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INTRODUCTION

Purpose of this Document

This Statement of Common Ground ("SoCG") has been prepared in respect of the
proposed A47 North Tuddenham to Easton ("the Application") made by Highways
England Company Limited ("Highways England" or “HE”) to the Secretary of State
for Transport ("Secretary of State") for a Development Consent Order ("the Order")
under section 37 of the Planning Act 2008 ("PA 2008").

This SoCG does not seek to replicate information which is available elsewhere
within the Application documents. All Application documents are available on 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.

Parties to this Statement of Common Ground

This SoCG has been prepared by (1) Highways England as the Applicant and (2)
Norfolk County Council (NCC).

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, including in respect of the Application, to be conferred upon or assumed
by Highways England.

As per the notification to the Examining Authority in the Applicant's Deadline 5
submission cover letter (REP5-001), on 8 September 2021 (during the course of the
Examination) Highways England Company Limited changed its name to National
Highways Limited. The Applicant's company number and registered office remains
the same.

The Applicant has amended the dDCO (and Explanatory Memorandum) to reflect
the change of name, but the Applicant continues to use Highways England branding
where appropriate. This is to ensure consistency within the application and to avoid
the need for a wasteful and unnecessary exercise of arranging to have all
documentation re-issued and re-branded in the new company name.

Within the borders of Norfolk there is a hierarchy of county, district and parish
councils. Norfolk County Council provide the strategic and more costly services
such as social services, trading standards, fire and rescue, transport and education.

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 1
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Terminology
In the table in the Issues section of this SoCG:
e “Agreed” indicates area(s) of agreement

e “Under discussion” indicates area(s) of current disagreement where resolution
remains possible, and where parties continue discussing the issue to
determine whether they can reach agreement by the end of the examination

e “Not agreed” indicates a final position for area(s) of disagreement where the
resolution of divergent positions will not be possible, and parties agree on this
point.

In this SoCG, the issues raised by the Council are presented alongside a response
from Highways England. "Agreed" signifies that there is agreement between the
parties that there are no further points to discuss as regards that particular issue,
and the Council is satisfied by the Highways England response.

It can be taken that any matters not specifically referred to in the Chapter 3 of this
SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to Norfolk County Council 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 Norfolk County Council.

RECORD OF ENGAGEMENT

A summary of the meetings and correspondence that has taken place between
Highways England and Norfolk County Council 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 table)

March and Public consultation material | Consultation feedback on the route options
April 2017

Non-statutory
public
consultation

09/08/2018 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | LLG meeting chaired by Councillor Martin Wilby

(Local Liaison Group) and minutes recorded by NCC.

HE Project Team provide updates to LLG on
progress of A47 Scheme and respond to
stakeholder queries.

07/05/2019 | Microsoft Teams Meeting |LLG meeting chaired by Councillor Martin Wilby

(Local Liaison Group) and minutes recorded by NCC.

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 2
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

HE Project Team provide updates to LLG on
progress of A47 Scheme and respond to
stakeholder queries.

21/10/2019 | Email attached to PINS
Scoping Opinion

Comments on proposed Scoping Opinion on the
EIA received from Broadland District Council and
South Norfolk Council jointly.

06/11/2019 | Microsoft Teams Meeting

A47 | Norwich Western Link
Liaison Meetings

(Monthly - Ongoing)

Commencement of the Monthly engagement /
design meetings with A47 Delivery Team and the
NWL Delivery Team.

Chris Fernandes, Rob Holl - NCC

19/11/2019 | Microsoft Teams Meeting
(Local Liaison Group)

Monthly LLG meeting chaired by Councillor
Martin Wilby and minutes recorded by NCC.

HE Project Team provide updates to LLG on
progress of A47 Scheme and respond to
stakeholder queries.

16/12/2019 | Meeting
County Hall Norfolk
(Road Design)

Initial meeting with Julian Fonseca from NCC
Network Safety & Sustainability Team. Barrie
Arthur presented both the Thickthorn and
Tuddenham proposed schemes to provide an
overview, touching on the key departures on
Local Authority assets and establish a line of
communication and liaison process going
forward.

13/01/2020 | Meeting
County Hall Norfolk
(Road Design)

Meeting with HE Project Team and NCC (David
Allfrey and Rob Holl) to outline and discuss the
emerging A47 scheme design.

February S42 1B consultation
2020 material
Statutory

Consultation

Statutory consultation material sent

Email

20/03/2020 | (ratfic Modelling)

Forecast traffic flow figures were sent to NCC
infrastructure development team (lan Parkes) for
them to inform consultation response.

27/03/2020 |Email
(Road Design)

Initial engagement with NCC Network Safety
team on the proposed scheme Design.

Sweco Highways Lead (Jamie McConachie)
issued design pack via email to Julian Fonseca
for NCC review & comment.

Purpose was to discuss applicability of the DMRB
and application to Local Authority Roads in the
area in lieu of a specific NCC Design Standard.

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

02/04/2020

Email

(Archaeological Trenching)

Email from the Project Team to NCC County
Archaeologist (John Percival) providing a copy of
the proposed Trial Trenching Specification for
NCC review & comment.

07/04/2020

Call / Email
(Road Design)

Email following up a call to confirm receipt or
Proposed Design Drawings issued on 27" March
and to request a meeting with NCC to review.

08/04/2020

Email

(Road Design)

Response received from NCC Network Safety
Team (Julian Fonseca) outlining NCC review
comments, proposals, and explaining the
departure review and approvals process which is
specific to the project.

Email also contained approval in principle to
proposed sideroad departures and some
amendments to be considered.

15/04/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting
(Traffic Modelling)

Initial engagement with NCC and their NWL
scheme consultant WSP on exchanging the
respective traffic assumptions adopted on HE's
A47 Tuddenham scheme and NCC's NWL
scheme.

15/04/2020

Email

(Archaeological Trenching)

Email from NCC County Archaeologist (John
Percival) requesting the download link for the trial
trenching specification be resent as it had
expired. Revised link provided for NCC to
download and review.

16/04/2020

Email

(Archaeological Trenching)

Email from the Project Team to NCC County
Archaeologist (John Percival) providing updated
drawings showing rationalised trench layouts that
avoid spanning differing landowner boundaries
where possible.

17/04/2020

Email

(Archaeological Trenching)

Email from NCC County Archaeologist (John
Percival) providing feedback on proposed Trial
Trenching specification.

Received
before end of
consultation
(April 2020)

Online comment

Consultation response from NCC online stating
their support to the scheme with a few
considerations detailed in the issues section.

Detailed within Section 3 of the SoCG

30/04/2020

Email

(Lighting Design)

Email from Barrie Arthur to Chris O’Connell, NCC
Lighting Officer to introduce Sweco and our
lighting designer, Designs for Lighting to NCC.

Email indicated contact routes and requested
provision of NCC Lighting Standards.

05/05/2020

Email

Email from the Project Team to NCC County
Archaeologist (John Percival) providing a copy of

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

(Archaeological Trenching) |the finalised Trial Trenching Specification
incorporating previous NCC Feedback.
08/05/2020 | Email Email from NCC County Archaeologist (John
. . Percival) providing approval for the Trial
(Archaeological Trenching) Trenching Specification (WSI) to proceed.
14/05/2020 Email Email received from Chris O’Connell, NCC
I . Lighting Officer outlining points of contact and
(Lighting Design) information required for NCC review.
A follow-up meeting held between WSP and
SWECO to go through the comparison made
Microsoft Teams Meetin between the two models and the issues found
14/05/2020 (Traffic Modelling) 9 |with the WSP forecast. Also discussed the
9 differences in the base WSP model and the
assumptions made so that discrepancies in
results could be explained.
27/05/2020 | Email Traffic Sign Package issued to NCC Network
(Traffic Sign Strategy) Safety team for review and comment to be
9 9y provided back to the Design Team.
Issued to Phil Reilly, David Cumming, Julian
Fonseca
27/05/2020 | Email Email from Sweco Highways Lead (Jamie
. McConachie) to NCC Network Safety Lead
(Road Design) X
(Julian Fonseca)
All NCC comments were transferred from email
onto a Project Review Record Sheet and Design
Team responses provided for NCC review.
Email requested a call to review and close out
comments between both parties.
06/06/2020 | Meeting through Microsoft |Call between Sweco Highways Lead (Jamie
Teams McConachie) and NCC Network Safety Lead
(Julian Fonseca) to discuss and agree the
responses, proposed cross sections, geometry
standards and LA departures for Design Fix B.
08/06/2020 | Email NCC (Julian Fonseca) provided feedback
. comments on the Traffic Sign Consultation
(Traffic Sign Strategy) Package
12/06/2020 Teams Meeting A discussion on the A47 side road strategy
(Side Road Strategy) between NCC and HE.
A follow-up meeting held between NWL project
16/07/2020 Microsoft Teams Meeting |team and HE Project Team to reconvene traffic
(Traffic Modelling) modelling discussion and inform the latest
changes on the A47 TUD scheme.

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

23/07/2020

Meeting through Microsoft
Teams

Meeting with NCC and the Norwich Western Link
Delivery Team to discuss the A47 Tuddenham
scheme, Stat Con Feedback with a focus
primarily on Local Authority Roads (existing &
Proposed) and summary of feedback provided.

12/08/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting
(Traffic Modelling)

A follow up meeting with NCC Infrastructure
Development Team (lan Parkes) to examine the
new traffic flow forecast on the side roads due to
proposed changes on the A47 TUD scheme

18/08/2020

Email

James Powis (Highways England) shared the
design draft for stakeholder consideration
following feedback from the statutory
consultation.

This was sent for information only and not for
comment.

Sent to Simon Wood and the Planning
Department inbox.

18/08/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting

(Local Liaison Group)

Monthly LLG meeting chaired by Councillor
Martin Wilby and minutes recorded by NCC.

HE Project Team provide updates to LLG on
progress of A47 Scheme and respond to
stakeholder queries.

19/08/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting

A47 | NWL Technical
Meeting

Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL
Delivery Team ensuring a collaborative approach
to works being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.

20/08/2020

Call / Email
(Lighting Design)

Initial engagement with NCC Lighting Officer
Chris O’Connell to present scheme proposals
and discuss NCC requirements for Local
Authority owned assets within the proposed
design.

Email issued following design call between Paul
Southcombe (Designs for Lighting) and Chris
O’Connell (NCC).

20/08/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting

(South of the A47 taskforce)

South of the A47 Taskforce meeting, chaired by
George Freeman MP, and attended by HE and

NCC. Session focuses on parishes south of the
A47 corridor.

Session covered latest Wood Lane junction
design, interaction with Honingham and summary
of modelling proposals with & without NWL.

24/08/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting

(Flood Risk and Ecology)

Joint meeting with NCC Lead Local Flood
Authority and Environment Agency. Meeting
covered both A47/A11 Thickthorn Junction

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038
Application Document Ref: TR0O10038/APP/8.4
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Form of correspondence Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

Scheme and A47 North Tuddenham to Easton
Scheme.

25/08/20 Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with NCC PRoW officers to present the
(WCHR / PROW) proposed WCHR scheme design and explain the

changes made as a result of Statutory
Consultation feedback.

25/08/20 Email Confirmation from NCC Lighting Officer, and
Network Safety Team that the local roads and
footbridges to be handed over to NCC did not
require lighting.

26/08/20 Email Confirmation from NCC Lighting Officer that
lighting was not required on the proposed
Mattishall Underpass (Structure S16) and
Matishall Lane link road which will be handed
over to NCC.

10/09/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | A meeting focussing on the Oak Farm and
(Flood Risk) Hocker!ng Culverts. The_new culvert at _
Hockering should be designed to convey a 1 in
100year event plus an allowance for climate
change with a 600mm allowance for freeboard.

No freeboard required at the Oak Farm culvert as
the proposal is to retain the existing culvert.

It was agreed to relocate a number of attenuation
features outside of areas of existing surface
water or fluvial flood risk.

Confirmation of NCC requirements for drainage
mitigation.

Confirmation that cross drains/dry culverts to
maintain surface water flow path connectivity
should be designed for a 1 in 100year event plus
an allowance for climate change.

NCC requested details on proposed flood
compensatory storage.

NCC requested any proposed watercourse
diversions that provides opportunities for water
environment improvement whilst addressing flood
risk.

15/09/2020 |Email Email from NCC (Highways) and Lead Local
(Flood Risk) Flood Authority confirming no historical records
flooding of NCC highways in the area.

16/09/2020 | Email Email letter from NCC (LLFA) summarising
(Flood Risk) discussions at 10/09/20 meeting.

13/10/2020 | Microsoft Teams Call South of the A47 Taskforce meeting, chaired by
George Freeman MP, and attended by HE and

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 7
Application Document Ref: TR0O10038/APP/8.4
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

(South of the A47 taskforce) NCC. Session focuses on parishes south of the
A47 corridor.
NCC provided an update on traffic modelling on
local roads, including survey proposals and
received feedback from local parishes.
HE provided a progress update on A47.
20/10/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly LLG meeting chaired by Councillor
- Martin Wilby and minutes taken by NCC.
(Local Liaison Group)
HE Project Team provide updates to LLG on
progress of A47 Scheme and respond to
stakeholder queries.
21/10/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL
. Delivery Team ensuring a collaborative approach
f/lgat/irz\lWL Technical to works being undertaken where there are
9 interactions between the two schemes.
23/10/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Commencement of the HE / NCC fortnightly A47
(Detrunking Working Group) North Tuddenham to Easton de-trunking meeting.
Meetings focus on existing and proposed assets
to be handed back to NCC upon completion of
scheme:
Purpose is to identify communication lines and
commence working towards agreements for
handover documentation and requirements.
28/10/2020 | Email Confirmation from NCC Lighting Officer (Chris
(Lighting Design) O’Connell) that lighting was not required on the
ghting 9 proposed Honingham Underpass (Structure S18)
and proposed footway which will be handed over
to NCC.
04/11/2020 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Fortnightly meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking
(Detrunking Working Group) Working Group
06/11/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly NCC meeting for the Norwich Western
. Link (NWL) project Board. Highways England
NWL Project Board attend to provide an A47 Progress Update.
13/11/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Confirmation from NCC LLFA that minor
(Flood Risk) realignment of the watercourse at Hockering
would be acceptable in order to remove the skew
of the culvert. Offline culvert constructions
requiring full watercourse diversion would not be
acceptable.
17/11/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting held between Highways England, NCC,
(Meetings (Statement of Common Broadland District Council, Breckland District
9 . : Council and South Norfolk Council:
held quarterly | Ground Discussion)

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038
Application Document Ref: TR0O10038/APP/8.4
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

throughout
2020)

Discussed the preparation of Statements of
Common Ground, Food Enterprise Park access,
the Local Liaison Group meetings and the new
joined up approach, the draft design changes
following stat con feedback, draft plan proposals
for Walking, Cycling & Horse Riding, the updated
lagoon strategies & drainage proposals and the
A47 North Tuddenham to Easton update
brochure planned for distribution December
2020.

Attendees included: James Powis (HE), Edwin
Bechtle (HE), Glen Owen (HE) Philippa Harris
(HE), Phil Courtier, David Cumming and Stephen
Scowen.

17/11/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting
(Flood Risk)

Update meeting with Sarah Luff (NCC LLFA) on
flood risk impacts at Oak Farm, Hockering and
River Tud crossing. Also included discussions on
Water Framework Directive assessments.

18/11/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting

A47 | NWL Technical
Meeting

Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL
Delivery Team ensuring a collaborative approach
to works being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.

20/11/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting
(Flood Risk)

Discussions with Sarah Luff (NCC LLFA) around
the requirements for a precast box culvert on the
Hockering watercourse. Confirmation from the
Lead Local Flood Authority that the culvert must
be designed to convey a 1 in 100year flood event
(plus a 65% allowance for climate change) and
should not prevent passage of mammals.

20/11/20

Microsoft Teams Meeting

(Detrunking Working Group)

Fortnightly meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking
Working Group

02/12/2020

Email

Design Fix C pack for proposed scheme issued
to NCC Network Safety Team for review of
proposed scheme and acceptance of local
authority departures.

03/12/2020

Email
(Drainage Strategy Report)

Drainage Strategy Report issued to Sarah Luff at
NCC for review and comment to be provided by
the LLFA) team.

04/12/2020

Microsoft Teams Meeting

(Detrunking Working Group)

Fortnightly meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking
Working Group

8/12/2020

Email

James Powis (HE) sent email to Simon Wood
and David Allfrey (NCC) in regard to the impact of
the A47 North Tuddenham to Easton Scheme on
a Public Open Space in North Tuddenham.

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038
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Form of correspondence Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

15/12/2020 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | LLG meeting chaired by Councillor Martin Wilby
- and minutes taken by NCC.

(Local Liaison Group)

) ) Sub-group meeting focusing primarily on traffic
(Traffic Sub-Group) modelling for both NWL and HE proposed

schemes.

15/12/2020 |Emall Email to NCC PRoW officers outlining the
summary position of the meeting held on 25®
(WCHR / PRoW) August 2020 for the SoCG.

This position is summarised within the project
WCHR Assessment Report.

17/12/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL

A47 | NWL Technical Delivery team ensuring a collaborative approach

Meeting to work; being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.

18/12/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Fortnightly meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking

(Detrunking Working Group) Working Group

2020 and Email Consultation with Norfolk County Council to
2021 confirm the approach and identify any additional
projects to be considered in the Cumulative
Effects Assessment. Additional projects were
added as a result.

05/01/2021 | Email Follow up email to NCC PRoW officers

requesting a response to email provided on 15"
(WCHR / PRoW) December 2020 outlining the summary position
of the meeting held on 25" August 2020 for the
SoCG.

05/01/2021 | Email Response received from NCC PRoW officer
(WCHR / PRoW) Ml_chelle Sergﬁant confirming a response would
be issued by 8" January.

08/01/2021 | Email Drainage Strategy Report re-issued to Sarah Luff
at NCC, review and comment to be provided by
the LLFA team.

Report issued on 2" December 2020 had not
been downloaded and the link had expired.

(Drainage Strategy Report)

14/01/2021 |Emalil Provision of the updated (baseline and proposed)
(Flood Risk) flood modelling to NCC and the Environment
Agency for review.

15/01/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with Sarah Luff (NCC, LLFA) to give an
overview of the Tuddenham Scheme in addition
to the Drainage Strategy Report which had been
issued for review.

(Drainage Strategy Report)

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 10
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Form of correspondence Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

15/01/2020 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Fortnightly meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking

(Detrunking Working Group) Working Group

22/01/2021 | Email Response received from Julian Fonseca on the
. Local Highway Authority departures package.
(Road Design — LHA Response outlined NCC position on the

Departures) departures and indicated acceptance or
comments to be addressed.

22/01/2021 | Email Project team response provided to NCC
(Road Design — LHA comments on the LHA departures for review and
Departures) acceptance

26/01/021 Email Review comments provided by Sarah Luff (NCC

. LLFA), to Project Design Team for review and

(Drainage Strategy Report) incorporation.

28/01/2021 |Email Response received from Julian Fonseca

accepting the provided clarifications and stating

(Road Design — LHA formal receipt from NCC will follow.

Departures)

28/01/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | LLG meeting chaired by Councillor Martin Wilby
- and minutes taken by NCC.

(Local Liaison Group)

' i Sub-group meeting focusing primarily on traffic
(Traffic Sub-Group) modelling for both NWL and HE proposed

schemes.

29/01/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Fortnightly meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking

(Detrunking Working Group) Working Group

03/02/2021 | Email Email received from Julian Fonseca (NCC)
L confirming that NCC were happy to sign off all of
(Road Design — LHA the proposed Local Highway Authority

Departures) Departures and that formal confirmation letter will
be issued shortly.
05/02/2021 | Email Email to Julian Fonseca outlining an alternative

design for Dereham Road as a result of

(Road Design — LHA discussions with St Peter's Church on

Departures) consecrated land to the east of the church. Email
requested NCC review and comment on
proposal.

05/02/2021 Microsoft Teams Call Call to discuss email sent to Julian Fonseca on

the alternative design for Dereham Road and to
discuss the technical proposal, review proposed
mitigation and receive NCC feedback.

(Road Design — LHA
Departures)

08/02/2021 |Email Email from Julian Fonseca confirming NCC were
(Road Design — LHA happy with revised proposals for Dereham Road
Departures? and would prepare the departure information in

Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 11
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

the background pending HE confirmation on
option after meeting with St Peter’s church.
09/02/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with HE Project Team and NCC NWL
(Traffic Modelling) Project team to discuss the traffic modelling of
9 both schemes, to provide a response to local MP.
09/02/2021 | Email Email received from NCC LLFA providing
. feedback on proposed compensatory flood
(Flood Risk) storage requirements at Hockering and Oak
Farm culverts.
12/02/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting between Jason Ball, and Sarah Luff
(Flood Risk) (LLFA) to discuss the written feedback received
on 9" February from LLFA with regard to Oak
Farm culvert.
16/02/2021 |Emall Email from Julian Fonseca, providing formal
(Road Design — LHA cheptance o_f propqsgd Lofcal H|ghv}\1/aﬁ ,IAuthorlty
Departures) epartures, via provision of an attached letter.
Letter appended to Departures Checklist for
governance submission.
22/02/2021 Email Email from Julian Fonseca, providing revised
(Road Design — LHA Ihet:jei)to cover of(;# No.'p'r(_)plosed departulre which
Departures) ad been missed from initial acceptance letter.
Letter appended to Departures Checklist for
governance submission.
23/02/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with NCC and Highways England project
(Local Liaison Group) teams in advance of the Local Liaison Group
P meeting. Meeting focused on the finalisation of
slides for the upcoming LLG meeting.
23/02/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Local Liaison group meeting, Highways England
. presented an update to the LLG, and fielded
(Local Liaison Group) ; i
guestions on the proposed scheme design and
DCO process.
23/02/2021 Email Email to NWL team highlighting the conditions
within the submitted Orstead DCO for sideroad
(Orsted DCO) e . ; :
mitigations for consideration as part of the wider
local sideroad measures.
24/02/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL
A47 / NWL Technical Dellvelr(y ttc)ea_m ens(;Jrlngka collﬁlboraﬁve approach
Meeting to works being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.
01/03/2021 | Email Final version of report issued to Lead Local Flood
(Drainage Strategy Report) Authority, Sarah Luff, for acceptance.
08/03/2021 |Email Email from HE requesting clarification of existing
Local Traffic Regulation Orders (TRO) for shared
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Form of correspondence Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

(Road orders) use footway at Lyng Road and the existing
30mph speed limit on approach to Easton.

11/03/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly NCC meeting for the Norwich Western
. Link (NWL) project Board. Highways England
NWL Project Board attend to provide an A47 Progress Update.

12/03/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working

(Detrunking Working Group) Group

08/04/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly NCC meeting for the Norwich Western
. Link (NWL) project Board. Highways England
NWL Project Board attend to provide an A47 Progress Update.

09/04/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working

(Detrunking Working Group) Group

22/04/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting between HE and NCC NWL Delivery
team discussing the traffic modelling ensuring a

Qit/inL Technical collaborative approach to the completion of the
9 Statement of Common Ground.
27/04/2021 | Email Email to David Allfrey to confirm and establish

the technical points of contact going forward for

(Points of contact) future HE / NCC workshops.

29/04/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting between HE and NCC to discuss the
A47 | NCC Food Enterprlse Zone and potential sideroad
connection to the proposed scheme.

05/05/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL

A47 / NWL Technical Delivery team ensuring a collaborative approach

Meeting to work; being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.

06/05/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly NCC meeting for the Norwich Western
. Link (NWL) project Board. Highways England
NWL Project Board attend to provide an A47 Progress Update.

21/05/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working

(Detrunking Working Group) Group

01/06/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting |Local Liaison group meeting, Highways England
presented an update to the LLG, and fielded
guestions on the proposed scheme design and
DCO process.

(Local Liaison Group)

02/06/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL

A47 / NWL Technical Delivery team ensuring a collaborative approach

Meeting to work_s being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

10/06/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Initial discussion with NCC on potential of some
A47 | NCC (NWL) D_e_S|_gnated funding opportunities within the
vicinity of the proposed schemes.
14/06/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with NCC (David Cumming) to discuss
the approach to the population and review of the
A47 | NCC Statement of
Common Ground (SoCG) DRAFT SoCG between He and NCC.
15/06/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly NCC meeting for the Norwich Western
. Link (NWL) project Board. Highways England
NWL Project Board attend to provide an A47 Progress Update.
18/06/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working
(Detrunking Working Group) Group
07/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Follow up discussion with NCC on potential of
A47 | NCC (NWL) some Designated funding opportunities within the
vicinity of the proposed schemes.
08/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Norwich Western Link Ecology liaison
A47 / NWL Technical (stakeholder) group meeting
Meeting
08/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly NCC meeting for the Norwich Western
. Link (NWL) project Board. Highways England
NWL Project Board attend to provide an A47 Progress Update.
12/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL
A47 / NWL Technical Delivery team ensuring a collaborative approach
Meeting to work; being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.
21/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting between HE and NCC NWL Delivery
A47 / NWL Technical team dlscgssmg the traffic modelling ensuring a
Meeting collaborative approach to the completion of the
Statement of Common Ground.
20/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with NCC (David Cumming) to clarify the
efficient approach to the population and review of
égzn/m’\é(;%rsgiaedm(esrggé) the DRAFT SoCG between HE and NCC across
the 3 East DCO schemes.
23/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with NCC (David Cumming) to clarify the
efficient approach to the population and review of
égzn/m'\cl)(;%rsotﬁ;edmgggé) the DRAFT SoCG between HE and NCC across
the 3 East DCO schemes.
26/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Discussion on proposed ideas for Designated
A47 | NCC (NWL) funding opportunities within the vicinity of the
proposed schemes.
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Form of correspondence

Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

29/07/2021 | Email Email to NCC (David Cumming) confirming the
agreed timeline between NCC and HE for the
A47 | NCC Statement of :
Common Ground (SoCG) population of the DRAFT SoCG.
30/07/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working
(Detrunking Working Group) Group
July 2021 Relevant Representation to | Submission of comments by the Council on DCO
the Planning Inspectorate | application documents to PINS.
(PINS)
04/08/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL
A47 / NWL Technical Delivery team ensuring a collaborative approach
Meeting to Work_s being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.
09/08/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting between Jason Ball, and Sarah Luff
(Flood Risk) (LLFA) to dl_scuss responses to their relevant
representations.
10/08/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting & | Discussion with David Allfrey and Julian Fonseca
Email Record to agree amendments to Traffic Regulation Plans
Highwavs Speeds Review in response to Relevant Representations raised
ghways =p about speed limits and road safety along Main
Road, Lyng Road, Wood Lane, Dereham Road
(Honingham) and Taverham Road. Agreed
changes to manage the risks.
12/08/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly NCC meeting for the Norwich Western
. Link (NWL) project Board. Highways England
NWL Project Board attend to provide an A47 Progress Update.
17/08/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting between Jason Ball, and Sarah Luff
(Flood Risk) (LLFA) to agree f_ormat and timing of th_e
responses to their relevant representations.
18/08/2021 | Microsoft teams Meeting Meeting with David Allfrey to discuss the SoCG
A47 | NCC Statement of delivery for Deadline 1.
Common Ground (SoCG)
18/08/2021 | Microsoft teams Meeting Meeting to discuss emerging mitigation strategies
A47 | NWL Technical for Weston Longville.
Meeting
27/08/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working
(Detrunking Working Group) Group
08/09/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL
Delivery team ensuring a collaborative approach
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Form of correspondence Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

A47 | NWL Technical to works being undertaken where there are
Meeting interactions between the two schemes.

10/09/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working

(Detrunking Working Group) Group

20/09.2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with NCC and Highways England project
teams in advance of the Local Liaison Group
meeting. Meeting focused on the finalisation of
agenda and topics for the upcoming LLG
meeting.

(Local Liaison Group)

20/09/2021 | Email Query submitted to NCC on ownership of an
existing ditch on Berrys Lane. After a search of
HE asset databases it is not a Highways England
asset.

(Local Road Drainage)

20/09/2021 |Email from David Allfrey Email confirming request for ownership
information ahd been escalated to the Boundary

(Local Road Drainage) Search team within NCC for response.

24/09/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working

(Detrunking Working Group) Group

27/09/2021 |Email Email to David Allfrey / David Cummings to

. discuss proposal to incorporate NRWSA
(NRSWA Spacings) spacings in adopted WCH routes to reduce land
take for Statutory Undertaker corridors.

29/09/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Local Liaison group meeting, Highways England
presented an update to the LLG, and fielded
questions on the proposed scheme design and
DCO process.

(Local Liaison Group)

04/10/2021 | Email Email outlining a proposed mitigation measure
(Road Design — LHA suggested by a landowner to permit restricted
Departures)g agricultural access to Honingham Lane.

12/10/2021 Microsoft Teams Meeting | First meeting between the A47 Project Team and
. . NWL Project Team inc Ferrovial (NWL
A47 I NWL Buildability Contractor). Meeting focused on establishing
Workshop ; S
lines of communication for the Contractor and
information sharing between the parties.

13/10/2021 | Email from David Cumming | Response from NCC confirming acceptance in
. principal to proposal to utilize NRSWA spacings
(NRSWA Spacings) in adopted WCH routes.

14/10/2021 | Email from David Jacklin Email confirming that no existing ditches or
drainage infrastructure are owned by NCC on

(Local Road Drainage) Berrys Lane within the area requested.
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Form of correspondence Key topics discussed and key outcomes (the

topics should align with the Issues table)

14/10/2021 |Email from Alex ClIiff Confirmation from NCC on the requirement for

(Road Design — LHA Ghost Island provision in accordance with CD

Departures) 123 at 2 locations previously discussed at
meeting on 10" September 2021.

Confirmation that proposed mitigation measure
for agricultural access through a road closure
(suggested by landowner on 04/10/2021) would
not be acceptable for use on the local road
network.

15/10/21 Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL

A47 / NWL Technical Delivery team ensuring a collaborative approach

Meeting to Work_s being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.

21/10/2021 |Weston Longville Parish In person meeting at WLPC to support NCC in
Council Meeting the discussion of traffic mitigation measures in
the interim period between the opening of the
A47 and NWL schemes. Discussion focused on
how this commitment will be progressed and
included within the planning submission.

22/10/2021 Letter from LLFA LLFA review of Additional Information for LLFA
and EA submitted at Deadline 3 (REP3-026)

25/10/2021 Letter from LLFA LLFA review of draft SOCG

01/11/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting to discuss outstanding issues
and whether the applicants response is adequate

(Statement of Common .
to agree the item.

Ground — Highway Design)

01/11/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting to discuss outstanding issues
and whether the applicants response is adequate

(Statement of Common .
to agree the item.

Ground — PRoW)

02/11/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting to discuss outstanding issues
and whether the applicants response is adequate

(Statement of Common .
to agree the item.

Ground — Ecology)

03/11/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting with the LLFA to discuss
outstanding issues and whether the applicants

(Statement of Common . .
response is adequate to agree the item.

Ground — Flood Risk and
Drainage)

05/11/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting of the HE / NCC Detrunking Working

(Detrunking Working Group) Group

08/11/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting to discuss outstanding issues
and whether the applicants response is adequate

(Statement of Common .
to agree the item.

Ground — Ecology)
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Form of correspondence

topics should align with the Issues table)

08/11/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting with the LLFA to discuss

outstanding issues and whether the applicants
(Statement of Common response is adequate to agree the item
Ground — Flood Risk and P q 9 '
Drainage)

08/11/2021 | Letter from LLFA Agreement of SoCG items and further
clarifications on outstanding items.

10/11/2021 |Microsoft Teams Meeting | Monthly meeting between HE and NCC NWL
Delivery team ensuring a collaborative approach
to works being undertaken where there are
interactions between the two schemes.

11/11/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting with David Allfrey and David
Cummings to confirm draft SoCG prior to

(Statement of Common Deadline 4 submission
Ground — pre Deadline 4) '
11/11/2021 |Email Email to Council with updated SoCG post above
call to confirm changes prior to Deadline 4
submission.
24/11/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting to discuss outstanding issues
(Statement of Common z)ng V:lgeettrrir iireuran applicants response is adequate
Ground — Public Rights of 9 '
Way)

01/12/2021 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting between Sweco, NCC and
(Statement of Common glnusreir;; uMeassons to progress outstanding NWL
Ground — NWL Spur) b '

10/12/2021 | Letter from LLFA Comments from LLFA following their review of
updated flood modeling report (Hockering model
update)

11/01/2022 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with LLFA to review updates to SOCG

(Statement of Common
Ground — LLFA)
07/01/2022 |Email Email to LLFA responding to letter of 22/10/2021
11/01/2022 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with LLFA to review updates to SOCG
(Statement of Common
Ground — LLFA)
11/01/22 Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting with NCC Ecologist to discuss
outstanding issues and whether the applicants
(Statement of Common : .
response is adequate to agree the item.
Ground — Ecology)
11/01/2022 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with LLFA to review updates to SOCG
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topics should align with the Issues table)

(Statement of Common
Ground — LLFA)

12/01/2022 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Meeting with NCC to review updates to SOCG

(Statement of Common
Ground — WCHR & De-
trunking)

12/01/2022 |Emall Follow up email to meeting of 12/01/22 in relation

(Statement of Common to WCHR & De-trunking

Ground — WCHR & De-

trunking)
17/01/2022 | Letter from LLFA Agreement of remaining LLFA items
19/01/2022 Email Confirmation of Classification of de-trunked

roads.

24/01/2022 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting to discuss the status of the draft

(Statement of Common agreement in relation to the NWL Arm agreement

Ground — NWL Spur)

27/01/2022 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting to discuss closure of NWL items

(Statement of Common within the Statement of Common Ground

Ground — NWL Team)

28/01/2022 | Email Confirmation of Lighting Design

31/01/2022 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Teams meeting to discuss closure of NWL items

(Statement of Common within the Statement of Common Ground

Ground — NWL Team)

03/02/2022 | Microsoft Teams Meeting | Discussion around outstanding Ecology items
and sign off process.

(Pre-sign off meeting)

211 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the key meetings and consultation
undertaken between (1) Highways England and (2) Norfolk County Council in
relation to the issues addressed in this SoCG.
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3 ISSUES
3.1 Introduction
3.1.1 This section summarises the key issues explored between Norfolk Country Council (NCC) and Highways England. The draft
reflects the issues raised: during statutory consultation; during meetings/correspondence on the development of Scheme design
and Environmental Statement; following receipt of the Relevant Representations, Written Representation, Local Impact Report
and responses to the ExA’s first written questions plus the Applicant’s responses to all these; and during discussions on issues
during August to November 2021.
3.1.2 Section 3.2 summarises the issues raised by NCC in their role as the local authority, with each issue and Highway England’s
response described in detail in Appendix A.
3.1.3 Section 3.3 and 3.4 summarise the status of agreement on issues raised by NCC with regards the Norwich Western Link (NWL)
scheme, with each issue and Highway England’s response described in detail in Appendices B and C.
3.2 NCC Issues as a Local Authority
E%f' ‘ Topic Issue Status Date
1 Scheme Support Economic benefits. Agreed 17/11/20
2 Scheme Support Dualling of the A47 with appropriate grade-separation at junctions. Agreed 23/09/21
3 Scheme Support Road safety benefits. Agreed 23/09/21
4 Scheme Support Reduced congestion benefits. Agreed 23/09/21
5 Scheme Support Potential economic benefits during the construction phase. Agreed 23/09/21
6 Scheme Support Productivity and other wider economic benefits. Agreed 23/09/21
7 gg,?,;ﬁ?;ﬁggn Standards Details of construction and compliance with nationally recognised standards. Agreed 23/09/21
8 Local Road impacts Managlng d|srupt|on and traffic on the local highway network during the Agreed 23/09/21
construction perlod.
9 Local Road impacts Consultation Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) limitations. Agreed 23/09/21
10 Local Road impacts Scheme impact to traffic volumes on local roads. Agreed 23/09/21
11 Local Road impacts Scheme impact to Longwater Junction Agreed 23/09/21
12 Local Road impacts Requirement for full Transport Assessment Agreed 23/09/21
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13 Local Road impacts Wood Lane junction: Single carriageway proposal Agreed 23/09/21
14 Flood Risk & Ecology Environmental Scoping Boundary. Agreed 01/11/21
15 Lighting Design Multi-scheme lighting interface. Agreed 01/11/21
16 WCHR / PRoW Non-Motorised Users (NMU) multi-scheme interfacing. Agreed 01/11/21
17 WCHR / PRoW Provision of WCHR / PRoW facilities. Agreed 01/11/21
18 WCHR / PRoW Scheme accessibility improvements and enhancements. Agreed 13/12/21
19 WCHR / PRoW Connectivity at Mattishall Lane. Agreed 13/12/21
20 WCHR / PRoW Honingham Restricted Byway 1 (RB1) crossing. Agreed 25/10/21
21 WCHR / PRoW Stopping up of Hockering Footpath 12. Agreed 25/10/21
22 WCHR / PRoW Partial loss of Hockering Footpath 7. Agreed 23/11/21
23 WCHR / PRoW Clarification of RB1 extension. Agreed 25/10/21
24 WCHR / PRoW Usage survey parameters. Agreed 01/11/21
25 WCHR / PRoW Suitable surfacing and width for Horses and Carriages. Agreed 12/01/22
26 Ecology Air Quality assessments. Agreed 23/09/21
27 Archaeological Trenching Below ground impact consideration. Agreed 23/09/21
28 Ecology Landscape and Visual assessments during construction. Agreed 23/09/21
29 Construction Mitigation Measures during construction and operation. Agreed 20/10/21
30 Ecology Additional non-Bat surveys Agreed 02/11/21
31 Ecology Additional Bat surveys Under discussion

32 Water Quality Hydrology Assessment and impacts to species. Agreed 10/11/21
33 Ecology Aquatic and fish surveys. Under discussion

Agreed, subject to final
34 Ecology Biodiversity net gain. landscape design under 02/11/21
draft DCO Requirement 5

35 Ecology Inter-scheme data sharing (NDR and NWL). Agreed 02/11/21
36 Ecology Safeguarded Mineral assets and waste. Agreed 23/09/21
37 Construction Noise and vibration impact during construction and operation. Agreed 23/09/21
38 Flood Risk & Drainage Road Drainage and the Water Environment. Agreed 10/11/21
39 Flood Risk & Drainage \(/gea'gzrsgorl:ir:rzsg;‘:;ratlon in line with the Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems Agreed 10/11/21
40 Flood Risk & Drainage Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems and existing drainage schemes. Agreed 10/11/21
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41 Flood Risk & Drainage Drainage management and maintenance, construction and operation. Agreed 03/11/21
42 Flood Risk & Drainage NCC LLFA consenting. Agreed 03/11/21
43 Climate Climate assessments and net zero carbon targets. Agreed 26/10/21
44 Governance Project meetings. Agreed 23/09/21
45 Scheme Support Case for the scheme and issue resolution. Agreed 01/11/21
46 Scheme Support DCO conditions and requirements. Agreed 01/11/21
47 Scheme Support Dualling of the A47 with appropriate grade-separation at junctions. Agreed 01/11/21
48 Road Design Asset Ownership and De-trunking agreement. Under discussion
49 Road design Wood Lane junction — single carriageway link Agreed 24/09/21
50 Street Lighting Lighting Strategy for Wood Lane junction Agreed 28/01/22
51 Road Design Wood Lane speed limit Agreed 23/09/21
52 Traffic Modelling Scheme Interface: Longwater Interchange Agreed 23/09/21
53 Road design Suitable access to the Food Enterprise Zone Agreed 11/11/21
54 Scheme Support Potential economic benefits during the construction phase. Agreed 23/09/21
55 Construction Air Quality improvements. Agreed 23/09/21
56 Archaeological Trenching DCO Inclusions: Authorised development Agreed 26/10/21
i nd
57 Landscape and Visual Arboricultural Impact Assessment. ﬁgngz,rz#bé%:go “EE 20/10/21
Requirement 4
58 Landscape and Visual Arboricultural Wholly Exceptional Development. ﬁr?(;i?((jj’rzrtb[])%(t)to 2" EMP 20/10/21
Requirement 4
Agreed, subject to final
59 Landscape and Visual Environmental Masterplan: Arboricultural net gain. landscape design under 20/10/21
draft DCO Requirement 5
60 Landscape and Visual Tree Compensation Plans. Agreed 20/10/21
61 Landscape and Visual Environmental Assessment: Landscape & Visual effects Chapter 7.2 and 7.3 Agreed 20/10/21
62 Landscape and Visual Environmental Assessment: Landscape & Visual effects Chapter 7.4 Agreed 20/10/21
63 Landscape and Visual Environmental Assessment: Landscape & Visual effects Chapter 7.6 Agreed 29/10/21
64 Landscape and Visual Environmental Assessment: Landscape & Visual effects Chapter 7.7 Agreed 20/10/21
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65 Landscape and Visual Environmental Assessment; Landscape & Visual effects Chapter 7.8 Agreed 20/10/21
66 Landscape and Visual Environmental Assessment: Landscape & Visual effects Chapter 7.9 Agreed 20/10/21
67 Landscape and Visual Environmental Assessment: Landscape & Visual effects Chapter 7.10 Agreed 20/10/21
Agreed, subject to final
68 Landscape and Visual Cumulative effects assessment. landscape design under 20/10/21
draft DCO Requirement 5
69 Landscape and Visual Landscape Planning and mitigation Agreed 20/10/21
70 Landscape and Visual Visual Receptors Agreed 20/10/21
Agreed, subject to final
71 Landscape and Visual Arboriculture Impact Assessment: Landscape Planting landscape design under 20/10/21
draft DCO Requirement 5
Agreed, subject to final
landscape design under
72 Landscape and Visual Environmental Masterplan draft DCO Requirement 5 20/10/21
and LEMP under draft DCO
Requirement 4
73 Ecology Age of Biodiversity Survey data Biodiversity Agreed 02/11/21
74 Ecology Amendment of Site Boundary Agreed 02/11/21
75 Ecology Bat Survey Areas Under discussion
76 Ecology: Biodiversity monitoring methodology Agreed 02/11/21
77 Ecology Defra Metric 2.0 Calculations Agreed 02/11/21
78 Ecology Protected Species Reports: consistency in recommendations. Agreed_ = [pretualiny _updated 02/11/21
ecological constraints plan
79 Ecology Bat Survey Report Under discussion
80 Ecology Need for Collision surveys Under discussion
; ; Agreed — pendin
81 Ecology Bat Crossing point report reg\]/vor dingp 9 02/11/21
82 Ecology Bat Hibernation Agreed 02/11/21
83 Ecology Otter & Water Vole Survey Agreed 02/11/21
84 Ecology Reptile Survey Report Agreed 02/11/21
85 Ecology Barn Owl Survey Report Agreed 10/11/21
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Ecology Agreed 10/11/21
87 Ecology Nest Boxes Agreed 10/11/21
88 Ecology: Terrestrial Invertebrate Survey Report Under discussion
89 Ecology Vegetation and trees Agreed 10/11/21
90 Ecology Badger Survey Report Under discussion

P ; Agreed — subject to EIA

91 Ecology County Wildlife Sites Addendum 10/11/21
92 Ecology Inter-project cumulative effects assessment Under discussion
93 Geology & Soils Geology & Soils Agreed
94 Geology & Soils Mineral Impact Assessment Agreed 23/09/21
95 Construction Traffic Management: Noise and vibration. Agreed 23/09/21
96 WCHR / PRoW Population and Human Health benefits. Agreed 23/09/21
97 WCHR / PRoW Missed Opportunities for additional facility provision. Agreed 23/11/21
98 WCHR / PRoW NWL interdependencies and provision Agreed 23/11/21
99 Flood Risk & Drainage Flood Risk Assessment and design Agreed 17/01/22
100 Flood Risk & Drainage Water Outfall Discharge Strategy Agreed 10/11/21
101 Flood Risk & Drainage Ordinary Watercourse Consenting Agreed 10/11/21
102 | Climate Carbon Neutrality objectives Agreed 20/10/21
103 | Road Design Ghost Island usage at Mattishall Lane and Dereham Link Road. Agreed 01/11/21
104 Flood Risk and Drainage Hockering Culvert Agreed 10/11/21
105 Flood Risk and Drainage River Tud flood plain Agreed 17/01/22

Water Environment: .
106 Environmental Assessment Assessment assumptions Agreed 17/01/22

Water Environment: .
107 Environmental Assessment River assessment Agreed 17/01/22
108 Flood Risk & Drainage Pond replacement Agreed 17/01/22
109 Flood Risk & Drainage Drainage design Agreed 10/11/21
110 Flood Risk & Drainage 40% climate change allowance Agreed 10/11/21
111 Flood Risk & Drainage Flood Storage Agreed 10/11/21
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112 | Road Design Amendments to speed limits at HE request Agreed 11/08/21

113 | Traffic Modelling NATS model alignment Agreed 11/11/21

114 | Traffic Modelling 2025 traffic routing Agreed 11/08/21

115 | Traffic Modelling Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) factors Agreed 11/08/21

116 | Traffic Modelling 2025 Forecast Year Models Agreed 11/08/21

117 Road Design Classification of de-trunked roads Agreed 25/01/22
3.3 Norwich Western Link Issues Raised by NCC (as the Local Authority)

Status
A Local Road Impacts Safeguard the Wood Lane junction for the Norwich Western Link connection with the A47. | Agreed 01/11/21
Status of cycle track on sheet 10 of Rights of Way and Access Plans (APP-008), CF1 to
B WCHR / PRoW CF2a, between Wood Lane & diverted restricted byway (Honingham RB1). HPEEs 11/11/21
C Local Road Impacts Honingham Lane Stopping Order Agreed 23/09/21
D Road Design Implementation of NWL development within the Order Limits. Agreed 24/09/21
E Road Design Norfolk County Council to dedicate as part of the NWL scheme. Under discussion
, : A47 & NWL phasing - provision of interim measures to the local road network due to
E Traffic Modelling actual impacts from the A47 dualling scheme. Agreed 1111721
G TTRO Closure TTRO effects on Honingham Lane and agricultural access Agreed 11/08/21
3.4 Norwich Western Link Issues Raised by NCC (as the Promoter / Developer)

E%f' Topic Issue Status Date
NWL1 | Draft DCO Work No.26a | Provision of optional cycle track Agreed 11/11/21
NWL2 | NWL spur Delivery commitment Agreed 11/11/21
NWL3 | NWL spur Classification Under discussion
NWL4 | NMU provision Provision on Dereham Road, Honingham Agreed 11/11/21
NWL5 | NWL delivery Delay to NWL delivery and Weston Longville Agreed 11/11/21
NWL6 | Barbastelle bats Clarification of NCC statement Agreed 11/11/21
NWL7 | Draft DCO Work No.26a | Provision of optional cycle track Agreed 11/11/21
NWL8 | NWL spur Classification Under discussion
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APPENDIX A - Detailed Responses to Issues Raised by NCC (as the Local Authority)

Document Status

References

Issues Norfolk County Council Position Highways England Position

(if relevant)

Application Document Ref: TR010038/APP/8.4

Eggﬁ?meifggﬂg‘}t:s Statutory Norfolk County Council welcomes the scheme proposals which help to By delivering these improvements, Highways England aims to: Agreed 17/11/20
Consultation support the economy and economic growth in the area. . . . .
¢ help enable regional development and growth in Norwich and its
Relevant surrounding area
Representation . . . . . .
e reduce congestion, make journey times more reliable and provide capacity
gfcplténge Support: Role Statutory Norfolk County Council has long supported the full dualling of the A47 for future traffic growth Agreed 23/09/21
’ Consultation together with appropriate grade-separation at junctions. The council has e improve resilience of the road to cope with incidents such as collisions,
campaigned for this along with other local authorities and organisations breakdowns and maintenance
through the A47 Alliance. NCC'’s response to the proposed scheme is ) L
balanced between the council’s support for full-dualling with consideration * improve safety for all road users and those living in the local area
of the proposal’s impacts on our statutory and advisory role and any e protect the environment by minimising any adverse impacts and where
impacts from the proposals in delivery of the council’s services. possible, deliver benefits
Scheme Support: Safety Statutory The county council is aware of safety issues related to the single  ensure the new road layout considers local communities and safe access | Agreed 23/09/21
improvements . ; o to the A47
Consultation carriageway and the severe congestion issues along the A47 route,
especially on the approach to Norwich (at Easton) in the mornings. e provide a safer route between communities for walkers, cyclists,
Evidence shows that dual carriageways are safer than single and hence horse riders and other non-motorist groups
we welcome the proposed scheme as it will improve the road’s safety.
Scheme_Suppqrt: Statutory The county council also welcome the scheme due to the congestion Agreed 23/09/21
Congestion relief. . : o ; i . . .
Consultation benefits the scheme will bring. Dualling this section will result in more
reliable journey times and hence the socio-economic benefits which come
with this such as increased investment from businesses, increased
productivity and improved health through reducing poor air quality from
gueues and the stressful environment which comes from this. Norfolk
County Council therefore welcomes the benefits the scheme will have.
Scheme Support: . . . . . .
. . Statutory There is potential for jobs to be created during the construction phase, Highways England acknowledges the comment. Agreed 23/09/21
Potential Economic . X L s . e
. Consultation together with opportunities for social inclusion type activity such as work
Benefits . . X . ! .
experience, internships and ways in which the local community could
benefit economically from the investment. The county council will continue
to work proactively with Highways England to encourage apprenticeships,
work experience and internships being included at an appropriate stage in
the project.
Scheme Support: o . . . L .
Potential Economic Statutory_ Productivity and other Wlder.economllc benefllts will arise from the; N Highways England acknowledges the comment. Agreed 23/09/21
. Consultation completed schemes. These include journey time savings and reliability
Benefits ; e :
improvements, benefitting businesses. These are to be welcomed.
ggr:sﬁ:;ﬁtclgn Standards Statutory For the final scheme, the County Council would expect the proposals to Volume 2 of the DCO application contains engineering drawings Agreed 23/09/21
P Consultation include full details of construction and compliance with nationally (TRO10038/APP/2.7) and the Environmental Statement Chapter 2 ‘Proposed
. recognised standards, which would ensure that the road improvement is fit | Scheme' (TR010038/APP/6.1) outlines the expected the construction methods.
Environmental ; . . ; S
Statement for purpose. The Scheme is designed in accordance with the Government's highways
standards prescribed in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. The
planning authority will be consulted on the detailed design before approval by
the Secretary of State under Requirement 2 of the DCO (TR010038/APP/3.1).
Local Road impacts: : - . : . ' . .
C S Statutory The county council would also expect there to be minimum disruption on An Outline Traffic Management Plan (TR010038/APP/7.5) is presented in the Agreed 23/09/21
onstruction impacts. . d g . . S : i .
Consultation the local highway network during the construction period and would want to | DCO application and, prior to commencing construction, would be developed
Outline Traffic
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 26
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Document Status

References

Issues Norfolk County Council Position Highways England Position

(if relevant)

Management Plan work with Highways England, or its contractors, on managing traffic during | into a full plan for managing construction traffic to minimise disruption and
the works. disturbance risks.
Norfolk County Council, as the local highway authority, would be consulted
during the development of the Traffic Management Plan.
Local Road impacts: . - .
9 Limited traffic flows. Statutory. The county council acknowledges that the Preliminary Environmental Chapter 4 of the Case for the Scheme (TR010038/APP/7.1) presents a Agreed 23/09/21
Consultation Information Report (PEIR) has been prepared for the purposes of Transport Assessment that assesses the impact of the Scheme on the local
consultation and presents currently available information. Further evidence | road network and walkers, cyclists and horse-riders.
and supporting material will be presented at the next stage. However, we
are aware that the proposal will have an impact on local traffic flows, which
is not fully understood at this time due to the limited traffic flow information
included.
Local Road impacts: . - . . . . . .
10 County Road Statutory _ One_ issue t_he council is aware of is concerns that people have rc_egardmg H|ghw§ys England continue to engage with NCC on this through the A47 / NWL | Agreed 23/09/21
Improvements Consultation vehicles using local, minor roads between the A47 and other major roads Technical calls and the Local Liaison Group
such as the A11. Norfolk County Council would want to continue to work
with Highways England to understand the implications and — if necessary —
agree any minor improvements required to county roads as a consequence
of the scheme.
11 tgﬁglwz?;d\]mﬁgtr?' Statutory In addition, the county council is aware of issues at Longwater Junction, Chapter 4, Transport Assessment, of the Case for the Scheme Agreed 23/09/21
Y Consultation which is beyond the scope of the current proposals. We would want to (TRO10038/APP/7.1) presents the assessments of impacts on the road network
mitigation. . . L X
understand the impact that the dualling proposals have at this junction and | and measures to manage any effects.
what mitigation, if any, Highways England would be taking forward to
address any issues.
Local Road impacts: . . . . .
12 Transport Assessment Statutory _ The county council, as the_ Local H|ghway Authority, ywll require a full Chapter 4 of the Case for the Scheme (TF_2010038/APP/7.1) presents a Agreed 23/09/21
’ Consultation Transport Assessment which takes into account the impact of the scheme | Transport Assessment that assesses the impact of the Scheme on the local
Case for the on the local road network and also the impact on sustainable travel modes. | road network and walkers, cyclists and horse-riders.
Scheme
Local Road impacts: . . . . . ) .
13 Wood Lane Junction Statutory_ We have concern about the proposal at the Wood Lane junction to place a The.operatlor)al traffic modelling assessments have confirmed that fche s.lngl.e Agreed 23/09/21
Consultation single carriageway through an underpass beneath the dualled A47, carriageway link road between the two roundabouts at Wood Lane junction is
Case for the although we aqknquled_ge that we are awaiting theifull modelling analysis appropriate for the anticipated traffic flows. These are presented within Chapter
Scheme to back up the justification for this being single carriageway only. 4 of the Case for the Scheme (TR010038/APP/7.1).
Despite this, we have concerns that as it is through an underpass it would An independent assessment was also undertaken by the NWL Delivery Team
be difficult and expensive to widen in the future. working for Norfolk County Council who agreed that the proposed cross section
. . . . . performs operationally within the required parameters for the Design Year
There is a resilience concern in the event of an accident on the single . I
. . . (2040) with no capacity issues
carriageway severely impacting flow and the passage of emergency
vehicles. The proposed layout has also been subject to Operational safety assessments,
Regional Operations reviews and an independent Road Safety Audit.
Highways England have engaged throughout with the Local Highway Authority
Network Safety team and no issues in this regard have been raised.
In the event of an incident on this link road that would impede emergency
service vehicles then they would be diverted to either the Norwich Road junction
(to the east) or the Fox Lane Junction to the West where they can then access
the wider strategic and local road network.
Flood Risk & Ecology: . . . : . . . . . .
14 ES Boundary Statutory_ Cons_lderatlon might nged to be madg regarding the Environmental The interaction of the Sf:her_ng with t_he Norwich Western Lmk_ has been Agreed 01/11/21
Consultation Scoping Boundary which overlaps with the NWL Works Extents Boundary | explored through on-going liaison with Norfolk County Council.
and an NWL drainage lagoon which is also proposed in this area.
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 27
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Item is also covered under item 99.
Lighting Design: multi- . . . . . . . N
15 scheme interfacin Statutory The A47 junction is expected to have street lights whereas the NWL will The interactions of the schemes with regards to lighting at the proposed Wood Agreed 01/11/21
g Consultation not therefore there will be an interface in this regard. Lane junctions has been discussed within the A47/NWL Working Group and
ltem is also covered under item 50 preliminary details shared. This is being progressed via the HE/NCC Detrunking
' Workshop to detail out operating & maintenance agreements.
WCHR / PRoW: multi- i, . . . . -
16 scheme interfacin Statutory In addition, there is a non-motorised user (NMU) route proposed to go The walker, cyclist and horse rider routes have been developed to maintain Agreed 01/11/21
9 Consultation under the dualled A47 just east of the Wood Lane junction which will head | and, where possible, improve such connections along the corridor. See Section
Case for the west and join with the non-motorised user route along the east side of the 4.14 of the Case for the Scheme (TR010038/APP/7.1).
NWL. This needs to be coordinated.
Scheme
17 :;VCHR /'PRoW: Facility Statutory The Norfolk County Council public rights of way (PRoW) and Green The walker, cyclist and horse rider routes have been developed to maintain Agreed 01/11/21
rovision . . g : : - ; . X :
Consultation Infrastructure team is satisfied that walking, cycling and horse-riding and, where possible, improve such connections along the corridor.
provision have been generally considered and opportunities for new
provision and routes have been identified.
WCHR / PRoW: . . .
18 Accessibilit Statutory However, some observations have been made which should further Section 4.14 of the Case for Scheme (TR010038/APP/7.1) and Chapter 12 of Agreed 13/12/21
y Consultation improve this provision and make the necessary changes to the PRoW the Environmental Statement, Population and Human Health
Case for the network more acceptable for users. All proposed new WCH provision (TRO10038/APP/6.1) describe how the Scheme has managed impacts on the
Scheme should be included and extended where possible. Any side roads that are existing walking, cycling and horse-riding network, plus integrated new and
being severed and having vehicle rights stopped-up should keep, at the improved existing routes where possible.
Environmental minimum, access on foot. This may mean there are short sections of cul-
Statement de-sac path but in other locations such paths are used, particularly for dog
walks, and as the infrastructure is already there, this access should be
retained.
WCHR / PRoW: : . . . .
19 C o Statutory Norfolk County Council welcomes the proposed WCH route to the Church Following Statutory Consultation a new Mattishall Lane Link Road has been Agreed 13/12/21
onnectivity at . : ! . . ) . i - S
. Consultation Lane underpass and want to see this retained as it does open up new and | included in the Scheme and this has included provision to maintain the WCH
Mattishall Lane . . ; o S - .
Case for the ther WCH opportunities by increasing connectivity. However, it is felt that | connectivity between Hockering and south of the A47.
Scheme either a replacement footbridge or underpass on the current Footpath 7 This resulted in a review of the crossing provision provided along the route of
alignment, or a facility provided on Mattishall Lane alignment to retain . ng p P : 9
WCH connectivity south and west is required. the ;cheme. Segregated crossing points have been provided at Fox Lane,
Mattishall, Hall Farm, Honingham (Church), and Easton.
Notwithstanding, Footpath 7, and (sections of) the other PRoW in this area . .
need to be upgraded to bridleway status otherwise, cyclists and horses will ?ﬁ;gog:'tg‘;’hoef é?(?sgi:r?ssvglr(iﬁchgnlﬁrgngéohoo?:gle ArFI) dFl)r/1 7.1n)e?\f/z(r:l?gisc,jthreovision
not be able to access the new WCH route nor will it be linked to the of ne\gllv and imoroved rgoutes 9. cycing 9 P
adopted highway network. Both these measures would significantly P :
increase WCH travel and recreation opportunities.
WCHR / PRoW: RB1 . . . . . .
20 crossin Statutory Honingham Restricted Byway 1 (RB1) The current RB1 crossing of the On the north side of the proposed A47 dual carriageway the restricted byway Agreed 25/10/21
9 Consultation AA47 (as can be seen in Figure 2 within Section 3.56 below) is problematic | (RB1) will be diverted and follow the path between the underpass and northern
and so diverting it through the farm access underpass removes this roundabout of Wood Lane junction.
north/south connectivity barrier. RB1 will then follow a north easterly diversion for a short length before tying
The proposals appear to suggest that the diversion route of the affected back into the existing route.
RB1 will be the route of the proposed WCH route connecting Dereham . . . :
Road to the Wood Lane junction utilising the former A47 carriageway. _The existing section 01_‘ RB1 s_hown to the south of the existing A47 connecting
into Dereham Road will remain unaltered.
If so, the width and surface of this will need to be suitable for horses and
carriages. It appears that there is no provision for a graded connection of
the new WCH route and RB1 on the north side of the new road and so the
embankment will prevent WCH users accessing one from the other.
The council suggest that an additional route for the RB diversion at the foot
of the embankment would remove this obstruction.
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21 \é\{gﬁpliqngi?)olyl\éﬁ Statutory_ Hockering Footpath 12 This short legacy remnant of Hockering Footpath 12 will be permanently Agreed 25/10/21
Concultation Here there is a very short section of footpath leading south from the A47 to removed as part of the proposed Scheme.
a private road just east of Oak Farm. This will need to be stopped up as no
diversion is possible.
22 WCHR /PRoW: FP7 Statutory Hockering Footpath 7 Section 4.14 of the Case for Scheme (TR010038/APP/7.1) and Chapter 12 of Agreed 23/11/21
Consultation A relatively short section of this footpath. aporoximately 40m. will be ‘lost the Environmental Statement, Population and Human Health
Y ; tpath, approximately » Wil b€ 10S (TRO10038/APP/6.1) assess the impacts on public rights of way and proposed
Case for the under the dual carriageway, severing it and its connection to Hockering mitigation measures
Scheme Footpath 8, as can been seen in Figure 2 in Section 3.56. '
Environmental Footpath 7, also show in Figure 2, currently provides a link south from I\S/:g&gs;zlalttlj_ti?]{(yéggsuItatlon, anew A47 underpass has been included called
Statement Hockering to the well-connected PRoW network to the south (East '
Tuddenham and beyond) and the current opportunities for short and long This has had walker and cycle provision included to help provide a replacement
circular walks on PRoW and minor roads in this area are good. From a connection between Hockering and the circular footpath network south of the
PRoW user’s point of view these opportunities will be significantly altered River Tud.
as the proposed diversion is not considered satisfactory. A 40m section of
footpath is to be replaced with an almost 2km round trip. Section 11.6.5 of
the PEIR states: “in proposing a diversion to a route, the objective has
been to limit the additional journey time and length to the alternative
facilities” which seems contradictory to what has been proposed.
WCHR / PRoW: RB1 . e . .
23 extension Statutory We_ would also _Ilke clarification on the proposed extension of RB1 to _be Sectlc_)n 4.14 of thg Qase for the Scheme (TR010038/APP/7.1) presents an Agreed 25/10/21
' Consultation delivered. Section 11.6.15 of the states that the Proposed Scheme will overview of the existing PRoW network and potential impact, mitigation
PEIR “permanently divert a short section of the route lying to the north of the measures and improvements due to the Scheme.
A47" but the Scheme Plan seems to indicate a much longer section south The existing section of RB1 shown to the south of the A47 will remain unaltered
Environmental to Dereham Road. This extent does not need to be diverted as it is not 9 '
Statement directly affected by the new road.
24 \é\{ﬁ\t‘es/ PRoW: Usage Statutory Norfolk County Council suggests the proposed WCH surveys scheduled The WCH surveys were originally scheduled for April 2020 but were postponed | Agreed 01/11/21
Consultation for April 2020 should ensure different days of the week, including until July 2020 due to travel restrictions and school closures associated with the
weekends, and different times of day are carried out. first Covid 19 lockdown.
The council also suggests that limiting surveys to one month is not The WCH surveys conducted in July 2020 commenced on Monday 13 July and
sufficient to gauge usage as this will be variable according to seasons and | were undertaken for 14 consecutive days including two weekends, between
holiday periods. WCH usage incorporates both travel and recreation and 7am and 7pm (twelve hours) on all survey days.
therefore surveys should take this into account. As such, the survey period covered the last week of school term time and the
first week of the school summer holiday period.
The collected usage information, which includes recreational and utility trips, is
representative of the average use of the WCH facilities and is sufficient to
inform the assessment.
WCHR / PRoW: .
25 Suitable Surfacing Statutory_ The _pr_oposed usage of_ the former A47 for WCH routes ne(—_:-ds to ensure Sectlon_4.11 of the Case for Scheme (_TR010038/APP/7.1) and Chapter 12 of Agreed 12/01/22
' Consultation that it is of a suitable width and surface for horses and carriages. the Environmental Statement, Population and Human Health
(TRO10038/APP/6.1) describe how the Scheme has managed impacts on the
existing walking, cycling and horse-riding network, plus integrated new and
Case for the improved existing routes the where possible.
Scheme
Environmental
Statement
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26 Ecology: Air Quality Statutory NCC supports the work being done by Highways England to assess air Chapter 5 Air Quality of the Environmental Statement (TR010038/APP/6.1) has | Agreed 23/09/21
Consultation quality implications. The assessment should consider any potential impacts | considered the risks to air quality management areas (AQMASs). No AQMAs are
within Norwich, which is declared as being an air quality management within the affected road network, with the closest located over 3km to the north-
area. east, within Norwich City Centre.
Archaeological - . . . . . . .
27 Trenching Statutory. NCC are satisfied that issues relatlng. to the impacts the schgme will have Highways England Project tegm have engaged Wlt.h the No'rfolk'County. . Agreed 23/09/21
Consultation on below-ground are considered within the PEIR. A geophysical survey Archaeologist on the production of the Trial trenching Specification, during site
Environmental has already taken place and trial trenqhing is planned or being con_sidgrgd. works, and on the Archaeological Trial Trenching Survey Report.
The promoters of the scheme and their consultants have been maintaining . . . . . . .
Statement . . o : Details of the trial trenching and geophysical survey are provided in Appendix
contact with the county council. We note that the council’s previous 6.2 and 6.2 of the Environmental Statement (TRO10038/APP/6.3)
comments regarding the potential of the scheme to impact on deposits ' ' =
containing significant paleoenvironmental remains and deposits containing | Chapter 6 of the Environmental Statement, Cultural Heritage
remains of Palaeolithic date have been taken up within the PEIR and that (TRO10038/APP/6.1) assesses the impact of the Proposed Scheme on
the full ES chapter will contain a specialist geoarchaeological assessment. | paleoenvironmental remains and deposits.
28 Ecology: Landscape Statutory The baseline data which is provided in respect of landscape is broadly Chapter 8 of the Environmental Statement, Landscape and Visual Effects Agreed 23/09/21
and Visual: Consultation appropriate. The study area selected is considered suitable for both the (TRO10038/APP/6.1) presents an assessment on views, including the
Case for the content of the a_pplicatiqn and the qonte>_<t in which it sits. The undulating m_e'thoc'jology and determination of the Z_TV, and proposes gppropriate
Scheme landscape and intervening vegetation will help to contain views. The data mitigation. Impacts on landscape and visual amenity have informed the
collected in relation to National Character Areas and Local Character appraisal of alternative options and the Scheme design; see the Case for the
Environmental Areas is appropriate and we note the recognition that the proposed Scheme (TR010038/APP/7.1) and Scheme Design Report
Statement scheme crosses district boundaries so is included in several (TRO10038/APP/7.3).
Scheme Design Landscape Character Assessments. It will be important to acknowledge
Report the changes in landscape context to directly inform the landscape
proposals along the route. The potential for views of the scheme is
ggﬁgn\go:;’;te;l extensivg and_ that carious res_idential properties and publicly accessible
Landscape Effects routes will be impacted on a visual scale. The assessment should fully
consider these views and the impact they will have on visual amenity; and
Interim Advice Note | findings should inform decisions regarding design from the outset. Suitable
135/10 (IAN guidance and best practice has been referred to in terms of methodology
135/10) Landscape | including:
xgezg’;agnfﬁeds ¢ DMRB Volume 11 Section 3 Part 5 Landscape Effects
Guidelines for ¢ Interim Advice Note 135/10 (IAN 135/10) Landscape and Visual Effects
Landscape and e Assessment
Visual Impact o ] ) -~
Assessment, Third | ® Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition
Edition (Landscape (Landscape Institute & IEMA, 2013)
|2n051t'§“te & IEMA,  An Approach to Landscape Character Assessment (Natural England,
) 2014)
An Approach to The county council understands the ZTV (Zones of Theoretical Visibility) is
Landscape still to be undertaken, however the methodology provided for undertaking
Character this appear appropriate. It will be important for this to be verified on site.
Assessment
(Natural England,
2014)
29 '\C/Icér;sstl:lrjecgon. Mitigation Case for the The potential construction and operation effect suggested appear to come | Chapter 7 of the Environmental Statement, Landscape and Visual Effects Agreed 23/09/21
' Scheme from robust investigation and reflect concerns we would share for effects (TRO10038/APP/6.1) presents an assessment on views, including the
Environmental on both the Igndscape gnd visual amenity and we agree that the scheme is m_e_thO(_onogy and determination of the Z_TV, and proposes a_lppropriate
Statement likely to require a ‘Detailed’ level of assessment as well as a mitigation. Impacts on landscape and visual amenity have informed the
comprehensive environmental masterplan and detailed planting design to appraisal of alternative options and the Scheme design; see the Case for the
Scheme Design ensure suitable mitigation.
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 30

Application Document Ref: TR010038/APP/8.4




A47 North Tuddenham to Easton Dualling

Statement of Common Ground — Norfolk County Council

3

highways

england

Issues

Document
References

(if relevant)

Norfolk County Council Position

Highways England Position

Status

Report Scheme (TR010038/APP/7.1) and Scheme Design Report
(TRO10038/APP/7.3).
30 Ecology: Additional Statutory Norfolk County Council considers that the environmental baseline data that | Chapter 8 of the Environmental Statement, Biodiversity, (TRO10038/APP/6.1) Agreed 01/11/21
surveys Consultation has been presented in the PEIR is broadly appropriate. presents the full suite of 2016 to 2020 surveys used to inform the assessment of
: . impacts on habitats and species.
The applicant has undertaken a number of appropriate surveys for
protected species and has identified the relevant statutory and non-
statutory designated sites.
The applicant had identified the need for further surveys for fungi, barn owl,
bats, otter and water vole surveys in 2020.
31 Ecology: Bats — Statutory No justification of the chosen study areas (Zone of Influence) for each The Zone of Influence for each habitat has been defined in line with the relevant | Under
additional surveys Consultation species has been provided. This is particularly relevant for bats. The study | guidance and methodologies. The results of the bat surveys is presented within | discussion

area boundary for the proposed scheme for bat activity is described as the Appendix 8.12 to the ES (TRO10038/APP/6.3).

Envi tal ég?sn?s I;)S(hk?llélg]gﬁ egogicjath:;;h?h(e:rzr?sS;:]J(j(tjir::tr]eciozr]?ir:jeesrwzzrilr?ir(?r?;t;!i Bat records were obtained from Norfolk County Council and other relevant

Sg?é%g?]?n a y " | parties, such as Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS). Engagement
There is a known colony of bats at Morton-on-the-Hill which is less than six | has also taken place the Norwich Western Link (NWL) Ecology Liaison Group.
kilometres from the site. Surveys undertaken in 2019 on behalf of the Impacts on ecology are assessed in Chapter 8 of the Environmental Statement
county council in refation to another potential highways scheme have Bi(fdiversit (TRO%O:%S/APP/G 1) to ethgr with mitigation measures proposed ,
identified additional roosts for Barbastelle in closer proximity to the as part of t)(]e Scheme to avoid.and/gr reduce si nif?cant effects prop
proposed scheme. P g :

: . o The mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 8 of the Environmental Statement,
lggit?a f?g;r;%gceigsrstuaclf,oafﬁgﬂ?&;ﬁgﬁuospﬁSC?L??:r,Ignpdosnggﬁ, offers Biodiyers_ity (TR010038/APP/6_._1) have been tried and test(_ed and therefore best
common pipistrelles Pipistrellus pipistrellus to forage. Bat activity surveys practice is being followed to mitigate the effects on the environment.
have identified extensive noctule activity indicating that there may be a Post-note:
oSt neaty. The woodlnd aieasave peents o suppartsheces Sh | ho mppcans response 0 th colony of barbastcllebat ssue covere by

Common Response ‘I’ in the Applicant’s Responses to the Relevant
We recommend the use of infra-red/thermal imaging equipment when Representations (REP1-013) and the response to Q3.0.16 within the Applicant’s
undertaking emergence surveys of the trees to obtain more accurate Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions (ExQ1) (REP2-
population counts, and the use of IR/Tl is also important for identifying the | 014); see italicized text below.
height that bats cross the landscape and collision risk modelling. At Deadline 6, Highways England submitted document ‘9.25 Additional
No collision surveys have been undertaken to-date. These surveys could Environmental Information’ (REP6-019) and Chapter 3:
be undertaken to provide a baseline against which changes post- ) L - )
construction can be measured. We would recommend the use of detector ¢ Prow_des clarlflc_atlon on how ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) has
dogs, as these have been shown to be significantly more effective at considered the_lmpact of the Schen_1e on barbestelle bats (Barbastellus
searching for animals than human surveyors. barbastella) using survey data obtained for the Scheme and by others
relating to the Core Sustenance Zone for barbastelle bats.
Post note: ¢ Reviews the potential cumulative effects of the A47 Scheme with the Roarr!
NCC brought a report to the same committee (Friday 27 August 2021) and Dinosaur Adventure Park Extension in response to NCC’s Written
agreed representations, which were afterward submitted to the Planning Representation request.
Inspectorate. These agreed representations updated and corrected a o . )
number of factual errors and omissions in relation to the commentary » Concludes that though the likelihood of cumulative effects is low, the
relating to bats reported to the Planning and Highways Delegations S|gr_1|f|cance of any residual cumulatlve_ effect would be no greater than the
Committee in June 2021, specifically: residual effect of the large adverse residual effect of the Scheme alone.
« To reflect more accurately the statements made in paragraph 8.4.20 of Highways England also submitted a revised ES Chapter 15 Cumulative Effects
the A47 North Tuddenham to Easton Environmental Statement, Chapter | ASséssment (REP6-030) with additional analysis of cumulative effects with
8, Biodiversity, in terms of how information has been shared between Norwich Western Link Scheme. The potential cumulative impacts considering
Norfolk County Council and Highways England in relation to barbastelle the NWL do not elevate the level of impact already estimated for the Scheme in
bat locations associated with the Norwich Western Link and the Norwich | ES Chapter 8 (APP-047).
Northern Distributor Road (Broadland Northway). In particular, the For reference: Below in italicised text is a copy of the Applicant's Response to
incorrect statement that “Woods used by these barbastelle bats (eg the the Examining Authority’s first written question Q3.0.16 (REP2-014):
Ringland Hills, Hall Hills) are located within 6km CSZ (Core Sustenance
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Zones) of the proposed A47 Thickthorn Roundabout improvements” has
been deleted, on the basis that both of these two woodland sites are
located beyond the 6km CSZ of the proposed A47 Thickthorn
Roundabout

e To make it clear that it is Dr Charlotte Packman (of Wild Wings Ecology),
as distinct from the county council, who “believes that there is a
nationally significant breeding barbastelle colony of over 150 bats in this
area”

¢ To explain that, to date, no survey data has been shared with Norfolk
County Council or otherwise published by Dr Packman to provide
supporting evidence which would substantiate Dr Packman’s belief that
there is a nationally significant breeding barbastelle bat colony in the
area

e To confirm that, currently, the area is not formally designated as an SSSI
or SAC on the basis of the presence of barbastelle bats, and nor has it
been selected for assessment by the Joint Nature Conservation
Committee and, as such, it does not have the status of a notified SSSI or
a possible SAC (pSAC).

This Applicant’s response to the status of this colony, consultation with third
parties and cumulative effects with Norwich Western Link road scheme is
provided in Common Response | from the Applicant’s Response to the Relevant
Representations (REP1-013), copied below for ease of reference.

Additional to that response, the main impact risks associated with Core
Sustenance Zones would be effects related to bats crossing the Scheme to
access feeding zones beyond the Scheme from their colony. ES Appendix 8.13
Bat Crossing Point Report (APP-108) determined that bat crossing points 1, 7,
8, and 9 have the most bat traffic. With regards the 6km Core Sustenance Zone
for Barbestelle bats, it is important to note that crossing points 1 and 9 lie 6km
or more from the centre of the Roarr! Dinosaur Adventure, where the
Barbestelle bat colony is located at Morton on the Hill. Crossing points 7 and 8
are located approximately 5.5 km from the centre of the Roarr! Dinosaur
Adventure. With crossing points 7 and 8 located immediately adjacent to the
north side of the urban village of Honingham, there is no prime feeding habitat
within 6km beyond crossing points 7 and 8. However, as outlined in the above
responses to Q3.0.10 and Q3.0.12 mitigation is proposed to maintain the ability
for bats to cross the Scheme in these areas.

Common Response | from the Applicant’s Response to the Relevant
Representations (REP1-013)

Effects on Barbestelle bats Barbastella barbastellus have also been considered
in ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) and the Report to Inform Habitats
Regulations Assessment (APP-139). Section 8.4 of ES Chapter 8 outlines how
the Applicant has consulted the NWL scheme promoters on a monthly basis
regarding barbastelle bats and the wider mitigation proposals for bats by the
Scheme. In addition, bat mitigation implemented as part of the completed
northern distributor road and the associated monitoring data were discussed.
Data was exchanged on the locations of barbastelle bats, survey techniques
and mitigation!. These meetings are still ongoing.

The Applicant is also part of the NWL Ecology Liaison Group, which includes
WSP (NWL ecological consultants); Norwich Bat Group; NCC; The Woodland
Trust; Wensum Valley Bird Watching Society, Norfolk and Norwich Naturalist
Society, Norfolk Badger Trust, Natural England, Environment Agency, Friends
of Tud Valley, Costessey Conservation Volunteers, Norfolk Amphibian and
Reptile Group, Norfolk River Trust, Buglife and Butterfly Conservation.

Section 8.4 of ES Chapter 8 also confirms the Applicant consulted Anna Fullford
(formerly Berthinussen), at Conservation First. Ms Fullford has published
papers in 20122 and 20152 on bats use of gantries and underpasses to cross
roads safely.

With regards consideration of Wild Wings Ecology’s research findings, the
Applicant is aware that Norfolk County Council has requested Wild Wings
Ecology’s research findings but has not yet received that data. This was
confirmed at a meeting of Norfolk County Council’s planning and highways
delegation committee on Friday 28 August 2021, where cabinet member
Graham Plant said he was concerned as to why data had not been released by
Dr Packman following her study#. In order to further assess the position, the
Applicant asks that the Examining Authority requests that a copy of the Wild

1 Data was also exchanged for GCN, reptiles, birds, fungi and invertebrates.
2 Berthinussen, A., & Altringham, J. (2012). Do bat gantries and underpasses help bats cross roads safely? PLoS ONE, 7.
8 Berthinussen, A., & Altringham, J. (2015). WC1060 Development of a Cost-Effective Method for Monitoring the Effectiveness of Mitigation for Bats Crossing Linear Transport Infrastructure. Leeds.

* See local news article
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Wing's Ecology research findings is provided to the Examining Authority and
relevant Interested Parties (Norfolk County Council. Natural England and the
Applicant) in order that that data can be properly understood in advance of any
Issue Specific Hearing to address the topic.

As outlined in Section 8.4 of ES Chapter 8, the assessment of impacts on
ecology and nature conservation follows the most recent national design
standards for highways, the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB).

e Ecological survey and design measures — DMRB, LA 118 Biodiversity
Design.

e Assessing and reporting the effects of highway projects on biodiversity —
DMRB, LA 108 Biodiversity (Revision 1).

e Assessment and reporting of the implications on European sites — DMRB,
LA 115 Habitats Regulations assessment) (Revision 1).

The assessment has also been undertaken in reference to the Chartered
CIEEM’s Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) guidance (2018).

As reported in the ES Chapter 8 and the Report to Inform Habitats Regulations
Assessment, the only site nationally and internationally designated for bats
requiring assessment is Paston Great Barn Special Area of Conversation,
located 29.3km north east. Although it is claimed there is a potentially nationally
significant bat colony to the north of the Scheme, the evidence that such a
colony exists is based on a single study which has not been released so cannot
be assessed by the Applicant. If Wild Wing's Ecology provides the Applicant
with the study, the Applicant will provide further comments in writing in due
course.

Meanwhile, as there is currently no colony with statutory designated status, any
bats from the Morton-on-the-Hill have been considered on the same basis as all
other non-designated bat colonies. Therefore, the cumulative effects
assessment only considered non-statutory bat roosts within 50m of the DCO
boundary and where that search area overlapped with the NWL. Morton-on-the-
Hill, where Norfolk County Council state the colony is located, is several
kilometres north of the nearest point on the Scheme DCO boundary.

It is noted that Norfolk County Council’s reference to a nationally significant
breeding barbastelle colony of bats is in a document presented for discussion
with an agenda for the Planning and Highways Delegations Committee (see
I However, whilst NCC tabled the matter
for discussion, as we understand no evidence was made available to NCC, they
did not make a determination on the potential for there to be such a bat colony

So far as the Applicant is aware, the assertion that there is a nationally
significant breeding barbastelle colony in this area is based on the Wild Wings
Ecology research (see news article:

). As set out
above, this does not appear to be NCC's position, and the Applicant needs to
review the relevant research in order to comment further.

Cumulative impacts are considered in ES Chapter 15 Cumulative Effects
Assessment (APP-054) in accordance with the requirements of the
Infrastructure Planning EIA Regulations 2017 and Planning Inspectorate Advice
Note Seventeen. Other developments were included as part of the cumulative
assessment methodology and this is detailed in section 15.3 of ES Chapter 15.
However, as noted in response to representations by Norfolk County Council,
with the release of more details about the NWL scheme in the NWL Scoping
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Report the Applicant is proposing to update ES Chapter 15 to reflect the NWL
scheme as a Tier 2 development under Advice Note Seventeen guidance. This
proposed amendment will include an updated review of inter-project cumulative
biodiversity effects, including on bats.
Water Quality: . I . . . . .
32 Hydrology Assessment Statutory. The Scopmg Report highlights tha't cha.nges in water qugllty or hydrology A Report to Inform the Habitats Regulatl'ons Assessment (HRA) Agreed 10/11/21
Consultation (of the River Tud) have the potential to impact other qualifying features of (TRO10038/APP/6.9) and assesses the impact on the River Wensum SAC.
the (River Wensum) SAC, including brook lamprey and bullhead. Specific , . . —
Eggﬁ:t;o Inform the surveys are_no_t proposed fOF these species, but the impact will be g?\,tg:?/l\/gﬂgmdsigg'@d with the conclusion of no likely significant effects on the
Regulations assessed within the HRA using the results of the hydrology assessment ’
and implementation of appropriate mitigation. No sites suitable for brook
Assessment . . e 2, -
lamprey spawning have been identified.’ It remains unclear how the
assessment of suitable spawning sites was carried out.
33 \S/\L/j?\tlczryguahty. Aquatic Statutory River Lamprey was identified within the River Tud during other aquatic Impacts on ecology are assessed in Chapter 8 of the Environmental Statement, | Under
Consultation surveys which is a Species of Principal Importance. Biodiversity (TR010038/APP/6.1) together with mitigation measures proposed discussion
Environmental There have been no fish surveys carried out to date and only incidental as part of the Scheme to avoid and/or reduce significant effects.
Statement records during other aquatic surveys recorded. The mitigation measures outlined in Chapter 8 of the Environmental Statement,
Given the proposed significant in-channel works and river diversion Biodiversity (TR010038/APP/6.1) have been tried and tested and therefore best
. . : . ! practice is being followed to mitigate the effects on the environment.
necessary on the River Tud and potential to impact on migratory fish
species including European eels, we recommend that the applicant carries | The Project Team have been working closely with the Environment Agency to
out fish surveys. remove the need for any diversion of the River Tud or in channel works during
construction of the River Tud Structure.
Post-note:
Highways England are currently liaising with the Environment Agency and
working together with them to agree a way forward to avoid and reduce
significant effects, and comply with the Water Framework Directive. Highways
England have commissioned accredited surveyors at Norfolk Rivers Ecology
Ltd to carry out a river condition assessment survey and provide
recommendations to compensate for any identified potential effect on the river,
in particular the reduction in condition that will likely arise from the point of the
new bridge crossing the River Tud. This assessment has identified stretches of
river that could be subject to management to improve its condition and a copy of
the report will be shared with NCC. To ensure Highways England provide
adequate compensation for all identified effects this will be quantified using the
Biodiversity Metric 3.0. Further agreement on what measures to implement will
need to be reached and Highways England will continue to liaise with
landowners and the Environment Agency to agree the detailed design and
practical implementation of ecological enhancement measures.
34 Ecology: Biodiversity net | Statutory Biodiversity data collected should be suitable for use in biodiversity metrics | Impacts on ecology are assessed in Chapter 8 of the Environmental Statement, | Agreed, 02/11/21
gain: Consultation for assessment of ‘net gain’ of biodiversity. Biodiversity (TR010038/APP/6.1) together with mitigation measures proposed subject to final
Environmental Although we recognise that NSIP projects do not have to demonstrate net as part of the Scheme to avoid and/or reduce significant effects. ?ancape
. o . o ; . . esign under
Statement gain we would suggest that potential ‘net gain’ for biodiversity could be Where possible, woodland areas have been retained as part of the Scheme. draft DCO
: demonstrated using the Defra metric. Where this is not possible, compensatory planting has been proposed. A X
Environmental land lan i ted within the DCO lication to identi Requirement 5
Masterplan andscape masterplan is presented within the application to iden ify
replacement landscape planting and ecological habitat creation.
The Environmental Masterplan (TR010038/APP/6.8) aims to achieve no net
loss of biodiversity value as part of the Scheme and retain habitat connectivity.
The relevant planning authority will be consulted on the final landscaping design
under the DCO requirement 5.
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35 Ecology: Data Sharing Statutory The PEIR document refers to ‘Norfolk County Council data regarding Bat records were obtained from Norfolk County Council and engagement with Agreed 02/11/21
Consultation surveys that have been undertaken in 2019 for Norwich Western Link other relevant parties, such as Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS).
Road and previous records from surveys to support the now completed Highways England are also engaging with the Norwich Western Link (NWL)
Norwich Northern Distributor Road. On assessment of this data, further Ecology Liaison Group.
surveys may be required in 2020.’
A process for sharing information is being discussed between the
ecologists working for the developers of the various schemes.
36 Ecology: Mineral assets | Statutory The proposed route alignment shown in the Scheme Boundary Plan Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement, Material assets and waste Agreed 23/09/21
and waste: Consultation (drawing no. HE551489-GTY-HGN-000-DRCH-30030) contains small (TRO10038/APP/6.1) has assessed the impact on safeguarded mineral

HE551489-GTY- areas that have been identif_ied as safeguarded mineral resources (sand resources as identified in the Norfolk Minerals_, and Wgste Dev_elopment _
HGN-000-DRCH- and gravel) in the Norfolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan. Framework. The chapter also assesses landfill capacity and disposal to landfill
30030 The PEIR states in paragraph 9.3.3 that the Environment Statement requirements.
PEIR accompanying the submission will assess the effects of the scheme on the | Appendix 10.3 to the ES, Mineral Impact Assessment, (TR010038/APP/6.3)

sterilisation (substantially constrain or prevent existing and potential future | assesses the effects of the Proposed Scheme onto any potential sterilization of
Environmental use of) mineral sites or peat resources. Paragraph 9.4.8 of the PEIR mineral sites and peat resources. Mineral safeguarding sites have been
Statement identifies that small areas of safeguarded mineral resources within the identified and assessed within this Appendix.

scheme site boundary. It also states that the ES will identify mineral Chanter 10 al landfill itv and di | to landfill requirement

safeguarding sites and assess the potential for sterilisation. The Mineral apte also assesses fa capactly a sposatiofa equirements.

Planning Authority considers that this is an appropriate strategy, and that

the ES should as part of the future assessment consider the potential for

reuse of mineral along the route to mitigate any potential sterilisation.

Table 9.1 of the PEIR lists some waste sites which have an Environment

Agency Permit as landfills. While these sites may still have permits,

information held by Norfolk County Council, as the Waste Planning

Authority, indicates that only Spixworth Quarry is actively importing waste.

A list of the active safeguarded mineral and waste sites as at July 2019

can be found on the council’'s website at:

https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/-/media/norfolk/downloads/what-we-do-and-

how-we-work/policy-performance-and-partnerships/policies-andstrategies/

minerals-and-waste-planning/list-of-sites-safeguarded-under-core-strategy-

policy-cs16.pdf?la=en

37 Construction: Noise and | Statutory Highways England should seek to minimise noise and vibration impacts Baseline Noise surveys were undertaken during the period of 8" — 15th Agreed 23/09/21

Vibration: Consultation during both construction and subsequent operation of the road. September 2020 with locations consulted upon with NCC and local district
Environmental At this time the authority has no comments to make but is supportive of the councils in advance. The noise assessment is presented in Chapter 11 of the
. Environmental Statement (TR010038/APP/6.1)
Statement methodology being adopted.

38 Flood Risk & Drainage: Statutory The county council, in its role as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA), Chapter 13 of the Environmental Statement, Road Drainage and the Water Agreed 10/11/21
Road Drainage and the | Consultation provided detailed information within the EIA scoping report in September Environment (TR0O10038/APP/6.1) is informed by a flood risk assessment and
Water Environment Environmental 2019 and these comments should be read in combination with them. drainag_e strategy report presented in ES Appen_dix 13.1and ES Appendix 13.2

Statement The LLFA suggest that the following information should be included within respectively (TRO10038/APP/6.3) and has considered use of sustainable urban
. . . . drainage systems and management of surface water and groundwater drainage
. . the final versions of the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA), Drainage Strategy A o : .
National Policy and Environmental Assessment for the DCO application to enable it to flooding risks taking into account relevant guidance on future climate change
Statement for ; ) ) allowance and need to control discharge run-off rates.
. meet with local and national guidance.
National Networks . . .
2014 Additional information should be provided on how the scheme will assess The f.IOOd risk assessment and drainage strategy has c_onS|dered all sources of
other sources of flooding (fluvial associated with the ordinary flooding posed by and posed to the Scheme and has given due consideration to
PEIR the points sets out by the LLFA during statutory consultation. In addition, the
. watercourses, surface water flow paths and groundwater flooding). Applicant has provided additional information with regards to flood risk at
Flood Risk Deadline 3 (REP3-026).
Assessment
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This is in line with National Policy Statement for National Networks 2014,
considering all sources of flooding (section 5.92, 5.93, 5.97, 5.102 to
5.104). This additional baseline information could be included within the
Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and will include:

¢ Ordinary watercourses including the proposed crossing point south east
of Hockering and flood risk associated with fluvial flooding from this
source

e Groundwater flooding potential following ground investigations, showing
where groundwater may be close to surface how this may be managed
within the drainage scheme or diverted through/around the development
area without adversely affecting the risk of flooding.

o Surface water flow paths which may cross the area and how these will
be incorporated into the drainage scheme or diverted through / around
the development without adversely affecting the risk of flooding. This is
including flow paths crossing the alignment of the road and associate
junctions (South east of Hockering, church / sandy lane and north & east
of Honingham — as section 12.4.5 of the PEIR).

¢ Demonstration that any SuDS attenuation features will be protected from
all sources of flooding to ensure they will be functioning during the 1:100
year plus 40% climate change.

o Mitigation for any source of flooding is demonstrate e.g. compensatory
storage for structures, including SuDS (Sustainable Drainage System),
dry culverts or interception drainage.

Additional information and evidence is required on how the drainage
scheme for the new road will be designed to meet national standards
including S2 (peak flow control), S4 (volume Control), S7, S8 and S9 (flood
risk within the development including no flooding outside a drainage
scheme at 1:30 year event).

This would be in line with National Policy Statement for National networks
2014, technical standards for SuDS (section 5.100, 5.110 to 5.115).

Evidence should be provided to show how current climate change
allowances have been considered and demonstrate that surface water
originating from the scheme up to the 1:000 year (1% AEP) plus 40%
climate change will not leave the site.

The Scheme has been designed in accordance with the National Policy
Statement for National Networks, Design Manual for Roads and Bridges
(DMRB) standards and Defra’s Sustainable drainage Systems: non-statutory
technical standards for sustainable drainage systems. A full list of design
standards, guidance and design criteria can be found in section 5 of the ES
Appendix 13.2 Drainage Strategy Report.

The flood risk assessment and drainage strategy has been developed in liaison
with Norfolk County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority.

Flood Risk & Drainage:

39 Watercourse infiltration Statutory The LLFA expect that where possible infiltration is considered over Chapter 13 of the Environmental Statement, Road Drainage and the Water Agreed 10/11/21
Consultation connection to a watercourse in line with the SuDS hierarchy. They expect Environment (TRO10038/APP/6.1) is informed by a drainage strategy presented
that any infiltration is proved via appropriate testing along the length and at | in ES Appendix 13.2 (TR010038/APP/6.3) that has considered use of
proposed depth of infiltration feature. In Norfolk, proposed infiltration sustainable urban drainage systems including the consideration of infiltration
Environmental greater than 2m is classed as ‘deep’ and is at the end of the SuDS approaches within the Scheme drainage design.
Statement hierarchy similar to connection to a sewer. The LLFA state that water . . .
quality assessments for DUDA will consider the sensitive receptors of (STeF(e:gtl)EI)OSBé/lAg;/ZG 2;]?:c?r?gitcli?errlstst.r?eolzégeo?irri‘linﬁgtieoﬁtrrggﬁg di?/\rl)i(t)rﬁn the
receiving waterbodies and additional treatment provided where . . : : o
> . . drainage design. The use of filter drains is proposed, however, the extent of
appropriate. They state that the use of DMRB water quality assessment is . ; ; : . . ; -
their usage will be confirmed at detailed design and is subject to the findings of
reasonable. ; L . ;
the supplementary Gl investigations and review by the Environment Agency.
The Environment Agency has also stipulated that infiltration methods should not
be used where the groundwater levels are less than 1.2 metres below the
surface.
Section 5.10 and section 6.8 of the Drainage Strategy Report
(TRO10038/APP/6.3) outlines the pollution control processes included within the
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drainage design of the Scheme. Surface water quality (DMRB HEWRAT)
assessment of the proposed drainage is provided in ES Appendix 13.3 Water
Quality Assessment (TR010038/APP/6.3) and a groundwater quality
assessment (DMRB HEWRAT) is provided in ES Appendix 13.4 Groundwater
Assessment.
The drainage strategy has been developed in liaison with Norfolk County
Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority.
40 ?&gg Risk & Drainage: Statutory SuDS using source control should be prioritised e.g. over the edge Chapter 13 of the Environmental Statement, Road Drainage and the Water Agreed 10/11/21
Consultation drainage to filter strips and swales to slow water and treat it close to where | Environment (TRO10038/APP/6.1) is informed by a drainage strategy presented
it falls. in ES Appendix 13.2 (TR010038/APP/6.3) that has considered use of
Environmental The LLFA a_dvise e_lgainet using_pipes to Iarge infiItrati_on / attenuation fﬁ:tg(?;gllg E{Sr?vc:;%?;gggsgstems, existing ground conditions and the tie into
Statement ponds as this provides little resilience for this type of infrastructure. We
have experience of highly variable ground conditions in Norfolk, even after | Section 5.11, 5.12 and section 6.5 of the Drainage Strategy Report
extensive ground investigation. (TRO10038/APP/6.3) considers the use of infiltration methods within the
Smaller structures do provide greater resilience if ground conditions prove drainage design. The use of infiItraFion basins is not currently proposed. The
to be not as favourable as anticipated, allowing for easier alternative use of fllf[er dralns_(source contrpl) IS pro posed,_howey er, the ext_ent' of their
arrangements to be designed ' usage will be confirmed at detailed design and is subject to the findings of the
' supplementary Gl investigations and review by the Environment Agency. The
Where existing drainage schemes are being retained, then an assessment | Environment Agency has stipulated that infiltration methods should not be used
to show why improvements to upgrade the drainage to current standards where the groundwater levels are less than 1.2 metres below the surface.
cannot be undertaken. There are five networks in the proposed drainage design that are proposed to
The LLFA would expect on a large scheme such as this where significant tie into existing drainage systems. These are networks M1, S1, S2, S3 and S4
landscaping is being undertaken retrofit of SuDS to improve runoff quantity | and are described in Sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.11 to 6.3.14 of ES Appendix 13.2
and quality is scoped and provided. Drainage Strategy Report. In such locations it is not feasible to incorporate
. . . . attenuating SuDS over such a short distance or as a result of the existing
Con§|derat|on shoulld be r‘r}e(?e that ]the road. \.N'” pe a linear structure .that. physical constraints. In these locations, the proposals are to utilise flow controls
(Ta}’ impede naturaﬂ?.reen |e.d rluréo an.d rrltlg?tllondsgggested to maintain with oversized pipes in the existing verge / ditch if the flows are found to be
rainage patterns. This may include agricultural land drainage systems. excessive. This is covered within Section 6.6.3 and Table 6-2. Proposed
treatment measures for highway runoff on these networks is documented in
section 6.8 of the ES Appendix 13.2 Drainage Strategy Report.
The Drainage Strategy Report (section 6.4 and 6.7) and the Flood Risk
Assessment (section 5.3 and 7.4) (TR0O10038/APP/6.3) also consider the
natural catchment drainage crossing the Proposed Scheme in the context of
flood risk and interceptor drains or ‘dry culverts’ have been incorporated into the
proposed design to maintain surface water overland flow pathways.
The flood risk assessment and drainage strategy has been developed in liaison
with Norfolk County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority.
Flood Risk & Drainage: . . . L .
41 Drainage Statutory_ The LLFA request that an appropriate management and maintenance plan | The drelnage strategy has been developed in liaison with Norfolk County Agreed 03/11/21
Consultation be provided for the scheme including an assessment for the temporary Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority.
needs for the maintenance of ordinary watercourses, culvert etc which may : : : . .
have access cut off for the riparian owners during the construction phase. The Project Team will continue to engage W'th the LLFA on the Scheme d_eS|gn
through the development period and will provide the required documentation
It would also include a phasing plan of how the drainage scheme will be during Detailed Design in advance of construction commencing.
constructed and vegetated well in advance of the required operational use.
42 Elood Risk & Drainage: Statutory Unvegetated SuDS can cause pollution with the mobilisation of suspended | The drainage strategy has been developed in liaison with Norfolk County Agreed 03/11/21
ubS . e ; . )
Consultation solids into the environment. Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority.
The LLFA understand that all consenting on ordinary watercourse may fall | The Project Team will continue to engage with the LLFA on the Scheme design
within the Norfolk River Internal Drainage Board. through the development period and will provide the required documentation
during Detailed Design in advance of construction commencing.
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If any structures are proposed outside of their area, this will be consented
by NCC LLFA.

The LLFA would welcome early discussions on this. The LLFA would also
welcome a meeting to discuss requirements and how overlap with the
Environment Agency and/or Internal Drainage Board (Norfolk Rivers) can
be managed regarding flood risk from fluvial sources of flooding.

The LLFA are also open, to having a joint meeting with any other flood risk
management authority.

Further guidance on information required by the LLFA from applicants can
be found at: https://www.norfolk.gov.uk/rubbish-recycling-and-
planning/flood-and-water-management/information-for-developers

Combined meetings have been held with the EA and LLFA throughout scheme
development, where all parties have worked collaboratively to achieve
compliant solutions.

43

Climate

Statutory
Consultation

PEIR

The statement in the climate section on page 15 on the PEIR Non-
Technical Summary does not refer to the new version of the government’s
climate target (net zero emissions target by 2050) but refers to the old 80%
target. Section 1.16 of the PEIR Non-Technical Summary could be worded
more clearly.

For example, Section 1.16.2 states that the “the assessment of effects on
climate will consider the extent to which carbon emissions resulting from
the Proposed Scheme may impact the global climate and contribute
towards climate change” without elaborating on this.

Section 1.16.4 states that “the Proposed Scheme is anticipated to generate
an increase in carbon emissions during both construction and operation”.

Reference should be made to how government’s net zero climate change
target has been taken into account in the assessments.

Section 13. 1 of the PEIR (Methodology for effects on climate) acknowledged
The Climate Change Act (2008) sets legally binding targets for reducing the
UK’s carbon emissions by at least 100% by 2050 (net zero), relative to a 1990
baseline.

The Environmental Statement (TR010038/APP/6.1) includes Chapter 8
Biodiversity and Chapter 14 Climate that assess the impacts of the Scheme on
and by the climate and, where needed, propose mitigation measures to help the
Scheme support the government’s net zero climate change and biodiversity net
gain targets.

Agreed

26/10/21

44

Governance

Norfolk County Council has been working closely with Highways England
and its consultants on this project and has regular progress meetings.

The Project Team will continue to work collaboratively with the Lead Local
Authority

Agreed

23/09/21

45

Scheme Support: NWL
delivery

Relevant
Representation
response RR-037.1
(REP1-013)

While the County Council has long supported the principle of full dualling of
the A47 — and this proposal is consistent with that objective — there are a
number of detailed issues in respect of, amongst other things, local
highway and access matters, flood risk and environmental management,
and potential impact on delivery of council services that will need to be
resolved ahead of any final decision on the DCO. The most significant
items of concern relate to resolving issues related to:

» How to deal with traffic issues rising on the local road network should the
Norwich Western Link (NWL) not come forward, or not come forward
within a reasonable time period after the dualling scheme

» Connections to the Food Enterprise Park

» The County Council taking on responsibilities for parts of the existing
A47 trunk road that will be de-trunked following the scheme.

It is acknowledged that this statement is contextual and these issues are
covered in more detail in the following representations.

46

Scheme Support: DCO
conditions and
requirements

Relevant
Representation
response RR-037.2
(REP1-013)

In summary the County Council supports the principle of dualling the A47
between North Tuddenham to Easton subject to the implementation of
appropriate highway, historic environment, and surface water conditions /
requirements being resolved through the DCO process. NB the County
Council will be submitting a full detailed statement to the Planning

Highways England acknowledges the Council’s comments, which reflect the
benefits and the planning policy review presented in the Case for the Scheme
(APP-140).

Agreed

01/11/21

Agreed

01/11/21
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Inspectorate highlighting all issues it wishes to be resolved through the
above process.
It is acknowledged that this statement is contextual and these issues are
covered in more detail in the following representations.
Scheme Support: . L . . .
47 Principle of A47 Relevant Norfolk County Council supports the principle of dualling the A47 between Highways England acknowledges the Council’'s comments. Agreed 01/11/21
Dualliﬁ Representation North Tuddenham and Easton subject to:
9 response RR-037.3 . . . . L .
(a) The implementation of appropriate highway, historic environment, and
(REP1-013) " . /
surface water conditions / requirements being resolved through the
DCO process
(b) The detailed comments set out in this report being addressed through
the DCO process.
1 Substantive Comments
Overview Comments
1.1 The principle of dualling the A47 is fully supported. This has been a
longstanding objective of the county council. The county council leads
the A47 Alliance, which has been campaigning for full dualling of the
A47 from Lowestoft to the Al at Peterborough with appropriate grade-
separation. The current proposals meet this aspiration, providing a
dual carriageway standard A47 together with grade-separated
junctions.
It is acknowledged that this statement is contextual and these issues are
covered in more detail in the following representations.
48 cR)Svart]derDSﬁi&gn: Asset Relevant De-trunking - No agreement has been made to accept any current The Applicant will work with Norfolk County Council to settle and conclude a Under
P Representation Highways England assets and we will not do so until an agreement detrunking agreement for the highway assets that will no longer form part of the | discussion
response RR-037.4 | process including exchange of data and provision of funding regarding strategic road network, as well as new highway assets that would become the
(REP1-013) assets which may require attention in the short to medium term has been responsibility of the local highway authority.
completed.
The agreement should be based on the condition and number of the
assets to generate either a sum of funding to be transferred to Norfolk
County Council, or the asset brought up to an as new or good condition.
The county council would expect to receive a commuted sum, agreed with
Highways England, for future maintenance of transferred assets.
Road design: Wood . . . . . . .
49 . Relevant The link road between the two roundabouts at the Wood Lane junction is The Applicant has engaged with the Local Highway Authority (Norfolk County Agreed 24/09/21
Lane Junction . : : - g . .
Representation proposed as a single carriageway through an underpass beneath the Council) and their internal project team promoting the NWL scheme regularly
response RR-037.6 | dualled A47. Norfolk County Council has raised concerns about the throughout the design development process.
GENERAL f:gﬁggz eOfS::)'ﬁi Atfhz?ssgglZ;ﬂ?g%;?%;e{r?; E?]%zcr't);;nd also about its The Applicant has shared traffic information and models to ensure an efficient
ARRANGEMENT pass. approach and to understand the differences between the two traffic models, as
PLANS This part of the network is proposed to form part of the local, non-trunk explained within Section 9.2 of the Scheme Design Report, Rev.1 (AS-009).
REGULATION road network and future maintenance and management would fall to the The Aoplicant has undertaken traffic modelling of the oroposed iunctions and
5(2)(0) SHEET 9 county council. The county council needs to be assured that its design can can copne‘irm that no issues were reported withgre ardspto Fc):a acth impacts on
OF 23 HE551489- accommodate future traffic flows (as it is through an underpass it would be the sinale lane link road. Section 4p10 of the Casge for the S(?hemi/a (ApPP-140)
GTY-LSI-000-DR- difficult / expensive to widen in the future) and that the network can be providegs information on .the Operafional Modelling Assessments undertaken for
CH-31009) properly managed in the event of any incidents occurring in the underpass. both AM and PM 2040 Design Year scenarios. A Ratio of Flow to Capacity
Scheme Design (Document reference: GENERAL ARRANGEMENT PLANS REGULATION | (RFC) value of 0.85 or lower indicates the junction arm is operating within
Report, Rev.1 (AS- | 5(2)(0) SHEET 9 OF 23 HE551489-GTY-LSI-000-DR-CH-31009) capacity. The link road is modelled to have an RFC of 0.57 in the 2040 design
009) year.
Case for the
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Scheme (APP-140) | Post note The NWL project team undertook an independent assessment and concluded
Structure S03 in the | Norfolk County Council’s written comments set out concern about the the same findings. This was reported back to the Applicant by Norfolk County
) . . . Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Manager.
Engineering resilience of Wood Lane Junction, although we acknowledged that we
Drawings and were awaiting the full modelling analysis to back up the justification for the | The Applicant has undertaken a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit and the road safety
Sections document | applicant proposing that this be single carriageway only. This has been audit team did not raise any actions regarding the single lane link provision or
(APP-010) discussed further with the applicant. The applicant has confirmed that the resilience.
operational traffic modelling assessments show that the single carriageway . . . .
link road between the two roundabouts is appropriate for the anticipated ;r:de ﬁgffgtl:l?rgohuﬁ C%r:)suur:ﬁlqsvgg}g'gtgg;ysaﬁgg{:infoScpeerrnast'\?vgsreDrZ?:égmem
traffic flows. An independent assessment has also been undertaken by the reqarding the rov?/sion or resiliencgof the’ roposed link road
county council’s NWL Delivery Team. The council can confirm that it 9 9 P prop '
accepts the applicant’s proposal at this junction. The Applicant supplied in the DCO application a drawing of the proposed Wood
Lane underbridge; see Structure S03 in the Engineering Drawings and Sections
document (APP-010). The drawing illustrated that the proposed structure cross
section carries a 7.3m wide carriageway, with 1m hard strips and 3m verges.
This provides a clear span of 15.3m and would permit a future upgrade if
required.
The Applicant will continue to discuss this with Norfolk County Council and will
record the outcome in the Statement of Common Ground.

50 E;rr?eet Lighting: Wood Relevant The lighting strategy for the Wood Lane junction has not been sufficiently The Applicant has engaged with the Local Highway Authority (Norfolk County Agreed 28/01/22
Representation defined to assess the interface with the NWL. This issue need to be Council) and their internal project team promoting the NWL scheme regularly
response RR-037.7 | resolved between Highways England and the county council. throughout the design development process.

(REP1-013) (Document reference: TR010038-000123-3.1 Draft Development Consent | The Applicant provided the Scheme’s preliminary lighting design and cable duct
Draft Development | Order, page 47 paragraph (d) includes street lighting as further information in both drawing and model formats to the NWL project team on the
Consent Order, development works.) 10 November 2020.
Raer\:i.O;;a;]g((ed?Y POST NOTE: Should be designed with support from an Ecologist. The Applicant also formed a user group with Norfolk County Council to
paragrap POST NOTE: The Local Highway Authority is to be consulted on the commence early discussions on the de-trunking of existing assets and the
rovision of "' htina durin t%\e dgtailed de.;{i n of the scheme handover of new assets. This has led to early discussions on how, through
P ghting 9 9 ' efficient design, capacity could be provided within the Applicant's Scheme
allowing a simple connection point for the NWL scheme lighting on approach to
the northern wood lane roundabout.
The Applicant will continue to work collaboratively with the NWL contractor and
project team.
POST NOTE:
The lighting team will liaise with a qualified Ecologist during the detailed
development of the detailed design.
The lighting designer will consider the following guidance when developing their
detailed design: “The Bat Conservation Trust and Institution of Lighting
Professionals issued Guidance Note 08/18 Bats and Atrtificial Lighting in the UK
in 2018.” This guidance document is aimed at lighting professionals, lighting
designers, planning officers, developers, bat workers/ecologists and anyone
specifying lighting.
The relevant local planning authority would be consulted on the final lighting
design under Requirement 3 ‘Detailed Design’ of the draft DCO.
Road Design: Wood : . - , . . i .
51 Lane speed limit Relevant There is an existing 50mph speed limit traffic regulation order along Wood | The Applicant has agreed to update the Traffic Regulation Plans and dDCO Agreed 23/09/21
P Representation Lane. The proposed link road to the existing Wood Lane should also be schedule to reflect this requested change, which will not affect any of the EIA
response RR- restricted to 50mph. assessments. The updated plans and dDCO will be provided by either Deadline
037.11 (REP1-013) (Document reference: TRAFFIC REGULATIONS PLANS REGULATION aé);rii’,ntosensure the updated documents are available ahead of the November
TRAFFIC 5(2)(0) SHEET 10 OF 23 HE551489-GTYLSI-000-DR-CH-35010) gs:
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REGULATIONS
PLANS
REGULATION
5(2)(o) SHEET 10
OF 23 HE551489-
GTYLSI-000-DR-
CH-35010)
Traffic Modelling: . , . . . . .

52 Longwater Interchange Relevant _ _The county counc!l also has concerns about the sc_heme s potential The Appllcant hgs engaged with t_he Local Highway Authority (Norfolk_ County Agreed 23/09/21
Representation impacts on the adjacent Longwater Interchange. Highways England need Council) and their appointed Traffic lead regularly throughout the design
response RR- to present clear evidence that this junction would not be affected by the development process and provided summary traffic information as requested to
037.13 (REP1-013) | proposal and — if it is — to propose appropriate mitigation. demonstrate there was no material impact on the Longwater Interchange.
Document 9.3 A Technical Note, presented at Deadline 1 as document 9.3 A47/A1074
A47/A1074 Longwater Junction Impact Analysis, has been prepared recording the previous
Longwater Junction operational modelling discussions and issued to Norfolk County Council for
Impact Analysis review and comment.

POST NOTE: Highways England will continue to work with Norfolk County
Council to maintain Longwater Junction’s operational performance.
Road design: Food . . . . : . - . .

53 Enterprise Park Relevant _ The_ council con_5|ders that the proposed arrangements at Blind Lane do The Ap_pllpant hgs explained its reason for not providing a connection to Blind Agreed 11/11/21
Representation not include a suitable access for the Food Enterprise Park (FEP) and do Lane within Section 9.3 of the Scheme Design Report, Rev.1 (AS-009).
response RR- not suggest an alternative for how access might be provided. The FEP is a . . L
037.14 (REP1-013) | significant development comprising: Agri-tech businesses which make use ;?t?aﬁgggicg ?,négﬁléggfv;fgggggﬁglf\lrg]r?,visctﬁtﬁfg TS:;?(')t:t\:\(l)I?h :szigé%g]de
Scheme Design of the local _agri—science base; fooq tgchqology; processing and connection to Blind Lane; see drawing on page 10 of Consultation Report
Report, Rev.1 (AS- manufacturing; and storage and distribution. A Local Development Order Annex J - Section 47 Coﬁsultation Materials (APP-034)

009) ' ' has been granted for the proposal. | edback . ' ) )
. . . . . However, statutory consultation feedback raised concerns about the provision
. The council considers that Highways England should retain the connection ; . . L
et Repert | ofBind Lane to he A4, via e e oundabt uncton southofthe A47 | 12T 08106 Line 1 o of Loce Developent rcer (L00) g e
47 Consultation form!ng part of the Taverham Road Junct|c_Jr_1. Blind Lane COUI.d be clolsed at developers of the Greater Norwich Food Enterprise Zone (FEZ)
Materials (APP- a point to the south if concerns abou_t a_ddltlonal Fhrough t_rafflc resulting '
034) from the A47 dualling scheme materialise following opening. Such an Therefore, the Applicant reviewed the legal position and determined there is no
arrangement could allow the FEP to form an access direct to the A47 at existing or contingent requirement that the LDO requires the Greater Norwich
Consultation Report | this point. If an access to the FEP is not provided at this point, there is FEZ site to be accessed directly from the A47 given the approved alternative
(APP-024) likely to be an unacceptable increase in heavy goods movements through route along Church Lane, Easton. The analysis is set out in Section 9.3 of the
the village of Easton as the result of the FEP not having an appropriate Scheme Design Report, Rev.1, (AS-009) and the removal of Blind Lane post
alternative access once the Easton roundabout is closed. statutory consultation is reported in Table 4.12 (item no. 12) of the Consultation
Report (APP-024).
POST NOTE: Norfolk County Council supports a connection to the FEP at Hpvr\]/everbth_e Applicant acknowler(]jg_es that the dev_eloperhof tShehFEZ §|tehmay
the Blind Lane / A47 junction. The lack of an access at this point will be :,N'ts to'l(')h tan; con;er;lt to c’re?teﬁt er %Wn. cor;\necttlokn tot:]_e. tc eme m;c ?th
likely to lead to an unacceptable increase in heavy goods movements uture. Iherefore, scheme's traffic modelling has taken tnis into account at the
through the village of Easton. Norywch Road junction to provide capacity for.the FEZ yeh|c!e movements. The
design of the Honingham roundabout to Norwich Road junction side road would
The council notes that closure of Blind Lane is required in the LDO at an allow for a third party to create a new highway connection. This commitment is
appropriate trigger point, to be agreed in writing with the local planning presented in Section 9.3 of the Scheme Design Report, Rev.1 (AS-009).
authority. The council notes the comments received by the applicant o . .
regarding potential use of Blind Lane for through traffic should this road The FEZ deve_loper was invited to contribute funds to Fhe Scheme to prowde a
remain open following construction of the A47 North Tuddenham to Easton Q|rect connection fo the FEZ, buf[ as no offer was _recelved _before design was
scheme. The council would therefore support closure of Blind Lane at fixed for the assessments the I_3I|nd Lane connection remained removed from
some point on its length to through traffic. the Scheme deS|gn._ The Appll(_:ant notes that the promoters of the FE_Z have
now lodged a planning application (27 July 2021) with the Local Planning
The council acknowledges that the proposed design of the North Authority, Broadland District Council (Application No.: 20211335) for the
Tuddenham to Easton scheme allows a connection to be made to access provision of an access to the Scheme.
the FEP at the Blind Lane / A47 junction.
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The council accepts that responsibility for connection to the FEP including
:?g;%?gr;hgﬁﬁge:égw statutory approvals and funding rests with the POST NOTE: The LDO made by Broadland District Council (BDC) on 31
' October 2017 required a vehicular access route to the FEP to be approved prior

The council wishes to continue to work with National Highways, promoters | to commencement of development pursuant to condition 2.20 of the LDO as

of the FEP and other interested parties including the local planning well as the closure of Blind Lane. The route via Church Lane was approved by

authority to enable an access to the FEP to be provided at the Blind Lane / | BDC on 21 December 2018 and has therefore been the intended route since

A47 junction. This includes to enable the construction of the access as part | that date. As such, there is no requirement for the Scheme to provide an access

of the A47 North Tuddenham to Easton scheme, to secure cost efficiencies | over and above what has been approved to-date by BDC.

and minimise disruption, provided that agreement can be reached between . . . .

the parties in respect of all relevant matters, and all necessary permissions _The Applicant W'” continue to work with the_ promoters of the FEP a'."?' other

secured. interested partles_,llncludmg the_ local planning and highways authorities, to
explore opportunities to work with the FEP’s contractor to construct the access
alongside the construction A47 North Tuddenham to Easton scheme, to secure
cost efficiencies and minimise disruption, provided that agreement can be
reached between the parties in respect of all relevant matters, and all necessary
permissions are secured.

Socio-Economic . . . : . C . . . . .

54 DA Relevant The county council would certainly want to see opportunities for inclusive An objective of the Scheme is to increase capacity and reduce journey times Agreed 23/09/21
opportunities: job . . S . . : " X ) . . . .
creation Representation growth and social m0b||l't)./ included in the socio-economic opportunities for along this section qf the A47 to support economic and housing growth in region.

response RR- Norfolk. We would be willing to work with Highways England or the Section 4.14 'Walking, Cycling and Horse-riding (WCH) Assessment' of the 7.1
037.15 (REP1-013) | appropriate agency to support this. Case for the Scheme (APP-140) also demonstrates how the Scheme would
Case for the The county council will continue to work proactively with Highways England provide new WCH facilities, improve accessibility for users in the local area and
. . : ) . . provide the opportunity to choose active travel modes (e.g. walking and
Scheme (APP-140) | to encourage apprenticeships, work experience and internships being cycling)
included at an appropriate stage in the project. '
. . . . R The Applicant agrees with Norfolk County Council regarding productivity and
Eéﬁ;giggﬁgﬁgﬁ?;ge;wf;r i?](é(l)un(;)g}fu?ﬁgiilfrizvggizhsgsf;%n; :Ql?ability wider economic benefits arising from the Scheme, which are reported in
improvements bene.fitting businesses. These are to be welcomed Chapter 5 of the Case for the Scheme (APP-140). The Applicant is grateful to
' ' - Norfolk County Council for welcoming these positive benefits.
The Applicant and Galliford Try, as the Principal Contractor, will explore
opportunities to encourage direct and indirect local employment, proportionate
to the scale and timescale of the project.

55 Construction: Air Quality Relevant The county council supports improvements to air quality and would want to | Section 5.11 of ES Chapter 5 Air Quality (APP-044) concludes that as no Agreed 23/09/21
Representation see continued monitoring including in operation of the scheme following significant effects on human health receptors have been identified due to the
response RR- construction. The county council would expect the construction phases to Scheme, additional air quality monitoring is not required.

037.16 (REP1-013) | be coordinated with the appropriate district councils and local highways . . o .

5 Chapter s or | 287 10 minmise o example,cust, constcton v emissions (eg | & MOPIOYS E10104 5 ot mopiong sty was condcon o o e

. from engine idling) and any short-term impacts of increased stationary . ) o
Quality (APP-044) ' . and identify pollutant conditions. There were no exceedances of the annual
traffic close to any local populations. mean NO2 Air Quality Objective observed from the monitoring study

dDCO (APP-017) ’
Measures to minimise impacts on air quality during construction (e.g. dust,
vehicle emissions) would be delivered through dDCO (APP-017) Requirement 4
'‘Environmental Management Plan', which requires the second iteration to be
approved by the Secretary of State following consultation with the relevant
planning authority. This plan includes action AQ1 in Table 3.1 and Annex B.3
‘Construction Noise and Dust Management Plan’ to manage the risks to air
quality o limit and control emissions to air during construction on sensitive
receptors.
The Environmental Management Plan will be supported by controls on
construction traffic movements through the traffic management plan, secured
through Requirement 10 ‘Traffic Management’ of the dDCO (APP-017).
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56 ?:gziﬁﬂgggglo Relevant A significant amount of archaeological investigations has already been Requirement 9 of the dDCO has been updated as follows: Agreed 26/10/21
Inclusions. Representation undertaken in associati'on Wijth the abt_)ve mentioned schgme. Geqphysical 9.—(1) No part of the authorised development, is to commence until, for that
response RR- survey and archaeological trial trenching have been carried out within most ) : : C ' Y
037.17 (REP1-013) | of the ‘redline’ area of the Proposed Scheme. part, a written scheme o_f investigation of areas of a}rchaeologlcal interest,
reflecting the relevant mitigation measures set out in the REAC, has been
Following review of reports on the geophysical survey and trial trenching submitted to and approved in writing by the Secretary of State, following
Requirement 9 of we agreed an outline scope for post-consent archaeological mitigation with | consultation by the undertaker with the rellevant planning _authprity, Norfolk
the dDCO Highways England’s archaeological con;ultant at_ the end of vaember Igst County Council (h|_st0r|c strategy and advice team) and Historic England on
year. We recommend that that the following requirements are included with | matters related to its function.
the draft DCO: (2) The authorised development must be carried out in accordance with the
‘Record of 1) No part of the authorised development is to commence until, for that scheme referred to in sub-paragraph (1).
Environmental part, a written scheme of investigation of areas of archaeological
Actions and interest, reflecting the relevant mitigation measures, has been
Commitments’ of submitted to and approved in writing by the Secretary of State, The requirements to carry out the site investigation and post investigation
the Environmental following consultation by the undertaker with the relevant planning assessment in line with the programme and the provision for analysis,
Management Plan authority; Norfolk County Council (Historic Environment strategy and publication and dissemination of results and archive deposition are set out in
(APP-143). advice team); and Historic England on matters related to its function. Table 3.1 ‘Record of Environmental Actions and Commitments’ of the
2) The authorised development must be carried out in accordance with Environmental Management Plan (APP-143). The wording ".‘ _sub-paragraph (3)
the scheme referred to in sub-paragraph (1); repeats the commitments in ;ub—paragraphs (1) and (2), SO it is not necessary
to include the text proposed in sub-paragraph (3) in Requirement 9.
3) The authorised development shall not be put into first use until the site
investigation and post investigation assessment has been completed in
accordance with the programme set out in the scheme referred to in
subparagraph (1) and the provision to be made for analysis, publication
and dissemination of results and archive deposition has been secured.
Landscape and Visual: R Lo . . . .
57 Arboricultural Impact Relevant NB: This section is in reference to document 6.3 Environmental Statement | The Applicant welcomes the positive feedback about the report. With regards Agreed, 20/10/21
pac . C o : ) X . ) .
Assessment Representation Appendices: Appendix 7.6 — Arboricultural Impact Assessment: trees that_ may be anugnt, veteran or have veteran features, the tree survey, subject to 2
response RR- The Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA), in accordance with reported in ES Appendix 7.6 Arboricultural Impact Assessment (APP-094), was | EMP under
037.18 (REP1-013) ) . . . . L : carried out by a team of two arboricultural consultants working together. Both draft DCO
BS5837:2012 "Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction, boricultural consultants are qualified (Level 4 and Level 6) and experienced in | Requirement 4
ES Appendix 7.6 — | recommendations’ submitted by RSK ADAS Ltd, dated January 2021 is fit arboricu BS5837:2012 g icularly for | inf P . q
Arboricultural for purpose (based on the information provided at the time of survey) with carrying out BS5837: surveys, particularly for large infrastructure projects.
Impact Assessment | regards to assessing existing tree quality and calculating impacts. The Each tree was surveyed by both arboricultural consultants, and the assessment
BS5837:2012 report als_o gives c!ear advi_c_e With rege_lrds to relevant Ieg_islation, of each consultar_1t was that whilst some of the trees proposed to be removed
' construction techniques, utility installation and other on-site methodology to | had large stem diameters, they were not deemed to be veteran.
ES Appendix 7.6 mitigate impacts to trees. However, there are a significant number of . . . .
Arboricultural category A and B trees designated for removal that should be considered _l:ljo aﬂqint Wr? od_Iand c;r anc:centttrees ¥v§§e |r(]:lent|f|ed, _??g onlllybonettrge évas
Impact Assessment | for retention if the road layout changes. By examining the stem diameter identified as having veteran features (T13); however, will be retained.
(APP-094) measurements in the AlA Tree Survey Schedule and general observation Upon further review in response to this relevant representation, it has been
notes, it is likely that a number of these trees are either ancient, veteran or | agreed with the Principal Contractor to add an action to the 2nd iteration of the
dDCO (APP-017) have veteran features Environmental Management Plan specificall tioning thi t t d
Requirement 4 . g specifically mentioning this veteran tree an
‘Environmental Ancient and veteran trees can be individual trees or groups of trees within the need to applylme_:aSl_Jres tr? av%|d affecting this tree to ensure this
Management Plan' | wood pastures, historic parkland, hedgerows, orchards, parks or other assessment conclusion Is achieved.
areas. They are often found outside ancient woodlands. They are This commitment will then be secured through the dDCO (APP-017)
irreplaceable habitats with some or all of the following characteristics (as Requirement 4 'Environmental Management Plan', which requires approval of
stated in the .gov.uk guidance note: Ancient woodland, ancient trees and the second iteration Environmental Management Plan by the Secretary of State
veteran trees: protecting them from development - GOV.UK following consultation with the relevant planning authority.
(www.gov.uk)):
An ancient tree is exceptionally valuable. Attributes can include its:
» Great age
* Size
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+ Condition
« Biodiversity value as a result of significant wood decay and the habitat
created from the ageing process
* Cultural and heritage value.
Landscape and Visual: . .
58 ; Relevant Very few trees of any species become ancient. Agreed, 20/10/21
Wholly Exceptional . i d
Representation . . subject to 2"
Development. All ancient trees are veteran trees, but not all veteran trees are ancient. A
response RR- : EMP under
veteran tree may not be very old, but it has decay features, such as branch
037.19 (REP1-013) . ; AP ; draft DCO
death and hollowing. These features contribute to its biodiversity, cultural Requirement 4
The National and heritage value.” The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), q
Planning Policy updated in 2018, includes a provision that “development resulting in the
Framework (NPPF) | loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland
Aopendix 7.6 — and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly
pper ) exceptional reasons” (paragraph 175c). It is assumed that this
Arboricultural d ‘ ; . ; :
evelopment has been classed as ‘wholly exceptional’, in which case it
Impact Assessment .
should:
1. Avoid impacts
2. Reduce (mitigate) impacts
3. And compensate as a last resort.
59 Eigﬁi%arﬁ: n?gld Visual: Relevant In reference to document 6.8 Environmental Masterplan: Highways England projects are assessed every three months during the design | Agreed, 20/10/21
Masterplan Representation The Environmental Masterolan details replanting oroposals in detail. It is process using the Defra Metric 2.0 in order to track their Biodiversity Net Gain subject to final
P response RR- not clear. at this stage hove mitigation Ie?ntin r?aps bzen calculated .to (BNG) performance, with the final assessment of BNG for a project during the landscape
037.20 (REP1-013) ensure ‘n’et— ain’ wiIQIJ b’e achieve% althgu h th%s is currently not required for construction stage. Highways England are responsible for monitoring the BNG design under
Defra Metric 2.0 NSIPs Thisgre uires further clarifi’cation 9 y q metric performance across all their road network. BNG will be achieved through | draft DCO
' ' q ' considered planting to create new or extend landscaping and biodiversity Requirement 5
Environmental Trees and woodlands are part of the wider landscape mitigation that will be | elements, including species rich grassland, hedgerows, trees, woodland and
Masterplan, Rev.1 required and it should be the quality and resilience of the resulting biodiversity wetlands as shown in the Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1 (AS-
(AS-007). landscape, taking all habitats into account, rather than the number of 007).
Appendix B.5 of the ;Sg&?gir;e:étt;e?nﬁ;m;vmwI:|381Ct2§ggghgaégﬁomlg?rﬁgn I?Oaggespjzzﬁ;[evge Appendix B.5 of the Environmental Management Plan (APP-143) will contain a
Environmental based onpa calculation of habi)':at loss aFr)1d demonstratingynet ain. This ' | Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) to be produced by the
Management Plan strateav would usually include the area surroundin thega Iigatidn appointed Landscape Architect and Ecologist prior to construction. The LEMP
(APP-143) boundggries and shouI{j consider the followin exarrglj les: PP will describe the proposed management and monitoring, including durations, of
dDCOReqi ¢ 9 pies the landscape and ecological mitigation and compensation features of the
5 ‘Landsec?;:)lirr?g'ﬁ? * Planting of new woodlands, hedgerows with trees, individual and tree Project. The commitment to deliver the LEMP will be secured through dDCO
the dDCO (APP- groups Requirement 4 'Environmental Management Plan'.
017) * Management plans and schedules to maintain newly planted trees and The Scheme is currently forecast to achieve a BNG and the Applicant will seek
dDCO Regquirement woodlands further improvements in the final landscape design to be delivered under
4 'Environmental » Connecting woodland and ancient and veteran trees separated by Requirement 5 ‘Landscaping’ of the dDCO (APP-017).
Management Plan’ development with green bridges
(APP-017) o . .
* Planting individual trees that could become veteran and ancient trees in
future
* Management agreements with adjacent landowners to provide or assist
with woodland management to improve tree resilience and biodiversity
* Providing management schedules for existing veteran and ancient trees /
woodlands nearby
» Extending existing woodland and ancient woodland through natural
regeneration / rewilding
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* Selective veteranisation of specific trees.
60 #?Qgsccjrﬁ::fa:ffnual' Relevant In addition, should the proposals be approved, it should be conditioned and | Action LV3 in the record of environmental actions and commitments, which Agreed 20/10/21
Plans Representation submitted for approval prior to works commencing, that the AIA will be forms Table 3.1 in the Environmental Management Plan (APP-143), requires
response RR- updated to include a: the Principal Contractor to engage an arboricultural consultant to complete an
037.21 (REP1-013) | « Tree Constraints Plan arboricultural method statement. The method statement shall include, but not
Table 3.1 in the * Tree Protection Plan limited to the following:
Environ.mental  Arboricultural Method Statement * Tree protection measures in compliance with BS5837:2012 (Trees in relation
» Timetable for Implementation of Tree Protection Works . i ; _ i
Management Plan to design, demolition, and construction — Recommendations) during the
(APP-143) construction phase.
BS5837:2012 » Maintenance and monitoring requirements of the tree protection measures.
gseigi Ir(;é?r:%tlli(t)ig r:o * Schedule of trees to be removed_and based on the Environmental Masterplan,
and co'nstruction - Rev.1, (AS-007) and ES Appendix 7.7 Arboricultural Impact Assessment
Recommendations) (APP094).
Environmental * Tree root protection zones.
Masterplan, Rev.1, « Contingency plan (chemical spillage, collision, emergency access to the root
(AS-007) protection zone).
ES Appendix 7.7 Delivery of this commitment is secured through the dDCO, Requirement 4
Arboricultural ‘Environmental Management Plan' (APP-017).
Impact Assessment
(APP-094)
61 tgggzgggg Zn\?i;{z?al' Relevant _ Pages 22-26, 3.40: In reference to Chapter 7 of the Environmental The Applicant _notes Norfolk County Council’s acknowledgement of the Agreed 20/10/21
effects chapter 7.2 and Representation Assessment — Landscape and Visual Effects: expertise provided for the assessment and the use of Local Landscape
73 ' response RR- Norfolk County Council considers that: Character Areas as part of the assessment.
e 037.22 (REP1-013) ' . o . . S
e L . Regarding mitigation, the Applicant has taken into account the variety in the
Norfolk County * Paragraph 7.2: Suitable expertise is provided for such an assessment. landscape throughout the DCO boundary which is illustrated in the mitigation
Council e Paragraph 7.3.2: Where losses are unavoidable, we would of course scheme as presented in the Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1 (AS-007). This
Environment Policy support suitable mitigation for these losses. Whilst not required, it was informed by baseline studies, as documented within ES Chapter 7
Environmental would be beneficial to see enhancements that offers Net Biodiversity Landscape and Visual Effects (APP-046).
Masterplan, Rev.1 Gain in line with the upcoming environment bill and Norfolk County Regarding biodiversity net gain (BNG), the Scheme is currently forecast to
(AS-007) Council Environment Policy. It will also be important for the mitigation | 5chieve a BNG, but will seek to improve this in the final landscape design to be
Chapter? | S ceons ot o sy oo Sl i | Selersdunde Reuament S ‘Landsapig-ofthe 1DCO (APP-017). The
Landscape and and. We support the use of Loéal L);ndsca o Characters to hel Appllcant is responsu_)le for monitoring the_BNG metric performance across all
Visual Effcts o fy thespepchan e e Iardscane P P their road network. Highways England projects are assessed every three
(APP-046) g pe. months during the design process using the Defra Metric 2.0 in order to track
their BNG performance, with the final assessment of BNG for a project during
the construction stage.
62 tgﬂg:gggg gn\c/iigﬁzlljal. Relevant e Paragraph 7.4.1: Suitable guidance is being used and adhered to, and | The Applicant notes Norfolk County Council are satisfied with the following Agreed 20/10/21
effects chapter 7.4 Representation we welcome other relevant references being taken account of. components of the me’ghodology of_ ES Chap.ter.7 Landscape and Visual Effects
response RR- i i chapter (APP-046): guidance considered; criteria for the assessment; scope of
037.23 (REP1-013) | * Paragraph7.4.5: Comments on Visual Receptors are discussed the assessment; and approach to agreeing viewpoints with the host planning
DMRB LA 107 below. authorities.
Landscape and  Paragraph 7.4.6: Covers a well-considered and range of assessment Regarding the construction period, as stated in Paragraph 7.4.10 of ES Chapter
Visual Effects criteria, it is encouraging to see such things as night/day impacts and | 7 | andscape and Visual Effects (APP-046), we can clarify that the paragraph
ES Chapter 7 perception of the landscape. correctly sets out certain parameters regarding the construction period.
Landscape and o Paragraph 7.4.8: We support the consideration of deeper planting in However, in response to Norfolk County Council’s query we can clarify that:
Visual Effects key location to offer increased screening during winter months when * The estimated construction period is 23 months which would commence in
chapter (APP-046) vegetation is not in leaf. January 2022.
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e Paragraph 7.4.10: There appears to be 21 months between Start of
construction works and Open for traffic, whilst the estimated duration of
construction is listed as 23 months. This may just need clarification if
part of the road is to be opened whilst other parts are still under
construction.

e Paragraph 7.4.11: Comments on Cumulative Effects Assessment are
discussed below.

e Paragraph 7.4.12: Verified Photomontage Methodology is discussed
below.

e Paragraph 7.4.14: We understand and accept the need to amend the
scope of the assessment following a review of changes in DMRB LA
107 Landscape and Visual Effects.

e Paragraph 7.4.15: Tables 7-1 and 7-2 lay out the proposed scope in
terms of both landscape and visual effects. We broadly agree with the
elements which have been scoped in and out of the assessment.

e Paragraph 7.4.16: We also acknowledge the change in guidance on
Visual Representation of Development Proposals and are pleased to
see that whilst it does not change the approach, that the amended
guidance has been considered.

e Paragraph 7.4.18: We are satisfied that the viewpoint locations have
been agreed with both Breckland District Council and South Norfolk
District Council.

* The road will open to traffic in October 2024, however construction activity
(e.g. compound removal and site restoration) will continue past this point.

Landscape and Visual:

63 L . Relevant Paragraph 7.6.2: We are happy with the 1km from DCO boundary study The Applicant notes Norfolk County Council are happy with the 1km study area | Agreed 29/10/21
andscape & Visual . LR ; . . i . :
effects chapter 7.6 Representation area of the LVIA and the justified reasoning and support the consideration | considered within ES Ch_aptgr 7 Landscape and Vls_ual Effects (AI_DP-O46) and
response RR- of receptors beyond 1km where deemed necessary. that receptors outside this distance have been considered where judged to be
037.24 (REP1-013) necessary.
ES Chapter 7
Landscape and
Visual Effects
(APP-046)
64 \E/_cology. Landscape & Relevant e Paragraph 7.7.1-7.7.10: We agree with the General Context as laid out | The Applicant notes Norfolk County Council are satisfied with the baseline Agreed 20/10/21
isual effects chapter . o . o . i i . . . ; ) L
77 Representation within the Baseline conditions. Landscape features including Trees and | conditions, |nclud|_ng representative viewpoints, as set out within ES Chapte_r 7
response RR- Hedgerows in the vicinity of the site, and with the potential to be Landscape and Visual Effects (APP-046). We acknowledge the feedback given
037.25 (REP1-013) impacted are extensive, and as stated in the AlA, some of these are and in particular the Applicant agrees that trees assessed as being of lower
very high in quality. But it should be noted that even trees of low quality in a BS:5837 arboricultural assessment can play an important role in the
ES Chapter 7 Arboricultural qualit til play an important part in the land landscape
Landscape and quality, can still play an important part in the landscape. pe.
Visual Effects e Paragraph 7.7.17: Landscape Character areas are discussed below.
(APP-046) e Paragraph 7.7.36 — 7.7.50: We support the representative viewpoints
and the reasons for selection. The receptors listed appear to be well
considered and justified.
65 \E/.COIOQy' Landscape & Relevant e Paragraph 7.8.2 — 7.8.5: We note that separation of Construction and The removal of trees during the site clearance phase of construction has been Agreed 20/10/21
isual effects chapter . ; _ - . . : - .
78 Representation _Op_er_at|ona| Impacts, but won_der if the removal 01_‘ existing woc_)dlanc_i, considered in the operatlonallassessment. This is partlcularly reIe\{ant to the
response RR- individual trees and areas of linear highway planting is a consideration | Year 1 assessment of operational landscape and visual effects, prior to the
037.26 (REP1-013) during operation as well as the construction phase as even mitigation establishment of mitigation as presented in the Environmental Masterplan,
ES Chapter 7 planting will not offer a direct replacement of what has been lost. Rev.1 (AS-007).
Landscape and
Visual Effects
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(APP-046)

Environmental

Masterplan, Rev.1

(AS-007)

66 \Eﬁsﬂg?)e/ﬁtigdsﬁzgfef‘ Relevant Paragraph 7.9.1: We support the measures proposed for mitigation The Applicant notes Norfolk County Council are satisfied with the mitigation Agreed 20/10/21
79 Representation during construction. measures during the construction phase as set out within ES Chapter 7
' response RR- . . . . Landscape and Visual Effects (APP-046). The Applicant acknowledges Norfolk

037.27 (REP1-013) Paragraph 7.9.2: The protection and retention of existing vegetation County Council’s offer to liaise with Norfolk County Council’s Arboricultural
will be imperative to minimise impacts of the scheme, so we fully specialist.

ES Chapter 7 support the appointment of an Arboricultural consultant. My

Landscape and Arboricultural colleague will be able to comment on the suitability of the | Regarding the opening year as 2025, as stated in Paragraph 7.9.6 of ES

Visual Effects tree protection and standard to be adhered to. Chapter 7 Landscape and Visual Effects (APP-046), the Applicant can confirm

(APP-046) . ) that this is correctly stated as it comprises the first full calendar year following
Paragr_aph 7.9.6: States the opening year to be 2(_)25, whilst 7:4.10 completion of construction at the end of 2024. The Applicant judges 2025 to be
states it to be October 2024. This should be clarified. All planting and a reasonable basis for the consideration of landscape and visual effects
mitigation measures should have taken place prior to opening. following the opening of the road and 2040 to form a reasonable year to
Depending on the correct year of opening, the Year 15 date will also consider landscape and visual effects 15 years following opening. ES Chapter 7
need to be altered to reflect this. therefore does not require alteration.

67 5?32?2&;?& dé’ﬁ:gfe f‘ Relevant Paragraph 7.10.4 — 7.10.6: There is extensive losses of landscape The landscape and visual effects mitigation scheme, as presented in the Agreed 20/10/21
7.10 Ir?eiproensse:?g?n Leat(;”es ?fnd notlable tree losses ?]S a rlesublt of t_h!s s_cheme. Itk\)N'” bi Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1 (AS-007), has sought to mitigate for the
P ard to offer rep acement_s at such scale, u_t mitigation must be we losses of landscape features, including trees, and minimise visual effects due to

037.28 (REP1-013) thought out and the locations carefully considered so as to both the Scheme. In addition, actions LV1 and LV4 in the record of environmental

ES Chapter 7 minimise the visual '”.‘paCtS of the scheme and minimise the landscape actions and commitments, which forms Table 3.1 in the Environmental

Landscape and scale impacts on a wider scale. Management Plan (APP-143), require the retaining or replacing and reinforcing

Visual Effects Paragraph 7.10.9 — 7.10.11: We agree that the overall removal of existing vegetation where this contributes to the distinctive qualities of the

(APP-046) existing vegetation, earthworks and presence of construction plant, landscape.

Environmental ma@'a'sz machinery, constructlon_compoun_ds and construction Delivery of these commitments, including consulting the relevant planning and

Masterplan, Rev.1 lighting will have an advc_arse and S|gn_|f|cant |mpact on the local highway authorities on the final landscaping design and 2nd iteration of the

(AS-007) landscape character during construction and will, however temporary, | £ironmental Management Plan, will be secured through dDCO Requirements

. change the perception of the area from a tranquil rural landscape to 4 'Environmental Management Plan’ and 5 'Landscaping' (APP-017)

Environmental one of much more activity, movement and perceived development. '

Management Plan ) _ The Applicant notes Norfolk County Council broadly agrees with the landscape

(APP-143) Paragraph 7.10.12 —7.10.15: We broadly agree with the conclusion and visual effects during the construction and operational phases, including

Draft DCO that the construction period would give way to minor adverse (day) and | pight-time lighting effects, as set out within ES Chapter 7 Landscape and Visual

raft | slight adverse (night) visual impacts. We note the potential for lighting Effects (APP-046). As to the comment regarding the lack of a conclusion

Requirements 4 during the winter months, but from the dates are led to assume this will | \oarding day-time effects, the Applicant confirms that the main assessment of

Environmental only be one season October 2023-March 2024 which will minimise effects within ES Chapter 7 considers day-time effects of the Scheme, including

Management Plan’ impacts. the visibility of lighting columns when unlit.

and 5 'Landscaping )

(APP-017) Paragraph 7.10.16: We broadly agree with the effects on The Applicant acknowledges Norfolk County Council’s concerns about the
representative viewpoints as laid out in Table 7-8 during the residual significant visual effect identified at the following viewpoints and
construction phase. receptors:

Paragraph 7.10.39 — 7.10.40: We broadly agree that the initial impact + Viewpoint 4 (Sandy Lane Properties beside A47)

of operation on the landscape character of the area would be ] )

significant and of moderate adverse magnitude, decreasing to not * Viewpoint E (Church Lane)

significant and slightly adverse magnitude at Year 15. « R11: Hill View Properties

Paragraph 7.10.41: The sense of tranquillity lost due to the scheme is | . R14: Newgate house

notable and would impact the experience of those both living near to )

the scheme or using recreational routes within the vicinity. * R18: Sycamore Farm Properties

Paragraph 7.10.49: We note and agree with the conclusions drawn * R21/R22: Properties beside Sandy Lane (represented by Viewpoint 4)

that the visual impacts of night-time effects, it appears that no Significant consideration has bee_n given to mitigating ths_.\ effect_s <_)f the

conclusion is given to day-time effects, but the assessments given for Scheme such as through the design of soft landscaping in proximity to the
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the representative viewpoints are agreeable. properties as part of the final mitigation scheme as presented in the
i . N Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1 (AS007). However, at these viewpoints
Paragraph 7'1(?'53' The residual significant mo'derate gdverse effects and receptors the assessment indicates that there would remain a residual
in Year 15 at Viewpoint 4 (Sandy Lane Properties beside A47) and significant visual effect
) . gnificant visual effect.
Viewpoint E (Church Lane) are of concern.
Paragraph 7.10.57: The same applies to the residential receptors
identified as having significant visual effect in Year 1, and more so
those where the effect remains at year 15. Namely R11: Hill View
Properties which is identified as large adverse, and R14: Newgate
house, R18: Sycamore Farm Properties, R21/R22: Beside Sandy Lane
which are all identified as moderate adverse. Whilst these are not
widespread and extensive concerns, they are still impacts that will
affect those living in those properties.
Paragraph 7.10.62 — 7.10.64: Whilst the Year 1 impacts on Footpath
receptors are disappointing as these routes will likely be primarily used
for their recreational benefit and views, we understand that some
impacts are unavoidable. It is however encouraging to see that by Year
15 the new planting will have reduced this impact.
Landscape & Visual . . . ) .

68 . . Relevant In reference to Chapter 15 — Cumulative Effects Assessment: A cumulative effects assessment was presented in ES Chapter 15: Cumulative | Agreed, 20/10/21
effects: Cumulative . . . : ) .
Effects Assessment Representation (Please note o.nly elements relevant to Landscape and visual effects Effects Assessment (APP-054). The Chaptgr was preparedlln accordance W!th subject to final

response RR- have been reviewed). the requirements of the Infrastructure Planning EIA Regulations 2017, Planning | landscape
037.29 (REP1-013) i L ) Inspectorate ‘Advice Note Seventeen: Cumulative Effects Assessment' (2019) design under
The document has been reviewed for its inclusion of Landscape and and DMRB LA 104 Environmental Assessment and Monitoring (2020) (Revision | draft DCO
Chapter 15 — Visual consideration, but comments cannot be made on the suitability 1) Requirement 5
Cumulative Effects of the methodology or the suitable qualifications of those who have '
Assessment (APP- undertaken the assessment. The Applicant notes Norfolk County Council are satisfied with the planning
054) policy context as set out within ES Appendix 7.1 Planning Policy Context (APP-
) Paragraph 15.3.6: We support the overall ZOI of 4km and note the 089).
ES Appendix 7.1 increase boundary for the ZOI to 2km in relation to Landscape and
Planning Policy Visual Impacts. ES Chapter 15 considers effects from a single project (the Scheme) and
Context (APP-089) different projects in combination with the Scheme as detailed in Section 15.3 of
. Paragraph 15.5.32: States that “An assessment of inter-project ES Chapter 15. The assessment of inter-project cumulative effects has been
EIA Scoping Report cumulative effects has not been undertaken for other environmental undertaken for noise and vibration and air quality, considering the impact from
EIA Scoping topics as no scoping report has been submitted for the proposed both the Scheme and the proposed NWL scheme. The assessment considered
Opinion for the Norwich Western Link (NWL) development. This is considered a Tier 3 | the cumulative operational effects for noise and vibration and air quality in
NWL development under Advice Note Seventeen guidance and itis combination with the NWL road as a worst case scenario. This is because the
assumed that the NWL will assess the Proposed Scheme in their predicted traffic models for these topics included future other developments
coming EIA”, however this is incorrect. A Scoping report can be found including the NWL scheme.
on Norfolk County Council Planning Portal under the reference ) _ ) o
SC0O/2020/0001. The Cumulative Effects Assessment should be The Applicant acknowledges the feedback provided regarding the submission of
updated to take account of this, and therefore include an assessment | @n EIA Scoping Report and subsequent EIA Scoping Opinion for the NWL road
of other topics including Landscape and Visual Impacts. which is available on Norfolk County Council’s Planning Portal.
Paragraph 15.7.3: The cumulative landscape and visual impacts will In Iig_ht of the clarification on the NWL Scoping Report in the representation, the
need to be reassessed in line with the advice given above regarding Applicant agrees that ES Chapter 15 should be updated to reflect the NWL
the NWL. In reference to Planning Policy Context (Appendix 7.1): scheme as a Tier 2 development under Advice Note Seventeen guidance. This
The document provides a thorough and suitable summary of Planning | Proposed amendment will also require the provision of a new section to be
Policy Context. added assessing the inter-project cumulative effects with the NWL scheme for
other topics including landscape and visual as the NWL road falls within the ZOI
identified for landscape and visual effects.
The Applicant will seek to provide an amended ES Chapter 15 at Deadline 3 or
4.
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69 ::Zzgzg:pg ;?;n\r{;ﬁual: Relevant In reference to ZTV and Verified Photomontage Methodology (Appendix The Applicant notes Norfolk County Council are satisfied with ES Appendix 7.2 | Agreed 20/10/21
cape 9 Representation 7.2): ZTV and Verified Photomontage Methodology (APP-090) and ES Appendix 7.3
and mitigation
response RR- . . Landscape Character Areas (APP-091).
037.30 (REP1-013) | * Suitable methodology has been used and relevant and industry _ . _ o
standard best practise and recommendations referred to. The Applicant confirms that the landscape and visual effects mitigation scheme,
ES Appendix 7.2 ) ) as presented in the Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1 (AS-007), has sought to
ZTV and Verified * Inreference to Landscape Character Areas (Appendix 7.3): integrate the Scheme into the existing landscape and visual baseline context
PhOtomontage ° Suitable Landscape Character Studies have been used to conduct this and to m|t|gate |andscape and visual effects which have been identified.
Methodology (APP- assessment.
090) _ .
) e |tis noted there are a number of areas where the constructional and
ES Appendix 7.3 operational activities will give rise to adverse and significant impacts on
Landscape the landscape characters of the area the scheme passes through. This
Character Areas is of particular concern where the impacts are concluded to be “large
(APP-091) adverse” magnitude of change and “major adverse” significance of
effect — such as the construction phase within LCA D2. (paragraph
1.4.12). However, it is noted that construction impacts should be short
lived and no more than 23 months in time. This same LCA also has
such impacts in Year one of operation, decreasing to minor adverse
magnitude of change and slight adverse significance by Year fifteen.
e The conclusions drawn from this assessment should be used to inform
the Landscape Plan in order to minimise impacts where possible
through avoidance and minimisation of impact, and where there is no
scope to do this mitigation and compensation should be integrated into
the scheme.
70 I\_/:iisnudaslcsepgeart\g r;hsual:: Relevant In reference to Visual Receptors (Appendix 7.4): We are happy that the The Applicant notes Norfolk County Council are satisfied with the consultation Agreed 20/10/21
P Representation Visual Receptors have been agreed in consultation with the relevant carried out regarding viewpoints, as set out within ES Chapter 7 Landscape and
response RR- district authorities. We have not undertaken a review of these at this stage. | Visual Effects (APP-046).
037.31 (REP1-013) o . . .
In reference to Representative Viewpoints (Appendix 7.5): We are happy
ES Appendix 7.4 that the Viewpoints have been agreed in consultation with the relevant
Visual Receptors district authorities. We have not undertaken a review of the viewpoints at
(APP-092) this stage. | have been unable to locate: Figure 7.4 (Visual Context)
ES Appendix 7.5 (TRO10038/APP/6.2).
Representative
Viewpoints (APP-
093)
71 Landscape and \_/|sual:: Relevant In reference to Arboriculture Impact Assessment (Appendix 7.6): The Applicant acknowledges Norfolk County Council consider the Arboricultural | Agreed, 20/10/21
Landscape Planting . 4 ) .
Representation (Please note for these comments, this has only been reviewed from a Impact Assessment (AlIA) (APP-094) to be fit for purpose. The AIA formed an subject to final
response RR- Landscape perspective and not in’ relation to A?/rboricultural expertise — see important set of reference information within the landscape and visual impact landscape
037.32 (REP1-013) Norfolk C[:)ou[r)n (?ouncil Arboricultural Comments) P assessment, in ES Chapter 7 Landscape and Visual Effects (APP-046), and in design under
ES Appendix 7.6 y ' the preparation of the Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1 (AS-007). The draft DCO
Arbor?fultural ' The AIA appears to conform to industry standards and be fit for purpose. Environmental Masterplan seeks to locate proposed trees and hedgerows Requirement 5
Impact Assessment There are a considerable number of large trees proposed for removal. We | carefully within DCO boundary, with consideration of the wider landscape, as
( AEP-OQ 4) would of course, in the first instance prefer to see these trees retained defined in the baseline section (Section 7.7) of ES Chapter 7 Landscape and
where possible, and amendments made to the scheme to allow the Visual Effects (APP-046).
ES Chapter 7 retention of more trees. Trees in such large numbers play an important part In addition, actions LV1 and LV4 in the record of environmental actions and
Landscape and in the wider landscape and act as features seen from great distances. : . . .
; : . . . T commitments, which forms Table 3.1 in the Environmental Management Plan
Visual Effects Where the retention of trees is not possible, then suitable mitigation in line . . . . . S
. e . . (APP143), require the retaining or replacing of and reinforcing existing
(APP-046) with Norfolk County Council’s tree policy would be our next expectation. . . . T o~
. o o vegetation where this contributes to the distinctive qualities of the landscape.
Whilst this will not replace the loss of mature and veteran trees, it will form . .
. : Our response to RR-037.18, above, discusses our approach to protecting trees
the foundation of the future landscape. The location of such trees, tree . .
: that are either ancient, veteran or have veteran features.
belts, hedges and woodland should be carefully chosen to not just screen
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the development, but also be reflective and respectful of the wider Delivery of these commitments, including consulting the relevant local planning
landscape. and highway authorities, on the final landscaping design and second iteration
Environmental Management Plan, will be secured through dDCO Requirements
4 'Environmental Management Plan' and 5 'Landscaping’ (APP-017).
72 Iléir\]/(ijrz(;larﬁgn?gld Visual: Relevant In reference to the Environmental Masterplan TRO10038/APP/6.8: The Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1, (AS-007) will be developed in greater Agreed, 20/10/21
M Representation : . : . detail during the detailed design stage, prior to construction. subject to final
asterplan (Please note this has been viewed at a strategic level, there is no easy way
response RR- : o ) . . . . . landscape
037.33 (REP1-013) fohnaVIgate the document at suchfar?caflle” dllgltally Wltlh n'gllocau?n plan and | Appendix B.5 of the Environmental Management Plan (APP-143) will contain a design under
Environmental ave no mearTs 0 met a copy of the full plans at a E’Tg' e scale). Land_scape and Ecology Mgnagement PIan_(LEl\_/IP) to be prodgced by the draft I_DCO
Masterplan. Rev 1 The plans provide detailed proposals for the landscaping of the scheme. appointed Landscape Architect and Ecologist prior to construction. The LEMP Requirement 5
plan, Rev. ) e : Lo . ; . o d LEMP
(AS-007) Further planting specification and plr_:mtmg details will be requw_ed, as well will descrlbe _t_he proposed management and monitoring of the landscape and an
as management plans for the establishment and long-term maintenance of | ecological mitigation and compensation features of the Scheme. The under draft
the various landscaping, landscape features and landscaped elements. commitment to deliver the LEMP, including consulting the relevant local DCO
Detailed design may be required for some elements when specifications planning and highway authorities, will be secured through dDCO Requirements | Requirement 4
are confirmed further during the process. 4 'Environmental Management Plan' and 5 ‘Landscaping' (APP017).
73 Ecology: Survey data Relevant In reference to the age of survey data: CIEEM (2019) Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment (EclA) requires Agreed 02/11/21
Representation Some of the survey data collected is considered out of date in accordance ecplogicgl data to have bgen collected With?n one or two years prior to an EclA
response RR- with the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management's being written. Table 8-3 in ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) demonstrates
037.34 (REP1-013) (CIEEM's) advice note on the lifespan of ecological reports and surveys the most recent surveys were completed in 2019 or 2020, which is within 2
Chartered Institute (CIEEM; 2019). Norfolk Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS) were years of the ECIA being written end of 2020, Additional desktop_ data is_not
of Ecology and consultéd for récords of designated sites and protected and notable required as field sur\(/jeyfs havle begn cc|>_mplet_ehq Slﬂcengé76 Wh'gh provide a
Environmental species in 2017 and for designated sites again in 2020. We recommend more accurate record of ecology baseline within the ounaary.
Management’s that the applicant fully updates the desktop study with protected species
(CIEEM’s) advice data too.
note on the lifespan
of ecological
reports and surveys
(CIEEM; 2019
ES Chapter 8
Biodiversity (APP-
047)
4 Ecology: Site Boundary Relevant In reference to the site boundary: Although the site boundary has been amended since some of the surveys were | Agreed 02/11/21
Representation The site boundary has been amended since some of the surveys have undertaken, the Applicant's ecologists were in the field during 2020 to acquire
response RR- been undertaken and therefore some of the reports need updating in-line additional information and/or validate the original survey findings to present the
037.35 (REP1-013) | with the current proposals. ecological baseline, affected by the final DCO boundary and scheme design,
ES Chapter 8 presented in ES Ch_apter 8 Biodiversity (APP—047). The_ su_ppprting botanical
Biodiversity (APP- and protected species survey reports qnly provide a_pomt in time re_cord of the
047) surveys completed in 2016 to 2020 to inform the main assessment in ES
Chapter 8.
In addition, paragraph 8.7.80 of ES Chapter 8, states further surveys for
biodiversity resources that are to be licensed (e.g. bat roosts, badger, water
vole and great crested newt) will be undertaken as per the respective licence
method statements in order to update results. Action BD2 in the record of
environmental actions and commitments, which forms Table 3.1 in the
Environmental Management Plan (APP-143), requires pre-construction
ecological surveys prior to any site clearance by an Ecological Clerk of Works
and prior to vegetation clearance. Delivery of this commitment will be secured
through dDCO Requirement 4 'Environmental Management Plan'.
Therefore, updating of historic survey reports is not required.
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S i?g;?sgy' Bat Survey Relevant In reference to survey areas: Please see Common Response | [in the Applicant’s Responses to the Relevant | Under
Representation The bat activity survey area (all species) was up to 1km from the DCO Representations (REP1-013) and copied in row NWL6 in Appendix C of this discussion
response RR- boundary. As previously stated in comments in response to the Preliminary | SoCG].

037.36 (REP1-013) | Environmental Information Report (PEIR) document bat survey work , . :
PEIR should consider incombination impacts with the Norwich Western Link and \é\{ggi\i?gss(;lep?gz%“;iﬂﬁzivg drglgoer')s ?P\lztr?t ;ibr:ins(;vlvﬁ I\/T/hEe?hgrh?npittiZ ra?ion at
it should be acknowledged that core sustenance zones for bats varies with the underpasses. overnasses and River Tud Crossing to enable bats to fl
LA 108 Biodiversity | species (6km for barbastelles). It should be noted that the Core fel P h ' P d wil K until ori 9 | ty
and LD 118 Sustenance Zones for Barbastelle bats is 6km away and there is moderate salely across the néw road wiil work untit monitoring Surveys are compiete.
- : . ! : . . However, Section 8.4 of ES Chapter 8 confirms the Applicant consulted Anna
Biodiversity design | confidence in zone size. There is a known colony of bats at Morton-on-the- liford (f v Berthi tC tion First. Ms Fullford h
Hill which is less than 6km from the site. Fullfor (formerly Ber inussen), at Conservation First. s Fullford has
ES Chapter 8 In reference to mitigati ) published papers in 2012 and 2015 on bats use of gantries and underpasses to
S X gation measures: . o , ;
Biodiversity (APP- The applicant states in their biodiversity statement they have undertaken 'c;]ross roadls Zafely.dlt is ackgov_vledgeéj that mltlﬁapon eﬁec}lveniss in terr‘gsr(])f
047) their assessment in accordance with LA 108 Biodiversity and LD 118 . oplovlfrsf ( eb?.eﬂ gnt on eﬁ'gf?tf]‘.” tﬁpa.roacg IS cquenty un nowtr_1 and there
Biodiversity design. We recommend asking the applicant to demonstrate IS a lack of published research within this Tield. AS such, on a precautionary
that mitigation measures proposed are effective. Section 4.5 of LD 118 ba3|s,| the as_s;:ssment a_ssc:J.med.the a%se;]nce O.f dmltllgauon in the prOJelc(tjdgagn,
Biodiversity design states “only mitigation measures that are effective and (t:)omp ying (\;\"t LD318 B'Oh |ver3|ty,_a|nf the residua |(rjnpact was conclu e to
proven shall be included in project design”. However, it has not been e major adverse due to the potential for permanent damage to populations.
demonstrated that mitigation measures are effective where proposed, for
example “hop overs” are proposed in the bat crossing point report. Post-note: The Applicant submitted at Deadline 2, within document 9.6
Applicant’'s Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions
(ExQ1) (REP2-014), the following responses clarifying the reasons why
underpasses could not be built on the existing crossing points and how this
mitigation will be monitored and managed.

e Q3.0.13 ES Chapter 8: Biodiversity [APP-047] Table 8.14 identifies that
there would be a large adverse and thus a significant residual effect on
bats. Please provide further justification to demonstrate that all potential
options have been fully explored to mitigate such effects?

e Q3.0.10 The Applicant ES Chapter 8: Biodiversity [APP-047],
paragraph 8.11.6 refers to crossing points and identifies that if a
reduction in numbers crossing is observed, further mitigation will be
required. Please provide further explanation of this, including at what
level would further mitigation be required and what form would this
mitigation take?

76 '\EA(;ct)Loogdyc.)kl\)/lg(;nltorlng Relevant _ In reference to monitoring: The request is acknowledgeq. by .the Applicant as reasonable._ I\I/Io.nito.ring is Agreed 02/11/21
Representation Where monitoring is required, we recommend asking the applicant to recommendgd for severa[ mitigation measures proposed to minimise impacts
response RR- outline the following points as, detailed in section 4.1.1. of LA 108 on biodiversity. The monitoring commitments are presented in the record of
037.37 (REP1-013) Biodi ity 9p B environmental actions and commitments, which forms Table 3.1 in the
LA 108 Biodiversity lodiversity: Environmental Management Plan (APP-143). Delivery of these commitments

1) monitoring methodology; will be secured through the dDCO Requirement 4 'Environmental Management
Environmental 2) mechanisms for implementation; Plan' (APP-017), which requires consultation with the relevant planning
Management Plan P ' authority on the second iteration of the Environmental Management Plan. The
(APP-143) 3) criteria for determining success/failure; Applicant recommends that during the process of developing the second

. o iteration Environmental Management Plan for Secretary of State approval pre-
4) frequency and duration of monitoring; and construction, the monitoring commitments are developed to reflect the final
5) frequency of reporting. detailed design and construction strategy taking into account the points detailed
in section 4.1.1. of LA 108 Biodiversity.
77 Ecology: Defra Metric . . . : . .
Calculations Relevant _ In reference to Defra Metric 2.0: o _ _ Highways I_England projects are ass_essed every three mon_ths durlng the desflgn Agreed 02/11/21
Representation Section 8.4.15 of Chapter 8 of the ES states “Biodiversity gains and losses | process using the Defra Metric 2.0 in order to track their Biodiversity Net Gain
response RR- have been assessed by using the Defra metric 2.0, which has informed the | (BNG) performance, with the final assessment of BNG for a project at the
037.38 (REP1-013) | proposed mitigation measures to minimise the effects of the Proposed construction stage. Highways England are responsible for monitoring the BNG
Scheme.” The calculations have not been provided and it is not clear if net | metric performance across all their road network. At DCO application
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Defra Metric 2.0

ES Chapter 8
Biodiversity (APP-
047)

Environmental
Masterplan, Rev.1
(AS-007)

gain will be achieved. If there is off-site mitigation/ compensation proposed
no details of off-site mitigation/ compensation has been provided.

submission the Scheme was forecast to achieve a positive BNG Metric score.
This was achieved through considered planting, landscaping and biodiversity
elements including species rich grassland, woodland and wetland habitats as
shown in the Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1 (AS-007). Table 8-13 in ES
Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) presents the net gain or loss of each habitat,
with a net gain in most of the higher biodiversity habitats. All land for provision
of all ecology mitigation and compensation requirements is identified within the
DCO boundary.

78

Ecology: Protected

response RR-
037.40 (REP1-013)

ES Appendix 8.12
Bat Survey Report
(APP-102)

LD 118 Biodiversity
Design

Section 5 of the Bat Activity Survey Report, Annex E highlights that further
transect and static surveys are required to aid confirmation of potential
crossing points used by bats, however due to COVID restrictions transect
surveys were only undertaken in April 2020. Transect surveys were not
carried out in May 2020 and surveys in June comprised of more targeted
crossing point activity. Best practice (Collins; 2016) recommends a
combination of transects and static surveys.

Transect surveys also have limited ability to identify spatial and temporal
variations in bat activity as they are biased towards the dusk period, and
where the surveyor is when they encounter a bat. We recommend that
there is greater use of static bat detectors to record bat activity within the
site/along linear landscape features (see Stahlscmidt & Bruhl, 2012).

Bat Survey report mitigation section 7.1.1. states “CIEEM advise that
survey results more than 3 years old are unlikely to be valid (CIEEM,
2019)”. It should be noted in accordance with CIEEM’s guidance on the
age of survey data, where survey data is over 18 months of age, a site visit
is required and some or all of the ecological surveys will need updating and
also the desktop study data information may also need updating.

There appears to be some uncertainty in Table 5-1 with regards to some of
the type of roosts identified for example ‘potential maternity’ and ‘potential
day roost’, additionally some species remain unidentified. Full impacts on
bats cannot be determined until the type of roost and species involved has
been identified. The report highlights that a bat licence will determine
specific mitigation. Section 4.4- 4.8.LD 118 Biodiversity Design outlines the
requirement that mitigation and compensation measures should be specific
and proportionate to the nature, magnitude and duration of the impact.
However, the proposed mitigation/ compensation measures for impacts on
roosting bats has not been provided. Section 7.1.3 refers to “although

detailed design. COVID restrictions in 2020 made it exceptionally difficult to
carry out surveys, with surveyors required to be at home self-isolating and all
non-essential retail and accommodation was closed; so there was no safe
suitable accommodation for staff, particularly at the beginning of the survey
season. It is acknowledged that best practice guidelines recommend a
combination of transects and static surveys and this will be carried out during
the detailed design stage, which will align with CIEEM guidance on timing and
validity of survey data prior to assessment and implementation of works. This
said, transect surveys and static detector were carried out between July and
October inclusive in 2019; the findings of the surveys provided enough
information on the baseline of the site to determine baseline conditions for the
ES written in late 2020.

Further survey effort will be carried out during the detailed design stage to
support the formal licence application and additional effort will be taken to clarify
the status of identified roosts. Mitigation required for any impacts on confirmed
roosts will be carried out under the terms of a Natural England derogation
licence.

ES Chapter 8 assessed a residual major adverse impact on bats. For the
purposes of the DCO, the assessment was based on a probable worst-case
scenario to ensure suitable mitigation and compensation is recommended. The
major adverse impact may be reassessed as a lesser impact following further
assessment and survey. In the detailed design habitat loss might change and
therefore providing detailed recommendations for it at this stage is not
appropriate. Detail on how many bat boxes, what type and their design will be
written into the Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (LEMP) and Record
of Environmental Actions and Commitments (REAC) as it will be based upon
habitat loss calculated in the detailed final design. The LEMP and REAC form
Annex B.5 and Table 3.1, respectively, in the Environmental Management

Species Reports Relevant All reports need to be consistent and the recommendations in Chapter 8 of | ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) presents the recommendations proposed | Agreed
Representation the Environmental Statement need to be in-line with the recommendations | following an assessment of the impacts of the Scheme design and DCO pending
response RR- of the targeted botanical and protected species reports. boundary presented in the DCO application. However, the supporting botanical | updated
037.39 (REP1-013) and protected species reports were developed primarily to provide baseline ecological
ES Chapter 8 survey data records from 2016 to 2020 to infprm t_he main asse;sment in ES constraints
Biodiversity (APP- Chapter 8. Consequently, any recommendations in the supporting technical plan
047) reports were based on a less developed scheme design and DCO land take

needs information; for example ES Appendix 8.1 Botanical Survey Report
(APP-096) was published before the Scheme was altered following statutory
consultation in 2020. Therefore, though the 2019 baseline survey data
remained applicable for use in an assessment of the final Scheme design and
the recommendations in the technical repots were considered when developing
ES Chapter 8, it is not appropriate to align the ES Chapter 8's recommendations
with the recommendations in the technical survey reports in the ES appendices.
79 Ezglggy' Bat Survey Relevant Page 40, 3.44: In reference to the Bat Survey Report (Appendix 8.12): Transect and static detector surveys will be carried out in 2022 to update results | Under
Representation and ensure that up to date baseline conditions are fully understood to inform discussions
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artificial bat roosting habitat cannot replace the range of natural cavities
and features that trees provide, they can create additional roosting
opportunities for a variety of species (particularly where no potential
existed previously) and boxes can be fitted on trees.” It is not clear how
many bat boxes, what type, design to mitigate impacts on roosting bats are
proposed. Section 8.11.6. of the Chapter Biodiversity document briefly
refers to “Schwegler 1FF bat boxes recommended in the licence”.

It is noted that thermal imaging equipment was not used during
emergence/ re-entry surveys. We previously recommended in our
response to the PEIR document the use of infra-red/thermal imaging
equipment when undertaking emergence surveys of the trees to obtain
more accurate population counts.

Plan (APP-143). Delivery of these commitments will be secured through dDCO
Requirement 4 'Environmental Management Plan' (APP-017), in consultation
with the relevant planning authority.

Mitigation measures at crossing points, hedgerow planting, retention of existing
vegetation, and planting to reduce light spill etc were included in the
Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1 (AS-007). Lighting plans specify that cowls
are used that change the lumins in the bulbs where possible to reduce any light
spill into sensitive areas. Lighting will be directional and positioned
sympathetically, to minimise light spill and disturbance sensitive biodiversity
resources including foraging bats.

The use of thermal imaging and infrared cameras for emergence/re-entry is not
a requirement of BCT best practice guidelines. All surveys carried out followed
general accordance with best practice BCT guidelines on survey effort.

POST NOTE:

As part of a European Protected Specials ghost licence application for bats,
Highways England are liaising with Natural England to ensure the additional
2022 surveys provide updated data to support the licence application.

Highways England will consider the following guidance when developing their
detailed design: “The Bat Conservation Trust and Institution of Lighting
Professionals issued Guidance Note 08/18 Bats and Artificial Lighting in the UK
in 2018.” This guidance document is aimed at lighting professionals, lighting
designers, planning officers, developers, bat workers/ecologists and anyone
specifying lighting. The relevant local planning authority would be consulted on
the final lighting design under Requirement 3 ‘Detailed Design’ of the draft
DCO.

80

Ecology: Collision
surveys

Relevant
Representation
response RR-
037.41 (REP1-013)

ES Appendix 8.13
Bat Crossing Point
Report (APP-108)

No collision surveys have been undertaken to-date. These surveys could
be undertaken to provide a baseline against which changes post -
construction can be measured. We would recommend the use of detector
dogs, as these have been shown to be significantly more effective at
searching for animals than human surveyors.

Collision surveys are not suitable for highways as surveyors can't safely access
the highway to search for carcasses, unlike wind farm studies, etc. in fields. In
addition, any such data that may be collected could not be used as a robust
data set as it would be ad hoc and biased towards larger animals.

The ES contains analysis of a crossing point survey for bats that assesses
where bats currently cross to identify locations for mitigation measures to
minimise risk of future collisions, such as planting fully grown trees to help
encourage bats to cross the highway at height above the traffic.

ES Appendix 8.13 Bat Crossing Point Report (APP-108), section 3.1.6, states:
“During the surveys undertaken in 2020 one surveyor was positioned at either
side of the A47 at the crossing point. They were equipped with a full spectrum
bat detector (Anabat Walkabout) to aid detection of bats and made notes of the
times and locations of bat calls and any bat activity that had been seen or heard
(commuting, foraging or social calls). Particular attention was paid to bats
crossing the A47, with flight height and direction recorded. The locations of the
origins of the bat calls were plotted on a map. Bat calls were recorded in full
spectrum format using the Anabat Walkabout detector for later analysis using
Anabat Insight and AnalookW analysis software. The recordings and the field
notes were used to help identify any bats crossing the A47, and the point of
crossing, by comparing the notes of surveyors at each side of the A47.”

Post-note: The Applicant submitted at Deadline 2, within document ‘9.6
Applicant’'s Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions
(ExQ1)’ (REP2-014), a response to Q3.0.10 and Q3.0.13 clarifying the bat
mitigation approach, reasons for the final design position of the underpasses

Under
discussions
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and how this mitigation will be monitored and managed. See above response to
reference 75 for more detail.

81

Ecology: Bat Crossing
point

Relevant
Representation
response RR-
037.42 (REP1-013)

PEIR

ES Appendix 8.13
Bat Crossing Point
Report (APP-108)

ES Chapter 8
Biodiversity (APP-
047)

In reference to the Bat Crossing Point Report (Appendix 8.13):

We previously recommended in our response to the PEIR document the
use of infrared/thermal imaging equipment when undertaking emergence
surveys of the trees to obtain more accurate population counts, and the
use of IR/TI is also important for identifying the height that bats cross the
landscape and collision risk modelling.

It is noted that the use of the thermal imaging scope (Pulsar Helion XP28)
was proposed for a minimum of two of the six further surveys at each of
the four chosen crossing points, however due to COVID restrictions it was
only possible to employ thermal imaging equipment on one survey at
crossing points one, seven and nine. It is not clear which element of the
COVID restrictions prevented the use of the scope in accordance with the
original proposals. That being said, it is not clear why the scope could not
be used on every occasion at the survey points.

Section 4.1.2 of the bat crossing points report states “in order to identify
any further ‘potential unseen bat crosses’ which may not have been
visually observed. Due to visibility limitations as light levels fall during the
surveys it becomes harder to see bats and bats may cross the road without
being seen (particularly on darker, more overcast nights). This is a
common, unmanageable limitation of bat surveys.” However, this would be
manageable with the use of thermal imaging equipment as outlined above.
Hop overs and fencing are recommended at bat crossing points, however it
has not been demonstrated that this would be an effective mitigation
measure to protect bats. Mitigation measures must take into account
specific species differences. Many factors are likely to affect levels of use
and the ‘attractiveness’ of the proposed mitigation measures for bats,
including size, alignment, connection to existing flight lines, roadside
vegetation and land use.

The monitoring recommendations in section 5.4 of the bat crossing points
report are vague and do not outline the criteria for determining success.

COVID restrictions at the time required surveyors to be at home self-isolating.
All nonessential retail and accommodation was closed so there was no safe
suitable accommodation for staff, particularly at the beginning of the survey

season. Obtaining use of specialist equipment at this time was also problematic.

This led to thermal imaging equipment being deployed at one survey only at
crossing points one, seven and nine. Crossing point eight was not surveyed
using a scope, but this does not invalidate the results as visibility was very good
and the road is narrow at this point. Crossing point surveys were undertaken
under best practice guidance (WC1060 Development of a Cost Effective
Method for Monitoring the Effectiveness of Mitigation for Bats Crossing Linear
Transport Infrastructure) (Berthinussen and Altringham, 2015). Bats crossing
the road were recorded by sight and by survey equipment. The number of bats
observed during transect, static and emergence re-entry surveys compares
favorably to the data set of biological records. On that basis, it can be
concluded that the Applicant's surveys give a fair representation of bats present
and crossing the road.

With regards the effectiveness of hop overs and fencing, Table 8-14 in ES
Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) acknowledges that it is unknown whether
mitigation at the underpasses, overpasses and River Tud Crossing to enable
bats to fly safely across the new road will work until monitoring surveys are
complete. However, Section 8.4 of ES Chapter 8 confirms the Applicant
consulted Anna Fullford (formerly Berthinussen), at Conservation First. Ms
Fullford has published papers in 2012 and 2015 on bats use of gantries and
underpasses to cross roads safely. It is acknowledged that mitigation
effectiveness in terms of 'hop overs' (dependent on design and approach) is
currently unknown and there is a lack of published research within this field. As
such, on a precautionary basis, the assessment assumed the absence of
mitigation in the project design, complying with LD118 Biodiversity, and the
residual impact was concluded to be major adverse due to the potential for
permanent damage to populations.

The monitoring recommendations state clearly what locations and what years
will require further survey. The report does not specify the methodology that will
be used, but the Applicant can confirm this will be consistent with best practice
methodology and utilise infra-red and thermal imaging technology where
appropriate. The criteria for success would be recording the continued use of
the crossing points identified by bats. The Applicant recommends that during
the process of developing the second iteration of the Environmental
Management Plan pre-construction, under Requirement 4 of the dDCO (APP-
017), the monitoring commitments are developed to reflect the final detailed
design and construction strategy taking into account the points detailed in
section 4.1.1. of LA 108 Biodiversity.

Post Note:

The selection of bat crossing points to survey was identified based on extensive
transect data that included all bat species and general behaviours of foraging
and commuting bats at the site. This considered the entire bat assemblage
present and did not focus on any one species. When discussing effects of bats
more consideration was given to barbastelle bats given their importance in the
local area.

Highways Engaldn would also like to clarify that the wording in our previous
response regarding Anna Fullford’s (formerly Berthinussen) research. This

Agreed
pending
rewording
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stated “Ms Fullford has published papers in 2012 and 2015 on bats use of
gantries and underpasses to cross roads safely.” To clarify, Ms Fullford has
published researching testing mitigation to determine whether bats use
underpasses and gantries to cross road safely. Research to date shows that
bats do not use gantries to cross road, although further monitoring and research
is needed.

82 Ecology: Bat . . . i . . .

Hibernation Relevant . In refere_ncg to t.he Bat Hibernation Report (Appendix 8.11): Section 8.7.57 The App_llcant will furthe_r assess these three trees .(Tl,Tf_i and T9) for . Agreed 02/11/21
Representation of the Biodiversity Chapter states “Between December 2019 and February | hibernation roost potential. Surveys (static monitoring) will be undertaken in
response RR- 2020 further automated detector hibernation surveys were undertaken on advance of construction works and by appropriately qualified specialists. Should
037.43 (REP1-013) | T1, T8 and T9. Results for all ten trees are that hibernacula are likely any or all of these trees be reported as having hibernation roosts appropriate

absent and five trees contained features that could be used as summer mitigation will be applied and this will be managed under licence from Natural
ES Chapter 8 d not for hibernation. The fi df England
Biodiversity (APP- roosts and not for hibernation. The five trees were surveyed for summer ngland.
047) roosts during 2019. However, Section 5.2.1 of the hibernation survey In absence of definitive conclusions from the ES Appendix 8.11 Bat Hibernation
report highlights that “As it is not possible to conclude with a degree of . PP :
. : . T ; Report (APP-106) relating to these 3 trees (T1, T8 and T9), ES Chapter 8
ES Appendix 8.11 certainty whether bats are or are not hibernating in trees one, eight and/or Biodiversity (APP- 047) does assess the overall impact to bats (which includes
Bat Hibernation nine based upon this data an accurate impact assessment on hibernating the loss ofmabitat and roosts) on a worst case scer?ario and assians a level of
Report (APP-106) bats cannot be undertaken.” The report outlines in section 5.3 of the report | . e ; ; h X 9 onal
that further surveys are required. impact pre-mitigation as major adverse for bot construction gnd operationa
impacts (ES Chapter 8 Tables 8-9 and 8-10). With mitigation in place, the
impact is reduced slightly and a large adverse significance of residual effect is
given.
The Bat Hibernation Report (APP-106) confirms in Section 5.1.2 that T1 has
been subject to access restrictions during surveys and is also noted to be
covered in ivy which has highlighted health and safety restrictions with aerial
mount surveys. T1 is located within the DCO boundary and should be retained
and as such, appropriate mitigation during construction is to be applied. These
mitigation measures are detailed within the Environmental Management Plan
(APP-143) and will also be managed within the Natural England licence.
Unfortunately, T9 will be lost as part of the construction works for a new slip
road, as noted in section 5.1.4 of the Bat Hibernation Report (APP-106).
However, the results of the future surveys will ensure that appropriate mitigation
is applied if this tree is found to have hibernation roost potential.
Mitigation measures specified for construction are recorded in Table 3.1 Record
of Environmental Actions and Commitments in the Environmental Management
Plan (APP-143). Table 3.1 also details the measures that have been
incorporated into the Scheme design to minimise any operational impacts.
These environmental actions and commitments will be secured by the
requirement 4 in the dDCO (APP-017), which will ensure they are provided as
part of the Scheme.
83 \E/g?;og&/;vgtter & Water Relevant In reference to the Otter and Water Vole Survey (Appendix 8.14): ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) assesses the overall impact to otters and | Agreed 02/11/21
y Representation Section 4.2 1. states “one potential otter holt was found at Point 3.” The full water voles on a worst case scenario assuming presence of both species site
response RR- scale of tr.1e- irﬁ acts on ottzrs has not vet been determined becauée it is wide. This has been done in the absence of definitive conclusions as noted in
037.44 (REP1-013) unclear if this isp an ofter holt y the representation regarding the potential otter holt in the Otter and Water Vole
. ) Survey Report (APP-109). The surveys were limited by health and safety
ES Appendix 8.14 . ‘, . id ! King i in eith d . f bl ft
Otter and Water Section 3.4.1 states “Throughout the survey area, there were sections that | considerations as working in water in either waders or using a floatable cra
Vole Survey (APP- could not be surveyed due to the water depth or dense vegetation. These was not allowed since appropriate safe access to the water was not achievable.
y sections were bypassed, and the survey continued in areas that were . . . L
109) ; i N . For both species, the assessment assigns a level of impact pre-mitigation as
accessible further along the water courses. This is a significant constraint, . : . .
; major adverse for both construction and operational impacts (see ES Chapter 8
ES Chapter 8 as an accurate density of water voles on each water course could not be . N . :
s ) o 1p ; . Tables 8-9 and 8-10) (APP-047). With mitigation in place, the impact is reduced
Biodiversity (APP- calculated.” It is not clear if various methods of access were explored to - : o
. ; and a neutral significance of residual effect is given.
047) enter the water course, such as a using a boat or using waders was
explored. Mitigation measures specified for construction are recorded in the Record of
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010038 Page 55

Application Document Ref: TR010038/APP/8.4




A47 North Tuddenham to Easton Dualling

Statement of Common Ground — Norfolk County Council

3

highways

england

Issues

Document
References

(if relevant)

Norfolk County Council Position

Area 3c is not shown on the plans showing the results of the surveys in
Appendix A.

The report and biodiversity chapter recommends the translocation of water
voles in the area where the Proposed Scheme will cross the river to a
receptor area that has previously been enhanced with vegetation and
allowed to mature so the site is suitable to receive the water voles. The
location of the proposed receptor area needs to be provided.

Highways England Position

Environmental Actions and Commitments which forms Table 3.1 in the
Environmental Management Plan (EMP)(APP-143). Table 3.1 also details the
measures that have been incorporated into the Scheme design to minimise any
operational impacts. Furthermore, and as detailed in the EMP, pre-construction
and follow up surveys will be undertaken for these protected species by a
suitably qualified specialist. These surveys will update the information already
received.

The environmental actions and commitments specified in the EMP (APP-143)
will be secured by Requirement 4 in the dDCO (APP-017), which will ensure
that they are provided as part of the Scheme.

The water vole relocation will be managed under licence from Natural England.
Areas identified for water voles are also shown on Sheet 10 of the
Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1, (AS-007) and will continue to be developed
as the detailed design progresses.

Following consultation with Natural England’s advice service, Natural England
has advised the Applicant that it sees no impediment to a licence being issued
based on the information provided.

Status

Ecology: Reptile Survey

84 report Relevant In reference to the Reptile Survey Report (Appendix 8.7): The Applicant acknowledges the comment regarding number of field site Agreed 02/11/21

Representation . o . o surveys which have been undertaken for reptiles across the site.

response RR- This repor_t, detailing surveys undertaken in 2019, is intended as an update _ _ _ _

037.45 (REP1-013) to the reptile survey undertaken by Amey in 2016 (Amey, 2017). As noted in the representation, only Area B recorded evidence of reptiles and 8

‘ . - . . i e visits were undertaken. ES Appendix 8.7 Reptile Survey Report (APP-102), in
. The reptile report states “Field surveys, including one visit to place artificial “ i X
Froglife (1999) refugia on site and nine subsequent visits undertaken in May, June, July paragraph 5.1.3, notes “the lack of observations of other common reptile
Advice Sheet 10 : . M species, in Areas A, C, and E, does not prove their absence, but likely
August and September to survey the refugia and site for reptiles.” Froglife ” ! -

ES Appendix 8.7 (1999) Advice Sheet 10 states “to establish presence, generally at least absence.” The Applicant undertook more than the minimum recommended

Reptile Survey. seven visits in suitable weather conditions at the appr’opriate time of year nqmber of_surveys o e§tabl|sh presence or absg nce (seven SUIVEys over a

Report (APP-102) may be required. For detailed surveys to gain some idea of relative minimum five-week period), as set O.Ut In the guidance (Froglife Advice Shget

population size 6r to identify key areas, at least 20 visits per season, in 10). It is acceptable to base conclus_lons on presence on th_ese surveys. It is

ES Chapter 8 suitable weather. are recommended” However cight survey visits V\,/ere also acce_ptable to base the conclysmns of the pop_ulatlon size (_)f reptiles being

Biodiversity (APP- undertaken in Ar1ea B to determine pc;pulation s’ize low on this number of surveys, using professional judgement, given the low

047) ' number of reptiles encountered during the eight visits, and the fact the surveys

Environmental were carried out over the extended survey period of May to September inclusive
in suitable weather conditions.

Masterplan, Rev.1

(AS-007) The impact assessment presented in ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) and
ES Appendix 8.7 Reptile Survey Report (APP-102) assumes a presence of
reptiles and considers that the total area of suitable habitat which will be
temporarily lost is relatively small. This is not considered to be significant in the
wider landscape where further suitable habitat is available. The creation of road
verges and planting detailed within the Environmental Masterplan, Rev.1, (AS-
007) post-construction will replace and provide new habitat for reptiles.
Reptiles are highly mobile species and, therefore, their distribution is likely to
change over time. Further reptile surveys will be required before the start of
works to update these results; these will be scheduled appropriately and with
sufficient time allowed for the consideration of further mitigation or avoidance
works as required.
The Reptile Survey Report (APP-102) also confirms in paragraph 3.4.2, relating
to Area A, that “To mitigate this constraint, the area will have a fingertip search
by an Ecological Clerk of Works during the reptile active season immediately
prior to works commencing in the area. If reptiles are found, they will be moved
to the allotments which are adjacent to the DCO boundary.” Area E will also be
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subject to precautionary measures of fingertip searching prior to construction, if
required.
Appropriate mitigation measures during construction works are also listed in the
Record of Environmental Actions and Commitments which forms Table 3.1 in
the Environmental Management Plan (APP-143). These environmental actions
and commitments will be secured by the requirements in dDCO Requirement 4
(APP-017).

Ecology: Barn Owls . ) . . . . . .

85 Relevant In reference to the Barn Owl Survey Report (Appendix 8.9): Table 6.1 The loss of a breeding site at location 5 in Table 6.1 of ES Appendix 8.9 is an Agreed 10/11/21
Representation highlights that the development will result in the loss of a breeding site at error; Site 5 is located outside the DCO boundary and will not be lost as
response RR- location 5, however elsewhere it is stated that a breeding site will only be confirmed in Section 6.5, Section 7 and drawing 778575-MLM-ZZ-XX-DR-J-
037.46 (REP1-013) | lost at location 3. Two alternative barn owl nest boxes to mitigate for the 0001 in ES Appendix 8.9. A breeding site will only be lost at location 3.

ES Appendix 8.9 Itc))es T)gp%;':dg:ﬁ Ir:)ijtit())%); ?Et: SS :(tehzr? rid5f||(\r/§ f?gg:t;ﬁga’l\zs Srtozgx?osraezgfnapr)lfeo Replacement nest boxes should be placed within 200m of the original box
Barn Owl Survey within Type 1 habitat or in areas of c.reated rough grassland, Barn owl within 30 days ahead of the impact with a clear line of sight to the original from
Report (APP-104) boxes must be placed no closer than 1.5km from the road (éhawyer the hole of the two erected boxes; see https://www.barnowltrust.org.uk/wp-
LD 118 Biodiversity | 2011). ' ' content/uploads/BarnOwls-and-Rural-Planning-Applications-a-Guide-2015.pdf.
design It is noted that the barn owl report recommends “compensatory rough Compensatory rough grassland will be created in areas where tree screening
Methodology and grassland should be created alongside the motorway” to compensate for mg Eég\ée;t;hsear?efm?ghlf Wv\t/?]grrgsnsotgzegi?é;?:'r'ggi;?setggnngﬁljt:%ﬁtross
Techniques for use | foraging habitat that will be lost”. The report also states, “efforts should flower-rich arassland ?ha.t will be manaaed for Wi|dgf]|0W€I’ diversity will be
in Ecological also be undertaken to render the roadside verges unsuitable for foraging unfavourab?e foraging for barn owls Tr?is approach is based on éuidance on the
Assessment: barn owls, though regular cutting, this will deter them from foraging Barn Owls and Maior Roads docum.ent roduced by the Barn Owl Trust. Under
Developing Best alongside the carriageway”, this contradicts the earlier statement. The I jor ! pr y : )
Practice in Survey recommendations must be consistent. :ZZdSS'C?sc:ane The creation of obstacles which force birds to fly higher across
?EnI(EjI\/FI{eVF\)/?rI;t(I:?]g:Ster Section 4.5 of LD 118 Biodiversity design states “only mitigation measures | https://www.barnowltrust.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/Barn_Owls_and_Major_Roa
' that are effective and proven shall be included in project design”. ds.pdf) there are further references of individual studies that support these
Shawyer, C.R., 2011. Barn Owl Tyto alba Survey Methodology and finfdings here. The approach is also covered in the Shaw 2011 document they
S - . X Lo reference:
gﬁfcg;q;ﬁj Ig)erpuosr(teirllg.EIEOIEI(K/?,I(\:E:QShSei:TenL Developing Best Practice in http://ousewashes.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/07/Survey_Methodology.pdf

86 Ezglggg' Bird Survey Relevant _ In reference to the Breeding Bird Survey Report (Appendix 8.8) and the S_ect?on 8_.4 of ES Ch_apter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) confirms the Norfolk Agreed 10/11/21
Representation Wintering Bird Survey Report (Appendix 8.10): Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS) were consulted for records of
response RR- . N . - . designated sites and protected and notable species. The bird survey reports are
037.47 (REP1-013) Eigﬂg?kz(ﬁ ;&%hxgggsvf’gast :n?jztretlaiz%rcx :;chlrghgeﬁ?gﬁ Z?IL%'CO;“SS?: ds only used to provide a point in time record of field survey data alongside other
ES Appendix 8.8 Centre data does not appear to have been undertaken but instead NBN Qlata con5|der<_—:-d in ES Chapt_e r8. Therefore, local records centre_ da_ta has
Breeding Bird gateway data is relied upon. NBN gateway data is not necessarily mfo_rmed the final ecological impact assessment of the DCO application scheme
Survey Report comprehensive or are not at a fine enough resolution to inform local design.

(APP-103) decisions. Some sensitive records (such as rare species data) are not
ES Appendix 8.10 available for public view, and this could result in an erroneous assumption
s e being made that a given species is absent from a particular area.
Wintering Bird
Survey Report Whilst web-based sources such as the NBN Atlas, a biodiversity database,
(APP-105) provide a useful dataset, these should be used to complement, rather than
ES Chapter 8 as a substitute for, rec_ords held by the Loc_:al Environmental Recc_)r_ds_
= X Centre (LERC) or equivalent. In all cases it should be made explicit in the
Biodiversity (APP- . R
047) ecological report that a data search has not_been undertaken_, justification
for the absence of a data search should be included, the likelihood of key
information being missed as a result should be assessed, and the
implications of this clearly set out (CIEEM; 2020).

87 Ecology: Nest Boxes Relevant It is noted that nest boxes are proposed but it is not clear what type of nest | Action BD1 and BD5 in the record of environmental actions and commitments, Agreed 10/11/21
Representation boxes. The locations of nest boxes would need to be appropriate and which forms Table 3.1 in the Environmental Management Plan (APP-143),
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response RR-
037.48 (REP1-013)

LD 118 Biodiversity
design

Environmental
Management Plan

consideration should be given to the increased risk of collision in close
proximity to the carriageway.

Section 4.5 of LD 118 Biodiversity design states “only mitigation measures
that are effective and proven shall be included in project design”.

CIEEM; March 2020. Guidelines for accessing, using and sharing
biodiversity data in the UK. Available at: https://cieem.net/wp-
content/uploads/2016/03/GuidelinesforAccessing-and-Using-Biodiversity-

require provision of nest boxes. Delivery of this commitment will be secured
through dDCO Requirement 4 'Environmental Management Plan' (APP-017).

response RR-
037.49 (REP1-013)

ES Appendix 8.3
Terrestrial
Invertebrate Survey
Report (APP-098)

ES Chapter 8
Biodiversity (APP-
047)

CIEEM) Guidelines
on Ecological
Impact Assessment
(EclA

Site Analysis for
Freshwater
Invertebrate
Surveys) Version
30

No desk study was undertaken as part of the assessment. The report
states “It is assumed that a data search will be undertaken as part of the
impact assessment at a later stage.” However, an impact assessment
including invertebrate records does not appear to have been undertaken.

Further surveys are recommended for Units K,L and RY1, which could not
be accessed for survey during 2019 because of continuous livestock
presence, these do not appear to have been undertaken yet. The report
states “Three areas of district value for invertebrates were identified — off
Church Lane, East Tuddenham (Unit TU), south of Hall Farm,

Honingham (Hall Farm Meadows), and off Mattishall Road, Hockering (Unit
88). A further area, Easton Church fields, is considered to be of local
value.” The report goes on to state that “Hall Meadows are due to be
bisected by the new route of the A47, which will also cross the River Tud.
This would represent a major negative impact on this invertebrate habitat,
valued at district level, and will therefore require mitigation. The habitats
might be more challenging to mitigate, as they are less replaceable than
the drier grasslands, and may require offsite compensation. Remaining
areas should be managed in order to provide continuity of invertebrate
habitat.” However, section 8.7.27 of Biodiversity — Chapter 8 of the ES
states “The terrestrial and aquatic invertebrate assembly has been
assessed as a biodiversity resource of local level importance. The reports
must be consistent and mitigation/ compensation must be effective and
proven. There is no mention of off-site compensation for terrestrial
invertebrates in Chapter 8 — Biodiversity of the ES.

designated sites and protected and notable species. The invertebrate survey
reports are only used to provide a point in time record of field survey data
alongside other data considered in ES Chapter 8. Therefore, local records
centre data has informed the final ecological impact assessment of the DCO
application scheme design.

The Applicant acknowledges the comment regarding lack of invertebrate survey
data for units K, L and RY1 which could not be accessed in 2019 due to the
presence of livestock, or in 2020 due to both access and COVID restrictions.
The Applicant will integrate invertebrate surveys into the detailed design stage if
safe access to the fields can be obtained (i.e. landowner can remove all cattle
from the field to allow safe access). Significant effort will be made to liaise with
landowners to achieve permission to carry out these surveys at the detailed
design stage. The Applicant is committed to developing a landscape design that
is considerate of invertebrate habitat and provide adequate mitigation for the
loss of part of Hall Meadows, required for the new River Tud Crossing, in
consultation with the relevant planning authority; this will be secured through
dDCO Requirement 5 ‘Landscaping’. All land for provision of all ecology
mitigation and compensation requirements, including for terrestrial
invertebrates, is within the DCO boundary.

The assemblage of invertebrates and specific areas of habitat that support
them, as reported in ES Appendix 8.3 Terrestrial Invertebrate Survey Report
(APP-098), were assessed in accordance with The Chartered Institute of
Ecology and Environmental Management (CIEEM) Guidelines on Ecological
Impact Assessment (EclA). The Applicant acknowledges that “district” level
importance is not defined in the CIEEM guidelines. Section 6 “Site evaluation”
states “The district context is defined as the catchment of the River Tud, in
which the site is situated.”

The assessment of the identified species assemblages, in ES Appendix 8.4
River Tud Corridor Aquatic Invertebrate Survey (APP-099) was carried out
using SAFIS (Site Analysis for Freshwater Invertebrate Surveys) Version 30.
This identified that the River Tud supports a species of national importance (the
white-clawed crayfish) but all other areas were of no significant conservation
value since all taxa noted were common or very common.

The biodiversity assessment in ES Chapter 8 uses the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges (DMRB) biodiversity assessment methodology, which differs
from the CIEEM guidelines on EclA. The assessment methodology is
described in ES Appendix 8.2 (APP-097) and the methodology for assessing
the geographic scale of biodiversity resource importance, included as Table 1-1,
is taken from Table 3.9 from DMRB guidance LA 108 - Biodiversity. This
provides a scale where “local importance” is followed by “county or equivalent
authority importance” and definitions for species are given. The importance of
the invertebrate assemblage described in the terrestrial and aquatic invertebrate

(APP-143) Data-March-2020.pdf
88 Ecology: Terrestrial Relevant In reference to Terrestrial Invertebrate Survey Report (Appendix 8.3): Section 8.4 of ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) confirms the Norfolk Under
Invertebrates . - ] . : . :
Representation Biodiversity Information Service (NBIS) was consulted for records of discussion
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reports most accurately meets the definition of local importance and does not
meet the criteria required to be classified as county importance.

Finally, with regards reports needing to be consistent, please see the response
to RR037.39, above.

Post Note:

We would like to clarify that the most up to date records search will be shared
with the entomologist appointed to carry out the detailed design stage surveys,
that will include units K, L and RY1 provided safe access to the fields can be
obtained (i.e. landowner can remove all cattle from the field to allow safe
access). We acknowledge the discrepancy between the invertebrate report and
chapter 8, and intend to review updated survey effort in line with the
conclusions of the terrestrial invertebrate report. The areas identified as
possibly being of district value for invertebrates will be subject to further
invertebrate survey in 2022; these include: off Church Lane, East Tuddenham
(Unit TU), south of Hall Farm, Honingham (Hall Farm Meadows), off Mattishall
Road, Hockering (Unit 88), and also the area considered to be of local value
(Easton Church fields). Highways England will liaise with landowners to
achieve permission to carry out these surveys at the detailed design stage.

Status

89

Ecology: vegetation and

trees Relevant In reference to the Botanical Survey Report (Appendix 8.1): The botanical The Applicant confirms they are committed to developing a landscape design Agreed 10/11/21
Representation report refers “offsite compensation may be required for Unit RYW”, that is considerate of the habitat in Unit RYW and provides adequate mitigation
response RR- however there is no mention of offsite compensation in Chapter 8 of the for the loss of part of Unit RYW, required for the new River Tud Crossing, in
037.50 (REP1-013) | ES. Itis not clear from the information provided if the entirety of Unit k will consultation with the relevant planning authority. This will be secured through
ES Appendix 8.1 be retained. Unit K _is woodlend ona shou!der of the Tud valley, which_ has d_DCO Requirement 5 ‘I__andscaping’. Oﬁ—s_i_te cempensation is not_required
Botanical Survey contl_nuously_ occupied the site since the Tithe map of 1836-1850 and is since all land for provision of all ecology mitigation and compensation
Report (APP-096) possibly ancient woodland. requirements is within the DCO boundary.

In accordance with section 4.2 of LD 118 Biodiversity design needs to With regards Unit K, the alder woodland east of the new River Tud Crossing,
ES Chapter 8 ddress adverse impacts on biodiversity resources as far as possible the Scheme design would require a partial permanent loss of the eastern edge
Biodiversity (APP- a pa . Y X Sfarasp g q p p g
through the use of a hierarchical system for the identification and of the woodland. The DCO boundary extent into the woodland also allows for a
047) . . . . , . . o
assessment of impacts in accordance with requirements in LA 104. safe temporary construction work area, though efforts will be made to minimise
Section 4.2 of LD Examples of measures to avoid or prevent impacts include consideration of | the loss of woodland habitat. However, the botanical survey report was
118 alternative route corridors, or alternative design options, to avoid sensitive authored in 2019 when the Scheme design proposed a walking and cycling
sites. It has not been demonstrated that the mitigation hierarchy has been route under the River Tud Crossing, which would have required permanent loss
followed, for example it is not clear if Unit K “could be completely avoided of approximately a third of the woodland area, plus a construction work area, to
by a relatively minor southward shift in the route” as recommended in the create this graded access. This was subsequently removed and replaced by
botanical report. the Honingham Church underpass within the Scheme design in the DCO
. ) application. Although the main dual carriageway alignment could not be moved
:ggsﬁﬁgsgggg:g Srtt;]()erlzl:gg:ﬁhﬂ?{;ﬁ?j’%ﬁiﬁgiﬂg \é)vf%élélrlé i%?ﬁ;g;?se to avoid any loss of the woodland, the area at risk is significantly less than was
including that the significant number of category A and B trees designated presented at the _2020 statutory consultation. Please see the comparative
for removal should be considered for retention if the road layout changes impacts below, with the proposed Scheme on the left, from the Sheet 12 of the
. . . ' Works Plans (APP-007), and statutory consultation design on the right®
Ancient and veteran trees are irreplaceable habitats.
Page 59

5 From the drawing available at: https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a47-north-tuddenham-to-easton-february/supporting_documents/A47%20North%20Tuddenham%20t0%20Easton%20%20Scheme%20boundary%20plan.pdf
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With regards protecting category A and B tree, especially ancient and veteran
trees, please see the Applicant’s response to RR-037.18 and RR-037.19. There
is no ancient woodland in Unit K, and no ancient woodland will be lost.

90 Ezglgr%y' Badger Survey Relevant In reference to the Badger Survey Report (Appendix 8.15): There are Surveys were carried out at all parcels where land access was granted. In Agreed 11/01/22
Representation areas of suitable badger habitat located immediately outside of the survey | some instances land access to parcels, particularly land outside of the DCO
response RR- area. It is not clear why these areas were not included within the survey boundary, was not achievable. The ‘survey area’ includes land within the
037.51 (REP1-013) | area given their proximity to the site and their suitability to support Scheme plus a 50m buffer zone, where accessible.

ES Appendix 8.15 badgers. Further surveys for biodiversity resources that are to be licensed (including
Badger Survey Natural England’s standing advice is that sett entrances must be badger) will be undertaken as stated in the respective licence method
Report (APP-110) monitored over an extended period of time, eg up to 4 weeks, to see if statements to update results, as stated in ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047),
ES Chapter 8 they’re active. _The setts were not monitored. ir_1 accordan_ce with Natural paragre_tph 8.7.80. Monito_ring of setts for four weeks is not required to _
Biodiversity (APP- Engl_and’s a.dV|ce on survey effort therefore it is not possible to have determine use of setts to inform the impact assessmgnt, since badger_s will
047) confidence in the results provided to date. There are several setts that are | regularly move around between different setts over time. The monitoring of
listed as partially active in sections 4.1.1 of the report and in Table 4.1.17 setts for four weeks is a requirement for surveys required to support a licence
and therefore it is not clear if these setts are active or disused. Further application, and for this survey remote cameras as well as other methods will be
surveys were recommended at one of the setts, however this survey work used to accurately categorise the status of setts. Setts that are disused at the
has not yet been undertaken. Section 3.2.2 and 3.2.3 highlights that some | time of a survey may still be a potential sett in use at other times of the year.
areas of the survey area were not surveyed and were inaccessible. The Due to the confidential nature of bad it inf i i fidential
ecologist must attempt to gain access to these areas to survey for . ger sett information, a separate confidentia
badgers. note has been provide Fo the ExA and_Norf_oIk County Council responding to the
request for further details regarding mitigation and status of badger setts.
It is not clear from the information in the biodiversity chapter or the badger i . . )
surveyreport th impacs on ay st dentfed and the migaon | E9STNOTEL e overer earge Hopes Exgand confimed o ve
measures proposed. The details provided in the badger survey report do letter of no impediment received from Natural England. See responses uﬁder
not match the details provided in the biodiversity chapter. The proposed ‘Agenda Item 5 - Consents, Licenses and Other Agreeﬁments’ within the
locations of badger underpasses have also not been provided. Sett 13 is Applicant's Written S ' f Oral Submissi { ISH1 (REP4-014
marked on Appendix A as disused, however it is stated within the report pplicants Written summary of ral Submissions a ( )-
that this is a ‘potential sett’.

o1 Ei(;glsogy. County Wildlife Relevant County Wildlife Sites must be shown on Figure 8.1. The Biodiversity Table 8-5 in ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047) lists 21 non-statutory Agreed — 10/11/21
Representation Chapter outlines potential indirect impacts on County Wildlife Sites, designated County Wildlife Sites (CWSSs) plus one proposed CWS within 2km of | subject to EIA
response RR- however from the information provided including the Environmental Master | the DCO boundary. No CWSs are located within the DCO boundary footprint, Addendum
037.52 (REP1-013) | Plan some of the County Wildlife Sites appear to be directly impacted by with the closest being Old Covert, Wood Land, CWS adjacent to the DCO
ES Chapter 8 the proposed works, for example there is a drainage feature proposed in a | boundary. Brook House Marshes is not listed as a C_ounty Wild_life Site in ES
Biodiversity (APP- section of Brook House Marshes CWS. Chapter 8 or on the NBIS records, but_ may have a different offlc_lal name. The_
047) assessment has assessed the risk of indirect effects (e.g. pollution risks and air

emissions) and conclude a neutral (no change) residual effects on all CWSs.
Environmental
Masterplan, Rev.1
(AS-007) POST NOTE: At Deadline 6, Highways England submitted document ‘9.25
Additional Environmental Information’ (REP6-019). Chapter 2 assesses the
following new ecological information obtained during the Examination period:
e Updated biological records data from Norfolk Biodiversity Information
Service (NBIS); and
¢ Newly designated County Wildlife Sites from July 2021 — this includes an
assessment of effects and proposed mitigation on new CWS.
The only biodiversity resources that required an additional assessment are the
new County Wildlife Sites identified post the DCO application submission in
March 2021. The original assessment in ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047)
remains unchanged, but it should be read in conjunction with this document.
It is anticipated that the Scheme will have a neutral effect on all CWSs outside
of the DCO boundary during both construction and operation phases.
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It is anticipated that there will be a slight adverse residual effect on River Tud at
Easton and Honingham CWS, Fen West of East Tuddenham CWS and Brook
House Marshes CWS during construction, due to the requirement to remove
habitats to make way for construction. This does not change the original
assessment conclusions in ES Chapter 8 Biodiversity (APP-047), which
considered the construction effects on the habitats within these new CWS
designated areas. Construction activities will be planned to avoid temporary
negative effects on habitats as much as possible and the aim overall will be to
enhance the habitat on site, including where appropriate implementing
measures for water voles and to increase coverage and extent of wetland plants
that are found in other more biodiverse areas of the sites that have led to the
sites to be designated CWS.

During the operational phase, the effect on Fen West of East Tuddenham CWS
will be neutral since the site is outside of the development area. The effect on
the River Tud CWS at Easton and Honingham will also be neutral, mainly
because habitat enhancements for other areas of the River Tud will
compensate for loss of habitat resulting from construction of the bridge over the
crossing point. The residual effect on Brook Hall Marshes will be slight
beneficial since a new wetland/grassland complex will be created on an area of
species-poor grassland, increasing coverage and extent of wetland plants and
biodiversity.

92

Ecology: Inter-project

effects assessment Relevant Cumulative Effects Assessment (Chapter 15) Section 15.5.32 states “an Please refer to the Applicant’s response to RR-037.29. The Applicant agrees Under
Representation assessment of inter-project cumulative effects has not been undertaken for | that, in light of the clarification on the NWL Scoping Report, ES Chapter 15 discussion
response RR- other environmental topics as no scoping report has been submitted for the | should be updated to reflect the NWL scheme as a Tier 2 development and
037.53 (REP1-013) | proposed NWL development. This is considered a Tier 3 development provision of a new section to be added to ES Chapter 15 Cumulative Effects
ES Chater 15 under Advice Note Seventeen guidance and it is assumed that the NWL Assessment (APP-054) assessing the inter-project cumulative effects with the
b will assess the Proposed Scheme in their coming EIA.” However, a NWL scheme for topics other than just air and noise.
gsgi?rﬂ\éitlzf(filgt;- scoping report has been submitted for the Norwich Western Link (planning The Applicant will seek to provide an updated ES Chapter 15 by Deadline 3 or
054) ref: SCO/2020/0001) which is located on Norfolk County Council's planning | , PP P P P y
portal. ’
NWL EIA Scoping POST NOTE: At Deadline 6, Highways England submitted a revised ES
Report Chapter 15 Cumulative Effects Assessment (REP6-030) with additional analysis
of cumulative effects with Norwich Western Link Scheme. The potential
cumulative impacts considering the NWL do not elevate the level of impact
already estimated for the Scheme in ES Chapter 8 (APP-047).
93 Geology & Soils: . . . . _ . .
. Relevant No comments in respect of this particular topic in the submission. The Applicant acknowledges the feedback on ES Chapter 9 Geology and Soils | Agreed 23/09/21
Geology & Soils .
Representation (APP048).
response RR-
037.54 (REP1-013)
ES Chapter 9
Geology and Soils
(APP048).
94 Geology & Soils: . . . . . . . . . .
; Relevant The Mineral Planning Authority (MPA) welcomes the inclusion of a Mineral | The Applicant acknowledges the positive feedback from the Mineral Planning Agreed 23/09/21
Mineral Impact . . > e
Assessment Representation Impact Assessment as part of the proposed scheme. Authorlty that ES Appendix 10.4: Minerals Impact Assessment (APP-_103)
response RR- . : - appropriately assesses the safeguarded mineral resources and contains an
The MPA agrees with the summary of mineral resources within the scheme . . o . : : :
037.55 (REP1-013) . . . . appropriate strategy for identifying suitable material for reuse in the construction
and the constraints which are outlined in paragraph 10.4.4. h f the Sch The Apoli fi he ENnvi |
ES Appendix 10.4: _ o _ phases of the Scheme. The Applicant can confirm the Environmenta
Minerals Impact " | The MPA also agrees with the assessment of reuse suitability of site-won Management Plan (APP-143) contains Annex B.3 Materials Management Plan
AssessmenF(APP- materials, as outlined paragraphs 10.6.5-10.6.24. The use of the (MMP), which will be secured through dDCO Requirement 4 'Environmental
103) Specification for Highway Works Series 600 to grade materials for use into | Management Plan' (APP-017).
classes is considered appropriate.
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Environmental The MPA notes that an estimate of site won material likely to be extracted

Management Plan during the construction phase is included, for the following superficial

(APP-143) Annex geological deposits likely to be encountered.

B.3 Materials « Alluvium: 4,450m3 60% class 1, 40% class 2

Management Plan uvium: 4,450m3 approx 6 class 1, o class

(MMP) » Sheringham Cliffs Formation: 29,500m3 approx 60% class 1, 40% class

2
» Lowestoft Formation: 580,000m3 approx 20% class 1, 80% class 2
The MPA recognises that this an estimate and that a full assessment of the
reuse potential of material will be required as it is excavated. Paragraph
10.7.8 states that any opportunity to reuse the excavated material will be
taken.
In conclusion, the MPA considers that the Mineral Impact Assessment
appropriately assesses the safeguarded mineral resources for the
proposed scheme and contains an appropriate strategy for identifying
suitable material for reuse in the construction phases of the scheme.
Construction: Traffic . : . i . . : . . . - .

95 Management Relevant _ The county cpuncn would gxpect _dlsruptlon to be kept to a minimum during | The Applicant has.comm[tted to kqepmg dlsruptlon to a minimum durl'ng the Agreed 23/09/21
Representation the A47 dualling construction period and would want to work with Scheme construction period and will work with Norfolk County Council, as the
response RR- Highways England, or its contractors, on managing traffic during the works. | highway authority and other affected major developers (e.g. wind farm
037.56 (REP1-013) developers), to manage traffic during the works.

Outline Traffic This commitment will be managed through the traffic management plan,
Management’ of the secured through Requirement 10 ‘Traffic Management’ of the dDCO (APP-017).
dDCO (APP-017).

96 \éVCHR / PRoW: Health Relevant In addition to the previous comments on short term impacts of dust and air | The ES reports on the potential impacts during construction and operation as Agreed 23/09/21

enefits . . . ; . o e . o L
Representation quality relating to construction process (Section 3.35). In addition, we well as the proposed mitigation and design decisions to minimise adverse
response RR- would want to minimise long term impacts on accessibility to and use of effects and maximise beneficial opportunities of the Scheme where possible.
037.57 (REP1-013) Walking_, cycling r_:md other active travel rout.e_s for the whole local Noise, air quality and vibration assessments are presented in the following
ES Chapter 5 Air popylatlon covering a range of health conditions. We would also want to chaptérS'

Quality (APP-044) avoid reduced ability to access, for example, open or wooded space for '
recreational activity. Additional active travel routes to join up communities + ES Chapter 5 Air Quality (APP-044)

ES Chapter 11 are supported and if the overall proposal has the effect of making active . L
Noise ar?d Vibration | travel appear more attractive in terms of, for example, segregated * ES Chapter 11 Noise and Vibration (APP-050)
(APP-050) pathways and / or traffic speed and visibility, we would support this. Use of | « ES Chapter 15 Cumulative Effects Assessment (APP-054)
ES Chapter 15 green or wooded space to mitigate traffic noise and maintain or enhance

. the cooling effects of such environments would be supported.
Cumulative Effects
Assessment (APP-
054)

97 \CI)V;;)%EJ”EEEW' Missed Relevant Norfolk County Council fully supports the range of improvements and The Applicant acknowledges the positive feedback and support from Norfolk Agreed 23/11/21
Representation additional walking, cycling and horseriding (WCH) provision this scheme County Council for the range of improvements and additional walking, cycling
response RR- provides to the A47 corridor in this part of the county, but at the same time | and horse-riding (WCH) facilities to be provided as part of the Scheme and the
037.58 (REP1-013) | feel strongly that there are some very obvious missed stopping up of Hockering FP12.

ES Chapter 12 opportunities or apparent lack of understanding of the breadth and range of | Hockering FP11 is located east of Hockering village and, according to the
Population and WCH usage that could actually result in increased local and short-distant Definitive Map, provides a connection between The Street and the existing A47.
human health motor-vehicle usage rather than, as such provision is intended, encourage | This footpath has fallen into disuse and is no longer accessible. As such, it does
(APP-051) more cycling and walking as a travel or recreation choice. not offer a meaningful route for either utility or recreational trips.
Notable aspects of the scheme include the creation of a WCH route the full | Whilst the request from NCC to stop up this section of footpath is
length of the scheme following the existing A47 corridor from Hall Lane in acknowledged, the Applicant is not able to consider the request due to FP11
the west to Dereham Road at Easton. This is a significant increase in east- | crossing a land parcel outside the Scheme DCO boundary.
west WCH facilities providing the opportunity for WCH commuting and
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travel into Norwich. This is a combination of new provision with existing The Applicant has compared the legal alignments of the Public Rights of Way
and local roads, although we are disappointed to note that some existing shown on the Definitive Map with those shown on the Rights of Way and
roads are not to be closed to motor vehicles as originally proposed, Access Plans (APP008). A number of minor drafting errors have been identified.

although the reasons for this are accepted. The other notable provision is The Applicant proposes to revise the Rights of Way and Access Plans and
the new WCH overbridge in the location of Easton roundabout providing a | issue an amended version at either Deadline 2 or 3 to allow for inclusion of

grade-separated crossing. Other proposed improvements to crossings, other possible amendments arising from a review of both Relevant

additional sections of segregated WCH routes along existing and new Representations and the ExA's first round of written questions. The decision not
roads, and the diversion and upgrade of a public footpath to a cycle path or | to provide a WCH overbridge along the route of Hockering FP7 was informed by
bridleway to provide a WCH connection between minor roads are all the level of existing WCH usage. To provide an indication of current usage of
welcomed as improvements to the county’s WCH provision. Hockering FP7, WCH surveys were conducted at the junction of the footpath

with the existing A47 between 7am and 7pm for 14 consecutive days between
Monday 13 July and Sunday 26 July 2020. In the main, the weather during the
surveys was dry and bright. As such, we would expect that the usage
information collected is representative of the average use and is sufficient to
inform the assessment of the Scheme.

We are pleased this scheme is a resolving a problematic short public
footpath (Hockering FP12) created during the construction of the current
A47 through closure but would like to see a solution for a similar situation
— Hockering FP11 — put forward. In respect to any PRoW diversions, plans
should depict the legal alignment of the PRoW as shown on the Definitive

Map and not what is found on the ground, to avoid the creation of short, The WCH surveys recorded very low usage of Hockering FP7 and it is evident
disconnected, unusable PRoW (as in Hockering FP12) and ensure new that the footpath is used mainly for recreational purposes, i.e. dog walking, as
facilities on the ground correspond to the legal alignment. reported in Table 12.6 of ES Chapter 12 Population and human health (APP-

051). In total, only 18 movements (17 pedestrian and 1 cyclist) were recorded
over the 14-day survey period and no movements were recorded on the
majority of days. The maximum number of movements recorded on any single
day was 3 movements and this occurred on 2 days. No electric scooter or
wheelchair users were recorded on any of the survey days.

Our main area of concern is that no crossing facility, either by underpass or
overbridge in the immediate vicinity of Hockering FP7 is to be provided.
The scheme will create a highways maintainable short, potentially
inaccessible, cul-desac public right of way between the current and new
A47. We feel this is a missed opportunity to provide another WCH
overbridge (especially a green bridge). This is further segregation of Norfolk County Council previously noted that Public Rights of Way Hockering
communities than currently and will also remove from Hockering residents | FP8, Hockering FP7 and East Tuddenham FP9 form a circular walk either side
the current option of a quickly accessible countryside walk using the PRoW | of the River Tud and claimed that this circular walk was well used by the local
network to the south. The provision of WCH facilities along existing and community. The results of the WCH surveys do not support the usage
proposed roads and bridges, does to some extent provide this link, but the | suggested by Norfolk County Council. With the Scheme in place, residents of
significant additional distance, makes this a WCH travel (or long-distance Hockering will have improved access to the circular walk albeit that they will
recreation) choice and not a short distance recreation choice and so is need to access the footpaths on either side of the River Tud via use of the
excluding a significant area of WCH provision. shared use cycle tracks to be provided adjacent to the section of the A47 to be
de-trunked and the new Mattishall Lane Link Road. Use of the cycle tracks to
access the circular walk will be no less convenient for the residents of
Hockering and underbridge provided as part of the Mattishall Lane Link Road
will facilitate the safe segregated crossing of the new A47.

The Applicant acknowledges that those users currently using Hockering FP7 to
undertake a trip between Hockering and East Tuddenham will experience an
increase in journey length (in excess of 500 metres) as a result of the Scheme.
However, the WCH surveys have indicated that the number of users
undertaking such a trip is likely to be very low and any such trips will likely be
for recreational purposes. For users undertaking recreational trips, taking a
direct route is likely to be of less importance, and the creation of additional
lengths of cycle track is far more likely to be considered as beneficial since it
creates additional walking and cycling opportunities for them.

It is therefore not possible to justify the third party landtake, environmental
impacts and construction and maintenance costs to provide an additional
crossing facility (e.g. WCH overbridge) to accommodate Hockering FP7.

WCHR / PRoW: NWL

98 interdependancies Relevant Another area of concern is the proposed WCH provision in the vicinity of The Applicant will continue dialogue with Norfolk County Council regarding Agreed 23/11/21
Representation the proposed Norwich Western Link. (see also Section 3.12-3.19). In WCH provision in the vicinity of the proposed NWL. With regards the section of
response RR- addition to eastwest provision, the diversion and alignment of sections of new cycle track shown as CF1 to CF2a on Sheet 10 of the Rights of Way and
037.59 (REP1-013) | Honingham Restricted Byway 1 (RB1) appear to be dependent on the Access Plans (APP-008), Highways England acknowledges the concern raised
Sheet 10 of the alignment and WCH provis_ion of the proposed _Norvx_/ich Western Link by NCC and the interaction with NWL's proposal to provide an overbridge
(NWL). The county council would want to continue its dialogue with
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Rights of Way and
Access Plans
(APP-008)

Article 13 of the
dDCO

Highways England on such matters to ensure that delivery of measures
associated with the A47 scheme are coordinated with the delivery of the
NWL and that any continuation of routes for WCH must be

considered. The county council would also want to ensure that it will not
be burdened with unusable additional PRoW or other WCH provision on
completion of the schemes.

There are other matters of concern with the diversion of RB1. It appears
that the section of it not being diverted does not link at its northern end with
the new WCH provision. This needs to be addressed to provide continuity
and accessibility even though there is additional WCH in the

vicinity. Where the diverted RB is to cross a highway or be concurrent with
the new private means of access, it is imperative that the public access
rights on this type of PRoW (ie horse and carriage) are fully understood so
that suitable crossing facilities, segregation methods, surfaces and most
importantly widths of route, are installed.

further north to connect RB1 to Wood Lane; thus the request not to be required
to replace CF1 to CF2a.

The Applicant confirms this is a temporary arrangement intended to provide a
link between Wood Lane and the diverted restricted byway (Honingham RB1)
during the interim period of the two schemes becoming operational. It may be
that this temporary route is not implemented depending on the overlap of the
schemes and construction sequencing.

The temporary route is defined in the dDCO, Schedule 1, as a standalone work
item, Work No. 26a (APP-017), and is shown on drawing sheet 10 of the Rights
of Way and Access Plans (APP-008) as CF1 to CF2a. Article 13 of the dDCO
permits the Applicant to construct the cycle track between CF1 and CF2a and
open it for use on such days as the Applicant may determine (i.e. provide a
permissive route on a temporary basis as opposed to creating a permanent
public right of way).

The retained southern section of Honingham Restricted Byway 1 (RB1),
between the existing A47 and Dereham Road in Honingham, does not link at its
northern end with the new WCH provision (reference point A39 on Sheet 9 of
the Rights of Way and Access Plans (APP-008)). This issue will be rectified on
a revised version of the Rights of Way and Access Plans.

The Applicant understands the public access rights on the diverted section of
RB1. The proposed width of RB1 will be 3 metres, making it suitable for use by
horse and carriage. Where running concurrent to the new private means of
access to Hall Farm, RB1 will be separated from the carriageway of the new
access road by a 1025mm separation strip incorporating a pedestrian guard rail,
for Structure S04 shown on the Engineering Drawings (APP-010).

Although the diverted RB1 will be of sufficient width for horse and carriage use,
further liaison will be undertaken with Norfolk County Council’s Public Rights of
Way/Access Officer to understand the particular requirements of these uses at
where the diverted RB1 will cross the existing A47.

With regards the proposed cycle track between CF10 and CF9, on Sheets 9
and 11 of the Rights of Way and Access Plans (APP-008), this will be split to
show: a 3m wide restricted byway between CF10 and where the cycle track
crosses RB1 on the south side of the existing A47; and a 2m wide cycle track
between the RB1 crossing on the south side of the existing A47 and point CF9
on Dereham Road, Honingham.

It has also been noted that on Sheets 12 and 13 of the Rights of Way and
Access Plans (APP-008), the proposed cycle track routes CF5 to CF6 do not
connect to cycle track CF11 to CF12. This will be amended by extending point
CF6 along the existing footpath north of Honingham roundabout to connect with
point CF11; this does not materially change the Scheme as it will adapt an
existing footpath within the highway design limits of deviation.

The above changes will be shown on updated Rights of Way and Access Plans
and amendments to the dDCO schedules (APP-017) to be issued at either
Deadline 2 or 3 to allow for inclusion of other possible amendments arising from
a review of both Relevant Representations and the ExA's first round of written
questions.

99 E:ggg 2:2:: iszgggr?\gei:t Relevant We confirm that consultation has been on-going in August, September and | The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) has requested clarification on a number | Agreed 11/01/21
Representation November 2020 and January and February 2021. We acknowledge there of matters in relation to the Flood Risk Assessment and several aspects of the
response RR- are some remaining comments that require addressing. We acknowledge design related to Oak Farm and Hockering culverts and the requirement for
037.60 (REP1-013) | that some of the on-going activities relate to requests for clarification or compensatory flood storage. The Applicant confirms they are working with the
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ES Chapter 13
(APP-052) and the
Flood Risk
Assessment (APP-
124 and APP-125)

dDCO (APP-017)
Requirements 4
‘Environmental
Management Plan’
and 8 ‘Surface and
foul water drainage’

further information comments from the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA)
during 2020 and 2021.

These relate to the comments provided in March 2021 for the Flood Risk
Assessment and the request for further clarification regarding several
aspects of the design related to Oak Farm and Hockering culverts and the
requirement for compensatory flood storage in February 2021. No
agreement has yet been made. We have not stated that no flood floodplain
compensation storage is acceptable. We acknowledge that, in principle,
flood compensatory storage at Oak Farm and Hockering might not possible
due to the local topography and land availability. However, further
evidence previously requested must be provided to determine the extent of
the off-site impacts before NCC can come to an agreement. The current
Environmental Statement chapter has overstated the position of the LLFA,
while the Flood Risk Assessment presents a fairer summary of the current
position.

The Environmental Statement indicates further information about the flood
storage compensation will be provided during detailed design stage.
However, the LLFA seeks assurances that this work will be undertaken to
determine the impacts of the current proposed design in its ability to
manage the potential future flood risk that could be derived from this
scheme.

We are aware that the temporary drainage design during construction is
yet to be confirmed. At present, the high-level summary of the temporary
drainage approach requires some clarifications. For example, are the
proposed settlement ponds mentioned in section 13.5.6 of the
Environmental Statement (ES) temporary ponds or are they the proposed
permanent ponds? The LLFA seeks assurances that further information
and work will be undertaken in the future in the interests of managing
potential future flood risk that could be derived from this scheme. In
relation to the drainage strategy, no information regarding the proposed
drainage approach is provided for the construction stage. Therefore, the
information presented in the ES chapter 13 is not substantiated by the
current evidence base. The LLFA seeks assurances that further
information will be provided regarding the construction drainage strategy to
ensure there is no increase in flood risk during the construction phase,
prior to the permanent surface water drainage system becoming
operational.

Post RR response: We request that the LLFA review revised text in
Chapter 13 of the Environmental Statement, Road Drainage and the Water
Environment (TR0O10038/APP/6.1) and when appropriate within the
drainage strategy presented in ES Appendix 13.2 (TR010038/APP/6.3)
regarding the portrayal of the LLFA’s comment prior to resubmission to
ensure that no further misunderstandings occur.

LLFA to provide the required additional information to clarify the Flood Risk
Assessment and design and the outcome of these discussions will be recorded
in this document. Additional information has been submitted at Deadline 3 with
regards to the issues raised on flood risk pertaining to Oak Farm, Hockering
and the River Tud Crossing.

ES Chapter 13 (APP-052) and the Flood Risk Assessment (APP-124 and APP-
125) imply that the LLFA stated no flood floodplain compensation storage is
acceptable. The Applicant tried to reflect its understanding that this position was
not definitive in those documents by stating that this view was ‘in principle’ and
that flood compensation ‘might not be required’. ES Chapter 13 and the FRA
also state that further information is required prior to determining any
requirement regarding the off-site impacts, and that this information was
provided within the flood risk assessment and will be further detailed during
detailed design. This is also reflected by the DCO boundary still including land
for the provision of potential flood storage compensation for works on
watercourses at Oak Farm; which reflects the recognition that flood storage
compensation may still be required. However, the Applicant agrees that there is
potential for confusion and will seek to clarify the position in the Statement of
Common Ground with Norfolk County Council.

It is noted that the final flood compensation need will be determined in
consultation with Norfolk County Council as part of the detailed design
development and in support of applications for the required land drainage
consents.

The LLFA seeks assurances that further information regarding the flood storage
compensation will be provided at detailed design stage. Delivery of this
commitment will be secured through dDCO (APP-017) Requirements 4
'‘Environmental Management Plan' and 8 ‘Surface and foul water drainage’.
Action RD9 in the Environmental Management Plan states the Drainage
Strategy and Flood Risk Assessment to be approved by the Lead Local Flood
Authority (Norfolk County Council).

Temporary drainage design work is yet to be completed and may comprise
temporary settlement ponds within the mainline works area and use of the
permanent ponds in the design that will be constructed early to facilitate control
of run-off from the construction site as well as operational highway.

The LLFA seeks assurances that further information regarding the proposed
drainage strategy during construction will be provided. The temporary drainage
design strategy will be provided as part of the Environmental Management Plan
(APP-143). Delivery of this commitment will be secured through dDCO (APP-
017) Requirement 4 'Environmental Management Plan' and requirement 8
‘Surface and foul water drainage’. The Applicant has drafted an outline Water
Management and Monitoring Plan that has been submitted to the Examining
Authority at Deadline 3 (REP3-027) to provide reassurance at this stage. This
document will be updated at detailed design stage to include the temporary
drainage strategy during construction.

Post Note: Highways England has provided EIA Addendum note (REP6-019)
clarifying LLFA’s position on flood compensation storage requirements at the
time of the submission of their Relevant Representation. The Applicant has
responded to comments provided by the LLFA on the Additional Information for
LLFA and Environment Agency (REP3-026) document. The LLFA has reviewed
the updated modelling report and no queries raised.
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100 QSSS\IIRIDI?:C(E\La[r)é?nage. Relevant In section 13.9.22 of the Environmental Statement, it is indicated that of the | A Highways England Water Risk Assessment (HEWRAT) was undertaken as Agreed 10/11/21
Representation 12 outfalls, nine will be new outfalls. The new outfalls will discharge to part of the water quality assessment, with the results provided in ES Appendix
response RR- surface water via filter drains and vegetated detention basins or wetlands 13.3 Water Quality Assessment (APP-128). The results are also summarised in
037.61 (REP1-013) | to provide water quality or quantity improvements. While it is appreciated ES Chapter 13 Water and Road Drainage Environment (APP-052) paragraphs
ES Chapter 13 tht the existing outfalls and Qrainage system are currgntly being sgryeyed, 13.9.22-25 and Table 13.9, and ES Appendix 13.2 Drainage Strategy Report,
(APP-052) it is not plear what water quality processes will be applied to the existing Part 1 of 2 (APP-126). The.HEWRAT assessment was undertaken on_the

outfalls in the current ES. proposed outfalls and existing outfalls to assess risks to the water environment
LLFA’s Developer We note that the drainage strategy report does not refer to the LLFA’s from routine runoff and spillages.
Guidance Developer Guidance. - - .
creater Norwicn | FUEr normaton We would e o make you avire tat he Grester | 119 (5170 SOl & 0 e ulise 6 it of e Speme where L1es o
Level 2 Strategic Norwich Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was published n indicated that water quality mitigation was not réquired for ail three existing
Flood Risk Febr_uar_y 202; and can be 'fognd at httpsE//www.gnlp.org.uk/reguIe}tlon-lg- outfalls due to the risk of accidental spillage. For routine road run off, mitigation
Assessment publication/evidence-base in its own section. We suggest appropriate was only required for one drainage catchmént ML1. Filter drains are r;roposed as
consideration is given to relevant aspects of this recently published study. oo ; . . )
ES Appendix 13.3 mitigation for this catchment. These assessments will be reviewed at detailed
) design level once the survey has been completed.
Water Quality
Assessment (APP- There are a further six existing outfalls on the existing A47 where it is to be
128) retained (de-trunked) as a local access road. These outfalls are currently
Water and Road classed as low pollution risk and given the significantly reduced traf_fic fore_cast
Drainage for the proposgd local access road then no water quality treatment is required
Environment (APP- (subject to drainage survey).
052) paragraphs This is stated in section 3.4 of ES Appendix 13.3 Water Quality Assessment
13.9.22-25 (APP128). The relevant planning authority will be consulted on the final surface
. water drainage system design, reflecting the drainage strategy and the
ES Appendlx 13.2 mitigation measures set out in Table 3.1 of the Environmental Management
Drainage Strategy Plan (e.g. pollution control), under dDCO Requirement 8 ‘Surface and foul water
Report, Part 1 of 2 drainage’ (APP-017)
(APP-126) '
ES Appendix 13.3 Norfolk County Council, the Lea_d Local FIood.Authority (!_LFA), Developer
Water Quality : Guidance has been refere_nced in ES Appendix 13.2 Drainage Strategy Report,
Assessment Part 1 of 2 (APP126) section 5.2 and_paragraph 5.6.5. The document also _
(APP128) states that the Norfolk County Council Developer Guidance and advice provided
through consultation has been adopted in regard to climate change (paragraph
5.2.1), pipe size (paragraph 5.4.2), run off factor (paragraph 5.5.2) and
attenuation (paragraph 6.6.1).
The Greater Norwich Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
published in February 2021 is noted. The Applicant has reviewed the document
and confirms that the SFRA does not alter the findings of the Flood Risk
Assessment (APP-124 and APP-125).
101 \T/OOd Risk & Drainage: Relevant In addition, please note that any works on ordinary watercourses and flow | The Scheme will be undertaken in accordance with the principles and Agreed 10/11/21
atercourse Consent . . : . . ; . . L
Representation paths would normally require an ordinary watercourse consent prior to regulations associated with ordinary watercourse consents and that applications
response RR- construction. The LLFA in Norfolk seeks assurances that this proposed will be made within an adequate timescale.
037.62 (REP1-013) | scheme will be undertaken in accordance with the principles and Action RDS in the record of environmental actions and commitments. which
. regulations associated with ordinary watercourse consents and that ) ; ’ )
Environmental lications will be made within an adequate timescale. This is to ensure forms Table 3.1 in the Environmental Management Plan (APP-143), requires
Management Plan applica : quat : the Principal Contractor to obtain an ordinary watercourse consent from the
the management of potential future and residual flood risk that could be : . .
(APP-143) deri . Lead Local Flood Authority (Norfolk County Council) for any works associated
erived from this scheme. ; :
: with ordinary watercourses.
dDCO Requirement
4 ‘Environmental The commitment to deliver this action will be secured through dDCO
Management Plan’ Requirement 4 ‘Environmental Management Plan’ (APP-017).
(APP-017).
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102 ﬁleITt?:IJi.tnger?eocrt]ives Relevant Norfolk County Council adopted its Environmental Policy at the end of Information on carbon emissions relating to the Scheme is provided in the ES Agreed 20/10/21
Representation 2019. This included a commitment to move towards carbon neutrality Chapter 14 Climate (APP-053).
response RR- across all sectors by 2030. Emissions from the trunk road network would The Applicant h " d additional fundina . tential
037.63 (REP1-013) | be included within this. In order to help meet the commitment in its € Applicant has recently secured additional funding to review potentia
ES Chapter 14 environmental polices the council would want Highways England Fo commit | environmental opportqnities around the S'cheme: The Applicant will work with
Climate (APP-053) to uqdertak|ng work across the_ t_runk road network to understand in more Norfolk County Council to develop potential feasibility study to assess the
detail the carbon emissions arising from use of this network and how these | implementation of such opportunities.
Norfolk County might be mitigated.
cE:rc:\ljirr]glr:r_nental Norfollk County Council gupports Highways England’s e_fforts to reduce the
Policy footprint of the construction process. The county council would want to
work closely with Highways England to identify measures to reduce carbon
emissions on the trunk road network, eg by installation of Electric Vehicle
charging points to encourage electric vehicles, and understand how these
will be brought forward, their impact on emissions reduction and how they
dovetail with measures that local partners are taking on the local transport
network and across other sectors
103 Er%aeig)negr?tg Email NCC would like to retain ghost right turn islands. They are not a proven Highways England to provide Ghost Islands at: Agreed 14/10/21
correspondence, traffic mitigation measure and therefore it is not deemed to be an - . . . . :
October 2021 appropriate reason for a departure from standard in this case. *  Existing A47 junction with the proposed Mattishall Lane Link Road
o Existing A47 junction with the realigned Dereham Road, Honingham
104 Flood Risk and L . . . . .
Drainage ES Chapter 13 The LLEA _nofte _the culvert at Hock(_erlng is within the Norfolk Rivers IDB The Appllca_mt.has consulted with Norfolk F?IVEI’S IDB on the S(_:heme prior to the | Agreed 10/11/21
(APP-052) area of jurisdiction who would provide any formal agreement or approval DCO submission. In response to the LLFA’s remark, the Applicant has
Response to on this element of the scheme. consulted specifically on the proposed culvert at Hockering via email dated 31st
E , August 2021. A response was received on 19th October 2021 confirming that
xAQ1’s 15.0.1 T . ;
(REP3-023) the watercogrse prqpo§ed for.culvertmg is within the qufolk R_lvers IDB’s
Internal Drainage District, stating the proposed works will require consent under
Section 23 of the Land Drainage Act 1991 which is regulated by the IDB within
its district. This is also covered under the IDB’s Byelaw 4. They have provided
details of their consent application form and have offered pre application
discussions.
105 Flood Risk and ES Chapter 13 However, the LLFA would query the extent and the location of the River Flood extent maps for the River Tud covering the scheme are provided in Agreed 17/01/22
Drainage (APP-052) Tud Floodplain and the tributary’s floodplain. Based on the information Annex D of the FRA (APP-124 and APP-125). These demonstrate that the
Response to presently availaple _from a_Iimited 1D_mo.del, itis n(_)t clear whether the se_ction of the Proposed Scheme c_Iose to Hockerin_g is outside of the predicted
ExAQ1’s 15.0.1 proposed crossing is causing a Iqss in either the tributary’s or th_e River 1in 100-year flood extent of the River Tud (35% climate change).
(REP3—023). . Tud's floodplains. The 1D modelling results have not been provided as a The Applicant acknowledges the concerns of the LLFA regarding the modelling
flood extent map. In addition, the model results do not appear to consider .
. , : of the Hockering watercourse. The model has been converted to 1D-2D as
the effects of the River Tud's water levels on those of the tributary. described in the additional flood risk information provided at Deadline 3 (REP3-
Consideration of the River Tud’s water levels would be appropriate given 026) using more recently available LIDAR data Ap endix B of REP3-026
the close proximity of the road crossing to the confluence. The LLFA would tains fgllood extent mg s for the Hockerin vv.ateprgourse An undated
suggest that further work is undertaken by the applicant to ensure that the (r:]og a i del PS I | bmi g f h P
scheme would not increase flood risk elsewhere. At present that evidence ydraufic mode! report (prewoqsy submitted as Annex J of the FRA (APP'124)
base is not bresented. has been sub_mltted to the Environment Agency and the LLFA along with the
p
model for review.
The updates to the model were not found to significantly alter the model results
with water predicted to remain within the Hockering tributary channel for the 1 in
100-year event (including 35% climate change). There will be a minor reduction
in channel capacity due to the width of the culvert, however, the loss in volume
was small and estimated to amount to 11 m?2 for the 1 in 100-year event plus
35% climate change event. The impact of the new culvert in terms of water flow
and level was predicted to be minor, very localised and within acceptable
values.
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The Applicant notes that the impact of the River Tud water levels (1 in 50-year
and 1 in 100-year) on the results for the Hockering watercourse was included as
part of the sensitivity analysis (Section 6.5 of the Hydraulic Model Report (APP-
124)). The results within the immediate vicinity of the proposed culvert were
found to be moderately sensitive to water levels in the River Tud. To account for
this uncertainty a constant bank full level was applied at the downstream
boundary of the Hockering model. Based on the assessment undertaken this
was considered appropriate given the very low probability of coincident flood
peaks on the River Tud and the Hockering watercourse.

Post Note: The Applicant has responded to comments provided by the LLFA
on the Additional Information for LLFA and Environment Agency (REP3-026)
document. The LLFA has reviewed the updated modelling report and no queries
raised.

106 Water Environment:
Environmental
Assessment

ES Chapter 13
(APP-052)

Response to
ExAQ1’s 15.0.3
(REP3-023)

The climate change section is likely to be considered out of date as the
Met Office report stated in 13.7.94 is likely to have been succeeded by UK
Climate Predictions 2018 report in December 2018. This report has been
the basis for the Environment Agency to update their climate change
allowances guidance for flood risk assessments amongst many other
activities.

Section 13.7.94 sets out the baseline for the region and it was issued in 2016
and focused on the latest 30 year averaging period of 1981-2010. The UK
Climate Predictions 2018 report in December 2018 does not give regional
summaries of the current climate. Current site specific climate change
allowances have been detailed in the policy section, in Appendix 13.1 Flood risk
assessment and within the chapter (13.7 flood risk section of the baseline
conditions and in 13.9 - Design, mitigation and enhancement measures).

Agreed

17/01/22

107 Water Environment:
Environmental
Assessment

ES Chapter 13
(APP-052)

Response to
ExAQ1’s 15.0.3
(REP3-023)

In section 13.7.98, Table 13-7, the LLFA observes that the main rivers are
assessed as separate features for their importance of water environment
attributes in study areas, while the two ordinary watercourses that have
properties potentially at flood risk are considered as one feature. This does
seem to limit the quality of the targeted nature of the assessment. The
remaining aspects of the section have been reviewed and considered
acceptable.

With regards to the query raised on section 13.7.98 and Table 13.7 (the
definition and importance of water environment attributes in the study), the
Applicant notes that although these ordinary watercourses have been grouped
for the assessment table, they have been described and assessed individually
throughout the chapter, in particular when assessing the potential impacts and
discussing mitigation. Furthermore, when the significance of effects has been
assessed the worst case scenario from the watercourses have been assessed
and presented

Agreed

17/01/22

108 Flood Risk & Drainage

ES Chapter 13
(APP-052)

Response to
ExAQ1’s 15.0.11
(REP3-023)

The limited information about these ponds in Chapter 13 from a local
surface water drainage network perspective and does not clear identify the
seven ponds that are to be replaced. From looking at Figure 13.1 (sheets 1
and 2) and the catchment plans in the Drainage Strategy, the ponds are
indicated to appear offline from the local surface water drainage network.
However, the chapter acknowledges that the developer’s investigations are
limited, and that uncharted drainage system may exist.

Details of the pond locations, which are to be replaced, can be found in section
13.8.12 and in Figure 13.1. However, they have also been identified below:

 one pond north of Oak Farm adjacent to the existing A47 where the Proposed
Scheme would be constructed (TG 06176 13562)

+ a cluster of three ponds located east of Oak Farm adjacent to the existing A47
where the Proposed Scheme would be constructed (TG 06400 13436)

+ one pond located south-east of the proposed River Tud crossing where the
Proposed Scheme would be constructed (TG 10953 11624)

+ one pond located south-east of St Andrew’s Church where the Proposed
Scheme would be constructed (TG 11610 10980)

+ one pond located east of Blind Lane where a new road is required to connect
Easton with Norfolk Road junction (TG 12480 10979)

Section 13.8.26 notes there is no direct discharges to the ponds and they are
hydraulically disconnected from the Proposed Scheme. However, additional
topographic survey and a water features survey to confirm this will be
undertaken in the detailed design stage in 2022.

Agreed

17/01/22
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109 Flood Risk & Drainage ES Chapter 13 The Gl results reported in section 4.3 indicate that infiltration to ground is We acknowledge the issue raised by the LLFA. Agreed 10/11/21
(APP-052) poor to very poor in the Lowestoft formation while in the Sheringham Cliff The Apolicant i itted t ki ith the LLFA to add thei
paragraph 13.9.22 Formation were moderate to good. However, the availability of the € Applicant IS committed to working wi € 0 address their concerns.
ES Appendix 13.2 Sheringham Cliff Formation. is Iimite.d along the route and are mostly small, | Section 5.10 of the.Drainage 'Str'ategy Report (APP?127) outlines the Pollution
Drainage Strateéy |solateo_l areas of the formation that is gurrounded by.thg L'owestoft Control processes included within the drainage design of the Scheme.
Report (APP-126 F_ormatlon. Therefor.e, the opportunity in most areas is “mlted across the Section 5.11 provides information on the SUDS features included within the
and APP-127) site. Along the existing A47 road there are 9 outfalls that discharge to the drai d P fthe Sch
local surface water drainage network. The approach of discharging to a rainage design ot the scheme.
Response to watercourse is considered acceptable. Supplementary Gl was indicated for | Section 5.11.3 of the report outlines how the detention basins and wetlands
ExAQ1’s 15.0.13 the first quarter of 2021, although as yet the LLFA has not had sight of this | promote the 4 pillars of SuDS.
(REP3-023) gg?/g::)%tle?nbrg]pziceg%g 2’&?13;@%)?%%('; ?ﬁzé;?ciﬂ'eiﬁsr:%ﬁethg;he Information on attenuation is contained within Section 6.6, with Table 6.2
increase in flow is found to be excessive. The developer confirms their providing information on the existing and proposed catchment areas.
intension to use either oversized pipes in the verge or ditches. This is The five networks highlighted by the LLFA as not including SuDS are proposed
considered by the LLFA to be a traditional drainage solution and would not | to tie into existing drainage systems. These are networks M1, S1, S2, S3 and
be in accordance with the NPPF principles that seek the inclusion of SUDS | S4 and described in Sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.11 to 6.3.14. In such locations it is
on major developments and that there should be no increase in flood risk | not feasible to incorporate SuDS over such a short distance or as a result of the
elsewhere from the development. It has not been possible to compare the | existing physical constraints. In these locations, the proposals are to utilise flow
prep and post development run off rates as no comparable information has | controls with oversized pipes in the existing verge / ditch if the flows are found
been provided. The LLFA had previously raised the lack of clarity on this to be excessive. This is covered within Section 6.6.3 and Table 6-2.
matter prior to DCO submission but there has not been addressed as yet. i
The scheme’s drainage design has relied heavily on the guidance that is The A_ppllc_ant no_tes that two wetlands are proposed as_part of Fhe Scheme as
provided in the DMRB, yet there is only limited consideration of the LLFA | described in section 6.8.6 (Enhancement Measures), with Section 6.8.7
guidance on the inclusion of SuDS that is derived from National Policy. The providing information on the enhancements for the remaining detention basins
LLFA observes that of the 18 surface water drainage networks only 13 of | &l0ng the Scheme.
the networks include SuDS features. This means that 5 of the networks are
not including SuDS. The use of attenuation basins is the limited way that
SuDS have been included within the scheme. Based on the report, the
attenuation basins are used to address only one of the four pillars of SuDS;
water quantity. The rest of the proposed drainage scheme relies on
traditional road drainage structures that do not provide value in terms of
water quality, amenity or biodiversity. This is at an odd position to the
scheme’s proposals to seek to replace the ponds and the associated
habitat that would be lost but has missed an opportunity to better
incorporate SuDS within the proposed scheme. The LLFA is yet to see the
supporting pre and post development calculations. Therefore at this stage,
the LLFA are not in a position to determine whether there is adequate
capacity within the proposed drainage systems.
110 Flood Risk & Drainage . . . . . , . .
ES Chapter 13 The LLFA is satisfied with the 40% climate change allowance for the 100- The Applicant can confirm the assessment flood risk has considered a 100 year | Agreed 10/11/21
(APP-052) year design life that would be associated with the 2080s epoch for the design life
paragraph 13.9.29 peak rainfall intensity allowances. It is noted that the drainage design life is
. considered to be 60 years in ES Appendix 13.2 Drainage Strategy.
ES Appendlx 13.2 However, when assessing essential transport infrastructure in terms of
Drainage Strategy assessing flood risk a 100 year design life would be applied
Report (APP-126 '
and APP-127)
Response to
ExAQ1’s 15.0.14
(REP3-023)
111 Flood Risk & Drainage . - . . . ,
ES Chapter 13 The LLFA is broadly satisfied with the proposed approach, however, there | See response RR-066.29 in the Applicant’s Responses to the Relevant Agreed 10/11/21
(APP-052) is one issue that the LLFA considers that further information is required. Representations (REP1-013).
paragraph 13.9.32 ;thalzléi'g ggruelgrlr;Zi': %ggggfg@gﬁfgggﬁé‘gr\lv??ha?heeltﬁgeA ESggrr:j?rﬁ);etrhle& The Applicant has issued further information at Deadline 3 (REP3-027) in
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ES Appendix 13.1 flood storage compensation at both the Oak Farm and Hockering culverts. | response to the concerns raised.
Flood Risk In addition, the LLFA have not stated that no flood floodplain compensation . . . . : .
Assessment (APP- | storage is acceptable. The LLFA does acknowledge that, in principle, flood The Applicant is committed to working with the LLFA to address their concerns.
124 and APP-125) | compensatory storage at Oak Farm and Hockering might not possible due
Response to to the local topo'graphy Qnd land a\'/ailabiIiFy. Hovyever, before this can be
ExAQ1’s 15.0.15 decided further information gnql evidence is required to determln_e the
(REP3-023). ’ extent of the upstream off-site impacts before NCC can form an informed
opinion. At the Oak Farm Culvert, the LLFA seek clarification and further
information that demonstrates the flood storage volume is maintained,
even if changed in its level, along with information quantifying the
displaced volume. At present in the FRA, there is an assessment of
volume for the post development scenario but not for the predevelopment
scenario. This prevents a suitable comparison identifying the areas of
potential loss and whether suitable compensation can be identified. At the
Oak Farm Culvert, no information has been presented to the LLFA that
justifies the selection of the orifice type and size as a suitable flow control
structure for this location. In addition, no debris assessment has been
presented for the structure. This would feed into the development of a
credible blockage scenario being modelled and the results presented.
112 :_?ofad Design: speed NCC Following a request from Highways England to control road traffic and The proposed changes agreed with Norfolk County Council, as the local Agreed 11/08/21
imits : : i . . . : )
correspondence improve safety, it was agreed to: highway authority, were in response to commitments in RR-003, RR-007, RR-
. . 010.1/3/4, RR-046.1/2/4, RR-050.4 and RR-052.2 in the Applicant’s Responses
o Extend the proposed 50mph limit along Main Road westwards from to the Relevant Representations (REP1-013).
proposed junction with Lyng Road to the western DCO boundary to
allow for a tie in with NCC'’s current plans to change the existing Main Changes shown on the Traffic Regulation Plans, Rev 1, issued at Deadline 3
Road / Lyng Road speed limit. (REP3-005).
e Change the previously proposed 60mph national speed limit to 30mph
on:
o Taverham Road, from the proposed Norwich Road junction to
the River Tud bridge,
o Along the de-trunked existing A47 between west of St
Andrew’s Church, Honinghanm, and its new junction with the
realigned Taverham Road in the east.
o Along Dereham Road west of Honingham to the junction with
de-trunked existing A47
113 'r;rggfg g?igi(ren”:annq[. NATS Correspondence NATS model has been updated to reflect 2019 traffic conditions (the 2019 It is agreed between Highways England and NCC that the differences between | Agreed 11/11/21
with NCC NATS model) using Mobile Network Data (MND) and a range of other the 2015 NATS model and the 2019 NATS model are acceptable given the
observed data collected in October 2019. difference in base year flows
114 ;I;;a;ffifécr(l\)/luci?ntzhng. 2025 Correspondence Select Link Analysis (SLA) has been undertaken l_Jsing the 2015 NATS It is agreed between Highways Engl_and and NCC that the routing of traffic in Agreed 11/11/21
with NCC model and the 2019 NATS model. In general traffic patterns for 2015 NATS | the 2025 forecast year, under the Highways England and NCC models, is
model and the 2019 NATS model are similar. acceptable and is showing similar origin and destination of trips.
115 | Traffic Modelling: . . ! . . .
Annual Average Daily C_orrespondence For the purposes of scher_ne deS|_gn and appraisal, traffic flows are required | It is agreeq between Highways Engla_nd and NCC that the Annual Average Agreed 11/11/21
Traffic (AADT) factors with NCC at an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) level. Daily Traffic (AADT) factors for the Highways England 2015 NATS model and
the NCC 20291 NATS model are similar.
116 lz)é:gfago\((j:!:nl\glbiglzss Correspondence Whilst there are some differences identified between the forecast year It is agreed between Highways England and NCC that the differences between | Agreed 11/11/21
with NCC flows, it is noted that the 2025 NCC NATS model has been further the 2025 NCC NATS model and the 2025 A47 NATS model are understood and
developed to enable the assess of the Norwich Western Link and the acceptable.
impacts of the scheme locally. The 2025 A47 NATS model has more focus
on the strategic road network. As a consequence of the slightly more
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detailed local road network included in the 2025 NCC NATS model, any
differences between the models can be seen to be related those additional
network links being used.

117 CRZI(;asdsifl?ce:tli%?l: of de- Correspondence The drawings show more B road classification on the detrunked network Local road classification and the fact that 2 roads are identified as Class B Agreed 25/01/22

trunked roads with NCC than is necessary, specifically south of Hockering and between the new incorrectly which is a result of the discussions we had with the Network Safety
Honingham interchange and existing Honingham roundabout team on cross sections (Class B 6.0m / Class C 5.5m) being misunderstood
’ and following through to the classification plans.

All detrunked roads shown as a B cIa_ss in.thfese drawings ShQUId beaC NCC are happy with the proposed road cross sections and speed limits so this
class road, EXCEPT for the small section linking the new Honingham purely comes down to classification of B and C roads.

interchange to the existing B1535 Wood Lane. ) .
This relates to two sections:

The roundabouts on Honingham interchange itself should be an A class if

; e e (1) New sideroad linking Fox Lane junction to the de-trunked A47 through
NWL is approved, otherwise it will need to be a B class.

Hockering connecting to the norther Wood Lane Junction roundabout.

(2) New Sideroad from Wood Lane Southern Roundabout linking to de-trunked
A47 through Honingham to Honingham Roundabout.

Updated DCO application Traffic Regulation Plans were submitted at Deadline
8 (25 January 2022).
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A Local Road impacts: Statutory Consultation The county council highlights the need to safeguard the Wood Lane junction | The interaction of the Scheme with the Norwich Western Link has been Agreed 01/11/21
NWL connection so that the Norwich Western Link can make a suitable connection with the explored through on-going liaison with Norfolk County Council.
A47 at this location.
Detail explored further in item E
B WCHR / PRoW: Wood Relevant Representation Norwich Western Link Comments This is a temporary arrangement intended to provide a link between Wood Agreed 11/11/21
Lane response RR-037.5 . Lane and the diverted restricted byway (Honingham RB1) during the interim
(REP1-013) 1.3 Non-motorised user (NMU) route across NWL period of the two schemes becoming operational.
GENERAL Twhc?oﬁ\?;ﬁgh;r?;el-:gﬁlgg?; ?J?\rdoeprozig C_IYﬁllg itsrichkosventvgelgothﬁ]re?olhgnn de?he It may be that this temporary route is not implemented depending on the
ARRANGEMENT PLANS . pass. Th ) . Ping overlap of the schemes and construction sequencing.
NWL arm of the Wood Lane junction. In discussions with Highways
REGULATION 5(2)(0) England, Norfolk County Council understands that this is a temporary The temporary route is defined in the dDCO, Schedule 1, as a standalone
SHEET 10 OF 23 arrangement and, on completion of the NWL, will be superseded by the work item, Work No. 26a (APP-017), and is shown on drawing sheet 10 of
RIGHTS OF WAY AND permanent facilities being planned as part of the NWL scheme. the Rights of Way and Access Plans (APP-008) as CF1 to CF2a.
ACCESS PLANS — The county council considers that this is an acceptable arrangement. Article 13 of the dDCO permits the Applicant to construct the cycle track
SHEET 10 However. we have concern that local users will not aporeciate the between CF1 and CF2a and open it for use on such days as the Applicant
temporar,y nature of Highways England’s proposals ir??his area and would may determine (i.e. provide a permissive route on a temporary basis as
expect Norfolk County Council to provide a crossing of the NWL at the opposed to creating a permanent public right of way).
proposed A47 Wood Lane junction. This is not supported by the county
council. POST NOTE: The Applicant has agreed to amend Article 13(7) as follows:
(Document reference: GENERAL ARRANGEMENT PLANS REGULATION | . .
5(2)(0) SHEET 10 OF 23 HE551489-GTY-LSI-000-DR-CH-31010 The The cycle track with reference CF1 to CF2a in column (2) of Part 6
. (footpaths, cycle tracks, footways and bridleways) of Schedule 3 and
rights of way and access plans — sheet 10) ) o )
identified on the rights of way and access plans may only be constructed by
the undertaker in the specified location if approved by the relevant
highway authority and opened for use on such day as the-undertaker
may-determine approved by the relevant highway authority.
C Road Design: Relevant Representation | 1.6 Honingham Lane Stopping Order No works are proposed along Honingham Lane, although Schedule 1 of the | Agreed 23/09/21
Honingham Lane response RR-037.8 . . . - - dDCO (APP-017) sets out a list of ancillary works which may be carried out
(REP1-013) Honingham Lane has been included in the DCO prder I|m|t_s, but itis anywhere in the Order limits if any minor alterations are needed.
unclear what orders or works are proposed for this road. It is not listed in
WORKS PLANS the draft DCO. (Document reference: WORKS PLANS REGULATION Honingham Lane has been included within the Order Limits because it will
REGULATION 5(2)(j) 5(2)(j) SHEET 21, 22 and 23) be subject to a temporary Traffic Regulation Order to prevent vehicular use
SHEET 21, 22 and 23 for a period to be agreed with Norfolk County Council. Article 20 of the
dDCO (APP-017) provides the power to make such an order subject to the
Schedule 1 of the dDCO : .
(APP-017) consent of the relevant traffic authority.
Article 20 of the dDCO
(APP-017)
D Road Design: Wood Relevant Representation | 1.8 Wood Lane junction — NWL Arm Order Article 7 of the dDCO (APP-017) has been included to ensure that if a Agreed 24/09/21
Lane DCO order limit response RR-037.9 o N planning permission is granted under the Town and Country Planning Act
(REP1-013) EeroN\ygé ﬁ;rl?e?;éh; Vr\]/\?vc;d Ic‘)?g?h‘;l:r;ggzn ,IASIsrgOttE:e%ZIIighrtidr:fSe?egsgv/ 1990 for the development of any land falling within the Order Limits, the
. P ) gnway or ot . ’ . ; implementation of the planning permission will not constitute a breach of the
Rights of Way and number for this arm therefore it is not clear what order if any is proposed. dDCO
Access Plans, Sheet 9 (Document reference: TR010038-000208-2.5 Rights of Way and Access ’
Article 7 of the dDCO Plans, Sheet 9)
(APP-017)
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Application Document Ref: TR010038/APP/8.4

Road Design: Wood Relevant Representation 1.8 Wood Lane junction — NWL Arm Order There is no proposal to dedicate the NWL arm as public highway. The Under
Lane status response RR-037.10 The NWL arm of the Wood Lane Junction is not highlighted as a new / Scheme has been designed to facilitate a link from the Wood Lane junction | discussion
(REP1-013) . d/ altered hiah h d. Also. there i f northern roundabout to the NWL, but it will be for Norfolk County Council to
. Improved [ attered highway or other road. AlSo, there IS no reterence dedicate as part of the NWL scheme, if and when it is delivered.
Rights of Way and number for this arm therefore it is not clear what order if any is proposed.
Access Plans, Sheet 9 (Document reference: TR010038-000208-2.5 Rights of Way and Access POST NOTE: Highways England and NCC are in discussion to sign an
Plans, Sheet 9) agreement and a draft agreement has been developed which sets out how
the construction and handover of the spur will be managed between the two
parties. Discussions are on-going to finalise this agreement after the
Examination period.
Traffic Modelling: A47 & | Relevant Representation Highways Impacts Comments The Applicant confirms that it will continue to work with Norfolk County Agreed 11/11/21
NWL phasing response RR-037.12 e Council to identify and (where appropriate contribute towards funding of
(REP1-013) |1$ 13(32‘?;?;;:S;%Srlsgzirgﬁmé Eg:r?ilrl;gcgfutzg gﬁ’?gﬁ;ﬁﬁglﬂﬁ::ﬂ?gﬁzm such) interim measures to the local road network that arise from actual
opening of the proposed NWL) as it is likely that the A47 dualling scheme Impacts from the introduction of the A47 dualling scheme.
will come into operation before the NWL is opened to traffic. If this situation
does arise, it is proposed that Norfolk County Council and Highways
England agree that they will work together to monitor the actual impacts of
the introduction of the A47 dualling scheme on the local road network using
traffic counts and other appropriate techniques. If it then becomes apparent
that interim measures will be required until such time as the NWL is
implemented, or if for any reason it is not to be delivered, Norfolk County
Council and Highways England agree to work collaboratively using their
respective powers to devise and implement appropriate interim measures.
The presumption would be that any measures are funded by Highways
England as they are essentially a consequence of the A47 scheme.
TTRO Closure Email correspondence, NCC has concerns with the provision of the poacher protection system. Highways England enquired if ‘poacher blocks’ would provide a solution for | Agreed 11/11/21
October 2021 Whilst it may be possible to paint the product in a conspicuous manner and | local farmers to still use Honingham Lane when it is closed to other traffic.
Louﬁlcﬁggltui)pg:gEzztﬁlghr(riwrgsvl\(/%lgdit.b'T'haeilegr?wlgsaggg%(e:OJr:% a:gzledeendetrltus Highw_ays England welcomes the ggidance from Norfolk County Council
drainage effects. We are therefore not supportive of its provision when more ar?tq Wll.l continue to vx;orkt;: oI.Iabtl)ratwetIytj[o de;/sr!opT?_rgioatg]reT a scheme of
conventional means of restricting access, such as gates, are available. As mitiga 'ﬁn measures r:)r ehlmpﬂgmeﬂ_la lon ofthe 11 o close ltural
is likely to be undertaken with the NWL, it is a normal practice to install Honing ar:n Lane tq tl rough traffic whilst minimising impact on agricultura
gates to prevent fly-tipping or encampments, with farmers and emergency access where possible.
services given keys as necessary.
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APPENDIX C — Detailed Responses to Norwich Western Link Issues Raised by NCC (as the Promoter / Developer)

Issues Document Norfolk County Council Position Highways England Position Status
References (if
relevant)
NWL1 | Draft DCO Work No.26a | Relevant This representation is submitted for Norfolk County Council in its capacity as The Applicant confirms that a new permanent non-motorised user facility is | Agreed 11/11/21
— optional cycle track Representation the local highway authority promoting the proposed Norwich Western Link not required at this location.

response RR-077.1 | (“NWL scheme”), which is intended to connect to Highways England’s (“HE”) . . .

(REP1-013) A47 North Tuddenham to Easton scheme (“A47 scheme”) at the improved See response to NWL7 in Appendix C of this SoCG.
Wood Lane junction. A separate representation is submitted by Norfolk County
Council in its wider capacity as a ‘host’ local authority under s.43 Planning Act
2008, commenting on the A47 scheme from its perspective as Highway
Authority, Minerals and Waste Planning Authority, Lead Local Flood Authority
and in having Public Health responsibilities.
As promoter of the NWL scheme, Norfolk County Council (‘NCC”) is fully
supportive of the A47 scheme and welcomes HE’s inclusion in the DCO
application documentation of provision linking the NWL scheme with the
proposed A47 (“‘the NWL spur”). NCC seeks clarification of HE’s position on: 1.
“Optional cycle track” — Work No.26a The A47 scheme includes provision for a
cycle track between the realigned Wood Lane and Hall Farm Underpass,
shown on the Rights of Way and Access (“RoWA”) Plans as looping around
the NWL spur. In discussion with NCC, HE indicated this arrangement would
not be provided if the NWL scheme starts construction in the same period as
the A47 scheme. NCC seeks assurance from HE that a new permanent non-
motorised user (“NMU”) facility is not required at this location as part of the
NWL scheme.

NWL2 | NWL spur delivery Relevant 2. Delivery of NWL spur NCC seeks clarification of HE’s intention to construct The Applicant is willing to commit to work with NCC to ensure that the most | Agreed 11/11/21
commitment Representation the NWL spur. HE’s Statement of Reasons (paragraph 4.16.4) anticipates appropriate solution is found to the delivery of the NWL spur so as to avoid

response RR-077.2 | delivery of the A47 scheme before the NWL scheme, and indicates that potential disruption to the respective works.

(REP1-013) although the NWL spur is expressed (in the DCO) to be “optional”’, HE would
construct it in anticipation of the NWL scheme, to minimise future disruption to
the highway network. However, the Scheme Design Report (paragraph 9.2.7)
states that the NWL spur “would only be created if the NWL obtained planning
consent prior to the [A47] Scheme commencing the main construction works."
NCC seeks HE’'s commitment to greater flexibility in collaborating to deliver
both schemes.

NWL3 | NWL spur classification | Relevant The NWL spur is not identified in the ROWA Plans as “new/improved/altered The Applicant does not propose to dedicate the Norwich Western (NWL) Under
Representation highway”, notwithstanding its identification as Work No.98 in the Works Plans, Link arm as a public highway. The Scheme has been designed to facilitate discussion
response RR-077.3 | reflecting DCO Schedule 1 and the intention presented in the Classification of a link from the Wood Lane junction northern roundabout to the NWL, but it
(REP1-013) Roads Plans and DCO Schedule 3, Part 1A, where it is identified as an ‘A’ will be for Norfolk County Council to dedicate this link as part of the NWL

road. NCC suggests amendment of the RoOWA Plans to resolve inconsistency scheme, if and when it is delivered.
and clarify HE's intentions. The Classification of Roads Plans and DCO Schedule 3, Part 1A will be
updated accordingly and issued at either Deadline 2 or 3.
POST NOTE: Issues discussed further in response to NWL8 in this
Appendix C of this SoCG.
Highways England and NCC are in discussion to sign an agreement and a
draft agreement has been developed which sets out how the construction
and handover of the spur will be managed between the two parties.
Discussions are on-going to finalise this agreement after the Examination
period.
NWL4 | NMU provision on Relevant 3. NMU provision on Dereham Road. Noting HE’s proposed NMU provision The Applicant is willing to collaborate with NCC to explore how this element | Agreed 11/11/21
Dereham Road, Representation on/around Dereham Road, NCC would welcome opportunities for collaboration | of the Scheme can be further developed.
Honingham response RR-077.4
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Norfolk County Council Position

Highways England Position

Status

(REP1-013) with HE to ensure this element of the A47 scheme can be further developed to
provide suitable NMU routes.
NWL5 | Delay to NWL delivery Relevant 4. Delay to NWL delivery. NCC has been working with HE to identify The Applicant will continue to support and work collaboratively with NCC Agreed 11/11/21
and Weston Longville Representation appropriate arrangements for local communities (in particular Weston and Weston Longville Parish Council on the development of a proportionate
response RR-077.5 | Longville) should delivery of the NWL scheme be delayed. NCC would scheme of mitigation works for the scenario whereby the A47 improvements
(REP1-013) welcome the opportunity to settle the approach in agreement with HE, and to are completed and the NWL is delayed.
commit to a mutually acceptable solution. The trigger point for the approval of such a scheme would be 9 months prior
to the removal of the existing Easton roundabout and associated closure of
Church Lane to through traffic. It was agreed that if the NWL construction
has not been instructed (recorded by the formal confirmation of progressing
with stage 2 of the NWL contract) at a point 9 months before the closure of
the Easton roundabout, then a scheme of traffic mitigation measures for
Weston Longville will be instructed by NCC to be delivered.
The above is therefore an agreed safeguard that will be implemented only
in the scenario of a delay in delivering the NWL. Details of this approach
have been agreed following meetings with Weston Longville Parish Council.
NWL6 | Barbastelle bats Written 5. In the meantime, and since NCC’s Report to the Planning and Highways The Applicant welcomes this clarification, which supports the Applicant’s Agreed 11/11/21
Representation Delegations Committee meeting on 3 June 2021 (“Report”) was published, it response to the colony of barbastelle bat issue covered by Common
response (REP3- has come to light that the information on its 126191157.1\222904 2 page 85 (at | Response ‘I’ in the Applicant’s Responses to the Relevant Representations
022) paragraph 3.35 of the Report) as referenced in each of the relevant (REP1-013) and the response to Q3.0.16 within the Applicant’s Response
representations listed in Appendix A, contains a number of factual errors and to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions (ExQ1) (REP2-014).
omissions in relation to the commentary relating to bats.
6. In order to rectify those factual errors and omissions, an amended Report
has been prepared and was considered and agreed by NCC’s Planning and
Highways Delegations Committee at a meeting held on 27 August 2021.
7. That Reportl corrects the aforementioned factual errors and omissions to
enable a Written Representation to be submitted for the A47/A11 Thickthorn
Junction scheme which reflects the correct and properly reported position in
relation to assertions about the presence of a barbastelle bat super-colony in
the area of the NWL and the A47 dualling schemes.
9. In addition to the relevant representations listed in Appendix A to this
submission, all of which seek to rely upon the erroneous elements in the above
mentioned Report to NCC’s Planning and Highways Delegations Committee, a
number of relevant representations — as listed in Appendix B to this present
submission — also seek to assert the presence of a nationally significant
barbastelle bat colony in the NWL area, and/or to allege that NCC has
acknowledged and/or is in receipt of evidence demonstrating that the colony
size would qualify for pSAC or notified SSSI status. As has been explained in
paragraph 8 above, these representations do not accurately reflect NCC’s
position. NCC would therefore be grateful if the ExXA would take this
explanatory submission into consideration when deciding how much weight to
afford to the relevant representations listed in Appendices A and B to this
submission.
NWL7 | Draft DCO Work No.26a | Written Update on Matters Raised in NCC’s Relevant Representation [RR-069] Please see to response Q7.0.18 within the Applicant’s Response to the Agreed 11/11/21
— optional cycle track Ir?ei%roenssegt(zclé)gs_ 10. NCC has_, continued to d_iscuss the matters rais_ed in its Rel_evant | Exa.mlnlng. Authority’s First YVrltten guestlons (ExQ1) (RFP2-014). |
022) Representation [RR-069] with the Applicant since it was submitted. NCC is “This section _of cycle tra_ck is an c_thlonaI element an_d will only be_pro_wded
also mindful of question 7.0.18 of the ExA’s First Written Questions (“ExQ1”) permanently if the NWL is not delivered. If the NWL is consented it will not
which focuses on the nexus between the Applicant’s design at the Wood Lane | be possible for this part of the proposed cycle track to remain in use.
junction and the linkages with the NWL (referred to in paragraph 11 below as Therefore, the Applicant intends to deliver this element of the Scheme and
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Norfolk County Council Position

“the proposals”).

11. To assist the ExA, NCC wishes to clarify that in relation to the concerns
raised by the ExA in ExQ1 7.0.18, and further to NCC’s discussions with the
Applicant, NCC'’s position is as follows: 1 Available here:

11.1 Fundamentally, the proposals put forward under Work No. 26a were not
initially discussed with NCC by the Applicant; and had they been discussed:

(a) NCC would have proposed an alternative arrangement that it considers the
Applicant could potentially have delivered as part of the A47 scheme; and

(b) NCC would never have proposed or supported a non-motorised user
("NMU”) connection crossing the NWL at this location (i.e. the proposal is not
part of NCC’s NMU strategy for the NWL project);

11.2 If the proposals are to remain in the DCO, then the Applicant should
provide certainty within the DCO as to what the position would be in both a
‘non-NWL world’ and a ‘NWL world’. In particular, should the NWL come
forward, NCC would not expect to have to provide design solutions for a NMU
connection on its network that it does not support; and

11.3 as such, NCC expects the Applicant to amend the draft DCO to provide
for:

(a) ideally, a replacement NMU route to that proposed by Work No. 26a; or

(b) if this is not possible and Work No. 26a is to be only a ‘temporary’
connection before the NWL is operational, then there should be a defined
trigger for its removal when the NWL is brought forward coupled with drafting in
the DCO that expressly displaces the legal presumption that a way laid out by
a highway authority in exercise of its statutory functions is to be treated as a
highway; and

(c) if it is required to remain in place once the NWL is in place, that specific
proposals within the DCO are put forward for crossing of the NWL, which is
likely to require a bridge.

12. NCC recognises that the latter course of action would have procedural
implications for the Applicant, so it is making its concerns as clear as possible
now to allow the Applicant to consider an appropriate way forward.

Highways England Position

allow permissive use by the public unless and until the NWL planning
application is determined. If the NWL scheme is not granted consent, the
Applicant will consider dedicating the route as a public right of way, but may
choose to leave it as a permissive route. If the NWL is granted planning
permission, the Applicant will withdraw permission for the public to use the
route so that construction of the NWL can be carried out.

It is important to note that the A47 Scheme is only required to maintain the
RB1 byway connection across the A47, east of the Wood Lane junction. As
the B1535 Wood Lane provides a cycle network connection to the north, the
optional section of cycle track offers an enhancement option to facilitate
movement of cyclists northwards from east of Wood Lane junction in a no
NWL scenario as an alternative to using the existing RB1. However, as
NWL is expected to provide a new north bound byway route east of Norwich
Western Link Road with a connection to Wood Lane in the north, the A47
Scheme’s optional section of cycle track would not be required. The east-
west provision for non-motorised users is maintained via connections south
of the Scheme A47, accessed via Hall Farm underpass and the new cycle
track to Honingham via Dereham Road and across to Berrys Lane.

Therefore, this part of the cycle track is not required to mitigate any impacts
and therefore its delivery does not need to be certain. However, the
Applicant is seeking the power to construct the cycle track connection in the
event the NWL is not consented.

So the drafting of Article 13(7) must provide the flexibility for the Applicant to
decide if and when to dedicate the cycle track as public highway.”

This response has been agreed with Norfolk County Council and will be
recorded in the Statement of Common Ground (TR010038/EXAM/8.4) to be
issued before the hearing in November.

POST NOTE: The Applicant has agreed to amend Article 13(7) as follows:

“The cycle track with reference CF1 to CF2a in column (2) of Part 6
(footpaths, cycle tracks, footways and bridleways) of Schedule 3 and
identified on the rights of way and access plans may only be constructed by
the undertaker in the specified location if approved by the relevant
highway authority and opened for use on such day as the-undertaker

may-determine approved by the relevant highway authority.

Status

NWL8

NWL spur classification

Written
Representation
response (REP3-
022)

13. Finally, NCC would re-emphasise its view that the ‘NWL stub’ that forms
Work No. 98 to the DCO should be included within the Rights of Way and
Access Plans as a highway to be created.

14. This is important to ensure that the handover of that work is dealt with in
the same way as the rest of the works that are to be handed over to NCC as
part of the DCO, i.e. in a manner that is consistent with NCC’s ability to operate
and maintain the assets as part of its highway network.

15. As the rest of the roundabout to which the NWL stub connects is to form
part of NCC’s highway network (as confirmed by the Classification of Roads
Plans [APP-014]), NCC cannot see that there is any disbenefit to the Applicant
in having to complete the NWL stub to NCC'’s satisfaction as relevant highway
authority (as is required by article 12 of the DCO), in handing over the assets in
that location as a whole.

As stated in response RR-077.3 in the Applicant’'s Responses to the
Relevant Representations (REP1-013) [see row in Appendix A of this
SoCG], the Applicant does not propose to dedicate the Norwich Western
(NWL) Link arm as a public highway.

The Scheme has been designed to facilitate a link from the Wood Lane
junction northern roundabout to the NWL, but it will be for Norfolk County
Council to dedicate this link as part of the NWL scheme, if and when it is
delivered. There is no benefit to either NCC or the Applicant in creating a
stub of highway which will need to be maintained at public expense, unless
and until there is certainty that the NWL scheme is deliverable.

The design of the NWL stub will be confirmed as part of the detailed design,
to be approved through dDCO Requirement 3.

Updated Classification of Roads Plans (APP-014), Traffic Regulations
Plans (AS-002) and Schedule 3, Part 1A, of the dDCO (REP2-005) have
been issued at Deadline 3 to align with the Rights of Way and Access Plans

Under
discussion
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(APP-008) and a highway classification is no longer assigned to the NWL
stub by the A47 Scheme.

POST NOTE: Highways England and NCC are in discussion to sign an
agreement and a draft agreement has been developed which sets out how
the construction and handover of the spur will be managed between the two
parties. Discussions are on-going to finalise this agreement after the
Examination period.
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