley — grade 1%,

We think that works to improve Junction 10 have the potential to cause harm to Fainshill
Park, principally through changes within its setting. It appears that less harm would be
caused to Wisley by the junction works, based on changes to its setting. However it is the
proposed works to widen the existing A3 and to stop up existing roads, such that these must
then be replaced by new local distributor roads, which are potentially most harmful to both
sites, As a principle we advise that options which avoid intrusion of new roads within the
boundaries of the registered landscapes should be explored.

Painshill Park

Painshill is one of the finest surviving exam ples of an 18" Century English landscaped park, as
reflected by its highest grade. It was laid out between 1738 and 1773, chiefly by Charles
Hamilton. The site design contains a series of *living pictures” created for the enjoyment of
visitors (including as they drove around the park in carriages) and intended to provoke
emotions. These effects are created by the interplay of the modelling of the land, the lake and
watercourses, by tree planting and importantly through a large number of statues, landscape
buildings and other structures, such as bridges and a grotto. These features are individually
listed. Also listed at the northern end of the park is Painshill House (MHLE 1030132 grade I1°).
The listed building closest to Junction 10 is the grade II* Gothic Tower { MHLE 1191694)
which is a four stage brick tower forming part of the park from the early 19 Century and from
which long views are available.

Works to reform Junction 10 might not have a significant adwverse impact upon the
significance of Painshill Park, largely as a result of the large amount of existing trees that
separate it from the heritage asset Mevertheless the potential for harm arising from changes
to the setting of the park should be assessed based on the land take needed for either option
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9 or 14. Option @ has the highest potential to cause harm as an elevated flyover and its
associated features are more likely to be visible from within the park. We have visited the
Gothic Tower and views from the upper parts of this will need to be considered to determine if
under either option the rebuilt junction would be visible. We acknowledge that the existing
setting of the tower is not ideal, specifically due to the adjacent electricity pylons, but
additional harm from road improvement could create additional cumulative harm.

The existing A3 is visible from the tower, particularly at this time of year when the trees are not
in leaf, and these views also require consideration. We suggest that the most significant effect
of the modermn roads for appreciation of the historic park derives from the noise with hinders
the ability to enjoy the garden in the way that its creators intended. The potential for
increased noise levels will need to be carefully assessed, especially if widening of the A3 and
the provision of new access roads will mean increased traffic closer to or within the park.
There are at present screening effects for the A3 (at least in visual terms) created by the tree
planting on the NW boundary of the park. We are concerned that new access roads could
reduce that screening and introduce inappropriate new features within it. We have yet to fully
asszess the options for new access roads that have been provided. We think that land take
from the registered park should be awoided, but if this becomes unavoidable, it should be
bath minimised and appropriately screened so that the net visual and noise effects on the
park are limited. Painshill Park operates as a heritage site open to the public and we wish to
ensure that road improvements do not harm the ability of the site to continue to function. We
hawve similar concerns for how new access roads might effect Painshill House and its setting.
We will visit Fainshill Park in the next few weeks and we shall let you have any additional
comments.

RHS Wisley

The gardens at Wisley have a very different in character to Painshill Park. They too are enjoyed
as a landscape to be visited but a large part of their significance is bound up in their plant
collections and specimens and in the long established experimental activities there which are
on-going in the present.

The harm that could be caused at Wisley by the proposed road improvements is not based on
the Junction 10 works but rather the need to re-provide access roads as a result of a widening
of the A3. We are still reviewing the options for the new roads but we are likely to favour those
which avoid or minimise any land take from the registered park and garden at Wisley. We
understand that some important historic specimens of trees could be threatened under some
of the options and that issues from road related pellution could endanger the longevity of
others. It seems unlikely that all important trees and plants could be trans located. We think
that there will be issues for the significance of the site if new roads and traffic result in harm to
views out from the gardens, but we are also concerned about increased issues for road noise.

We are aware of the ambitious plans for the future of the gardens at Wisley in the 21* Century
and we are concerned to ensure that the future access arrangements there do not jeopardise
the ability of the site to operate as a major visitor attraction. We think that these issues are
particularly acute at Wisley, and more so than say at Painshill Park, given the existing high
visitor numbers, the ambition to grow these and the existing issues when major events take
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Summary

Historic England is committed to working with Highways England to help understand the
effect of this necessary junction improvement upan the historic environment and to find ways
by which to awaid, minimise or mitigate the harm that would be caused.

As work to identify a preferred option is taken forward we would be pleased to offer pre-
application advice before a DCO might then be sought For this we will need to reach
agreement about what would be a charged for advisory service as the available 15 hours of
free advice have by this letter all been used up. Additional information about our Extended

Pre-Application service can be found at www HistoricEneland ore /EAS and | would be pleased
to discuss this further.

Based on the information currently available to us we have a clear preference for the option
14 design of an elongated roundabout over the option 9 design for a 4 level flyover. This is
based around what we think would be a lower land take and an arrangement of new roads
which would cause less harm to the scheduled monuments closest to Junction 10. We think
that both options will cause some harm to these monuments through changes in their
settings. There is also an as yet not understood potential for harm to undesignated
archaeclogical remains under both options. This harm is potentially lower under option 14.
We think that a raised flyover has the potential to be visible from a wider range of designated
heritage assets, including potentially from within the SW end of Painshill Park (including the
Gothic Tower).

To a degree harm has already been caused by the existing Junction 10 and so it will be the
additicnal harm arising from new works that will need to be considered alongside this. The
extent of the probable works to provide replacement access roads has only recently become
apparent to us and we are still considering our respense to these. We think that major harm
could be caused to the two registered parks and gardens adjoining the A3 on either side of the
junction. Options which avoid taking land from either designated heritage asset are to be
preferred and if some land take is unavoidable we will want to consider the effectiveness of
mitigation measures for the visual and noise effects that may result. In sclving the issues for
Junction 10 we think it essential that the existing operation of both historic gardens for large
numbers of visitors must be safeguarded.

| hope this preliminary response covers all that we discussed on 21* February. If you or
colleagues hawve any questions about the content of this letter we would be pleased to answer
thesza.

Yours sincerely

Princi ial InsiectDrDF Ancient Monuments

P . Histosic England, Eastgate Court, 195-705 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH *.
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A.3. Letter from Historic England (10.04.17)
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Our ref:

Atkins Limited, PADD4 71451
Epsom Gateway, Your ref:
Ashley Avenue,
Epsom, Telephone
Surrey Fax
KT18 5AL

10 Apnl 2017
Dear |l

re: M25/A3 - Junction 10 - proposed improvements by Highways England

| refer to my colleague (I \=tter to you dated 8™ March and | am now
able to provide some additional comments, including for the options under
consideration for access roads likely to affect the registered parks and gardens
(RPG) at Painshill Park and RHS Wisley. We are sormry for the delay in responding
hut we needed to visit both sites. This had the advantage of our being able to discuss
with the operators of these their position about the overall scheme. These comments
are specific to the issues of the RPGs and should be read in conjunction with those in
our earlier letter, including for the scheduled monuments or their settings affected by

the proposal.

| hope it will be helpful if, for each historic landscape, | set out a brief assessment of
what we consider to be most significant about these designated heritage assets and
then how we think the road improvement, including access road proposals, might
affect this. | also attach as an annexe a brief statement about the policy context in
which we will consider issues of any harm to the significance of heritage assets.

« Significance of Painshill Park

Painshill Park is a grade | registered Park/Garden, and considered of exceptional
interest. It was created between 1738 and 1773 by owner and creator, the Hon.
Charles Hamilion. The garden gradually developed along the lines of the emergent
Picturesque theories expounded by William Gilpin, Sir Uvedale Price and Richard
Payne Knight, the two former at least having visited the site and each in their way
heen impressed with the naturalistic style employed there.

The picturesque movement represented a conscious shift from the naturalistic and
relatively ordered landscapes of Capability Brown to those that could be likened to
paintings, incorporating the dramatic and the wild. At Painshill, we see this in the
careful placement of ruined follies meant to evoke the fall of ancient Rome or of the
medieval monasteries of England; but also in the wild plantings at the westem edge
of the garden where the gothic tower (grade II*) rises out of the pines like an

abandoned fairy-tale castle.
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The gardens were intended to be experienced as a series of events, happened upon
as the visitor travelled clockwise around the park. Provoking emotion was
fundamental to the experience of these eighteenth century gardens, and Hamilton
would have consciously designed paris of his park to evoke a sense of melanchaly,
surprise or meditation as visitors moved around the site. The Elysian Fields, in the
northem area are a key part of Hamilton’s design and here was planted a flower
garden with a background of exotic shrubs and trees where visitors would have taken
rest at the Temple of Bacchus (under reconstruction) and been shown Hamilion's
collection of antiquities.

The northem part of the park was originally within Hamilton's ownership and late
eighteenth century maps show this area as relatively open, with just a narmow belt of
trees along the old Portsmouth Road (now the A3). Nlustrations contemporary with
Painshill’s creation show that views were available into it from the Portsmouth Road,
with the Summey heathland forming the backdrop to the garden. A sale plan of the
garden dated 1831 shows the northem boundary more heavily wooded; and this part
of the RPG has since changed again with fractured land ownership, domestic or
equestrian activiies and boundary hedges and fences abutting the more managed
and publically accessible parts of the park.

= [mpact of the proposals

The A3 s a very busy and fast road and the aural intrusion of it into Painshill is
severe, particularty in northem and westem parts of the park and around the gothic
tower, which also suffers from the effects of the pylons detracting from its intended
enchanted setting.

While the relatively thick planting along the northem boundary does not appear to be
a designed element of Hamilton's landscape, and the split ownership now divorces
this part of the park from the more considered paris of the garden, both cleary
provide a useful buffer to the noise and wisual intrusion of the A3 to the more
significant parts of the park. As set out in our eadier letter, any land take into the
RPG should therefore be avoided, because of the hammful effects associated with
increased traffic movements.

In terms of the proposed access roads, litle information has been provided on how
these will actually appear or on the volume of fraffic using them. While they would
serve only a limited number of properiies, taken together with any widening of the A3,
the cumulative impact on the RPG could be considerable.

Historic England is however most concemed about proposals to locate an overbridge
at the site of the gothic tower. The tower was one of the furthest points on the
historic visitor circuit (as it sfill is) and was in many ways conceived as the final
spectacle of the tour, an unexpected encounter deep within the woods. While we
acknowledge the intrusion of modem development on the setting of this building, we
understand that the Painshill Park Trust is continuing to explore options to re-site the
nearest pylon to it and reinstate something of the mystical quality of the building’s
setting. We think that a raised footbridge in either location PAING3 or PAINO4 would

Moy Historlc England, Easigate Court, 195-205 High Streed, Gulldford GU1 3EH Mo
g‘? Telephane 01483 25 2021 HistoricEngland org.uk Stonevall |

: Please note that Histonic England operates an access to Information policy. “DIVERSITY
> Cormespangence of Information which you send us may therefore become publicly avaliable. _amk |

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.4 (Vol 8) Rev 0 Page 35 of 72



highways

england

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030 8.4 Statement of Common Ground with Historic England )

N
pgigly Hisloric England
istoric Eng

cause a very high level of additional harm to the designated heritage asset itself, and
to the RPG in the terms of the National Planning Policy Framework (WPPF). We
would strongly encourage you to discount this option from consideration of the
scheme.

As set out in our earier letter, our preference is for Option 14 in respect of changes
to Junction 10 itself. We would like o see Accurate Visual Representations of this
scheme as it would be viewed from the Gothic Tower to understand how the
proposal, with raised elements and increased lighting would appear in the wider
landscape.

Please see our comments below in respect of sound mitigation measures.
= Significance of RHS Wisley

Wisley Garden is the oldest of the gardens of the Royal Horticultural Society (RHS)
which has been operating from this site since 1803, it appears on Historic England's
register of parks and gardens at grade I* and is therefore like Painshill among those
landscapes registered at the highest grades. Even before the tenure of the RHS, the
garden was used for experimental planting by owner George Fergusson Wilson who
was inspired by plantsman William Robinson and advised by Gerrude Jekyll. The
garden was gifted to the RHS in 1903 by Sir Thomas Hanbury, and the RHS has
since been building on its reputation for excellence in horticuliure and horticultural
science at this site.

The southemmost part of the gardens nearest the A3 is the site of the trial beds,
which, given the historic significance of the site are clearly a very important
component of the garden. Beyond this is Batileston Hill, an area heavily planted with
exotics, many sourced by famous plant hunters. There has cleardy been much
investment in this area to create attractive walks through the woodland, and it has a
character unique from the rest of the garden.

« [mpacts on the significance of Wisfey

We advised at our initial meeting that we felt the impacts to Wisley were likely to be
associated with the further noise intrusion rather than because of direct impacts.
Howewver, having visited the site and gained a better understanding of the issues, we
think that the effecits arising from the proposed land fake and their impact on
historically significant plantings in that location will be considerable. Furthemmore, the
threat to the operational activities of the site at a fime when the Society is investing
heavily in visitor facilities is real, and potentially very harmful to the long term
sustainable future of the site.

Dealing first with the land take and the various access amangements proposed, we
are concemed that a two-way access route taken together with the widening of the
AZ would eat into the RPG guite significantly along its southem boundary. As set out
above, this area is historically significant because of the rarity of species planted in
Battleston Hill, but also because of the use of this part of the garden to support trial

Mgy Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Street, Gulldford GLA 3EH -
f Telephons 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland ong.uk Stonewall |

- Please note that Historic England opersies an access o Information policy. "DIVERSITY !
* COrespantenca of INfrmation whilch you Send us may Nersfore DEcome pubiicly avalable. e ol

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.4 (Vol 8) Rev 0 Page 36 of 72



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030 8.4 Statement of Common Ground with Historic England

3

highways
england

)
Mgy Hisloric Enegland
aaall 5

planting, which is the raison d'&tre of RHS Wisley. It is therefore particularly
important to minimise the land take associated with the proposed works, and we
would encourage you to exhaust all options to avoid this eventuality.

RHS Wisley has set out in its own representations the scale of the investment at the
gardens and the importance of maintaining the operational capacity of the site to their
long term business plans. Through our advisory role, we seek to ensure that
heritage assets are sustained in their optimum viable use, and we fully support the
aspirations of RHS Wisley to maintain and grow the visitor offer, while conserving
those historic values that make it a special place.

A number of the access amangements proposed to RHS Wisley would result in
contrived and lengthy joumeys up and down the A3 which may not only impact on
the desirability of the site as a visitor destination, but could also result in increased
traffic along this stretch of the A3 and on the new J10 roundabout. We therefore
endorse RHS Wisley's suggestion to give greater consideration to providing on and
off slips at the Ockham roundabout which would address some of these issues.

« Sound mitigation at both sites

For both RHS Wisley and Painshill Park, the increased noise resufting from these
improvements should be modelled. We strongly recommend that consideration is
given to sound mitigation measures such as silent road surfacing, planting and where
appropriate, bunding, to diminish the aural intrusion of fraffic noise on these
exceptional registered landscapes.

We would welcome a continued dialogue with Highways England as the proposals
develop, and trust that the above comments will assist your consideration of the
various options affecting these sites.

Yours sincerely

Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas

higy, Historlc England, Easigale Court, 135-205 High Street, Gulldford GU1 3EH 4- -
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FPaolicy Confext for proposals affecting the Registered Parks and Gardens

The government's policies on sustainable development are set out in the Wational
Planning Policy Framework. [t strives to achieve sustainable development, seeking
economic, social and environmental gains jointly and simulaneously through the
planning system. The planning system should play an active role in guiding
development fo sustainable solutions (para8 MNPPF). Pursuing sustainable
development involves seeking positive improvements in the quality of the built,
natural and historic environment (para.9 NPPF). Proposals for development should
therefore seek to awvoid or minimise the harmm fo the significance of designated
heritage assets.

Under the NPPF it is a core planning principle to conserve heritage assets in a
manner appropriate to their significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their
contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations (para .17 NPPF). When
considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a
designated hertage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's conservation.
Mo other planning concem is given a greater sense of importance in the NPPF. The
more important the asset, the greater the weight should be. Significance can be
harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development
within its sefting. As heritage assefs are imeplaceable, any harm or loss should
require clear and convincing justification (para.132, NPPF).

Planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development within the
setting of heritage assets to enhance or better reveal their significance. Proposals
that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to or
better reveal the significance of the asset should be treated favourably (para.139
NPPF).

Where a proposal cannot be amended to avoid all harm, then if the proposal would
lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset,
this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal (para.134).

Historic England’s Advice Note, GPA 3, The Setting of Heritage Assets sets out a
framework for identifying the significance of historic places as derived from their
setting, and ways in which change can be managed to minimise harm and maximise
enhancement opportunities. Importantly, it notes that setting can include the way the
asset is experienced and could therefore include the effects of noise, vibrations and

pollutants.
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A.4. Meeting with Historic England and Painshill Park (30.05.17)
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Meeting notes E
Project: M25 Junction 1VA3 Wisley Interchange Scheme
Subject: Meeting with Painshill Park and Historic England
Date and time: 30 May 2017 14:00 Meeting mo: 1
Mecting place:  Painshill Park Minutes by: [ ]
Present: Representing:  Painshill Park
Paimshill Park
Historic England

Historic England
Historic England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

opened the meeting by providing a brief introduction to the objectives of the M25 Junction
1VA3 Wisley Interchange Scheme and the rationale behind the need to widen the A3 between Painshill and
Junction 10, close local accesses and provide altermative access amangements.

N k= through the two major options (PAINDS AND PAIMNS) for altemative local access for
properties on the eastern side of the A3, both of which would have impact on the Painshill Park registered
park and garden. Several alternative options for PAING were also discussed by the group.

Historic England reiterated a number of concems previcusly outlined in their comespondence including:

» |tis difficult to assess the level of harm on the Gothic Tower with PAIND4 at this stage as more detail
including. more details drawing and visualisations a required.

#  The key issue at the Gothic Tower location is the setting of the asset.

#  While PAINDS requires considerably more land take, it is believed this is a less historic part of the
park. However, this requires further assessment from Historic England to be able to make a
judgement on this.

#  Mpise — The level of road noise has a detrimental impact on the Park and options to reduce this
should be explored. While Historic England would prefer not to have a hard bamier at the edge of the
park it is acknowledged that a balance needs to be struck between the noise baffling ability of the
barmier and its aesthetics.

A site visit was conducted. The key issues considered included:
#» Impact of noise from the A3 and M25 on the setting of the park and garden
# Possible visual impact of an overbridge and access mead at PAINDS on the view from and the setting
of the Gothic Tower.

At the conclusion of the meeting a number of other key issues were discussed including:

Mext meeting:

Distribution:

Date issued: File ref:

MNOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record Atkins understanding of he meeting and intended acbons anising therefrom.

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

Froject: M25 junction 1VA3 Wisley Interchange scheme

Subject: Meeting with RHS Garden Wisley and Historic England

Date and fime: G June 2017 Meeting no:

Meeting place:  RHS Garden Wisley Minutes by: [ ]

Present:

Representing: RHS Garden Wisley
RHSE Garden Wisley
Historic England
Historic England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Highways England

B - - =rologics on behalf of R who will taking over Historic England
consideration of the scheme from ([ NGB

[HC) opened the mesting by thanking all parties for their time and highlighting the purpose of

!E meeting to gather further information about the potential impact of Wisley Lane side road options on RHS

Garden Wisley, and representations from Historic England and RHS Garden Wisley in regard to this.

B B provided a brief overview of the scheme development to date, and specific
developments regarding the WIS-01 and WI5-010 side mad opftions for Wisley Lane, and their impacts on

RHS Garden Wisley.

Action forl (MW) — send over slide deck from this meeting to Historic England

RHS Garden Wisley re-iterated that their cumrent position is that they have there main criteria for any charges
fo access on Wisley Lane:

1. HNoland-take from the Garden
2. Improve the approach and access to the Gardens
3. Minimal disruption to the Garden’s major investment programme during the scheme comstruction

pernicd.

{DA) said RHS Garden Wisley feel that WIS-010 is more deliverable in terms of the space
available to construct it.

The possibility of south facing slip roads (for both north and southbound traffic) at the Ockham Park junction
was raised as an issue that was discussed previously. While Sough facing slips are considered out of scope

Mext meeting:

Distribution:

Date issued:

File ref:

HOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes. record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended achions anising thersfrom.
four agreement that the notes form a tee recond of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are
received in writing within five days of receipt.
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Meeting notes - RHE Garden Wisley. Historic England - 06.06.17 - draft

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.4 (Vol 8) Rev 0

Page 40 of 72



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange highways
TR010030 8.4 Statement of Common Ground with Historic England } england

ATKINS

for the scheme, the level of public and stakeholder interest in these means that the project team are
assessing the possibility of delivering these.

Historic England initial feedback

Historic England =aid it was helpful to see the Ockham Interchange drawing. Main concem is the
conservation of what is of historic significance at the garden, and in particular, the ink fo botany. Trial
gardens are of historic and artistic significance because of the confribution to these of people who are
significant to the history of the Garden.

Historic England would like to see a full heritage impact assessment undertaken at the site.

WIS-001 potential impact

Action for MW — send over slide deck from this meeting to Historic England

RHE Garden Wisley has undertaken an assessment of tree that may be at risk under the worst case
scenano boundary move (where the plan would include embankment works). DA to distribute electronically
the list of affected trees and a location map.

To improve the overall understanding of the area, Atkins wil liaise with [ (R+S Garden wisiey Gis
specialist) to clarify any inaccuracies in GIS data.

Contains sensifive information
Meeting notes - RHS Garden Wisley_Historic England - D8.06.17 - draft Flan Reslgn Enakble
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A.6. Email (09.12.17)

From

Sent: Wednesday, November 29, 2017 3:20 PM

To:
<m
c- S

Subject: Highways England M25 junction 10 / A3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme PRA

Dear (R

As just discussed, Highways England has today announced the outcome of the Preferred Route
Announcement (PRA) on the M25 junction 10 / A3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme.
Option 14 (the elongated roundabout) is the preferred option. This option adds more capacity and
provides dedicated free-flow left tums for all traffic and provides pedestrians, oyclists and horse
riders with segregated crossings at the junction.

Whilst a majority of consultation respondents (64%) stated a preference for Option 9 (the 4-level
fiyover), a large number of respondents highlighted real concerns about the environmental impact it
would have on the environmentally sensitive land surmounding the junction. As a result, we have
undertaken further refinements to the outline design of Option 14 and it now offers both better
safety and congestion performance than was presented during consultation, along with a lesser
environmental impact. We believe this refined option delivers the best possible scheme, to meet
everyone’s needs.

The scheme also delivers the widening of the A3 between Ockham Junction and Painshill Junction
from three to four lanes, which will add capacity, improve traffic flow and reduce delays. This means
that direct accesses onto and off of the A3 between these junctions will be stopped up. Altermative
arrangements have been made. We spoke about the Wisley Lane access and how it has less impact
on the registered park and gardens and also about the option at Painshill which has been refined to
reduce the impact on the gothic tower.

The Highways England website has now been updated and the announcement is five. You can
access the PRA brochure here: www highways gov.uk/m25j10

report. A hard copy of the PRA brochure has been put into the post for you — please let me know if
you would like any further copies.
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As | mentioned on the phone we would like to come and meet with you to discuss the preferred
route, please could you let me know your availability im December, or early January. In the
meantime if you hawve any questions please do not hesitate in contacting me.

Kind regards,

Stakeholder Engagement Team

Atkins — M25 junction 10f A3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme

Working on behalf of Highways England

Highways England Customer Contact Centre

0300 123 5000
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A.7. Meeting with Historic England (22.01.18)

ATKINS

Meeting notes

Project: M25 J1DMA3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme

Subject: Historic England — stakeholder update and heritage discussion

Date and time: 22 January 2018 Meeting no: Stage 3 - 001
Meeting place:  Historic England, Guildford Minutes by: [ ]
Present:

Representing:  Historic England
Historic England
Highways England
Highways England
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

ITEM DESCRIFTION & ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE

1.0 RB reminded the group to drive carefully in wet
conditions and to be aware of your speed and
visibility of pedestrians and cyclists. Equally.
when travelling on foot we should be aware that
we are less visible and dashing across roads to
avoid the rain isn't advised.

20 Scheme update and PRA — RB explained the
scheme as announced at PRA — option 14 and
widening of the A3. She highlighted the benefits
of the scheme including: extra capacity, improved
traffic flow and dedicated free-flow left tums. RB
outlined the impacts including: environmental
issues, MM crossing points and access
arangemaents.

RB detailed the revised arangemenis at Wisley
Lame, Elm Comer and access at Painshill. She
outlined the vanous options that had been looked
at for the altermnative arangements at Painshill
and explained why PAIM § and PAIN 10 had not
been taken forward. RB then explained the merits
of PAIN 4C and the rationale in choosing this
opfion ie. the lesser environmental impact.

There was discussion on the feasibility of option
PAIN 10 and the associated eleciricity pylon.

Mext meeting: TBA
Distribution: A present piu<

Date issued: 2070218 File ref:

MOTE TO RECIPIENTS:

These meeting notes record Atkins understanding of the meeting and intended actons ansing therefom.

‘four agreement that the notes fiorm a e recond of the discussion will be assumed unless adverse comments are
received in writing within five days of receipt.

Contains sensffve Information
180115_His Eng_minutes_FIMAL
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ITEM DESCRIPTION & ACTION DEADLINE RESPONSIBLE

RB explained that the design for oplion PAIN 4C
was siill being refined and that the designers
were looking for ways to make it sympathetic to
the surmounding landscape ie. planting to soften
the aesthetics.

There was a discussion on the location of the
PAIN 4C bridge and its proximity to the gothic
fower. RB advised that the bridge would camy
light traffic as its purpose is to provide access for
a small number of properties — it would not be for
through traffic. RB explained that even if another
option was progressed that there would still need
o be a bridge in this location to provide the NMU
access that is being displaced due to the free-
flow left tums at the junction.

She also advised that a 30 model is being
worked on that will depict the 360 views from the
top of the tower and that Historic Emgland imput
imto this would be welcomed.

PHK informed the group that one of the Historic
England concems was that any form of
development in the area could provide a green
light for further development.

Late March 2018 RB

KS provided some history on the onginal imtention
of the tower and its setting. He explained the
coniribution of the cument close up ground level
setting of the tower. He explained that the core of
the park was around the lake, that the fower is
supposed o sit above the treeline and to view
and be viewed from beyond. He explained that
there were historic vistas to 5t Paul's Cathedral
and Windsor Castle. At the moment the setting is
compromised by the height of the trees, with only
one view retained. He advised that the loss of
some trees if that were required could help
restore the onginal intention of the tower
enhancing wiews of it.

AFM reassured the group that some of the taller
trees would be lost but that the trees in the
foreground would be maintained retaining the
gothic atmosphere in the close proximity of the
towwer.
RB provided technical cross section diagrams of
the gothic tower and the A3 demonsirating that
the gradient of the land means that the bridge
appears at ground level from the tower ie. it is not
imposing.
RL asked about cption PAIN 10 and its procimity
fo the Gothic Tower and enquired imto the
possibility of placing the pylon and power lines
underground.
RB explained that the possibility of placing the
pylon and power lines underground was unlikely
on grounds of cost and programme impact.
Ciontains sensifive information
180115_His Eng_minutes_FIMAL Flan Design Enaisle:
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ITEM

DESCRIPTION & ACTION DEADLINE

ATKINS

Heodenw D030 aaimboa

RESPONSIBELE

PH. asked for consideration to whether
undergrounding of cables in this immediate
lozation was more affordable than tackling a
larger stretch of the overhead wires.

FL expresced that she was keen for the impact of
any harm to be minimised and that and
opportunities should be promoted. AFM advised
that it could be possible to offset any harm with
enhancement to the settings of other monuments
in the locale through better signage and public

There was discussion on the public perception of
the conifer trees. PK advised that there will be an
impact if some trees come down ie the impact of
high winds on the remaining trees.

an

DCO process — DF advised that the project was a
classified as a Mationally Significant Infrastructure
Project and that as such the consents process is
via the Development Consent Order (DCO). It
was introduced by the Planning Act 2008 and
covers a range of approvals to implement a
scheme. It is a front-loaded system with specific
requirements arcund consultation and statutorny
consultees. As such we would emgage regulary
at prescribed times to keep Historic England up
o date. PK stated that Historic England were
happy to mest as needed going forward on both
a bi-lateral and group or forum basis as
appropriate. OF advised that the DCO is
determined by the Secretary of State for
Transport, based on a recommendation from the
Flanning Inspectorate. She explained that it is a
six-stage process and that we are cumently in the
first stage — pre-application. DP explained that
the Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) would
be the next step after the consultation had
concluded.

4.0

Consultation — DF explained that the Statement
of Community Consultation (SoCC) will shortly be
published. Statutory consultation with the public
is planned to start in February and to nun for six
weeks. There will be public information events
being held in the community and information will
be available in convenient locations. DP advised
that due to the statutory process and needing to
ensure parity of information, that during the
consultation is the best time to have meaningful
discussions about the project but that technical
engagement is ongoing.

P advised that the cost recovery agreement for
the last section needed to be concluded and that
given we are in a new stage of work that it made
sanse to begin a new agreement that would take
us up to DCO application. HC advised that it will

Contains sensifive information
180115_His Eng_minutes_FIMAL
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DESCRIPFTION & ACTION DEADLINE

ATKINS

Hediem 10d% o b

RESPONSIBLE

need to be in line with national cost recovery
agresments.

Historic England would advise of Stage 2 costs
and provide a scope and a cost estimate for their
input up to DCO application submission (Stage 3)
and for the DCO (Stage 4).

There was discussion on the SoCG process and

whether a single or joint 5o0CG with Matural

England could be more advantageous. It was

agreed to defer any decision on this to post-

consultation and DPF to seek DCO advice on

feasibility. PK encouraged joint meetings. The March 18
next meeting would include Matural England and

the appropriate archasologist input.

RBE advised that the consultation was based on
the scheme Design Fix 2 — a refined route.

oF

50

Protection of scheduled monuments — AFM
advised that there were opportunities to enhance
heritage features as part of the commaon land
replacement due o the A3 widening. There was
discussion on the Roman Bath House and
Neglithic Monuments and the possible
opportunities they present ie. bringing them back
fo public consciousness. Amy recommended a
joint condition survey of the Roman Bath House. By May 18
P advised that he would include at least one site
wisit to the cost recovery agreement.

AFM highlighted that we were ensuring best
practice design and that she was keen to
implement best practice construction as well,
particulary with regards to the Bronze Age
Barmows adjacent to the junction. This includes
fencing to ensure their protection during Gl and
enabling works and continued throughouwt
construction.

There was also discussion amound the possibility
of erecting temporary bammiers around the base of
the monument to protect it from construction
traffic. RL agreed that there needed to be
mitigation against construction impact.

FL questioned the user experence of visiting the
Bell Barrow on Cochrow Hill when the project is
constructed and that as the junction is now
maoving closer to the heritage site, are noisel
environmental barmers being considered. RB
stated that this would be addressed in the
Environmental Assessment.

FL asked about the Gl works and the possibility
of analysis by an archaeclogist for a deposit
model. AFM agreed this could be looked into. Spring 2018

Contains sensiive information
180115 _His Eng_minutes_FIMNAL

AFM

AFM

Plam Desige Enulde

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.4 (Vol 8) Rev 0

Page 48 of 72



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030 8.4 Statement of Common Ground with Historic England

} highways
england

ITEM

DESCRIFTION & ACTION DEADLINE

ATKINS

RESPONSIBELE

RL asked about the scope for sound and noise
bamiers and RB advised that there were ongoing
surveys io assess noise before, during and afier
construction. EB reassured that Highways
England was looking at mitigating against any
harmn caused by construction.

AFM highlighted that the joining up of the
commons meant that the Barmows and Bath
House were being brought back into public use.

6.0

Painshill Park and gothic tower — SEE SECTIOM
20

70

RHS Garden Wisley — PK advised that the
prefermed option was also Historic England’s
prefermed choice. KS explained that there was a
small amount of land take involved. HC advised
that if designated funds could be sought then the
bridge would be enhanced but that im any case
the scheme will improve access, increase
capacity and provide a canopy level approach.
He explained that the project would not be
providing south facing slips at Ockham and that
these would need to be part of a separate
scheme and any associated impact would need
o be assessed. HC advised that the
engagement with RHS Wisley has been
Encouraging.

8.0

ACB
PK advised that [ wi be retuming
from matemity leave in April and will resume
responsibility for the project with his oversight
AFM explained that the red line boundary and the
associated construction compounds could have
ical implications and was keen to
discuss this further at the appropriate time
HC outlined the programme:
consultation starting in February and DCO
application in Winter 2018. He outlined the RIS
optimisation and the associated three fo six
month delay in the start of works that would allow
alignment of partner schemes such as SMART
moforway. He advised though the programme
was siill incredibly tight to ensure delivery.
DF asked PK to ensure that all actions from
previous meetings had been resolved. PK to
check and feed back to DP if there are any

outstanding issues before start of consultation. ' =P 18

Date of Next Meeting — Historic England are Feb/ March 18

encouraged to attend a public consultation event
whiere a meeting with the technical team can be
facilitated.

Contains sensitive information
180115 _His Eng_minutes_FIMAL
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A.8. Historic England Statutory Consultation response and PEIR (23.03.18)

o
P Histor alz
Historic England

] Our ref: AAS53635/1
Highways England PADOY 14425
Bridge House

1 Walnut Tree Close Telephone [
GUILDFORD

GU1 412

23™ March 2018

Dear N
re: M25 JUNCTION 10/A3 WISLEY INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENT SCHEME

Thank you for consulting Historic England about the above roads proposal under 542
of the Planning Act 2008 and the Infrastructure Planning {Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2017. We have considered the Preliminary Environmental
Information Report (PEIR) and we also met with your colleagues on 2™ January
2018 to discuss this project. This letier builds on the comments we made then.

As it is part of a statutory stage of the process of making a DCO application our
engagement with this consultation is not subject to charging. As you develop the
detail of the proposal and carry out production of an Environmental Statement we
expect to provide pre-application advice and to meet with the project team to do so.
Such pre- DCO application engagement will be subject to cost recovery by Historic
England and to this end we have agreed a cost estimate under our Extended Pre-

Application service (see www . HistoricEngland.org uk/EAS ).

As a general observation we think that the PEIR is mostly a description of the
baseline heritage data and a statement of the methodology that will be followed
under Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to produce the Environmental
Statement. Where it includes an assessment of the construction and operational
effects of the proposal upon heritage assets (Chapter 11 of the main PEIR text) this
is summarised as tables 11.1 and 11.2. Our views about the individual designated
heritage assets are provided below, concentrating on those listed grade | or II* or
scheduled as ancient monuments. Others will comment on other heritage assets,
notably the local authority conservation officers for grade Il assets and Surrey County
Council archaeologists for undesignated archaeological remains.

We note the assessment of effects made in tables 11.1 and 11.2 but without more
information and discussion of the details, including the means by which effects on the
historic environment will be investigated and considered, we are not yet in a position

| Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195705 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH *.
g Wa‘“ Telephane 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland.arg uk Stonewall
"y .}ﬁq Pleaze note that Historic England aperates an acosss to information palicy. AT

Comespandencs ar infarmatian which you send us may therefore become publicly available.
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to agree that these assessments are correct or that they should be carried through
unaltered to the Environmental Statement.

We also note that in categorisation of listed buildings in the tables used — for example
Table G1 in the Appendix volume 2 — this puts grade Il listed buildings as® medium®
value alongside designated and undesignated hertage assets of regional
importance. This is not helpful as the degree of legal protection for a listed building Is
no different between the grades therefore all listed buildings should start from the
base of high value, as being nationally designated. If a distinction is needed between
grade Il and grades II* and |, then the latter could be elevated to very high value.

We think that the assessments carried out to date place too little weight on group or
cumulative values. In the tables the grade Il listed buildings within the grade |
registered Painshill Park are categorised as medium but the park itself is assigned
high sensitivity. The significance of groups of heritage assets as a whole should be
better articulated.

When considering issues of setting we think that too much emphasis is placed on
views to and from heritage assets and thus too little atiention is paid to other ways in
which a place can be experienced. This is fully described in our Good Practice
Advice in Planning Note 3 - The Setting of Heritage Assets
(https¥historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-
gsseis) which includes a methodology that we recommend following. Issues such as
noise also require consideration.

Our detailed comments for the individual heritage assets for which we are most
responsible for advice are set out below.

Royal Horticultural Society Wisley — grade 1I* registered historic landscape.

The construction effects are assessed as moderate adverse and the operational
effects also as moderate adverse (based on effects on setting and some direct works
within the asset).

We note the decision to locate local distributor roads east of the A3 and thus to avoid
a significant land take along the eastern boundary of the asset. There is some new
construction within the site at the NE corner where the existing footbridge will be
rebuilt as a road bridge. Detailed design information for these works is not yet
provided and we will want to consider this before we can agree what the effect on the
significance of the heritage asset will be. We note that a statement of significance
has been prepared for the site and we look forward to being able to consider this. It
should be compared with the Society's own Statement of Significance. We will wish
to know more about any signage (including gantries) and lighting on the A3 and
whether these are visible from within the registered landscape.

We note that the noise assessment data and proposals for future assessment
(chapter &) are focussed on residential properties as potential receptors. The
experience of people at the heritage asset, be these visitors or staff employed there,
is part of how its significance is appreciated. We will wish to understand how noise
levels will be affected by the proposals and we suggest that data should be obtained
for the designated heritage asset. The aim should be to achieve an improvement
over the existing situation and certainly not to make matters any worse. We will be

ghtie, Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-305 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH *.
E‘M‘“ Telephane D1453 25 2020 HissoricEngland.arg.uk Seonewal|
'd,j__‘F.f Pleass note that Historic England aperates an acoess to information palicy. [

Comespandence ar infarmatian which you send us may therefore become publicly available.
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interested in how quiet road surfaces and acoustic barriers might lessen noise and
how proposed works might change the character of the existing interface between
the A3 and the heritage asset.

We note that the new entrance into RHS Wisley is proposed to remain outside of the
registered part of their site. We have raised a concern that the visitor operation of the
heritage asset, including the ambitious lottery funded proposals there, should not be
adversely affected by the revised access proposals, on and off the A3. We have seen
the concerns that have been raised by RHS Wisley, including the alternative road
connections that they are promoting. We would like to know more from you as to
whether these altlernative proposals are compliant with highway design and operation
standards and, if so, why you consider that the Prefemed Route Announcement
design is preferable. We think it is legitimate to consider how different access options
to RHS Wisley are likely to impact upon visitor numbers and this is a historic
environment concern as the sustainable operation of the heritage asset is based on
its success, now and in future, as a visitor attraction. The traffic model for future
movements under your proposals will need to demonstrate what the effects on the
operation of Wisley are and that these have been minimised i.e. no better overall
alternative solution exists.

In addition to the effect of the side road proposals upon RHS Wisley itself, we wish to
be satisfied that traffic movements will not have an adverse impact upon nearby
settlements where these are conservation areas, contain listed buildings or both. For
example Ripley is a conservation area and although it has origins as a settlement on
the old A3 we will be interested as to whether through traffic there will be increased
and what the effect on historic environment significance might then be.

Scheduled barrows close to J10. — chiefly scheduled bell barrow.

The construction effect on the bell barrow is assessed as moderate adverse and the
operational effect as /arge adverse, based on the effects on its setting and a new
road closer to the asset itself. The effect on the bowl barrow from construction is
described as slight adverse and is not described for operational effects, presumably
as these are considered to be negligible.

We have now inspected both monuments and the bell barrow is a very impressive
example of its type. The Surmey Wildlife Trust has been keeping the barmow clear of
vegetation and taking steps to discourage harmful activity such as biking. This
barrow is not directly impacted by the proposals but parts of the enlarged J10 would
be closer to it and this raises issues for its setting, both visually and for noise. Ther
is very clear noise intrusion at present and we suggest that baseline noise data at the
designated heritage asset should be obtained now so that the effects of the proposed
changes can be demonstrated. The aim should be to reduce harm from such issues.
Between the barmow and the existing road are undulating mounds with some tree
cover. The preliminary design (landscaping plan - fig 9.8 sheet 3/10) shows new tree
cover along this edge and this could be an appropriate way of dealing with this
boundary, perhaps by first understanding and then enhancing the earthworks that are
now present. Viehicles are visible from the bamow, but more as glimpses through the
trees, and we think that any proposal for a fence or solid boundary/noise screen
could be intrusive and might increase harm by blocking the wider views from and of
the context of the barrow. Low bunding and tree planting could be most effective.

Comespondence arinfarmatian which yow send us may therefore become publicly available.

s Pl - Histosic Emgland, Eastgate Court, 105-705 High Street, Guildford GU1 3EW *.
W Telephane 01483 25 2030 HistoricEngland.org.uk Stonewall
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Solutions as to how best to limit hamn fo the significance of the scheduled barrow will
need to be based on an enhanced understanding of the potential for other
archaeclogical remains in its surrounds, be these visible as earthworks or buried.
We understand that walk-over surveys and use of LIDAR data has taken place and
we would be pleased to see reporting of this, probably as a desk-based report. We
think that some infrusive investigations may be needed in order to evaluate the
archaeclogical potential of the land in which new road construction or mitigation
measures will take place. We would be pleased to discuss the probable need for trial
trenching and the timing of this i.e. before or after a DGO application. The aim should
be to understand the potential for nationally important but undesignated
archaeclogical remains associated with the bammow site since the presumption should
be that such evidence is preserved in situ. Investigation to provide a record of
significance would be a less good outcome.

We agree that the other scheduled bowl barrow will be much less affected by the
proposals than the barrow discussed above. It does not survive as such a clear
mound and its condition is not as good. There are other visible earthworks around it
and the nature of these and any interrelationship of these and between the two
scheduled monuments should now be clarified. The bowl barrow would be less
affected by the proposals, but bringing the road closer could erode some of its wider
setting. As mitigation for any harm to be caused to both scheduled monuments it
would be sensible to agree and implement improved management of the bamows as
a pair. This would be a heritage benefit which could include the research potential in
better understanding the significance of the archaeclogical remains and interpreting
this to visitors who will still have access to the land afier completion of the road
improvements.

Roman bath house at Chatley Farm and Red Hill iform monument (both
scheduled)

The effect of construction on the hengiform monument is assessed as moderate
adverse and the operational effects as sight adverse. For the Roman site the
construction effect is assessed as slight adverse and the operational component as
shight. The effects arise mainly from changes in setting but there is potential for
undesignated archaeological remains. The condition of the bath house monument
requires improvement.

We have attempted to visit these scheduled monuments but from publicly accessible
land we have not been able to gain a full understanding of their present character
and condition. We therefore suggest that a joint inspection with your heritage
consultants should be arranged, via the landowner, at an early stage of the ELA
process. In particular we are concerned for the future of the Roman bath house
which is included on our Register of Heritage at Risk as being in a declining
condition. it is not clear to us what Kind of wider site in the Roman period this was the
bathing facilities for. Bath houses are most often indicative of a nearby villa but they
are also sometimes found as part of some industrial sites. Our concerns would be for
the potential of works to cause harm fo any as yet unrecognised but potentially
nationally important archaeclogical remains and for the setting of the scheduled
bathhouse.

The current preliminary design (fig 9.8 sheet 3/10) shows that areas immediately
south of the Roman site would be planted with interspersed woodland glades with

TR OTE RS Al

e Historic Emgland, Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Street, Guildford GUL 3EH _*.
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only some grassland between and that this would be as part of enhanced public
access land . This could be detrimental to the current setting of the bathhouse by;
creating a more enclosed landscape under which it would be more difficult to
appreciate its unigue location in the landscape adjacent to the river. Although there is
no public access at present the monument is part of a well-established and generally
well-managed agricultural landscape. Any change to this landscape character will
require careful consideration and for land affected by mitigation proposals for non-
historic environment reasons (such as public access or habitat recreation) its
archaeoclogical potential will need to be demonstrated. Work to do this should first
consider LIDAR data and geophysical survey technigues but we do not rule out the
potential need for trial frenching to address these issues. Similar, but perhaps less
high, concems exist for the hengiform monument as for the bathhouse. Both are
scheduled monuments and a heritage benefit to mitigate harm would be to improve
the management of these (and therefore their risk status) and to learn more about
their significance through research into their contexts.

Painshill Park grade | registered historic landscape, incorporating listed buildings
and chiefly the Gothic Tower (grade 1I*).

The effect on the Painshill Park registered landscape as a whole is assessed as
moderate adverse for both construction and operational phases. Those for the Gothic
Tower are also assessed as moderate adverse. The proposal requires some land
forming part of the registered landscape and an over bridge is proposed close to the
II* tower.

We think that of all the proposed road improvements those at Painshill Park are
potentially the most harmful to the historic environment. This is a designated heritage
asset of the highest significance. We do not accept the above assessment of the
levels of harm and we wish to understand more about the detail of the proposals,
including whether less harmful solutions are possible.

The existing A3 is harmful to the experience of the registered landscape, both
through its noise and visually. How the picturesque landscape was first conceived
and hence how it was intended to be experienced is important. This includes the core
sequence of individually listed heritage assets around the lake which we think is not
highly affected but also the northern boundary which is more relevant to the
proposals. We would like to see the Statements of Significance prepared for the
historic landscape as a whole and also that specific for the Gothic Tower to
understand how the confribution of the existing landscape character and the sefting
around the tower to historic significance has been assessed.

For the tower we understand that an emphasis is being made for the long distance
views that were once obtainable from it butwe also consider that the immediate
summounds of the 11* listed building are important as it served as a destination for
visitors to the park as part of carefully considered routes. We have a strong concem
for the setting of the Gothic Tower (II*) under the proposed new over bridge adjacent
to it and we want to start discussion of the detailed design for this so that we might
come to a view about the level of harm that this would cause. We need as part of this
to understand why less harmful solutions, such as a crossing at the San Domenico
site have not been adopted. The setting of the tower is at present badly marmed by
the proximity of electricity pylons and one way to mitigate other harm to be caused to
the heritage assets would be to address this harm. We acknowledge that
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undergrounding of power supplies is an expensive task but even a short length of this
nearest the tower would be beneficial. We will wish to discuss what the project might
be able to deliver including by making use of other environmental improvement
funds.

For the northem boundary of the registered landscape we can acknowledge that this
has seen significant change from its 18" century character when the A3 formed the
old London to Portsmouth road. More recent changes in this part of the heritage
asset may have degraded its significance and this includes its fragmentation in
ownership. It nevertheless is part of the historic landscape and we want fo
understand both how much land would need to be taken from the heritage asset and
how a new boundary would be formed with the remaining historic park. The
contribution that the land curmmently makes to the significance of the designated
heritage asset needs to be understood and this includes important structures close to
this northem boundary. The Turkish Tent and the Temple of Bacchus are not
designated heritage assets as they are recent recreations of lost features but these
are nevertheless contributors to the significance of the landscape and locations
designed for a specific visitor experience, both in the past and at present. We think
that the A3 causes harm primarily by virtue of it being part of the sefting of the
landscape and this relates both to visual and noise factors.

We will wish to understand the detailed design of a new northern boundary of the
park with the widened A3 and'or new access roads. This should include the loss of
any trees to road widening and any consequent replacement tree planting to provide
screening. Tree removal could threaten the future of other existing trees by changing
their environment and with this any vulnerability to wind damage. If any acoustic
barriers are proposed we will wish to see details of their design. We think that noise
is a significant issue for the park and we think that baseline data should be obtained
for the heritage asset now so that future effects can be demonstrated. The aim
should be that existing noise levels are reduced, including by mitigation measures
such as quiet road surfaces. The sustainable operation of Painshill Park is based on
it being an attraction which visitors can experience as close to the 18™ century
intentions as possible. This requires 21¥ century intrusions to be minimised. Noise is
however also a factor as to how the site can earn essential income from filming
opportunities. It is vital that the successful operation of Painshill Park is not
undermined by these road proposals. It is acknowledged that the ability to access the
site without long queues is also a part of this.

For the record we can confirm our understanding that the II* Painshill Park House
and its associated grade |l buildings do not appear to be harmed by the proposals.

SUMMARY

We look forward to continuing our engagement with this significant proposed road
improvement, including through our Enhanced Advisory Services. We want to
understand more about the detail of the proposals so that we might assist you to fully
assess the effect of these on the significance of heritage assets and thus to avoid or
at least minimise any harmm. Whilst we have outstanding questions about RHS Wisley
and the various scheduled monuments our major concem is for Painshill Park, and
specifically the Gothic Tower. We want to understand how the experience of the rural
idyllic landscape, as first created by Hamilton and later rescued through the huge
efforts of the Painshill Park Trust and its partners, will be affected.
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Once you have been able to assimilate all of the responses to the 542 consultation
we would be pleased to set up a programme of future meetings or site inspections to
help you to take forward the EIA process. If you have any immediate questions then
do please contact me.

Yours sincerely

Principal In or of Ancient Monuments

,';_1"'1‘ P, - Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-70G High Street, Guildford GU1 3EH ’*—
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A.9. Meeting with Historic England (17.10.18)

)
SNC-LAVALIN

Meeting Notes

Project: MZ5 Junction 10AViskey Interchange M25 Junction 10/AWisley Interchange

Subject Historic Emgland meeting notes — 17.10.18 Historic England meeting notes —
17.10.18

Meeting place: Historic England, Meeting no:

Eastgate Court, 185-205
High Street, Guildford,
GL1 3EHHistoric
England, Eastgate Court,
185-205 High Street,
Guildford, GU1 3EH

Date and fime: 12 Movember 2018 at Minutes by: _
17:1712 November 2018

at 1717

FPresant Representing: Historic England
Historic England
Historic England
G Associates
Atkins
Atkins
AtkinsHistoric England
Historic England
Historic England
CJ Associates
Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

1 and 2} PK advised that the Historic England Guildford office is closing in Aprl 2018 and moving fo
the Canon Street offices, located above Canon Street Station.

There was a discussion on Statements of Common Ground (SoCG). CM ran ower the timeline of
engagement leading up to the Development Consent Order (DCO) submission (scheduled for
JanuaryFebruany 2018).

ACTION: PK and CM to discuss how to take the 50CG fonsand.

MWW provided an update on the work that has been undertaken on the J10 scheme. Design changes

hawve been made based on stakeholder feedback from the statutory consultation, resulting in some
small alterations:

- Work is being undertaken looking at developing Cockerow Bridge as a green bridge

HOTE T RECIPIENTS:
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- The J10 roundabout is still mughly the same fomn but the elongation on the west side has
been reduced

- A new Non-Motorised User (MMU) bridge now crosses over the west side of the junction

- Lesswidening is required on the M25 which means the bridges at Hatchford and Buxton
Weod do not need to be replaced

In the DF2 scheme there was a local access road serving the Painshill properties runming alongside
and to the west of the A3 them crossing it to join Redhill Road. This route from Court Close Farm up
o and including the bridge will no longer serve vehicles but will be made smaller and accommodate
NMLs, With this change and the inclusion of a local retaining wall (which will reduce the amount of
land required for the scheme) there will be a reduction on the impacts to the Gothic Tower. The A3
will still be widened. Painshill Park recently confirmed that they were happier with these changes.
There was a discussion on the impacts to the Painshill Park boundary. This local access road will
now joim the A3 southbound slip road at the Painshill junction

- Acost reduction exercise was also undertaken.
NW described the replacemeant land, enhancements and mitigation measures that will be
undertaken. There are three types land that are being looked at for areas that have been lost:

-  S5PA Compensation Land

- 5SPA Enhancement Areas

-  Replacement Land (for areas of commoen landfpublic open space lost)
These works will contribute to the aim of returning the landscape to its criginal heathland character.
KM explained that the Outline Construction Envirommental Management Plan (which forms part of
the DCO) will include archaeological surveys and investigations which will be completed in the next
stages of the project.
NW provided information on Highways England’s Designated Funds which hawve been s2t up for
environmental enhancements that might not normally be included in a scheme and which might be
available for work at J10. KN refemed to applications that could be made for Painshill Fark. The
Bronze Age bamows to the south west of J10 were also highlighted as potential subjects for
Designated Funds.

ACTION: Atkins to share the detailed design drawings with Historic England.

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange )

03} Cockerow Hill scheduled monuments

NW explained that noise bamiers will be located along the M25 and alomg the A3 to the overbridges.
Historic England is interested in sesing what that fencing looks like.

KM explained that Atkins is looking at how to minimise noise impacts and the scheme now includes
low noise surface on all of the A3 lanes

FL highlightad archaeclegical remains around the east of Painshill Park and raised concem about
the planting of frees - the changes here are welcome but Historic England is still interested in
looking at results from the archaeological surveys in this area.

KM confirmed that no trees will be planted in the area around the Scheduled Roman bathhouse.

KM discussed the geophysical surveys that will be undertaken. It has not been decided what the
lewel of archasological investigations will be but this will be discussed with the council
archaeological officers. Ground inwestigations (Gl are being locked at to determine what kind of
archaeological work will be required. Some of these Gls will be boreholes.

04} Painshill Park Statement of Significance

As part of the Environmental Statement a Statement of Significance for Painshill Park has been
undertaken which includes a list of the affected buildings. This does not include all Grade 2 listed
buildings as some of them are too far away for impacts to be felt. It was confirmed that the Turkish
Tent and Temple of Bacchus will be included. P highlighted the importance of the visitor
EXpETience.
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ACTION: Atkins to share the Statement of Significance with Historic England.

There was a discussion on the impacts on the Gothic Tower. The tower was originally built to give
visitors a wide view of the sumounding landscape but the trees now diminish this. However, the
trees do provide some visual screening for the tower from the A3. At ground level the setting was
meore constrained and made sombre by the trees. Noise modelling on the revised scheme is
currently being undertaken but previous modeling suggested that the scheme would not lead o a
moficeable change in noise levels at the Tower

KM explained that Painshill House and the monuments around the lake are not affected noticeably
by the scheme.

With the access route now only accessible for MMUs there is expected to be slight adverse effects
on the Tower with the scheme. There might be some short-term construction impacts, but these are
expected to be short term. Work is currently being undertaken to assess and repart the permanent
impacts.

RL quened the potential for enhancements, particularly around the Gothic Tower. KN highlighted
issues around cost and impacts on utilities. A pylon next to the Gothic Tower and the possibility of
relecating this was discussed.

PK asked about what the NMU bridge will look like. NW explained that it will be a single bow-span,
low deck structure. The construction depth will be small, meaning that it will be lower down in the
landscape thus reducing the impacts. P said that with these changes and reduction in impacts
Historic England might not request a photo montage.

ACTION: Atkins to share copies of the bridge design.

05) Gothic Tower and Painshill Registered Park and Garden

It was confirned that there will be a small amount of land-take at Painshill Park. There had been
concermn that this land take could have a significant effect. it is believed that due to the revisions to
the scheme the impacts on the park will not be at a significant lewel, and would result in less than
sulbstantial harm.

KS explained that the land-take would not have a significant impact on the park due to the
screening from the trees that would now be largely retained. PK said that he would be surprised if
this came up as a major issue but that it should be recorded in the SoCG.

08) W confirmed that the scheme at RHS Wisley had also been amended to limit impacts on the
garden and maintain access.

07} PK confirmed that no listed building additional consents would be required if there were no
physical effects on them.

Mext meseting: TBC
Distribution:
Diate issued: 15 November 2018 File Ref:
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A.10. Historic England Targeted Consultation response (14.12.18)

N
Pl Hisloric England

Highways England Qur ref:

M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange Your ref:

BY EMAIL OMLY Telephone
L

14 December 2018

Dear Sirs,

re: M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange improvement scheme pre-
application consultation.

Thank you for inviting us to respond to the additional targeted non-statutory
consultation about changes to the M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley Interchange
improvement scheme, which we received on the 13" November.

| am pleased to provide our further comments and these should be read alongside
our earlier letter of 23™ March 2018 (which | attach for ease of reference). You will be
aware that our involvement with this project is chiefly based around three groups of
designated heritage assets —

= The registered historic park and garden at RHS Wisley
= The scheduled monuments located close to the existing Junction 10
L]

The registered historic park and garden at Painshill Park and the individually
listed buildings which it contains.

Of the above we think it is Painshill Park that would be most affected by the
proposals and so we will focus most of our additional comments upon this site. Our
thoughts for the other designated heritage assets are however as follows.

BHS Wisley

The proposals involve construction within the northeast comer of the site where an
existing footbridge would be replaced by a road bridge. Detailed designs of this
bridge should consider the grade II* registered garden to mitigate any detrimental
impact. We note that the non-statutory consultation has reverted to the existing
access arrangement to the Garden. We are content with this providing it supports
the sustainable operation of the heritage asset now and in the future, including for its
role as a major visitor attraction.

My, Histonic England, Eastgate Court, 195-205 High Streel, Gulldiord GU1 3EH e e
f Telephona 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland.arg.uk Stonewsall |
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The proposals show overhead gantries and associated lighting either side of the
proposed new Wisley Lane Bridge. For these elements to be considered acceptable
it should be demonstrated that they are not be visible from within the registered
landscape.

We welcome the proposal to resurface the A3 with a low noise surface. This should
make a positive contribution to the noise experienced within RHS Wisley, which is
currently a significant issue. It would be helpful to understand betier the noise
improvement provided by this change in road surfacing and also whether acoustic
barriers and or planting might improve this further.

Scheduled monuments in close proximity to Junction 10

We note the changes made in the proposal now consulted upon and we do not think
that these substantially change the advice that we have previously provided. As the
scheme design is now finalised we will be pleased to look with you for opportunities
to enhance the setting of the prehistoric bamows close to the existing junction,
including by measures to provide visual and aural screening of the enhanced
junction.

We repeat our advice that the scheduled monuments are unlikely to represent the
totality of the archaeoclogical resource that will be affected by the proposal and that
non-designated archaeclogical heritage assets should be anticipated. This would
include in areas not directly affected for road infrastructure but needed for habitat
creation/enhancement or forming temporary construction compounds. We will be
pleased to continue to offer advice about how to assess such impacts and to decide
an appropriate response which we think is likely to be based upon archaeological
investigation to mitigate harm. We do not however want to double handle such issues
where the archaeological team at Surmey CC is already providing advice. We would
be pleased to be asked for any advice by you or them, especially should nationally
important but non-designated archaeological remains be identified.

Painshill Part

In our earlier response we highlighted the effects of the proposed road improvements
upon this grade | registered landscape with its numerous listed buildings as
potentially being the most harmful element of the junction 10 scheme in historic
environment terms . Our concern focussed on the potential noise and visual impact
on the grade | registered picturesque landscape and the grade II* listed Gothic
Tower. With the then proposals to the northern boundary of the registered landscape
involving land take, new boundary creation and a new vehicular road bridge.

We did not accept your then conclusion that the proposed construction and
operational phases of the scheme would have only a moderate adverse impact on
the designated assets and we requested that less harmful solutions be considered.
We are thus very pleased to see that significant changes have been made in the
proposal now consulied upon which would in our opinion go a long way to addressing
our previous concerms. We have been in contact with the Painshill Park Trust and we

D, Historic England, Eastgate Court, 195-206 High Streat, Gulidiord GU1 3EH K
!’ Telaphone 01483 25 2020 HistoricEngland.on.uk Stancweall |
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note that they share our view that the revised design represents a more acceptable
solution.

The latest consultation proposals re-routes the local access roads to the northemn
boundary of the registered landscape to make more use of the existing arrangements
and we think this has the potential io cause a much lower level of harm to the
heritage asset. Specifically at the Gothic Tower, the proposed Redhill Bridge is no
longer to provide vehicle access, being changed to an NMU only bridge of a smaller
size. This results in less harm arising from changes in the immediate setting of the
II* listed tower. Although there will still be some other changes along the northemn
boundary of the historic landscape we think that these will cause less harm to an
area which has already been damaged by the existing A3 and other uses of the land.

Whilst harm has been reduced by the proposed changes it has not been wholly
eliminated. We accept that some level of harm is almost certainly unavoidable and
your goal should be to ensure that this is minimised by the detailed design. In
designing the bridge as now proposed, thought should be given to its physical and
visual proximity to the Gothic Tower and the wider registered landscape, with the
design endeavouring to be unobtrusive and sympathetic to its context. With this in
mind we would welcome the opportunity to also understand the detalled design of the
overhead gantries and their associated lighting which are proposed for either side of
the Gothic Tower on the A3.

We welcome the proposal to resurface the A3 with a low noise surface. This should
make a positive contribution to the noise experienced within Painshill, which is
curmently a significant issue. Additionally we note the proposal to introduce noise
barriers around junction 10, but note that they appear to stop west of the new bridge.
Has the possibility of extending these barriers along the boundary of the registered
landscape stretch of the A3 been explored and is it understood what impact they may
have, both visually and audibly. Moise is a factor which impacts the visitor experience
at Painshill Park and influences the ability of the Trust responsible for the site to eamn
essential income from filming opportunities. We think your goal should be to improve
upon the existing noise levels and certainly not o make a poor situation any worse.

It is also vital that for the successiul operation of Painshill Park that this is not
undermined by the currently proposed road improvements. We think that the ability
for visitors to access the site without long gueues is important and the proposal must
safeguard this. We acknowledge that for non-visitor access to the site it is
appropriate for this to be provided close to the historic access point off the A3 and its
gate lodges.

We fully accept that Highways England and its predecessors were in no way
responsible for the egregious harm to some views of the Gothic Tower and to the
wider historic landscape caused by the current siting of the electricity pylons. We
understand why such a significant cost item as undergrounding of a length of such
major infrastructure cannot easily be made a part of your project. Nevertheless we
encourage you to stay open to how you might play a part in finding a solution to this
harm. A package of funds are likely to be needed to meet the cost of undergrounding

Mgy, Historlc England, Eastgate Court, 195-206 High Street, Gulidiard GU1 3EH s o
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and we hope that some of your separate funds (Environment Fund) for addressing
harm to heritage assets caused by the road network might be accessed in future.
This would be a further way in which the unavoidable harm to the setting of the
Gothic Tower arising from even a reduced size of pedestrian bridge might be offset
by improvements to another (and historically more significant) view of the tower.

I trust that these additional comments are helpful as you finalise your scheme design
and with this your assessment of its environmental effects and mitigation proposals
as part of a DCO application. We remain available to continue to provide pre-
application advice and if this can include a Statement of Common Ground (SOCG)
for matters about which can now be agreed this should facilitate the next stages of
the approvals process.

If you have any guestions do please get back to me or my team.

Yours sincerely

Principal Inspector of Ancient Monuments
Development Management — Surrey, Sussex and Kent.

Copies - [

Please nate that Historic England operaies an accass {o Information palicy. ' mlu"ﬂﬂ-“j
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Meeting Notes

Project: M25 J10 / Wisley Interchange Scheme
Subject Historic England meeting notes — 18.12.18

Meeting place: Telephone meeting Meeting no:

Date and ime:  12.12.18, 14.00 Minutes by: [ ]

Fresent Represanting: Historic England
Atkins
C.J Associates (for Atkins)

ITEM DESCRIFTION RESFOMSIBLE
1. | Welcome and introductions Al
Health and safety moment All
Statement of Common Ground aims and objectives CM

CM talked through the aims for the Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) and what we hope to achiewe and when

4 | Timeline oM
CM confirmed that the Development Consent Order submission is
planned in eardy 2019 so ower the next few months it is hoped that
the issues and concemns identified will be resolved or marked as
‘disagreed’ prior to this.

5. Historic England governance PE
Historic England can operate under delegated authority for the
majority of this and would only need to escalate something if there
is a sticking point, but it looks like this is unlikely. Historic England
might need advice from extemnal advisory commitiee which meeis
bimonthly. The other thing that might have an impact on the
timeline is that a legal advisor might need fo be involved at the
point of signing. PK will need to send emerging drafis and this
might need to be built into the timeline at the end of the process.
PK said that he would likely sign it off if it is not escalated, subject
o advice from legal.

a. Historic England 5oCG experience PK
FPHK confirmed that he has been imnvolved with SoCGs before.

HOTE TO RECIPIENTS:
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documentd 1

Planning Inspectorate scheme reference: TR010030
Application document reference: TR010030/APP/8.4 (Vol 8) Rev 0 Page 64 of 72



M25 junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange
TR010030 8.4 Statement of Common Ground with Historic England

} highways
england

)

SNC-LAVALIN

DESCRIFTION

W

RESPONSIELE

Key Historic England issues
Painshill Park — there are some outstanding concems.

J10 roundabouwt and impacts on scheduled monuments including
mon-designated archaeology associated with barmow and RHS
Wisley — the degree of effect is more mincr than at Painshill Park.

NW explained that the scheme has evolved from the earlier
consultation to Design Frame 3. Subsequently, the Scheme is
now more detailed. From the Targeted Consultation there will be
minor changes to the Scheme — it is hoped that these will be
resoheed in January. These can be shared with Historic Englamnd.
PHK asked to see the hentage chapter in the appendices of the
Emwvironmental Statement (ES) which will help io shape the SoCG.
Historic England is happy to review the works in progress. Historic
England confirmed that the Statement of Significance was good,
but it did not include details on the way the proposal does or does
ot ham something of significance but this will come out of the
chapter in the ES. NW explained that Atkins is cummenthy submitting
the ES to Highways England for review. PH suggested extending
the imvitation to Surmey County Coundl archaeological team.
Historic England wants more information on the reduced impacts
mnear the Gothic Tower from the bridge.

PK

ADB

There was a discussion about the possibility of a photo montage.
If Historic England would like one then this can possibly be
undertaken. PK said that the view from the top of the tower
looking down is of interest.

All
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A.12. Meeting with Historic England (17.04.19)

Meeting Notes

Project:

M25-J1VA3 Wisley Interchange Scheme

<) ATKINS

BN ARALIN e s

Subject

Project update (Programme; Draft DCO requirements; Statement of Common Ground)

Author:

Date:

17/04/2018 2.00-4_00pm Project Mo.: <project no>

Attendance Representing:

Atkins
Atkins
Atkins

Historic England
Historic England
Highways England

DESCRIFTION

RESPONSIBLE

Welcome and introductions
RH welcomed all io the meeting and introductions were given.

Project and Programme update

JW gave an update on the project, highlighting the statutory consultation
which took place Februaryarch 2018 and changes to elements of the
scheme that were re-designed during April o August as a result of
feedback received. Review of design particularly in relation to impacts on
Painshill Park and the Gothic Tower.

JW added that the changes to the design were moderate and as such a
further targeted non-statutory consultation took place in MowDecember
2018. As a result, further revisions to the design were incorporated in
March this year and Highways England are curmmently out for a further
round of consultation. JW noted that this has put back the timing of the
DCO submission.

JW referred to Balfour Beatty as being the appointed Regional Delivery
Partners for M25 J10 and that work at present is at package as opposed
to scheme level. Preparation works by Balfour Beatty leading up fo
construction will take place alongside the DCO process (Stage 4). JW
confirmed that Atkins are the technical consultants that will take forward
detailed design, as part of the Balfour Beatty team.

Construction preparation will take approximately 4-5 months following
DCO. In terms of land to be acquired for the scheme, replacement land
acquisition and site compounds will be priortised. Construction is due io
start March 2021 for 2.5 years.
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JW referred to ground investigation (Gl) works which are due to
commence after Easter. Osbome are the appointed contractors. JW
highlighted that there are a significant number of bore holes or trial pits —
ower 700 features. Information gathered will feed into the design and
planning — some aspects of Gl may be required during examination, for
example in relation to works at Bolder Mere.

JW referred to the Smart Motorway Programme (SMP), another scheme
to tum J10 and 16 into a smart motorway. M25 J10 project will be
undertaking the works on J10 on behalf of SMP to keep it in one package.

JW referred to RHS Wisley/Painshill Park meeting taking place on the 18
April. PK asked if we anticipate a separate Statement of Commaon Ground
(50CG) with each of these two bodies. JW confirmed that yes we will.

JW confirmed that at point of submission we hope to have a SoCG with all
three statutory environmental bodies.

JW referred to advanced works/statutory diversions. He confirmed that
Balfour Beatty will aim to start work on diverting services ahead of the
DCO.

PK. asked — regarding advanced works and Gl to take place shead of
DCO and how the archaeological implications of this would be dealt with.
KM stated that the project has made recommendations for vanous works,
for example micro siting boreholes where necessary. She added that
we've included in the Gl contracts the requirement for archaesological
monitoring and review and also made recommendations re doing minimal
waork around the scheduled monument, having archasologist present
under a watching brief and to do the least invasive of the Gl works in
these areas.

PK. stated that Historic England would be interested to avoid an
inadvertent transgression which can happen — KM | do have version of the
Gl that we plotted on our GIS around the monuments and they're close to
the A3. Hopefully it will be 30 cm directional coring so that the impact is
minimal. KM will do review on information received.

PK added that if the services diversions take place as a part of advanced
warks this could be more significant. JW stated that these works will not
be happening for at least a year. [PK emphasised that they are keen to
ensure that any archasological implications of these works are addressed
as they would be under the DCO. PH stated that if these works are
brought forward in advance of the DCO we would want to make sure that
archaeclogical mitigation was implemented.

RH referred to the regular monthly meetings schedule with Historic
Emgland (HIiE) as a means of keeping HIE informed about developments
in the programme amongst other matters.

<

BN AVALTN

ATKINS

Draft DCD Requirements

PK acknowledge receipt of these and confirmed that they seemed
relafively standard. PK confirned that their inspecior for monuments: will
need to review.
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PK stated that number 5 refers to what happens when there is an
unexpected discovery as part of the works. PE confirmed that the
standard reaction in this instance would be for the county archaeologist to
be the first point of contact which is comect.

PK added that there is a clear role for HIE if what has been discovered is
potentially of national significance as opposed to local or regional
significance. This role is to firstly to determine the significance of the
finding and secondly to then decide what is the appropriate response. PK
stated that in terms of finds made in the course of construction,
appropriate level of recording and analysis would need fo be determined
and appropriate action determined given that the scheme may not be able
o be altered at that stage.

KM added that it is specified in the REAC that the areas for compensation
and ecological mitigation should be reviewed for archasological
implications based on what type of work is being undertaken on those
areas.

ACTION: Point 5 to refer to Historic England in terms of advice and
subsequent action to be taken regarding unexpected national
significant designated heritage assets and archaeological findings
and that any W5ls in this respect are developed in consultation with
Historic England.

ACTION: Historic England to feedback in writing on the draft DCO
requirements.

<)

AW AL

ATKINS

A

Draft Environmental Statement: Chapter 11 Cultural Heritage
PK acknowledged recipe of the draft ES chapter.

KM highlighted the aim was to ascertain from HiE whether there was
agreement on the assessments and impacts, particularly in relation to
Painshill and its constituent parts and to RHS Wisaly and to the Bell
Barrow. With respect to the Bell Barmow KM noted that this is already
impacted by M25 so the proposal is to limit the additional visual intrusion
and put design in that helps people appreciate it better. PK agreed that
HiE"s aim would be to ensure that the scheme does not exacerbate the
curmrent situation in relation to the Bell Bamow and if possible achieve
betterment, that does not relate to restoration.

PE noted that HiE have no major points of disagreements in relation to the
Cultural Heritage chapter. PK added that they are reviewing the chapter
from the perspective of 'level of harm' and that there were comfortable
that there was no new areas of high harm and where there is moderate fo
low harm they are unavoidable and that to a large extent the existing
situation is causing this.

A discussion was had in regards to the recent targeted consultation
drawings and the absence of gantries shown on maps in relation to
Painshill Park and the associated visual intrusion. LF noted that there are
no gantries shown on some of the consultation drawings. JW confirmed
that there are gantries remaining in place but that these will be in a low
cutting and therefore visual intrusion will be minimised. LF requested that
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the SolG refers to impacts of signage and lighting in respect of Painshill
and well as RHS Wisley.

ACTION: Historic England to feedback on the targeted consultation
[drawings) to confirm if there are any concerns.

ACTION: Historic England to feedback on draft ES cultural heritage
chapter confirm position (no further comments).

<)

AN AVALTN

ATKINS

oA

Statement of Common Ground (SoCG)

P confirned that they had reviewed the SocG and could identify no
major issues. He added that they would review the points of "agreement’
to check this was comect and also the items cummently ‘in-discussion’ to
determine what could be done fo move them to "agreed’ where possible.

K5 added that some items would remain’ in-discussion’ due o being part
of the D0 process. PK added that items could be termed "agreed as far
as possible at this stage in the DCO process” — as opposad o in-
discussion’.

P added that it would need to be reviewed by the legal team and that
they could provide standard wording regarding the remit of Historic
Emngland

PK emphasised that Historc England wanted to be able to state that they
do not want to be called at DCD examination unless something
unexpecied comes up.

ACTIOM: Historic England to provide standard wording on the nemiit
of Historic England for inclusion in the SoCG and to feed back in
writing on the SoCG and points ‘in-discussion’ or ‘agreed’ by
03.0519

Mext steps/ADB

JW stated that Highways England are looking at use of designated funds
to consider the movement of the pylons outside the Gothic Tower. A
discussion was had regarnding the feasibility of this. |t was noted that this
waould we be costly and the feasibility is questionable as all three pylons
waould meed to be mowved.

KM suggested use of designated funds may be more effectively used to
look at ways fo help visitors understand the Tower. i.e. a compensatory
measure o help people see what view would have been like. PK
confirmed that they are sympathetic to remowving the pylons but agree with
the feasibility issues associasted with undertaking this.

JW stated that additional noise bamiers on M25 are also being looked at
adjacent to Painshill Park as part of designated funding. However these
waould need to be high and curved and may present issues re visual
intrusion and wind resistance, in addition to air gquality and impact on other
side of barmer. W confirmed that both these issues are being explored
with Painshill Park.
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1. Historic Emgland to feedback in writing on the draft DCO
requirements.

2. Historic England to feedback on the targeted consultation
(amended drawings) to confirm if there are any concerns

3. Historic England to feedback on draft ES cultural heritage
chapter confirm pesition (no further comments).

4. Historic England to provide standard wording on the remit of
Historic Emgland for inclusion im the SoCG and to feed back in
writing on the SoCG and points ‘in-discussion” or "agreed” by
03.05.18
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A.13. Email (10.05.19)

RE: M25 J10 Draft Environmental Statement: Cultural Heritage Chapter 11

Thank you for your patience whilst we review the draft SOCG. | am pleased to now provide some comments to buikd on discussions held at the meeting on 17h April 2019. | can confirm that we are content with your notes of that meefing
1 agreed to provide a wording we use as standard for the remit of Historic England to be used in lieu of para 1.2.3. This Is as follows

The role of Historic England and the DCO application
‘The Hestoric Buildings and Monuments Commission for England was established wilh effect rom 1 April 1934 under saction 32 of Ihe National Heritage Act 1593, and since 1 1% April 2015 has bean known as Historic England (and before that as English Heritage). It is a non-degarimental public body sponscred by the Degariment of
Digital, Culture Media and Sport (DCMS) with responsibities for the historic environment in Engiand.

I think para 3.2 is about more than just scheduled monuments and would be better titled Designated Heritage Assels

Inthe table | think we are it fuly agreed about the scheculed monuments of the Roman bath hause and the Hengifom manum=nt. We agree that the scheduled areas of these monumen's wil 1ot be diretl afected but we etai concerms for Now changes a5 3 fesull of e poject may aflct
the contribution that their settings make to their significance. In particular we have in mind fties which mignt change This change could be ither beneficial or nammful and we note that new ree planting (s Uniikely to be proposed as enhanced
neathiand environments are the desired outcome. Actions to achieve this could Impact any undesignated archaeological remains outside of the scheduled areas and there Is some possibility that these could have the same significance as the scheduled monuments themseives. We think that
archaeological evaluation will be needed iac 10 Understand the Implications of any Works and that based on the resuits of tis “Works" should bé carmed out in minimally harmful ways that will need 1o bé sét out in method statements and designs. We think this means that this part of the project

Is best described at present as being in discussion and not agreed

As a general observation | think the SOCG should expiain that it covers our position up to and including the submission of the DCO application and that we expect that there will be further discussions and partnership working if the DCO is approved and hence the project move into a detailed
design stage by a main contractor appainted by Highways England. This may then require a further SOCG covering the detailed implementation of works. The template archaeoiogical requirements shared with us and discussed on the 177 are then likely 1o form part of future agreements including
for Written Schemes of Investigation when more specific Impacts are known and an appropriate mitigation response to these can be agreed. This also applies to detailed design of features of the road proposal affecting the settings of the designated hertage assets & g. any noise mitigation
measures alongsige Painshill Park or scresning to ennance the scheduled baMows close to J10 fself

For the outline archaeological requirements the meeting notes pick up My point made then Mal whiks! the Surrey CC archaeniogists may be the st point of call Tor non-designated archaeolagical remains that may be fevealed as part of the project, Histonic England has a role for advice about the
possible national significance of these and or what within the cantext of a live road construction would be the appropriate mitigation respanse

| hope these comments are helpful and enable you to finish a draft SOCG that you can then again share with us for probable sign off. This should include the appendices. Due o leave (hers and mine) | have et to consult our legal adviser and | anticipate doing so when we have the final draft
before us.

Bes! wishes and do call me if any of this needs more discussion.

Team Leader - Development Advice (Kent , East and West SUssex and Surrey)
Regions Group

reor: [
Sent: 09 April 2019 12:02
L}

T
Cc:

Subject: RE: M25 J10 Draft Environmental Statement: Cultural Heritage Chapter 11

oe-

Further to the below, please find attached copy of the draft Statement of Cammon Ground for your review. Please note this version does not include the appendices (meeting notes etc).

1will forward an agenda for our meeting with you on the 17 April by the end of the week

Kind regards

Subject: M25 110 Draft Environmental Statement: Cultural Heritage Chapter 11

oo

In advance of our meeting with you on the 17 April, please find attached a copy of the draft 5 chapter for Cultural Heritage, for your information

I anticipate sending you the draft SoCG by this Wednesday, but will get back to you to confirm

Kind regards

Stakeholder Engagement Team
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