AllTArCndel Bypass

_|tation

Report on Frther Cons

Appe

ndiCJD[]

Other Uritten responses from

organisations

ol.[ ]




C Pacific House (Second Floor)
OGSt to Hazelwick Avenue
Three Bridges

- Crawley
apita
01293 305965

coast2capital.org.uk

By e-mail
23 October 2019
A27 Arundel Bypass Further Consultation

Dear Highways England,

| am writing on behalf of Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership in response to
Highways England A27 Arundel Bypass Further Consultation. Coast to Capital is a

unique business-led collaboration between the private, public and education sectors
across a diverse area which includes East Surrey, Greater Brighton and West Sussex.

The consultation material summarises well the national and regional significance of
the A27, “As the main route serving the south coast, the A27 corridor is crucial to the
region’s success. A population of more than 1 million people rely on the A27, and
growth plans for the region mean this number is only set to increase.”

The need to reduce congestion and improve movement of people and goods along
the A27 from Brighton to Portsmouth is widely recognised, specifically in order to
increase the local and regional economy, with widespread support for an appropriate
intervention at Arundel. The limitations of the A27 are part of a wider picture of
infrastructure challenges in the Coast to Capital area that restrict our economic
growth compared to other parts of the South East. The national significance of this
scheme is recognised in Government’s own 2015-2020 Road Investment Strategy
(RIST).

We are pleased that Highways England continues to take a consultative approach to
this important scheme. The need to support growth must also be carefully balanced
with environmental and social impacts given the setting of existing and proposed
routes. This is something that was firmly recognised in the previous consultation
exercise and has, in part, lead to these new proposals. We would encourage
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Highways England to continue to listen to these concerns in this latest consultation
phase.

We recognise local support by Arun District Council and West Sussex County
Council, as well as other local groups including the Coastal West Sussex Partnership,
for Magenta as the preferred route and we would add our own support to it, on
balance of minimising social and environmental impact and providing value for
money. In short, Cyan and Beige routes are considered to impact too heavily on
Arundel itself as well as the South Downs National Park, while Crimson route would
also have a heavy impact on the South Downs and a large swathe of Ancient
Woodland. This would leave three remaining options — Amber, Magenta and Grey
routes. Of these Magenta would be our preference for the reasons of balance stated
above.

While Magenta route would help to reduce environmental impacts, we would urge
Highway’s England to invest in innovative ways to mitigate as far as possible the
short and long term impact of the new road, on flora and fauna and local
communities. This would include construction methods and materials but also
design elements to aid the transit of people and wildlife in particular. Biodiversity
gain should be an aspiration of the scheme where possible in terms of habitat
creation, rather than simply the minimum degree of loss.

We consider that, given the timing of this scheme in relation to the growing
understanding and acceptance of climate change risks, it is imperative to design in
necessary measures now that will allow us to manage and reduce these risks for the
future. We therefore encourage Highways England to think ahead creatively — with
us, our partners and with other Government departments — as to future vehicle use
of the A27 and other roads.

This would apply not only in terms of zero-emission modes of individual transport
(i.e. private car and freight vehicles) but also raising the collective ambition to
promote and encourage forms of mass transit. Much of the current congestion is
exacerbated by local movements across and along stretches of the A27 by private
car where no viable public transport or cycling alternative exist and where measures
to enable such alternatives to be delivered in the future can be designed in now.

The relationship between road and rail networks, as part of future consideration of
rail franchising models based on local commuter movement is also key. The
consultation material acknowledges that rail take-up is low in the Arundel area,
which should not simply be taken as a given but rather an opportunity to balance and
reduce future use of the A27. Potential solutions to move longer vehicle journeys off
the A27 and onto the West Coastway Rail Service may well lie in the ability to move
more local rail journeys onto mass transmit road options, thereby enabling the
railway to deliver more express journeys with a net reduction in demand on the road.
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We look forward to Highways England’s response to this latest stage of consultation
and future design proposals.

Yours sincerely,

Chief Executive

Coast to Capital
Registered in England (One Bell Lane, Lewes, East Sussex, BN7 1JU)
Company Number: 8166412
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Worthing Town Hall

Worthing

BN1 1HA

3 October 2019

Dear Colleagues,

As the Chair of the CWS Partnership Board, I welcome the opportunity to be able to comment on the
scheme proposals to improve the A27 at Arundel. This response has been sent on behalf of the CWS
Partnership Board and it is requested that Highways England give due consideration to its contents
before making its recommendations to the Secretary of State.

The Coastal West Sussex Economic Partnership brings together leaders from business, education and
the public sector to work collectively on economic issues that affect the coastal strip. Geographically it
covers the areas of Chichester, Adur, Arun and Worthing. Both the CWS Partnership (and its Executive
Board) aim to add value and focus on the key “"larger than local™ issues that impact on our coastal
economy whilst supporting business development and promoting sustainable economic growth across
the area.

The A27 is the main arterial route along the West Sussex coast and as such, it is the most important
transport connection between Portsmouth and Brighton so it is imperative that the A27 works
effectively for the benefit of both the local, regional and national economy. In a recent survey carried
out by the CWS Partnership, 90% of respondents said the A27 in West Sussex was important to their
company

In considering the 6 options being proposed for the A27 at Arundel, 3 options would be favoured by
the CWS Partnership Board:

- Magenta

- Amber

- Grey

These three options all provide a dualling and bypass solution that avoids dividing the town of Arundel
and have less impact on the South Downs National Park. Of these three options then the Magenta
option would be preferable as it has minimal impact on the SDNP (affecting just under 0.74 acres of
the Park) and would be around £50Million less to deliver than the other preferred option that bypass
the SDNP completely.
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We would not support the Beige or Cyan route because of its impact on Arundel and the impact of local
traffic trying to access the A27 from the Ford Road. The Crimson route would also not be supported
because of its huge impact on the South Downs National Park.

In responding to the consultation, the CWS Partnership would also like to encourage Highways England
to consider any potential modifications that would:

- Consider a full junction option for Ford Road because of the increasing levels of commercial and
residential traffic that use this route from the urban centres of Littlehampton and Bognor Regis
whilst also future proofing the road network for future development in Ford.

- Create appropriate cycle routes that promote commuter opportunities but that also support
more leisure cycling and open routes along the River Arun to connect the coastline to Arundel
and the South Downs National Park.

The dualling options being proposed for the A27 at Arundel are very welcome but we also recognise
that there are other obvious bottle necks along the A27 in West Sussex. The CWS Partnership would
like to encourage Highways England to take a more holistic and joined up approach to deliver
improvements along the whole stretch of the A27 in West Sussex, particularly in Worthing, Lancing and
Chichester as collectively, this would have a much greater and more positive impact on the regional
economy and yield greater economic return in the longer term.

Any infrastructure investment into this area needs to deliver:

- Improved journey times - East to West along the whole stretch of the A27 from Brighton to
Portsmouth

- Improved journey time reliability and resilience against unplanned incidents

- Removal of choke points and stop/start traffic need to use longer routes with the consequent
poor levels of air quality along the road and in affected towns and villages such as Storrington.

- Improve the attractiveness of the area as a place to do business by improving connectivity
to/from the West Sussex coast

- Better access for visitors to both the coast and the South Downs National Park

- A broader recruitment pool for businesses located in the area by improving connectivity to/from
urban areas

- Improvement in the journey times and access for businesses and residents to the north and
south of the A27

- Complement improvements to other transport investment that is already being made; eg A284
Lyminster bypass and the A259 corridor improvements at Littlehampton, because unlike other
areas there are few acceptable alternative routes for users to use at times of congestion on the
A27.
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If the competitiveness of the West Sussex coastal economy was to improve and be brought into line
with the regional average, the area could generate significant economic benefits for the national
economy. If the Gross Value Added (GVA) of the coast was to grow at the same rate as that of the
south east, the coastal economy would have generated an additional £886M between 2012-2016.

Improving the infrastructure along the coast is probably the number one issue for businesses based in
the coastal area so we look forward to hearing the announcement of the preferred route in early 2020.

Best wishes,

Chair, CWS Economic Partnership & Client Director of Inpress Plastics Ltd.
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Rural England, Sussex Branch CIO

C Ex!# Sussex Brownings Farm, Blackboys,
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—
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your Countryside

www.cpresussex.org. uk

England (A27 Arundel Bypass Consultation)
By email: A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk

22" October 2019
Dear Highways England

Arundel A27 Bypass Consultation 2019

This is the formal response of the Sussex branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE Sussex)
to the above consultation. CPRE Sussex works to promote the beauty, tranquillity and diversity of the
Sussex countryside by encouraging the sustainable use of land and other natural resources in town and
country. We encourage appropriate and sustainable land use, farming, woodland and biodiversity
policies and practice to improve the well-being of rural communities.

We have completed your online survey; however, we found the questions very restrictive so have
decided to send a letter in addition to the survey in order to ensure that our position is clear.

4. If all options are brought into an affordable range*, which option would you prefer? (Please tick
one option)

® . .
Beige (Option 1V9)

We would like to highlight that whilst we have selected the ‘Beige’ option, this is due to the restricted
options available. Our preference would be the consideration of the Arundel Alternative, a wide single

carriageway, 40 mph road. Whilst this would follow a similar route to the Beige and Cyan options, we
cannot completely support these as they involve permanent loss of irreplaceable habitats.

5. The scheme budget is currently £100-250m. Affordability is an ongoing concern and if only Cyan and
Beige (Options 1V5 and 1V9) remain affordable, which option(s) would you support? (Please tick all
that apply)

© Beige (Option 1V9)

We would like to highlight that whilst we have selected the ‘Beige’ option, this is due to the restricted
options available. Our preference would be the consideration of the Arundel Alternative, a wide single
carriageway, 40 mph road. Whilst this would follow a similar route to the Beige and Cyan options, we

cannot completely support these as they involve permanent loss of irreplaceable habitats.
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6. To what extent do you agree or disagree that there is a need to improve the A27 around Arundel?

© Agree

We believe that a new bypass on its own will not be a ‘silver bullet’ and that any road investment
programme should be part of wider measures to tackle congestion such as a move away from car-
dependent new development and investment in infrastructure for sustainable travel, particularly the rail
network. It is clear there are existing issues regarding access, particularly for non-motorised users and
that the current road already severs irreplaceable habitat and causes light, noise and vibration pollution.

7. How concerned are you about the following issues in relation to the existing A27 around Arundel?
(Please select one option in each row)

We have selected ‘very concerned’ in relation to all the issues. It is disappointing that the climate
emergency and the need to reduce carbon emissions is not included as an issue.

8. Please add any other comments that you may have regarding existing issues:
[Summary of comments above submitted]

9. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements when
considering your preferred option(s) for improving the A27 around Arundel: (Please select one option
in each row)

We do not agree that any improvements should prioritise through traffic.
10. Please indicate which option would... (Please select one option in each row)

We have not agreed with any of your statements as our preference would be the consideration of the
Arundel Alternative.

11. Taking into consideration what you know about the proposed options, which option would you
prefer if all options were brought into an affordable range*? Please select your preferred options,
ranked by first, second and third preference: (If you have only one or two preferred options, please
select accordingly)

This question is very misleading as we cannot understand how the more expensive options could be
brought into an ‘affordable range’ whilst still ensuring compliance with our current legal and policy
frameworks? Surely ‘value engineering and contractual efficiencies’ are a given on any scheme? If
anything, we anticipate that costs will be higher than the estimations provided. For example, given the
incredibly sensitive nature of the landscape and potential impacts in relation to enabling maximum
permeability for species and landscape function, in the event that a scheme does proceed with a route
across the Arun Valley, the only suitable approach must be a viaduct.

We would like to highlight that whilst we have selected the ‘Beige’ option, this is due to the restricted
options available. Our preference would be the consideration of the Arundel Alternative, a wide single
carriageway, 40 mph road. Whilst this would follow a similar route to the Beige and Cyan options, we

cannot completely support these as they involve permanent loss of irreplaceable habitats.
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12. Taking into consideration what you know about the proposed options, please select your least
preferred (or last choice) option if all options were brought into an affordable range:

This question is very misleading as we cannot understand how the more expensive options could be
brought into an ‘affordable range’ whilst still ensuring compliance with our current legal and policy
frameworks? Surely ‘value engineering and contractual efficiencies’ are a given on any scheme? If
anything, we anticipate that costs will be higher than the estimations provided.

We would like to highlight that whilst we have selected the ‘crimson’ option, this is due to the restricted
options available. In our view, all six options currently have unacceptable impacts on biodiversity and
people. We have selected the Crimson route, as it will result in the destruction of over 20 hectares of
ancient woodland, however we question how useful this question is when all the options are damaging.

13. Please add any other comments about the proposed options:

Our national commitment, in the light of the ‘Climate Emergency,’ is to reach ‘net zero’ Greenhouse gas
emissions by 2050. If we are serious about this commitment as a nation, then we should not be
investing huge sums of money in projects which will increase car use and carbon emissions and reduce
the amount of carbon-absorbing vegetation.

We believe that a new bypass on its own will not be a ‘silver bullet’ and that any road investment
programme should be part of wider measures to tackle congestion such as a move away from car-
dependant new development and investment in infrastructure for sustainable travel, particularly the rail
network. In the consultation brochure, an increase in the use of sustainable transport is dismissed as
unlikely to solve the problems of queuing and congestion at Arundel. All reasonable options to minimise
demand, widen travel choices and improve efficiency, should have been considered before moving to
the final option of building another bypass.

We believe that all the bypass options presented as part of this consultation would damage the
surrounding landscape, including the South Downs National Park and its special qualities, mature
woodland, the Arun floodplain, tranquillity and dark night skies, which are highly valued and
irreplaceable. Table 8-9 within Chapter 8 of the Environmental Assessment Report (EAR) clearly shows
the devastating extent of the habitat severance and loss as a result of the proposed schemes. The iconic
view of Arundel and Arundel Castle would be heavily impacted. This some of the best Sussex has to offer
in terms of beauty and heritage — our national treasures. We would like Highways England to consider
the ‘Arundel Alternative’ put forwards by local people; a shorter, 40mph wide single carriageway which
addresses pinch points and improves flow. This appears to be far less damaging when compared to the
huge environmental impacts of the schemes currently in the consultation.

As a countryside and landscapes charity, we fully support the South Downs National Park Authority in
their response to the consultation, namely:

e That all the route options as currently presented, including the route outside the National Park
(Grey Route 5BV1), impact negatively on the National Park and its setting. To varying degrees all
would cause significant harm to the biodiversity, cultural heritage, access, recreation potential
and landscape character and visual quality of the South Downs National Park.

e That Highways England should be urged to address, as a priority, the shared concerns raised in
the Single Voice letter sent by the DEFRA family (Forestry Commission, Natural England,
Environment Agency and the SDNPA).
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e Thatin the absence of both a detailed scheme plan, and a committed and funded mitigation and
compensation package, it is not currently possible to rank the options in terms of their impacts
upon the National Park.

14. How did you find out about the consultation? (Please tick all that apply)

v Highways England website or email

15. Have you found the consultation materials useful in answering your questions about the A27
around Arundel?

© To a certain extent

16. Have you visited one of our public consultation events, or do you intend to?

© Yes, have visited
17. If you have visited an exhibition, how useful did you find it in terms of addressing your questions
about the options for improving the A27 around Arundel? (Please tick one option)

© Not useful

18. Do you have any other comments about the consultation process or materials?

We are concerned about inaccuracies in the information presented as part of this consultation. Given
the restrictive nature of the consultation questions we do not feel that respondents are given adequate
opportunity to explain their views. For example, respondents are required to highlight one option as
unacceptable in question 12 when we find that all options proposed are unacceptable. We would like
further consideration to be given to the scheme suggested as the ‘Arundel Alternative’ which proposes
significantly less land take and severance. Leaving out the option of the Arundel Alternative has
artificially restricted the consultation process.

Yours sincerely,

Director, CPRE Sussex

CPRE Sussex (continued) 4



rosenblatt

9-13 St Andrew Street, London EC4A 3AF

T +44 (0)20 7955 0880 | F +44 (0)20 7955 0888
DX LDE 493

www.rosenblatt-law.co.uk

A27 Arundel Bypass
Highways England
Bridge House

1 Walnut Tree Close
Guildford

Surrey GU1 4LZ

By email: A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk

24 QOctober 2019
Dear Sirs

A27 Arundel By-Pass Further Consultation

We act for the Rontec Group of Companies who together are the freehold owners and operators of
the petrol filling station known as Crossbush Service Station, Lyminster Road, Crossbush, West
Sussex, BN17 7QQ. ("the Crossbush PFS")

We write with reference to your further consultation on the proposed A27 Arundel by-pass and the
impact of the proposed scheme on the Crossbush PFS. Each of the options of the scheme you are
proposing involve the construction of a new dual two-lane carriageway bypass located to the south
of the existing A27. At the Crossbush Junction/Roundabout at which the Crossbush PFS is
located, each of the proposed options pass immediately to the north of the Crossbush PFS and
includes the same revised junction layout which replaces the existing Crossbush roundabout. The
scheme footprint is illustrated in the layout drawings contained in Appendix D of the Interim
Scheme Assessment Report. We attach a copy for ease of reference.

A representative of our client attended the additional consultation forum and has been in direct
contact with you.

We understand that the proximity of the westbound on-slip to the service area means that the
existing embankment supporting the A284 would need to be widened. Retaining walls would be
needed to avoid permanent land take within the Crossbush PFS. The proposed construction
methods are not known at this stage so it is not possible for you to confirm whether temporary land
take would be required during construction. We are concerned to ensure that our client’s land is
not required for the retaining walls and that our client is consulted fully during the process to ensure
that interference with the Crossbush PFS is minimised with no interference to our its business.

More significantly, we are concerned that the alignment of the new junction layout will have a
detrimental impact to the access and egress to the Crossbush PFS.

2841827/2

Authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority.
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The current layout of the road has all traffic travelling on the A27 in both directions via the
Crossbush roundabout. Traffic from both directions also accesses the Crossbush PFS by way of
the Crossbush roundabout. The Crossbush Service Station is well-signed and is also visible from
the Crossbush roundabout. The new junction layout involves the construction of a dual carriageway
that takes direct traffic away from the site in both directions without the need to stop. Although slip-
roads are provided in both directions, access would be via a new roundabout, and in the case of
traffic travelling east via two roundabouts and a connecting bridge. The maijority of traffic flow on
the new section of the dual carriageway will no longer see the Crossbush PFS.

In our view, your proposal may have a significant impact on the Crossbush PFS for the following
reasons:

- it will take traffic away from the site;
- it will make ingress and egress to the site from both directions more convoluted;
- the proposed changes to ingress and egress will:

() bhave a negative impact on the commercial viability of the running of the Crossbush PFS by
making it less accessible to motorists; and

(i) have a detrimental impact on the health and safety of motorists by making access to the
Crossbush PFS more complex and so deterring motorists from stopping.

Our client is grateful for the opportunity to have started a dialogue with you and wishes to continue
that dialogue in a constructive and positive manner in order to address their concerns. In the
meantime, please treat this letter as our client’'s formal objection to your proposal insofar as it
impacts on the ingress and egress to the Crossbush PFS.

Yours faithfully,
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] Our ref: HA/2017/119374/05-L01
Highways England Your ref: ENVPAC/1/SSD/00025
Bridge House 1 Walnut Tree Close

Guildford Date: 16 October 2019

Surrey

GUl14LZ

Dearllllll

A27 ARUNDEL BYPASS - FURTHER PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Thank you for inviting the Environment Agency to provide comments on your further
public consultation on the six proposed options for the A27 Arundel Bypass scheme.

We are providing this advice under agreement ENVPAC/1/SSD/00025.

Our response is at a high level based on the nature of the consultation at this stage.
We would also draw your attention to the Defra family “Single Voice” letter we sent to
you along with the Forestry Commission, Natural England and the South Downs
National Park Authority which sets out our shared issues and requirements for the
A27 Arundel Bypass scheme.

We look forward to continue working with you and your consultants as the scheme
progresses to ensure that decisions with regard to the route and its design fully
reflect the sensitive environment in which the proposals sit.

Environment Agency Advice

All of the proposed options pose significant environmental risks which will need to be
fully investigated, assessed and addressed when deciding on the preferred route
and as the design of the scheme progresses.

We fully encourage Highways England to consider the weight of opportunities and
risks for flood risk and the environment when deciding on a preferred option, and
when further evaluating the costs versus benefits of that route.

Below we have provided advice on the main environmental constraints, within our
remit, that you should be aware of. Many of these have already been identified in the
Environmental Assessment Report supporting the consultation. A number of the

Environment Agency

Portfield Depot Oving Road, Chichester, West Sussex, PO20 2AG.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.gov.uk/environment-agency
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constraints are relevant for each of the options but where necessary we have drawn
out the distinctions between options. We hope that this assists you in determining a
preferred route and also serves as a basis for further discussions with us on the
issues any detailed scheme will need to address.

Flood Risk

All six options include areas that are located within the floodplain of the River Arun.
These are designated as Flood Zone 3 on our Flood Map for Planning, which
indicates land with a 1 in 200 year probability of flooding from the sea, or 1 in 100
year probability of flooding from fluvial sources. This is defined as a high probability
of flooding in the Planning Practice Guidance.

Whilst the location of the River Arun crossing, and the distance across the flood
plain, differs between the six options they would all require the submission of a Flood
Risk Assessment that demonstrates the scheme would be safe without increasing
flood risk elsewhere over the lifetime of the infrastructure. This is in accordance with
paragraph 163 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and paragraphs
5.93-4 of the National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN).

The consultation material states that for each option there will be a neutral impact on
flood risk as it will be mitigated for through the design. Whilst in order to secure
development consent this would be the case we recommend that for each option you
consider how the likely requirements for ensuring flood risk isn’t increased elsewhere
could be managed along with the associated costs for these.

We understand that modelling is being undertaken to consider these requirements
for fluvial scenarios. However, we are still concerned that the impact the proposed
options may have on tidal flood risk has not yet been properly considered. As
highlighted the options fall within an area at risk from fluvial and tidal flooding and as
such both must be assessed as part of the Flood Risk Assessment. We are
surprised to see that initial modelling suggests the online options require significantly
more flood storage compensation given that they cross a much narrower section of
the floodplain. This is something that we would expect to discuss in more detail once
the detailed modelling is ready for review.

Sequential Test and Approach

Any development within Flood Zones 3 and 2 (1 in 1000 year probability of flooding)
will need to demonstrate that there are no other available sites appropriate for the
development at a lower risk of flooding (known as the ‘Sequential Test’). Considering
the scheme has to pass over at least one main river in order to connect the two dual
carriage way parts of the A27, it is unlikely that an alternative location completely
within Flood Zone 1 for any proposed bypass could be identified.

However, we would recommend that this assessment is undertaken by Highways
England through their Flood Risk Assessment. It would be consistent with the
sequential approach to seek a preferred option and design that avoids locating as
much infrastructure in Flood Zone 3 as is possible.

Functional floodplain

The Arun Strategic Flood Risk Assessment defines Flood Zone 3b, or functional
floodplain, as land with a 1 in 20 year chance of flooding. Planning policy restricts the
types of development that should be permitted within the functional floodplain. In
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order for any highway to be located in these areas, it should be defined as ‘essential
infrastructure’ by the planning authority.

Although all the options may involve crossing areas of functional floodplain, at this
stage it is not clear to what extent they would require built footprint within the
functional floodplain.

The NPPF and associated Practice Guidance makes it clear that essential
infrastructure located within Flood Zone 3b must:

e remain operational and safe for users in times of flood;

e result in no net loss of floodplain storage;

e not impede water flows and not increase flood risk elsewhere.

We therefore recommend that you consider the extent of Flood Zone 3b that would
be impacted by the options in making a decision on a preferred route and design,
including what may be required in order to ensure they meet the above
requirements.

Increasing flood risk elsewhere

In accordance with the NPPF and NPSNN it would need to be demonstrated that the
scheme, both during construction and operation, will not increase flood risk
elsewhere.

An increase in flood risk could be caused by structures in the floodplain resulting in
the loss of fluvial floodplain storage, or the impedance of tidal flood paths, resulting
in increases in flood risk to properties, infrastructure or land elsewhere.

Any final design and Flood Risk Assessment will need take into account the
uncertainties regarding flood risk over the lifetime of the infrastructure. This includes
the impact of climate change and sea level rise on tidal and fluvial flood risks, as well
as the standard of flood risk infrastructure on the Arun over the next 100 years.
Therefore, we recommend that you consider the impacts of climate change and the
implications of an undefended scenario in considering the options, including any high
level assessment on flood risks.

As you have highlighted the climate change allowances are due to be updated as a
result of the new UK Climate Projections 2018. We would expect that these
allowances, when published, are used to inform further assessments following the
preferred route announcement. More information on our guidance for climate change
allowances in planning can be found here: https://www.gov.uk/quidance/flood-risk-
assessments-climate-change-allowances which will be updated when the new
allowances are available.

Modelling

Detailed flood modelling has been submitted to, and accepted by, the Environment
Agency regarding the baseline scenario. Further modelling of how both fluvial and
tidal flood risk is affected by the proposed development designs is still required.

We will continue to work with you and your consultants to ensure that the flood
modelling for the scheme is robust. We recommend this is a matter that is fully
satisfied prior to any submission. This will avoid delays in the development consent
process.

Opportunities
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Paragraph 5.103 of the NPSNN makes clear that Highways England should be
identifying opportunities to provide flood risk benefits through the scheme.

Whilst the scheme is at a high level stage, and requires much further assessment
and design, it is clear that there is potential for such an option to be considered
further. Such an approach could also address several of the above planning
requirements if an improvement in flood risk management could be achieved.

When deliberating on the options, we encourage Highways England to keep in mind
not just the implications of the above requirements for assessing and mitigating flood
risk, but also the potential for improvements to flood risk management through
delivery of the scheme. This should ensure that potential opportunities are not
missed out.

Biodiversity

As identified in the environmental appraisal of the consultation package there are
major adverse risks to nature conservation from all six options presented.

All six route proposals involve crossing the River Arun and associated floodplain with
four offline routes requiring a new span across the River Arun and the two broadly
online routes requiring an increased footprint upon the current crossing. Three
options, 4/5AV1, 4/5 AV2 and 5 BV1 also cross the Tortington Rife and Binsted Rife
which are main rivers.

As well as being priority habitats in their own right, watercourses also serve as
ecological corridors that support the movement of species and resilience of
populations to climate change.

The floodplain of the Arun contains an extensive network of watercourses, coastal
and floodplain grazing marsh, and other wetland habitat that will also be of significant
ecological value. Water voles, a protected species under Schedule 5 of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981, are present along the Arun, whilst a significant run of Sea
Trout uses the main river for migration and ditches within the floodplain provide vital
habitat for the protected European eel. Any works to the channels, e.qg. infilling,
shortening or redirecting, would have implications for ecology, drainage and
sediment movement into the river.

The construction of the highway poses a risk to these habitats and species, including
direct loss and fragmentation of habitat, interruptions to ecological corridors/
migratory routes, disturbance to species, water pollution, etc. This and the loss of
ancient woodland, are likely to pose the most significant risks for biodiversity.

In line with paragraph 175 of the NPPF and paragraph 5.25 of the NPSNN, any
detailed scheme will need to demonstrate how impacts to biodiversity have been
avoided, mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated for. The design of the scheme
and demonstration of how it is in accordance with planning policy and legislation on
protecting biodiversity, will need to be based on adequate surveys and assessment
of the risks to habitats and species.

Options 3V1, 4/5AV1, 4/5AV2 and 5BV1, which all run to the south and comprise the
longest stretches of new highway and the greatest extent through the Arun floodplain
will require the most work in terms of mitigation. The scale of impact of all these
options will vary dependant on the decision to take forward either an embankment or
viaduct crossing of the floodplain.

Cont/d.. 4



Option 3V1 whilst being the shorter route has the clear constraint of a large adverse
impact upon the ancient woodland at Binsted and its associated species including
bats.

Options 4/5AV1 and 4/5AV2 will also impact upon the woodland to a lesser extent
and create a barrier to the free movement of a number of species. They will also
require crossings of the Tortington and Binsted Rifes.

Option 5BV1 avoids many of the significant blocks of protected woodland, however,
being the longest route it entails the largest land take and will require crossings of
both the Tortington and Binsted Rifes. We would wish to see significant numbers of
appropriately designed green bridges and underpasses for the exclusive use of
wildlife to ensure the impacts of habitat severance are reduced.

We would recommend that as the scheme progresses consideration should be given
to Non-native Invasive Species both in terms of bringing species in to the Arun valley
or disturbing and distributing those already in existence.

We recognise that minimised environmental impacts, and an improved local
environment are one of the project objectives. With this in mind, and considering the
scale of investment and works involved, including the access to Designated funds,
we would expect the project to be resulting in a substantial net benefit to biodiversity
overall. There are likely to be opportunities for substantial habitat creation and
improvement, and we look forward to discussing how such improvements could be
secured alongside Natural England and other relevant stakeholders.

Groundwater Protection
Contaminated Land — Landfills, previous use

Construction works for new highways can pose a risk to groundwater resources by
mobilising any contaminants in the ground and creating new pathways for pollutants.
The Environmental Assessment Report - August 2019 identified a number of landfills
within the study area which would need to be considered further as the Scheme
progresses. As an example there is a historic landfill site at the north east corner of
Ford Road roundabout, located over the Spetisbury Chalk designated as a Principal
Aquifer and a significant groundwater resource that must be protected. This could
impact options 1V5 and 1V9.

The presence of historic landfills and sensitive groundwater resources should be
considered through the decision making process to confirm a preferred route. Once
the preferred route is selected a detailed desk based risk assessment should be
made at an early stage to identify all active and historic landfills and other sources of
contaminated land associated with current and past land uses.

In addition natural and non-natural cavities in the chalk may have been infilled and
could present a risk of contaminants being mobilised by the development. The
existing highway land itself could potentially be affected by contamination.

These areas may need further risk assessment, potentially with an intrusive site
investigation targeted at known areas of potential contaminated land.

We advise that consideration is given to the level of remediation required and the
impact this may have on the cost benefit ratios for individual options.

Cont/d.. 5



Solution Features

We support the consideration in the Environmental Assessment Report of the
potential for the presence of dissolution features where the scheme is underlain by
chalk. Solution features could pose risks in terms of stability to the development and
also create preferential pathways for chemical contamination of the underlying
aquifer.

Solution features in the Chalk are known to be present in the vicinity of Binsted and
Binsted Woods, which could affect Options 4/5AV1, 4/5AV2 and 5BV1. Due to the
nature of the Chalk in this area, other previously unidentified solution features may
be present and should be considered as part of any site investigation.

Piling

Piling and investigation boreholes using penetrative methods can result in risks to
potable supplies from, for example, pollution/turbidity, risk of mobilising
contamination, drilling through different aquifers and creating preferential pathways.
If piling is to be carried out in areas of contaminated land or where contaminated
land is suspected then controls will be required to ensure the protection of
groundwater. In some locations certain piling techniques may not be appropriate.

Dewatering

Abstraction for dewatering purposes can have unacceptable impacts on
environmental features supported by groundwater, for example, wetlands,
watercourses, ponds or may derogate existing protected licensed water supplies, or
lead to deterioration in groundwater quality. All of the routes proposed are likely to
have areas where dewatering is required and therefore needs to be considered.

Drainage

Highways pose a risk to the water environment through the introduction of new and/
or increased discharges from highway runoff to watercourses or groundwater.
Highway runoff can contain metals, hydrocarbons and sediment, which without
adequate pollution prevention measures, can result in pollution of the water
environment.

In line with paragraph 170 of the NPPF, which states that development must not
result in unacceptable levels of water pollution, the drainage systems for the bypass
will need to be designed to fully address pollution risks, including maintenance. This
should include identifying opportunities for improving existing systems on the road
network.

We recommend prioritising vegetated drainage systems in early thinking about
drainage solutions, maximising the opportunities for multiple benefits for surface
water management, pollution prevention, biodiversity, and landscape.

Environmental permits

Each of the six options are likely to require environmental permits from us under the
Environmental Permitting regulations. We encourage early permitting discussions
with us, once a preferred option is chosen and detailed design is developed, on the
likely requirements for these.

Final Comments

| trust that the above comments are useful as you progress from the Options
appraisal to further stages of the scheme for the A27 Arundel Bypass.
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We would like to take this opportunity to reiterate our wish that as an overarching
principle any option for the bypass should be considered in an integrated way at a
landscape scale to ensure that the complex and interconnected ecosystem that is
set within wider hydrological catchment are fully understood and reflected in design
choices.

Key principles that we would wish to see taken forward following the preferred route
announcement include the further consideration of a viaduct; the use of multiple

guality green bridges in optimal locations to address concerns of habitat severance;
and opportunities for biodiversity net gain are fully assessed.

We look forward to working with you and your consultants as you further develop this
scheme. Please do not hesitate to contact me directly if you require further advice on
any of the above issues.

Yours sincerely

Planning Specialist

Direct dial
Direct e-mail
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Forestry Commission

South East & London

Bucks Horn Oak

Farnham

GU10 4LS

Tel: 0300 067 4420
Southeast&london@forestrycommission.gov.uk

Highways England
Bridge House

1 Walnut Tree Close
Guildford

Surrey

GU1 4Lz

31 October 2019

Dear Sirs

Forestry Commission advice re the A27 Arundel Bypass
Consultation

Thank you for seeking the Forestry Commission’s advice about the impacts of the
options put forward in the latest consultation for an Arundel bypass.

Our advice here builds on that provided in the joint letter from the Environment
Agency, Natural England, the South Downs National Park and ourselves on the 13"
August 2019. In this we collectively stressed the implications of ‘severance’ within the
wider landscape in respect of its’ ecology, landscape and cultural heritage.

In that context we would highlight the following principles which we encourage you to
consider:

1. Protection of Ancient Woodland and veteran trees: As noted in the
consultation document government policy highlights the irreplaceable nature of
these national assets and hence our standing advice is to avoid loss of ancient
woodland and buffer it from the impacts of new development to prevent
encroachment and degradation. Further information highlighting the implications
of development on ancient woodland can be found in Appendix 1.

2. Preservation of other woodland and existing trees: Other existing
woodland can provide a range of eco-system services and should be protected

Proteciing and expanding England’s
foresis and woodlands, and incraasing
their value fo sociely and the environment
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and included in the design with appropriate measures to ensure their
management in perpetuity.
3. Inclusion of new trees and woodland in your design:
e Seek to enhance ecological networks at a landscape scale by connecting
and buffering existing woodland (and other priority habitats);
e Consider the species and provenance of new trees and woodland to
maintain the ecological value of ancient woodland but also to establish a
more resilient ‘treescape’ which can cope with the full implications of a
changing climate;
e Ensure that in planting new trees and woodland biosecurity is robust to
avoid the introduction of pests and diseases.

4. Ensure the sustainable management of associated green infrastructure:
Where trees and woodland are retained or planted to provide screening,
mitigation or compensation consider how the identified function can be
sustainably maintained. For instance woodland could be managed as coppice
with standards or under a continuous cover system with the income from the
wood products supporting the long term management.

5. Consider how the proposals might help support sustainable
management of existing woodland: by using locally sourced wood/timber in
associated infrastructure.

Specific observations on each option which we would draw your attention to:

Option 3V1: The scale of the loss of ancient woodland (> 20 hectares) and the
implications of the severance this route would cause on the wider Binsted Wood Ancient
Woodland complex is unprecedented in recent times.

Option 4/5AV2: Cuts through the centre of Barns Copse and Hundredhouse Copse
resulting in the loss of 5.33 ha of ancient woodland which we understand has been
noted as retaining very rare bat species.

Option 4/5 AV1: Results in the loss of 2.5 ha of ancient woodland and may well
impinge on the movement of the rare bat populations within the Barns Copse.

Option 5/BV1: While this route represents the lowest impact on ancient woodland

(Loss of 1.5 ha of ancient woodland) we note the significant landscape severance the
route would create.
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Option 1/V5 and Option 1 V9: While these options would result in the loss of 8.37
ha and 7.44 ha of ancient woodland resepctively we would encourage you to consider
whether this level of loss could be further reduced by appropriate engineering. If one of
these routes were chosen we would also ask whether the impact of the loss could be
partly compensated for by re-establishing ecological links between the ancient
woodland to the south (Binstead woods) and to the North (Rewell Wood), for instance
with ‘green’ bridges.

We hope these comments are helpful to you. If you have any further queries please do
not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully

Partnership & Expertise Manager South East
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Appendix 1:

Ancient Woodland. The Forestry Commission is pleased to provide you with the
below information that may be helpful for you to consider:

o Details of Government Policy relating to ancient woodland
o Information on the importance and designation of ancient woodland

Ancient woodlands are irreplaceable. They have great value because they have a long
history of woodland cover, with many features remaining undisturbed. This applies
equally to Ancient Semi Natural Woodland (ASNW) and Plantations on Ancient
Woodland Sites (PAWS).

It is Government policy to refuse development that will result in the loss or
deterioration of irreplaceable habitats including ancient woodland, unless “there are
wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy exists” (National
Planning Policy Framework paragraph 175).

We also particularly refer you to further technical information set out in Natural
England and Forestry Commission’s Standing Advice on Ancient Woodland - plus
supporting Assessment Guide and Case Decisions.

Please be aware of the information provided on the Ancient Woodland Inventory
(maintained by Natural England), which can be viewed on the MAGIC Map Browser.

If one of the routes is chosen, in principle, to take to detailed design we may be able to
give further support in developing appropriate design, woodland management
mitigation or compensation measures. Please note however that the Standing Advice
states that

“Ancient woodland, ancient trees and veteran trees are irreplaceable.”

We suggest that you take regard of any points provided by Natural England about the
biodiversity of the woodland.

We also assume that as part of any forthcoming Development Consent Order, a
screening opinion as to whether or not an Environmental Impact Assessment is needed.
If not, it is worth advising you approach the Forestry Commission to provide an opinion
as to whether or not an Environmental Impact Assessment is needed under the
Environmental Impact Assessment (Forestry) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999,
as amended.
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A summary of Government policy on ancient woodland

Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 (published October 2006).
Section 40 - “Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so
far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of
conserving biodiversity”.

National Planning Policy Framework (published July 2018).

Paragraph 175 - “development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable
habitats (such as ancient woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused,
unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable compensation strategy
exists”.

National Planning Practice Guidance — Natural Environment Guidance. (published March
2014)

This Guidance supports the implementation and interpretation of the National Planning
Policy Framework. This section outlines the Forestry Commission’s role as a non
statutory consultee on "development proposals that contain or are likely to affect Ancient
Semi-Natural woodlands or Plantations on Ancient Woodlands Sites (PAWS) (as defined and
recorded in Natural England’s Ancient Woodland Inventory), including proposals where any part
of the development site is within 500 metres of an ancient semi-natural woodland or ancient
replanted woodland, and where the development would involve erecting new buildings, or
extending the footprint of existing buildings”

It also notes that ancient woodland is an irreplaceable habitat, and that, in planning
decisions, Plantations on Ancient Woodland Sites (PAWS) should be treated
equally in terms of the protection afforded to ancient woodland in the National
Planning Policy Framework. It highlights the Ancient Woodland Inventory as a way
to find out if a woodland is ancient.

The UK Forestry Standard (4th edition published August 2017).

Page 23: “Areas of woodland are material considerations in the planning process and
may be protected in local authority Area Plans. These plans pay particular attention to
woods listed on the Ancient Woodland Inventory and areas identified as Sites of Local
Nature Conservation Importance SLNCIs)”.

Keepers of Time - A Statement of Policy for England’s Ancient and Native Woodland
(published June 2005).

Page 10 “"The existing area of ancient woodland should be maintained and there
should be a net increase in the area of native woodland”.

Natural Environment White Paper “The Natural Choice” (published June 2011)
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Paragraph 2.53 - This has a “renewed commitment to conserving and restoring
ancient woodlands”.

Paragraph 2.56 - "The Government is committed to providing appropriate protection
to ancient woodlands and to more restoration of plantations on ancient woodland
sites”.

Standing Advice for Ancient Woodland and Veteran Trees (first published October 2014,
revised November 2018)

This advice, issued jointly by Natural England and the Forestry Commission, is a
material consideration for planning decisions across England. It explains the definition
of ancient woodland, its importance, ways to identify it and the policies that are
relevant to it.

The Standing Advice refers to an Assessment Guide. This guide sets out a series of
questions to help planners assess the impact of the proposed development on the
ancient woodland.

Biodiversity 2020: a strategy for England’s wildlife and ecosystem services (published
August 2011).

Paragraph 2.16 - Further commitments to protect ancient woodland and to continue
restoration of Plantations on Ancient Woodland Sites (PAWS).
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Importance and Designation of Ancient and Native
Woodland

Ancient Semi Natural Woodland (ASNW)

Woodland composed of mainly native trees and shrubs derived from natural seedfall or
coppice rather than from planting, and known to be continuously present on the site
since at least AD 1600. Ancient Woodland sites are shown on Natural England’s
Inventory of Ancient Woodland.

Plantations on Ancient Woodland Site (PAWS)

Woodlands derived from past planting, but on sites known to be continuously wooded
in one form or another since at least AD 1600. They can be replanted with conifer and
broadleaved trees and can retain ancient woodland features, such as undisturbed soil,
ground flora and fungi. Very old PAWS composed of native species can have
characteristics of ASNW. Ancient Woodland sites (including PAWS) are on Natural
England’s Inventory of Ancient Woodland.

Other Semi-Natural Woodland (OSNW)

Woodland which has arisen since AD 1600, is derived from natural seedfall or planting
and consists of at least 80% locally native trees and shrubs (i.e., species historically
found in England that would arise naturally on the site). Sometimes known as ‘recent
semi-natural woodland’.

Other woodlands may have developed considerable ecological value, especially if they
have been established on cultivated land or been present for many decades.

Information Tools - The Ancient Woodland Inventory

This is described as provisional because new information may become available that
shows that woods not on the inventory are likely to be ancient or, occasionally, vice
versa. In addition ancient woods less than two hectares or open woodland such as
ancient wood-pasture sites were generally not included on the inventories. For more
technical detail see Natural England’s Ancient Woodland Inventory. Inspection may
determine that other areas qualify.

As an example of further information becoming available, Wealden District Council, in
partnership with the Forestry Commission, Countryside Agency, the Woodland Trust
and the High Weald AONB revised the inventory in their district, including areas under
2ha. Some other local authorities have taken this approach.
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Further Guidance

Felling Licences - Under the Forestry Act (1967) a Felling Licence is required for felling
more than 5 cubic metres per calendar quarter. Failure to obtain a licence may lead to
prosecution and the issue of a restocking notice.

Environmental Impact Assessment - Under the Environmental Impact Assessment
(Forestry) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999, as amended, deforestation which is
likely to have a significant impact on the environment may also require formal consent
from the Forestry Commission.
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To: A27 Arundel Bypass <A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Subject: A27 Arundel Bypass Further Consultation

Dear Highways England

The Freight Transport Association (FTA) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the A27 Arundel Bypass Further
Consultation.

In line with previous consultations responses on the A27, the FTA believes improvements to the A27 are vital as it is
the most important road connecting the south coast from east to west. It acts as the key road link in the area with
no other suitable alternatives for freight traffic to transport goods from Portsmouth to Pevensey.

Following consideration of the new proposals FTA supports magenta (option 4/5AV1). The anticipated journey times
savings are significant and it will improve capacity, reduce congestion and connectivity.

Delays and congestion cost hauliers and the economy money and the FTA is supportive of measures which seek to
address this important problem. Capacity across the road network is also major problem and FTA supports Highways
England in its efforts to improve the situation along this stretch of the A27.

As the FTA’s Policy Manager covering the South East area | would be more than happy to discuss our policies further
if that would be helpful.

Regards,

www.fta.co.uk



Friends of

Friends of the Earth : the Earth
c/o 39-41 Surrey Street ;

Brighton, BN1 3PB
Tel 07712 038533

Sent via e-mail to: A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk

24 October 2019

Friends of the Earth response to the further consultation
on route options for the Arundel bypass.

Summary

We object to all the route options given. We believe that the case for building a
70mph dual carriageway through or near the South Downs National Park has not
been adequately made. It is our view that as we are facing a climate and nature
emergency, Highways England’s approach to dealing with transport issues in the
area needs to be reviewed. We also have concerns about how the consultation has
been carried out, with no option for participants to opt for alternatives other than to
“do nothing” or the six high speed dual carriageway options.

Local residents have put forward a viable, sustainable alternative which has not
formed part of this consultation. We support this “Arundel Alternative” option of a
shorter wide single carriageway 40mph road combined with a package of
sustainable transport measures to ensure traffic does not increase and that residents
and visitors have access to high quality, low carbon transport infrastructure.

A key omission is a scheme obijective relating to greenhouse gas and other
emissions. We also feel that the objective relating to the National Park should be
strengthened.

We strongly suggest that an overall scheme objective relating to the need to
mitigate climate change and improve air quality is inserted.

We also believe that the scheme objective relating to the South Downs
National Park should properly reflect the legal duty to conserve and enhance
the National Park.

The current remit of Highways England as a body is to maintain and build new roads.
We believe that a wholesale change needs to take place so that thorough
assessments are made with a view to coming up with sustainable transport solutions
which do not start from a premise that a road’s capacity must be increased to solve
local transport issues - known as a “predict and provide” approach.

We ask that a halt is called while a new “vision and validate” approach is agreed. We
believe that a new body should be established which has the key aim of transforming



the way people travel in the area in light of the need to meet the UK’s climate
objectives, the need to improve air quality and commitments to protect and enhance
nature. This could provide a trailblazing approach to planning for transport fit for the
21 Century.

We have not used the online consultation form as it was set out in such a way that
we felt unable to use it to make the points below. Being allowed to only give
comments after choosing “do nothing” or 6 routes which we could not support, put us
in an impossible position. We have had many people comment that they likewise did
not want to choose any of the options you gave them but felt pushed to choose Cyan
or Beige, or “do nothing” in order to be able to complete the free-form boxes. We
argue that this will have therefore made the results of questionable value.

Introduction

We understand that Highways England was tasked with looking at a suite of options
to deal with some transport issues in the Arundel area along the A27. This should
have been a full multi modal study addressing both local and wider needs. Given the
environmental sensitivities both locally and globally we would have liked to have
seen a proposal that offered a package of measures which aims to stabilise and
reduce traffic whilst decreasing emissions and without harming ancient woodland
and the national park.

Given the limitations of the current options put forward we believe that the whole
scheme needs to be reassessed. We are in an era of a climate and nature
emergency. The Arundel area deserves something better than a choice of 6 high
speed dual carriageway routes — all of which will increase traffic, increase emissions
and harm nature and wildlife.

We understand that Highways England’s remit currently relates to maintaining and
building roads. We believe that the purposes of this body as well as the way that it
operates and takes decisions must be reviewed so that it can deliver transport
solutions in line with the challenges we are facing at a time of a climate and nature
emergency. In particular, sustainable alternatives to road capacity increases should
always be seriously and fully considered as a matter of course.

Climate Change

The Climate Change Act and the government’s new legally binding target passed in
June 2019 to achieve net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 requires all
government agencies and local authorities to revisit their strategies and plans which
deal with transport.

Transport is the only sector where emissions have increased since 1990 and is the
single largest source of greenhouse gas emissions in the UK — accounting for 27%
of emissions.! This sector is a key cause of the country not meeting the 4™ and 5
carbon budgets." This is compared to all other sectors where emissions have
reduced in that time." It is not credible for Highways England to ignore this issue



and to claim that in comparison to the overall carbon budget the increase is minimal.
The cumulative impact of successive road building has been to stimulate increasing
emissions not just on each road but in the surrounding areas as well. This is not
considered in Highways England’s calculations.

This context must be taken into account when making a decision at Arundel,
especially when the Highways England’s options pre-date the new legally binding
climate change target.

It is clear (from the brochure for this scheme and from talking to staff at one of the
exhibitions) that the need to address climate change has not properly been factored
into the plans for Arundel. The scheme objectives do not mention this critical issue,
nor is it mentioned once in the consultation brochure. This is important because
many people (who do not read the full technical documents) are not being informed
about a key environmental impact of the project. The consultation brochure should
have presented a summary picture of costs and benefits including greenhouse gas
emissions and the impact on air quality. Neither of these components are mentioned
in the table on pages 16/17.

Chapter 14 of the Environmental Assessment Report does address climate change.
It quotes the National Networks National Policy Statement (NN NPS) regarding the
fact that any individual new scheme’s contribution, in isolation, is unlikely to affect
meeting the UK’s carbon budgets. However, we would argue that this scheme
needs to be considered at a strategic level. It is clear that there is a push for higher
capacity new roads all along the A27 with projects constantly being worked on at
Worthing, Chichester and east of Lewes. If a high speed dual carriageway is built at
Arundel this will inevitably increase traffic and increase the calls for further dual
carriageways along the coast, leading to further induced traffic and thus emissions.
Currently no-one appears to be tasked with looking at this wider picture with regard
to future emissions.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advises local authorities to adopt a
proactive approach in their plans to mitigate and adapt to climate change, “taking
into account the long-term implications for flood risk, coastal change, water supply,
biodiversity and landscapes, and the risk of overheating from rising temperatures.
Policies should support appropriate measures to ensure the future resilience of
communities and infrastructure to climate change impact...”

Section 19(1A) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires local
planning authorities to include in their Local Plans “policies designed to secure that
the development and use of land in the local planning authority's area contribute to
the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change.” (paragraphs 148 — 150) Were
this proposal to go forward it would directly undermine local authorities’ and others’
efforts to plan for a low carbon future

The West Sussex Plan 2017-2022 aims to achieve a “sustainable environment” and
a key path to achieving that is seen as reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
Proceeding with any of these 6 options will increase emissions — by an estimated
range of 202 ktCO2e — 376 ktCO2e. This must be looked at in the context of calls to



increase capacity more widely along the A27 which are then likely to lead to greater
increases in traffic and thus emissions. It is vital that West Sussex County Council
re-addresses the way in which it plans and delivers transport infrastructure to
encourage a much higher proportion of journeys to be made in a low carbon and
healthier manner.

The West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026 also highlights tackling climate change
as a key theme in guiding future investment in transport infrastructure. It seeks to
provide “a resilient transport network that complements the built and natural
environment whilst reducing carbon emissions over time”. The document includes a
number of methods of doing this including “reduce unnecessary trips by motorised
vehicles and encourage the use of more sustainable modes of transport”. It is hard to
see how building a 70mph dual carriageway around Arundel helps to meet these
aims.

There is a need for car miles to be cut by at least 20% (20-60%) by 2030 in the UK
to meet climate targets."” The schemes put forward clearly increase traffic so are not
in line with our national and international climate commitments.

Air Pollution

Air pollution in the UK is a serious health crisis, with up to 36,000 early deaths a year
attributable to air pollution, according to the government’s COMEAP advisors." It is
increasingly understood to affect apparently every part of the body and every stage
of life.”

As well as requirements for the government to meet EU legal Limit Values, Local
Authorities have requirements under the Local Air Quality Management (LAQM)
regime including on Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs). For the toxic gas
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) the legal Limit Value and the LAQM Obijective target are
both currently set at 40 micrograms per cubic metre (ug/m3), which is also currently
the level of the World Health Organisation (WHO) standard. However the WHO has
found health effects below this 40 pg/m3 level™ and limits will be revised
downwards, meaning that the 40 pg/ms3 level is not a safe one. Therefore, every
effort must be made to reduce levels as much as possible.

All the Arundel options would result in some areas seeing a worsening of NO2
levels, some by a considerable amount. Further, on the evidence given and
assumptions used, while none of the options would see levels being taken over the
LAQM Objective level nor worsening it if already over, each Arundel option would in
some places result in the scheme creating a serious risk of the Objective being
exceeded by taking levels too close to the 40 pg/ms limit, and between 35 pg/ms? and
40 pg/m3 in 2026 compared with the Do Minimum.""

Given the risk of taking air pollution over Objective levels, and the risks around
assumptions of traffic levels and emissions factors of vehicles on the roads, these
results are not acceptable - especially given the fact that the 40 pg/ms3 level is not
one which is considered safe for health.



There should be a scheme objective to “deliver on the need to reduce greenhouse
gas and other emissions in order to help mitigate climate change and improve air
quality”.

Nature impacts

We have grave concerns about the adverse impact (directly and indirectly) of all the
routes on the South Downs National Park, ancient woodland and the wildlife rich
water-meadows of the Arun valley.

The NPPF states that great weight should be given to conserving and enhancing
landscape and scenic beauty in National Parks, the Broads and Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, which have the highest status of protection in relation to
these issues. Legislation places a statutory duty on public bodies to have regard to
the relevant Park purposes when coming to decisions or carrying out their activities
relating to or affecting land within the Parks.

There is a scheme objective regarding the South Downs National Park which is to
“respect the SDNP and special qualities.” This is inadequate. As mentioned in the
consultation brochure, there is a legal duty to have regard to purposes of the national
park and one of the two key purposes of the SDNP is “to conserve and enhance the
natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the National Park.” It is hard to see
how the proposed scheme would either conserve or enhance the National Park. On
the contrary, all of the proposed options will cause significant damage to the national
park or its setting, with only the grey route actually avoiding any construction within
the National Park.

The objective should reflect the legal duty to conserve and enhance the National
Park.

The boundaries of the national park are not clear on the map of routes and should be
highlighted better with a line marking the boundary rather than a different shade of
green when there are two other green shaded areas.

All of the options destroy various amounts of ancient woodland or important
woodland and other habitats. Therefore, it is difficult to see how the objective to:
Deliver a scheme that minimises environmental impact and seeks to protect and
enhance the quality of the surrounding environment through its high-quality design
has been given any weight within this process, when every option causes so much
damage.

Other responses will be highlighting the impacts of this scheme on the natural
environment within and beyond the National Park. We support the response
submitted by the Sussex Wildlife Trust.

Review urgently needed.

It is clearly time to review the whole approach at Arundel. Not only is there a need to
fundamentally re-evaluate the need for a new high speed road here, there is a need

5



for Highways England and other authorities to take stock of new trends in behaviour
which is leading to far more uncertainty regarding future travel patterns. The models
which have been used to predict demand for this road are based on old behaviour
patterns which no longer hold true today. Research commissioned by the South
Coast Alliance for Transport and the Environment (SCATE)* points out that:

e New technologies are changing the way we travel (for example with much
more online shopping and increased levels of home working)

e New mobility services are likely to reduce the need for car ownership

e Young people are no longer striving to own and drive cars at the same level
as in the past.

e Traffic levels have not changed significantly in West Sussex, nor at national
level, in the last two decades.

We argue that in this changing landscape, the traffic forecasts upon which this
scheme is based need reviewing. There is currently a “predict and provide”
approach to transport planning. We believe that there is an urgent need to move
to a more progressive “vision and validate” approach which requires leadership
from Highways England, West Sussex County Council, other authorities and key
politicians. Such an approach would focus on delivering on economic, social and
environmental goals in equal measure. It would include a multi modal approach
which —

Encourages the use of sustainable transport — eg facilitating car sharing
schemes, personalised travel planning and station travel planning
Provides excellent alternatives to car based journeys — eg creating high
quality walking and cycling networks between settlements in the area,
improving bus and train services

Focuses on integrated development planning — eg strengthening planning
policies to reduce travel demand and travel distances

Uses proactive demand management — eg development of workplace
parking strategies and traffic management schemes which help improve
traffic flows at peak times

Supports highway network operations — eg with signing to advise drivers
about alternative travel options when there is congestion and specific
improvements at pinch points

Promotes coordinated strategies among public transport providers and
active travel facilities

Uses a proactive marketing and communications strategy making use of
modern communications channels and mobile apps to help with behaviour
change.

Conclusion

We have set out above the importance of the transport sector in contributing to
greenhouse gas and other polluting emissions. This context cannot and must not be
ignored when making a decision at Arundel.



We believe that the impacts on the climate, air, landscape and wildlife of any of the 6
routes offered are too high a price to pay to save a few minutes of journey time when
alternative solutions have not been adequately explored.

On behalf of Friends of the Earth, England Wales and Northern Ireland

About us

Friends of the Earth campaigns for everyone to have a right to healthy places to live and for
fair shares of our resources, in order to safeguard future generations. Friends of the Earth
has long advocated a participative, democratic and fair land use and transport planning
system that delivers sustainable development and safeguards the public interest.

' Final Greenhouse gas emissions national statistics, Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy,
updated 2019. https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/final-uk-greenhouse-gas-emissions-national-statistics
" The Committee on Climate Change 2019 Progress Report
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-progress-report-to-parliament/

" A net zero carbon budget for the whole transport sector, Friends of the Earth and Transport for Quality of Life,
April 2019 https://policy.friendsoftheearth.uk/insight/net-zero-carbon-budget-whole-transport-sector

" More than electric cars. Friends of the Earth and Transport for Quality of Life, Feb 2019
https://policy.friendsoftheearth.uk/insight/more-electric-cars

¥ https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/nitrogen-dioxide-effects-on-mortality

V' https://www.theguardian.com/environment/ng-interactive/2019/may/17/air-pollution-may-be-damaging-every-
organ-and-cell-in-the-body-finds-global-review

"' http://www.euro.who.int/en/media-centre/sections/press-releases/2013/01/newly-found-health-effects-of-air-
pollution-call-for-stronger-european-union-air-policies

"' See Appendix 5-8 of http://assets.highwaysengland.co.uk/roads/road-
projects/A27+Arundel+Iimprovement/EAR2019/EAR+Chapter+5+Appendices+5.1+t0+5.10.pdf, and summarised
in sections 5.9.3 to 5.9.8 of http://assets.highwaysengland.co.uk/roads/road-
projects/A27+Arundel+improvement/EAR2019/EAR+chapter+5+-+air+quality.pdf — with 5.9.1.2 making clear
embedded mitigation measures are already assumed to be included.

™ A New Transport Vision for the South Coast, Integrated Transport Planning, in association with the University of
the West of England, 2017. https://scate.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/Scate-report-lo-res-Full-Strategy-
FINAL.pdf
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Pre-application Advice
A27 IMPROVEMENTS NEAR ARUNDEL, WEST SUSSEX

Thank yolIfor yolr cons( Itation [Jith regard to sil/possible rol te options proposed for
the Al11Arl ndel Bypass. Historic England prolides the follolling adlice.

Summary

"1 e raise concerns regarding the [ 1 ality and concl sions of the Enlironmental
Assessment( particl larly for Chapter [ire Cllt[ ral Heritage. This notllithstanding(
lhile all options [Jolld cal se harm to the significance of designated assets! primarily
throl gh changes to their setting  options I/l 1and 1119 are the least harmf1 ol erall in
heritage terms. [ e think that options (111 T/CACTLI/UANand (B [olld hale
seriol s impacts on the settings of Tortington Priory schedl led monlmentlAr ndel
toln and its conserl ation areal as [ lell as high grade designated heritage assets!|
sl ch as Arl ndel Castle [sched(led and grade | listed or the RC Cathedral [grade |
listed(. This is primarily d[ e to the incl rsion of a nelI[in parts elel ated( road directly
across the coastal floodplain to the sol th of Ar[lndell passing close to Tortington
Priory.

Advice

Heritage Significance and Impact

All silIrol te options proposed [ill cal 'se harm to heritage significance. Options 101
and 1019 [lolld hale the lol]est impact [ pon ol erall heritage significance! this is
becal se they (largely( follol] the rol te of an elisting road [hich impacts [ pon the
setting of nearby heritage assets/ landscape characteri and the preser(ation of
archaeological remains. The cl m(latil e additional impact cal sed by Options 1(1[1and
1019 Ulill therefore be comparatil ely o[ [Then compared to Options [T 1LT/TAI
/UALand [BUICT T lhich represent completely nel ] and sl bstantial intr( sions into the
historic enlironment.

“Inlike Options 11 1and 119 all remaining rol te options ol Id hale a considerable

g;“ﬂz@& [TH FLOOR[ICANNON BRIDGE HOUISE[[11DOL] GATE HILLLLONDON ECIR [YA ﬁ;w
g A Tel N Stonewall
. o elephone 020 7973 3700

spps® HistoricEngland.org.uk DIVERSITY CHAMPION

Historic England is subject to both the Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). Any
Information held by the organisation can be requested for release under this legislation.
We respect your privacy and the use of your information. Please read our full privacy policy for more information
https://www.historicengland.org.uk/terms/privacy-cookies/




A Historic England
istoric Englan

impact [ pon the setting of the sched( led monl ment of Tortington Priory [List Entry
Ref( 1111190 lhich incl des the grade Il [listed barn [Refl 11191 Tortington Priory
"las intended to be both a spirit[al enclos! re and the centre of an agricl It/ ral estatel
and its setting [lithin peacefl | agricllt ral s(rrol nds is therefore integral to
"nderstanding its significance. The constr( ction and operation of a bl sy bypass [lithin
close prolimity [lolld hale a malor impact [ pon its conte!tl al and [is[ al relationships
Ulith this s{rrol nding landscape. Althol gh ro! te options [/T AL /CALJand [BI1
hale been moled flrther allay from the Priory[1le think that the sil e and natl re of the
proposed scheme LJill mean that the magnit de of change Llithin the setting of the
Priory [JolId nelertheless remain [ery highland not in ol r [iel] capable of being
assessed as moderate as described in [19.[1[1

As the sched!l led area constit/ tes only the centre of the [lider monastic estate! there
is also potential for Options [T /AT LI/UALTTand [Bl11 to impact [ pon associated
archaeological feat/ res that s rlile [lithin the monmentis Cicinity. A mediel al moated
site to the sol th of Tortington Priory ne(t to the riler has already been located and
elcalated. There is thi's also some potential for any s{ch remains to be of el I'ilalent
significance to the Priory monlment itself li.e. of national importancel.

Options (1M C/TACACI/UADTand AL [olld also all hale a considerable impact
“pon historic Arl ndell designated as a Conser[ ation Areal ‘and many of the
designated assets [lithin it"in particllar the sched! led and listed castle or the grade |
listed cathedrall throl gh changes to their setting. This arises from the changes
proposed [lithin the historic landscape adiacentlin particllar the broad el panse of
coastal floodplain lying directly to the sol th belol| Ari ndell Il hich has allJays had a
direct and important relationship [lith the toIn and therefore forms part of its setting.
The relatil ely open and [ ndel eloped character of this plain contrib( tes significantly to
an [ nderstanding its historic past d( ring [lhich it has alllays been a marginal area or
hinterland el ploited for its resol rces. It [1as first a sea inlet/ later a marshy estl ary(
and remained in [‘se for agricl It re and smalliscale ind[stry e[ en as medielal Ar[ ndel
del eloped and grel .

Meandering across this plain is the Riler Arn [hich is thol ght to hale been
naligable to Arl ndel di ring the medielal period and indeed the prime reason for the
original fol nding and del elopment of the port to In. The riler [Jolld likely hal'e been
the most important approach to mediel al Arl ndel and thi's [ nimpeded [iels along it
to and from the tolIn[are key to [ nderstanding the establishment and delelopment of
Arlndel and its relationship to its [lider s[ rrol nds.

The dominance of ArCndel Castle in CielIs from and across the coastal plain are also
entirely deliberate [it [1as intentionally blilt in this location to be the most dominant
brilding for miles arol 'nd ["and are integral to [ nderstanding its historic f[ nction and
importance. This importance is highlighted in the Landscape and [lislal [1[ ality
chapter [1hich states that the [iel ! from the castle o[t to the floodplain reinforces the
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commanding strategic location of the tol In and adds to the sense of place [ [TLILILITT.

The constr( ction of a large nel ] bypass across the coastal plain [lol1d selerely detract
from its open and [ nde! eloped characterl seler important [iells along the riler Arl n
and compete [lith the dominance of the tol 'n and its castle! thereby impacting [ pon
one's ability to appreciate and [ nderstand the historical del elopment of Arl'ndel [Jithin
its [lider landscape. Consel [ ently[ [ le think that this landscape( as a key component
in the relationship betlleen castle[tolIn and [lider agricllt[ ral hinterland is not capable
of easily accommodating options (11T /AL TI/OAD T and [BLILL This is raised in the
EA[hich states that this is a landscape [lith a lo[] capacity to accommodate change!
[MLLLELO L By Ltilising an elisting crossing [Ist belol ! the historic tolIn Options 1[1[]
and 119 [lolld aloid sl ch high lelels of harm.

Environmental Assessment

Althol gh the Enlironmental Assessment contains some good baseline datalit
constitl tes a [eak ol erall assessment of impact [ pon heritage significance.

In particl lar( the assessment of the setting of heritage assets is poor( primarily

becal se the different rol tesimpact upon an asset’s setting is often conflated Llith the
rol tels proximity to that asset. This is an arbitrary and inappropriate [lay to assess
setting and shol ld be relised in accordance [ith o[ r glidance note on setting
Thttps(//historicengland.org. k/images(books/p( blications/gpal I setting ofheritagel |
assets/[ ] It has also led to a n.mber of incorrect and [ nhelpfl | conclsionslinclding
the impression that Options 101 1and 19 are amongst the most harmf(1 rol tes to
heritage [lsimply becal se they sit closest to the largest n_ mber of designated assets [
"lhen in fact the relerse is trl e for the reason set ol t abol e.

The approach to assessing historic landscape [ithin the C[ 1t ral Heritage chapter is
also inadel | atel as it arbitrarily e[ [ ates the different rol teslimpact [ pon historic
landscape [lith the ni mber of historic landscape areas throl gh [hich a rol te passes.
The Landscape and [lis[al [ ality chapter presents a far more [ alitati’e assessment
of impact [ pon landscape character( bl't does not specifically assess the significance
of designated heritage assets and impact on these throl gh changes to their setting.
Nor do these concli sions appear to hal e been ['sed to inform the C[1t[ ral Heritage
chapterl as there is considerable inconsistency bet! leen statements [Jithin the tllo
chapters of the doc ment.

The Clltl ral Heritage chapter also appears to conflate the setting of assets [lith the
issl e of cl rtilage. [ e do not think that the [ estion of cl rtilage of designated assets is
a key consideration in this assessmentl as cl rtilage is [ sl ally [ sed to determine
"lhether si bsidiary elements [lithin the s{rrol nds of a designated asset are cl rtilage
listed. The [estion of setting of assets hollelerlis of high importance in this casel!
and (e sl ggest that this is clarified [lithin the chapter.

"1 e also [ estion [hether it is correct to consider that most impacts to setting may be
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effectil ely mitigated throl gh screening. In particlarlit (o[ ld not be possible to
mitigate the impact that a nel | road bridge oler the Riler Arln [Jold hale [pon
important [iel s along it as any screening [lolld only seler these liells fl rther
[119.1190) The harmf(] effect of a nel road bridge is again recognised [Jithin the
Landscape and [lis(al [1[ality Chapter and emphasised especially for options [111[]
JCATACTYCAD D and [BUCTL9.01 bt not [lithin the Clltl ral Heritage Chapter.
Screening is also likely to only partially mitigate harm to the significance of Tortington
Priory by changes Ulithin its setting.

Adlice regarding impacts to non(designated archaeology sho’ld be soght from |}
Il archaeological adrisor to [ est S{sseJColnty Colncillland (e do not Llish to
nol | prolide detailed comments on this aspect of the proposal. Historic England [ol'ld
el pect to focl s f[ t[ re adlice on any nationally important non(designated
archaeological assets or the potential for these. This said( [ le do think that the impact
of Options [T I/TAIMT/TALTand (BT [pon nonidesignated archaeology has been
so far poorly assessed and hence possibly [ nderestimated [11L11[] This is becal se the
assessment el [ ates archaeological impact [Jith the nl mber of HER data points
throl'gh [hich a rol te passes( | lhen in fact many of these data points represent
remains that hal e already been el calated. On their ol In they may not be a good
indicator of f[ t[ re archaeological potential. Land [lithol['t sl ch knolIn archaeological
remains may nel ertheless hal e potential for these to elist bl t be as yet [ nrecognised.

"1 e highlight that( 1 lith the el ception of the preliol’s (11 18 jpreferred rol te [Option
CAlL T there has been little fi rther research into archaeological potential (¢.g. [ sing
nonlintrisil e technill es sl ch as geophysics! lidar or field[TJalking[J [ itho!t this(it is
hard to make more definitil e statements on the archaeological potential of the different
rol tes and therefore the likely lelels of harm associated [lith each.

Considering the fre[ I ency and importance of Palaeolithic remains (Jithin the st dy
areal | e think that the EA also contains [ery little discl ssion regarding the potential
for the proposals to impact [ pon sl ch remains( or their likely significance if foind. [1 e
note the absence of any research into preliol s relelant inl estigations[ borehole
records( or geolarchaeological st dies/mapping( I hich might contrib[ te fl rther
"nderstanding to this matter.

Based on the abol el the assessment therefore fails to ade( [ ately consider the
potential for encol ntering remains of national importance for e ample some possible
Palaeolithic remains or remains associated [lith Tortington Prioryl. \nder the National
Netllorks NPS (1.1 [Tany nationally important archaeological remains need to be
treated in accordance [Jith the same policies that golern designated assets.

Policy

The National Policy Statement for National Net[lorks [hereafter NN NPS[ o[ tlines the
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Golernmentis policies to deliler the de elopment of Nationally Significant
Infrastri_ct' re Prolects( 1 lith paragraphs (1101 to [11[ 1 Irelating to the historic
enlironment. The NN NPS effectil ely replaces the National Planning Policy
Framellork as the primary statement of Gol ernment policy against [hich the
proposals shol ld be considered [pres mably as a Nationally Significant Infrastr ct/ re
Prolect and a f( 't re Del elopment Consent Order application[ bl t it colers similar
considerations [specifically as paras (.11 Jand [1101]

The NN NPS rel [ires that del elopers describe the significance of any heritage assets
affectedlincl ding any contrib[ tion to that significance made by their setting.
Appropriate el pertise sholld be [sed to make this assessment and the le[ el of detall
sholld be proportionate to the assets’importance and s(fficient to [ nderstand the
potential impact of the proposal on their significance [T.101 1.

It re[Iires that the Secretary of State take into acco! nt the significance of heritage
assets and that this sholld be ['sed to aloid or minimise conflict bet leen their
conserl ation and the proposal. (111190 It fL rther emphasises the desirability that nel’
delelopment sholld make a [positiLe contrib[ tion to the character and local
distinctiLeness of the historic enlironment 111111

It is also necessary that any remaining harm has clear and conlincing [Istification
Tlhich is then [eighed against the pl blic benefits incl ding for a recognition that the
greater the harm to the significance of the designated asset the greater the [[Istification
il need to be M1

Frthermore (e highlight that there is a pres mption in falolr of the conserlation of
designated heritage and the more important the asset the greater the pres! mption
sholld be [T11[1[. At present and [lith limited design information(it is not possible for
s to fllly determine if the le[ el of harm to the significance of heritage assets might be
substantial (1.1 or less than substantial (11101 1J All harm holleler rel[ires clear
and conlincing [Istification and elen if it is para [ 111 10of the NN NPS that is most
applicable!less than substantial harm is an important factor to be [leighed in the
olLerall balance of harm to pCblic benefits.

Position

Roltes [TMII/UAIMLIVUADD and [BLICI Ll all hale a [ery considerable impact [ pon
heritage significancel and thi's [ol1d be at odds [Jith the policies of the NN NPS
ALt M hich rel Tire a pres! mption in fal ol r of the conser[ation of
designated heritage assets and highlight the desirability of nel| del elopment making
a positiLe contribLtion to local character.

Options 1[117and 1119 constitl te considerably less harmf( 1 rol te options and in ol'r
"iel] the adoption of one of these rol tes (1ol ld help to minimise harm to heritage
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significance as far as possible and better comply [lith policy (1119 of the NN NPS.

Considering the far higher lelel of likely harm to heritage significance associated [ lith
Options [T LL/TATACTYUADTand [BLICT T le think that the choice of one of these

rol tes (ol 1d need to be [Istified by a [‘ery strong case [ lhich demonstrated a far
greater p[ blic benefit as compared to that conferred by Options 1011/1719 INN NPS[]
C100

Next Steps

The Enlironmental Assessment is a poor ol erall assessment of impact ‘and hence
harm to[ heritage significance and sholId be relised in relation to o[ r comments
abole and [sing appropriate el pertise [as re[ [ 'ired by policy [ 1101 ]of the NN NPSI.
Any relised setting assessment sholld incl de photomontages to demonstrate
statements abo(t impact and fl rther desklbased and field(lork [ol'ld also be
recommended to better [ nderstand archaeological potential.

"1 hen choosing a preferred rol te for f( t[ re del elopment( ] e [lolld [rge yolto
seriol sly consider ol r representations abol e concerning the relatil e harm of these
rol tes and their compliance [lith the NN NPS.

Yotlshotld also consider the Liels of |l (archaeological adlisor to [ est
Stssel1Colnty Colncil_and | conser ation officer for Arcn DCLILith
regard to the impact [ pon nonidesignated archaeological remains( and to listed
blildings and conser( ation areas! respectil ely.

Once a preferred rol te is chosenl ] Je encol rage fl rther cons!(ltation [lith Historic
England in order to del elop the proposal in a [lay that is cond[ cil e to the

conser[ ation of heritage significance and in accordance [lith the NN NPS. Follolling
annol ncement of the preferred rol tel | Je can then offer one free cycle of prel]
application adlicel bl t after [lhich all fl rther prelapplication adice [ill most probably
be chargeable [nder o r Enhanced Adlisory Serlice

IThttpsi//historicengland.org.[ k/serlices(skills/o[ riplanning(serlices/enhanced!]
adlisory(serlices/[] [ e Llill e[pect to agree cost recol ery [ nder this to coler ol r
non(statl tory inp[t to the making of a Del elopment Consent Order application
lincllding any Statement of Common Grol nd[.

If yollhale any (I estions arising from this response (e [lill be pleased to try to
ans(er these.

Yolrs sincerely
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I behalf of
]

Inspector of Ancient Mon[ ments
Email

cc I A rchaeological Cons(ltant for (] est SCsse]Colnty Colncil
B Conser ation Officer for Arin DC

A27 IMPROVEMENTS NEAR ARUNDEL, WEST SUSSEX
Pre-application Advice

List of information on which the above advice is based
AlT]Ar ndel Bypass Enlironmental Assessment Report
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Horsham
District
Council

Email to:
A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk

Date 21 October 2019

Dear Sir/Madam

A27 ARUNDEL BYPASS FURTHER PUBLIC CONSULTATION
CONSULTATION RESPONSE FROM HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL

Thank you for the opportunity to respond further to the proposals to improve the A27 in respect
of a new Arundel bypass. This is of huge interest and importance to this council not least
because of the impact the proposals could have in the delivery of economic benefits and growth
to both the south coast corridor along the A27 and to this district. | have previously highlighted
the significant problem of many drivers wanting to travel between Fontwell and Shoreham (and
in reverse) choosing a route that takes them via our district’'s southern villages of Amberiey,
Storrington and Pulborough to avoid inevitable delays and congestion on the A27. This ‘rat
running’ is a significant contributor to poor air quality in Storrington where some 18,000 vehicles
a day pass through the village High Street.

Background

The southern boundary of Horsham District is close to Arundel (4 miles) and there are a number
of road connections with the A27, most notably the links via the A29 from Fontwell and the A284
from Arundel. These provide a route (via B2139/A283) passing through the villages 'of Amberley
and Storrington, crossing the A24, continuing east to Steyning and eventually rejoining the A27
at Shoreham by Sea. While this route is a longer distance, it is for many drivers infinitely
preferable to the delays and congestion they would face by remaining on the A27. In addition,
it is also our experience that drivers choose other routes further north to avoid congestion on
the south coast, and this contributes to congestion and air quality problems in villages such as
Cowfold.

A consequence of the high levels of traffic and congestion, especially at peak travel times,
passing through Storrington has been poor air quality. In 2010, Horsham District Council
declared an Air Quality Management Area in Storrington on account of exceedances of the air
quality objective level for nitrogen dioxide (NO.). An action plan was prepared outlining a range
of measures to tackle the poor air quality. Many of these are not measures that Horsham District
Council, as a district authority, can bring about directly as they relate to highway improvements
which are a matter for the highway authority (West Sussex County Council). A steering group
was therefore established which drew together West Sussex County Council, the local Parish

Horsham District Council, Parkside, Chart Way, Horsham, West Sussex RH12 1RL
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Council and members and officers from Horsham District Council to help bring forward the
measures in the action plan. The one that has topped the list has been for improvements to the
A27 as part of the main east/west trunk route in the region.

General comments

Horsham District Council is fully supportive of proposals to provide a bypass around Arundel.
The Council previously favoured the route shown as Option 5a. There is now an alternative
‘Magenta’ Option (4/5AV1) which, whilst similar to the earlier Option 5a, would have less
adverse effect on Binsted Woods and areas of ancient woodland. Magenta is therefore the
Council’s preferred option. The reason for this is that the decrease in traffic using the B2139
and the A283 will be greater for this option than for other options, as shown on pages 16 and
18 of the Further Consultation document (‘Benefits and Impacts’ and ‘Figure 3: Annual Average
Daily Traffic respectively), whilst also avoiding too significant an impact on areas of ancien:t
woodland. The selection of one of this option will therefore be of greatest overall benefit
including improving air quality in Storrington and reducing the volume of ‘rat running’ on the
route through the Horsham district villages which lie between Fontwell and Shoreham.

This Council would encourage Highways England to construct any bypass and consequential
bridges to the highest possible architectural standard and to take appropriate account of any
potential flooding issues, given the sensitivity of the local environment.

As part of the scheme, we consider significant increases in provision for cycling could contribute
to a reduction in the number of car journeys, and which in turn would reduce congestion and
improve air quality. We would therefore encourage Highways England to support through their
‘Designated Funds’ the creation of a cycle-way between the South Downs National Park via
Arundel to the coast along the River Arun and improved parking for commuters, tourists and
residents at Ford railway station. You may wish to refer to the West Sussex County Council
Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Strategy as part of any further consideration of
improvements to this route. /

In addition to this consultation, Horsham District Council is aware of further proposals to address
wider issues of congestion along the A27. It is considered that it may be beneficial to continue
to examine whether it may be possible to achieve a comprehensive solution to ease congestion
on the Lancing to Chichester section of the A27 as a whole. It is recognised that there are
significant national budgetary constraints in relation to road schemes, but it may be that a single
scheme, rather than the more ‘piecemeal’ solutions that have been proposed to date, would be
more cost effective and successful than individual plans. Such a solution would be of huge
economic benefit and could also help to take into account the step change in housing delivery,
which has been identified by the Government and therefore ensure that any enhancements to
the road are as future-proofed as possible.

With regard to the ‘Review of alternative transport options’ section at page 10, | note that there
are no significant plans for bus use in the area, and no current evidence to suggest that bus
services could accommodate the overall need for travel. A similar conclusion is reached for train
travel. As public transport use is fairly low in this area, the Council urges more serious

Horsham District Council, Parkside, Chart Way, Horsham, West Sussex RH12 1RL
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consideration is given to improving public transport as a further means of effectively managing
the transport network into the future to ensure that the step change in housing delivery can be
delivered without further increases in vehicle numbers using our roads. Without this there is a
risk that additional housing development in West Sussex could ultimately offset the benefits of
the new bypass if further significant transport movements are the result. It is appreciated that
this will need joint working across organisations (such as Councils and public transport
providers) in the area.

Yours faithfully

Leader of the Council

Horsham District Council, Parkside, Chart Way, Horsham, West Sussex RH12 1RL
Telephone: 01403 215100 (calls may be recorded) www.horsham.gov.uk |



Subject: FW: Letter from Lewes District Green Party

To: A27 Arundel Bypass <A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Subject: Letter from Lewes District Green Party

As a parish representative from Lewes on the SDNPA | received the below letter outlining objections to A27 Arundel
Bypass.

After last night's Lewes and District Green Party Town Councillors meeting, in which | described the proposals put
forward by Highways England for an Arundel Bypass, | have been delegated to write to you as you are the elected
representative to the South Down National Park to inform you of how LDGP feel and asking you to take our
comments to the SDNPA.

Lewes and District Green Party represents over 350 members, and at the meeting held on 22nd October proposals
made by Highways England for a bypass around Arundel were considered.

Although Arundel is not in our area, the A27 runs through it, and it was observed that whatever changes occur in
one section of the road, a road, by its nature, will carry much of that will impact further along.

LDGP resists the argument that building more, bigger, faster roads is a solution acceptable to the problems of
congestion.

Since the report in October 2018 from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the responsibility of
government bodies must be towards creating imaginative and sustainable systems aimed at the protection of
people and species and mitigation of climate chaos.

We believe that none of the options presented are acceptable, as all of them fail to acknowledge the need to make
infrastructure suitable for a changing climate.

A move towards reducing carbon output by improving public transport - buses and trains, facilitating local cyclists
and walkers and encouraging lower speeds on all roads must be a priority.

Lewes and District Green Party believe that all the options proposed mean that the destruction of irreplaceable
habitats, Ancient Woodland, and fragile ecosystems represent unacceptable levels of biodiversity loss which all our
efforts should be directed towards protecting.

The Arundel Alternative which is a single carriageway with a 40mph speed limit from Crossbush roundabout to Ford
Road Roundabout would be cheaper and far less destructive to the environment.

Highways England is wrong to embark on a 20th Century solution to a 21st Century problem.
1



Sustainable transport solutions must be prioritised, bigger faster roads are not the answer.

Sent from my iPad

Save the Bees!

Help reverse the decline of bees in the South East and create a haven for pollinators in the South Downs National
Park. Support our Bee Lines campaign by visiting www.southdownstrust.org.uk/beelines/ and donate.

This email is confidential, may be legally privileged and/or contain personal views that are not the Authority’s. If you
are not the intended recipient, please notify us and delete the message from your system immediately. Under Data
Protection and Freedom of Information legislation contents may be disclosed and the Authority reserves the right to
monitor sent and received emails.

This email may contain information which is confidential and is intended only for use of the recipient/s named
above. If you are not an intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any copying, distribution, disclosure,
reliance upon or other use of the contents of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error,
please notify the sender and destroy it.
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Sent: 22 October 2019 10:05
To: A27 Arundel Bypass <A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk>

Subject: LITTLEHAMPTON TOWN COUNCIL RESPONSE TO THE A27 ARUNDEL BYPASS IMPROVEMENT SCHEME
CONSULTATION
Importance: High

LITTLEHAMPTON TOWN COUNCIL RESPONSE TO THE A27 ARUNDEL BYPASS
IMPROVEMENT SCHEME CONSULTATION

STATEMENT OF SUPPORT

Littlehampton Town Council strongly supports the principle of creating a bypass for Arundel that
links the A27 to the west of the White Swan Hotel with the Crossbush junction to provide the much-
needed highways infrastructure to support the large developments in the area. The Town Council
previously supported route 5A and due to its close similarity to that option, we restate our support
for the revised route 5A, Magenta option. In responding to this consultation, the Town Council also
remains sympathetic to the call for a full junction between the A27 Arundel Bypass and Ford Road.
In view of the increased pressure on the local highways network generated by the occupation of the
new developments at North Littlehampton and the planned construction of the Lyminster Bypass,
continuity of the network at this point is also considered an important part of the final scheme.

In developing options for the A27 at Arundel the Town Council wishes to reiterate the following
representations.

There is a need to provide a solution to congestion at Crossbush to make sense of the investment
in the wider network particularly in relation to the Lyminster Bypass which will be bridged over the
railway joining a new link road into Littlehampton. This easier access will be key to attracting
investment in our area which is vital to addressing areas of high deprivation in Littlehampton and
connectivity to the new developments at North Littlehampton. We understand that the new bypass
will connect to the existing Lyminster Road and it is that which will connect into to the new junction
at Crossbush. Further consultation on the precise shape of the arrangements connecting the
Lyminster Bypass, Lyminster Road and the new junction at Crossbush may therefore be required.
1



New housing and commercial developments at Ford, West Bank Littlehampton, Clymping and
Angmering as outlined in the Arun Local Plan also need an effective A27 immediately and in the
future, with proper access, to avoid massive pressure on the A259, which runs right through a
residential area of Town, remains single carriageway in parts, with associated air quality and
congestion issues. Improved walking, cycling and public transport opportunities between
Littlehampton and Arundel which are important to our visitor economy and connectivity with the new
development at North Littlehampton.

It is necessary to provide a junction at Ford. The pinch point at the top of Ford Road is completely
unsuited to today's conditions, let alone future traffic. It would seem to us that the most efficient way
of delivering improvements at this point would be when the bypass is being constructed. Whilst it is
thought that significant mitigation measures would be required to ensure that such an enhancement
to the Scheme was included, we believe that it is achievable. The District is faced with an
unprecedented requirement to deliver huge numbers of new houses and an unsuitable road which
already goes through the National Park. Its congested nature already encourages diversions though
less suitable roads in the South Downs which could be alleviated by further by the addition of
improvements at this point.

The revised option 5A, Magenta route provides the very best route orientation to minimise the
impact on the rural environment and its inhabitants. This could also involve the setting up of a visitor
centre to enhance access to the countryside.

Littlehampton Town Council

Web: www.littlehampton-tc.gov.uk

Facebook: www.facebook.com/littlehamptontc
What's on: visitlittlehampton.co.uk

Sign up for the Visit Littlehampton e-Newsletter

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This e-mail might contain privileged and/or confidential information. If you have received this e-
mail in error, please notify the sender and delete the e-mail immediately; you may not use or pass
it to anyone else. Whilst every care has been taken to check this outgoing e-mail for viruses, it is
your responsibility to carry out checks upon receipt. Littlehampton Town Council does not accept
liability for any damage caused. E-mail transmission cannot guarantee to be secure or error free.

This e-mail does not create any legal relations, contractual or otherwise. Any views or opinions
expressed are personal to the author and do not necessarily represent those of Littlehampton
Town Council. This Town Council does not accept liability for any unauthorised/unlawful statement
made by an employee.

Information in this e mail may be subject to public disclosure in accordance with the law.
Littlehampton Town Council cannot guarantee that it will not provide this e mail to a third party.
The Town Council reserves the right to monitor e-mails in accordance with the law.



If this e-mail message or any attachments are incomplete or unreadable, please telephone 01903
732063 or e-mail ltc@littlehampton-tc.gov.uk. Any reference to "e-mail" in this disclaimer includes
any attachments.
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Lyminster & Crossbush Parish Council

Highways England
Bridge House
Walnut Tree Close
Guildford

GU1 4LZ

Re: A27 Arundel Bypass Public Consultation
Dear Sirs,
We write in response to the consultation exercise.

Lyminster & Crossbush Parish Councillors have voted in favour of
supporting Cyan and Beige options 1V5 and 1V9.

Further to consideration of the consultation evidence we have the following
further comments:

1. We are in favour of the online options on the basis of
a. leastimpact on our parish and its residents
b. the least impact on the natural environment and specifically the
Arun Valley and the South Downs National Park

2. We note that all of the route options entail asset and amenity loss
compromises

3. We feel that in the comparative analysis put forward by Highways England
there is insufficient consideration of the role of technology in a low carbon
economy 30 years from now and the implications on future traffic volume

4. Whilst all options for the Crossbush Junction are largely the same at this
stage, one of our principal concerns, is this junction and its future
operation. We would welcome early discussion as to the proposed
improvements at the next stage of consultation, particularly with a view to
future proofing the link roads that will connect into the junction including
the proposed Lyminster Bypass. We would also like to take the
opportunity to secure a genuine pedestrian/ cycle path to enable a link
between Arundel and the coast at Littlehampton.

5. We have received representations from the Parish highlighting a strong
preference for the viaduct approach over the proposed embankment for
the offline options should one of those routes be the ultimate outcome.
We have serious concerns regarding an embankment across the Arun
Valley in terms of visual impact, habitat destruction, flood risk,
heritage impact upon the Lyminster Conservation Area, agricultural
/ grazing land loss and the economic effect upon the agricultural
community. It is also our view that the movement of huge volumes of
aggregate materials and earthworks would represent a very poor
outcome from a sustainability and carbon footprint perspective.


mailto:carol.hatton@talk21.com

We would appreciate the opportunity of continuing to be engaged in the
consultation process moving forward with specific regard to the matters raised
above.

Yours sincerely,

Lyminster & Crossbush Parish Council



Please note correction made to paragraph 4 of Nick Herbert's response to the consultation. (‘and'
inserted after Binsted). Thank you.

Formal response to Highways England further consultation on the Arundel Bypass

| am strongly in favour of a proper offline, dual carriageway bypass which would deal with congestion at
Arundel and take traffic away from the South Downs National Park. As MP for Arundel & South Downs for
almost 15 years | have consistently made the case for this, as did both of my predecessors. | campaigned
for the bypass to be put back into the roads programme and welcome its inclusion in the Government’s
national infrastructure programme with funding from RIS1.

A bypass was first proposed in 1985, and was subsequently included in the Government’s main roads
programme in 1996, only to be shelved by a Labour government in 1997. In this time, we have seen a rise
in traffic using the A27, the majority of the route of which is already dualled, including either side of
Arundel. The serious bottlenecks at Arundel cause long delays at peak times and encourage traffic to rat-
run through the historic town and the South Downs National Park.

Pressures on this road will only increase as more houses are built in West Sussex. Without a bypass there
will be 28,000 more vehicles a day through the National Park at Arundel, and 23,000 more vehicles a day
through the South Downs. Doing nothing is no longer an option.

My preference is for the Magenta route, which has also been supported by Arundel Town Council, Arun
District Council and West Sussex County Council. | regret the impact on some properties in the village of
Binsted and on the edge of Walberton, but | believe no other route is viable, that an offline bypass is
essential, and that it will be of overall benefit to the South Downs and the National Park.

The Magenta route will reduce traffic in the Park by up to 84 per cent at Arundel and 27 per cent through
the Downs. Less than three quarters of a kilometre will go through the South Downs National Park,
whereas an online route would go through 2 kilometres of Park. The existing A27 already goes through
the Park via the Arundel relief road. An online route would mean a two-thirds increase in traffic going
through the Park, whereas Magenta would mean more than a four-fifths decrease.

| am therefore strongly opposed to both the Beige and Cyan routes. An online route would not be a
bypass at all. It would sever Arundel unacceptably and affect between 120 and 142 properties — at least
four times as many as Magenta. The Beige option would still result in traffic holdups and would not
provide sufficient capacity in the long-term.

The Grey route would miss the National Park altogether, but it would be the most expensive and affect
too many properties at Walberton. Although the Crimson route would affect the fewest number of
properties, it would go through more of the National Park and ‘ancient’ woodland than any other.

A dual carriageway bypass will save commuters using the A27 at Arundel twice a day between an hour and
an hour-and-a-half of journey time every week. These are significant time savings.

However, a bypass is not a matter for Arundel or its proximate villages alone; nor will the benefits be
confined to residents of the Town and commuters. An offline bypass will effectively be a National Park
relief road, reducing traffic in the Park and in downland villages such as Storrington which currently has
one of the worst levels of air pollution in the country.



The Arundel bypass is an infrastructure project of national significance. It will be an important step
towards the full dualling of the A27 in West Sussex, and it will support economic development in the
region. My judgement is that the vast majority of my constituents want an offline bypass and believe that
it is long overdue. It should proceed without further delay.

THE RT HON NICK HERBERT CBE MP
MP for Arundel & South Downs
House of Commons

London

SW1A OAA

Sent on behalf of Nick Herbert by:

I The Rt Hon Nick Herbert CBE MP
MP for Arundel & South Downs

House of Commons, London SW1A 0AA
I

Your contact details are used in accordance with Nick's
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Mobile No
My Ref[lAB/S.Dolns/Slindon
10 October (119

National
Trust

High[Jays England
All1Prolect Team
BY EMAIL ONLY

Dear Sir or Madam
Consultation on A27 Arundel Bypass Options

Thank yo(1for the opport[nity to reliel] the options for the [pgrading of the Al 1at Ar[ndel in
"1 est S ssel 1l hich Highllays England has been consl( Iting on since the end of Al gl'st [119.

The Tri st has reliel led the cons! Itation broch( rel Enlironmental Assessment Report [EAR!]
and Interim Scheme Assessment Report [SAR[I[hich hale been plblished by Highllays
England. The Tri st does not [lish to comment on the merits of [ lhether a bypass sholld be
prolided at Ar[ndel and neither does it hale any comments to make on Option |11 Option
1191 Option (111 Option [/TAL1 or Option [/ Alll1as these options do not hal e either a direct
or indirect impact on the Trst’s land ol Inership in [] est S(ssel]

The Trist has holleler identified that Option 'B11 [ill hale a direct impact on the
organisationis land [lhich forms part of the Slindon Estate [land ol nership plan attached!.
Slindon Estate [Jas gilen to the National Trist in 1911 by Frederick [] oottonllsaacson [ho
bestoled the estate on the condition that it [Jas to be “maintained as far as possible as a
Sussex Estate”. The Slindon Estate is managed today [Jith this re(1est at the heart of all
decision making. The Estate colers an area of approll 1[ 1 1hectares and incl'des m( ch of
the historic settlement of Slindon at its solthern end(as [lell as seleral historic farmsteads! |
brildings and stri ctl res scattered across the sol thern slopes of the Sol th Dol ns. The estate
sits at the solthern end of the SDNP [lindeed part of the estate lies oltside its bo ndaries'.
The estate has a broad range of habitats [lithin it from the arable farmland at the solthern
end throlgh rolling dolnland [sed for graling[Ilith large areas of ancient [loodland leading
"p to the open dol Inland [lith its s[leeping [iels at Bignor Hill at its northern end. This broad
range of habitats s pports dilerse flora and falna and this is recognised throlgh a SSSI
designation at DI ncton/Bignor Escarpment.
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At this stage it is not clear holl mich National Trist land [lolld be impacted by the
derelopment. Sholld Option [Bl11 be taken for(Jard the Trist [lolld re(Test that there is
early engagement [lith (s by Highllays England so that ['e can fllly [ nderstand ['hat land
may be relTired and consider potential impactsi mitigation and enhancements.

The Trist has noted that the EAR indicates that sCrley [lork for many protected and notable
species has not been [ ndertaken for the [lestern end of Option [ B(11 and therefore the Tr[ st
Tolld re[1est that sholld this option be taken forlJard flrther sCrley [Jork is [ndertaken at
the earliest possible opportl nity to better [ nderstand any impacts on both flora and fal na.
The Trist is allare that the area of [Joodland adiacent to the proposed nel carriagellay
‘Ashbeds!iis ['sed by Barbastelle Bats and is a s bstantial area of oak [loodland. It is also
highly likely that this area sl pports dormice gilen the habitat type. The Tr(st is concerned
that the option proposed has the potential to adlersely impact on these protected species
dlring both the constriction and operational phasellnotlithstanding the clrrent dral
carriage!(ay in this location.

The elisting bridlel1ay linking Slindon Common and Pontl lell Copse prolides a [allable link
betlleen the lillages of [] alberton and Slindon and Option [B11 (ol ld re[Lire its realignment
as a resl It of the nell carriagelJay and alterations to the elisting road layol't. The Trist
considers that this location offers the opportnity for more than (st a bridlelJay bridge and
that Highllays England sholld consider the introd( ction of a green bridge in this location to
prolide habitat and [lildlife connectility betlleen the areas to the north and solth of the
potential nel! carriagel lay and that this (o[ Id enable biodil ersity enhancement as part of the
proposal. The Trist [Jolld encolrage Highllays England to look at other opport[nities for the
introd! ction of sl ch meas(res as part of any final proposal to ensi re that selerance is not
only redced b[t that there is clear enhancement along the f(ll length of any rolte.

The Trist hopes that these comments can be taken into consideration as part of the reliel’
of cons!ltation responses and sho’ld any additional information or clarification be rellired
please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yolrs faithfllly

Planning Adliser

Cont/d
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A27 Arundel Bypass Public Consultation

Nat(ral England Llelcomes the opport[nity to proLide oLr adLice on the rolte options inclLded for
the AL Ar_ndel Bypass. OLr comments pertain to Landscape and BiodiLersity impacts of the
[ariols options.

Overview

[1 e [Jelcome the fact that online options are again inclded for consideration in the options
appraisal for the Ar_ndel Bypass. The location of this scheme [Uhich is both directly Lithin(Cand
Lithin the setting of the So[th DolIns National Park is of national importance for Lildlife and
landscape. It contains a s(ite of priority and irreplaceable habitats [hich sl pport an ol tstanding
assemblage of species incl_ding rare and notable species. The area has been identified as of
national/international importance for bats [Ihich indicates the [ ality and permeability of this

el ceptional landscape. The loss of and deterioration of these habitats presented by the options is
of considerable concern to Nat(ral England (1 e therefore [lelcome Highllays England’s decision to
reconsider less damaging online options in this nel] p[blic cons[ Itation.

Natlral England considers that online roltes offer the greatest opport nity for addressing the
enlironmental impacts and to red[ce the cLrrently forecasted impacts of this compleJscheme. The
redced costs of online options present an opport/ nity for an elemplar approach(befitting this
special landscape and is clltlral heritage.

[l e hale adlised Highlays England that the impacts on ildlife and landscape are considerably
greater [lith offline schemes. This is becal se offline schemes incll de both habitat loss and the
permanent selerance of remaining habitats affecting the resilience and f( nctionality of this
eltraordinary ecosystemand diminishing its ability to adapt to the effects of climate change.
FCrthermore oLr landscape adlice remains that the online schemes offer the potential for the least
damaging scheme in terms of landscape character and [is[‘al amenity.

[ e hale adlised that in order to ens[re a rob[st assessment of the impacts of se erance the
critical factor is to assess each option in an integrated [Jay at a landscape scale. [] e hale prolided
High(Jays England [lith a (oint letter from Nat(ral Englandthe So’th Dol Ins National Park!’
Enlironment Agency and the Forestry commission [@ppended to this letter presenting olr [nited
concerns[ of [Thich sel‘erance is an ol erarching theme.

It is [Tith concern therefore that (e adlise that the impact of selerance has not yet been adel T ately
assessed in the brochlre or accompanying s[ pporting elidence. [1itholt a clear and balanced
assessment [Jhich highlights this malor impactla [Idgement of the trCe scale of enlironmental



impact presented by offline options cannot be made. [ e look for(Jard to contining to [Tork Cith
HighlJays England to address this.

This letter highlights olr considerable concerns regarding landscape and the impacts that the
options hale for biodilersity [ia loss and selerance of habitats. (1 e [ill reiterate o[r adlice that this
area is el traordinary_necessitating a bespoke approach to assessment across the s(ite of priority
and irreplaceable habitats and the associated array of species that this nationally important
enlironment contains.

Landscape and Visual advice

The location of the proposed options for the scheme lie [Jithin[and in the setting of( the Solth
DolIns National Park [(SDNPLI The landscape Uithin [Jhich the scheme is proposed is of national
importance and el ceptional [T ality. All the rol te options ri'n throl'gh a grolp of local Landscape
Character Areasl some of [hich straddle the park bol ndary. These landscapes and their
component feat res combine to create an intricate and special landscape [hich giLes this location
its Lni[l_e sense of place and helps to define the natLral bealty of the area.

Orrreliel] of the information and elidence presented in the Enlironmental Assessment Reports
and Interim Scheme Assessment Reports lead ['s to the concli sion that little to no consideration
has been giLen as to holJ the design principals for the scheme Lill seek to moderate the most
adlerse impacts to an acceptable lel el deliler high enlironmental standards and prolide for
enlironmental enhancements. These are rel I irements of national planning policy for schemes
located Uithin designated landscapes Lhilst for schemes located Lithin the setting of s ch
designations they sholld be designed Lith sensitiLity in order not to comprise the pLrposes of the
designation.

D(e to the siLelscale and limitations of the scheme for all of the rolte options proposed Nat(_ral
England adlises that the scheme LJill hale a significant adl erse impacts on the special [1 alities of
the National Park and its setting. All the rolte options presented Llill hal e a significant adl erse
effect on the [alCed landscape character and Lis_al amenity afforded by the nat(ral bealty of this
place. All rol te options Llill res[It in the direct loss key landscape featl res[ the selerance of others
e.g. hedgerolis[ancient [Joodland blocks [Thich contrib[te to the special [1 alities of the national
park. The stat[tory pLrposes of the national park Lill therefore be adlersely effected.

National Planning Policy

The National Policy Statement INPST for National Net[lorks sets o[t the tests by [hich proposals
Uhich fall ithin the bol'ndary [and settingllof a designated landscape are [Idged [para [11(1]—
(L1001 In Table (11 page [IT1of the reportselectile telt from para. (111 has been inclCded. Para.
T[T Trefers to the setting of the designation. The relelant paragraph for the policy test for
proposals [Thich lie [lithin a designated landscape [therefore all options accept the Grey roltellis
contained [ithin Para (1101 . The policy is clear in its intent[’

There is a strong presumption against any significant road widening or the building of new roads
and strategic rail freight interchanges in a National Park, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty, unless it can be shown there are compelling reasons for the new or enhanced
capacity and with any benefits outweighing the costs very significantly. Planning of the Strategic
Road Network should encourage routes that avoid National Parks, the Broads and Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty’.

Para .11 1goes on to state(]

Where consent is given in these areas [designated landscapes/lthe Secretary of State should be
satisfied that the applicant has ensured that the project will be carried out to high environmental
standards and where possible includes measures to enhance other aspects of the environment.
Where necessary, the Secretary of State should consider the imposition of appropriate requirements
to ensure these standards are delivered’.

The NPS therefore sets [ery high testsboth in terms of cost benefits and the enlironmental
standards [1hich are inherent [Jithin the schemes olerall design(Ihich s(ch schemes hale to pass



prior to the granting of approral by the Secretary of State. In addition other meas(res intended to
enhance other aspects of the enlironment sholld be inclded [here these are possible.

[J e note that table (11 incldes eltracts form the NPPF [11118L] Altho[gh a material consideration
this is not the relelant policy by [hich the scheme Llill be determined. The tests sets o[t in the
NPPF at para. 11 are also contained in the NPS at para. [1.171. [T e note the reference to
‘exceptional circumstances’ and the need for project proposal to demonstrate this as well as the
need for s ch schemes to assess the el tent to [hich detrimental aspects on the host designated
landscape can be moderated.

The NPS also requires a scheme to be of ‘good design’. Para. [ 18 stats(]
‘Applicants should include design as an integral consideration from the outset of a proposal’.

[ hilst para. [1[ 9 stats[]

Visual appearance should be a key factor in considering the design of new infrastructure, as well
as functionality, fitness for purpose, sustainability and cost. Applying “good design” to national
network projects should therefore produce sustainable infrastructure sensitive to place, efficient in
the use of natural resources and energy used in their construction, matched by an appearance that
demonstrates good aesthetics as far as possible’.

Statutory Purpose of the South Downs National Park

The prime stat_tory pLrpose of the SDNP is the conserlation and enhancement of the natLral
beal ty of the designation. Natlral bealty manifests itself differently in each National Park rand
AONBI and is often el pressed in terms of the special [ alities of the designation. These frel I ently
take the form of statements or descriptions and are clearly set out in the designation’s Management
Plan. The special [ alities [11in totall for the SDNP are set ol t in the latest Management Plan (11 1[]
— [11900on page 11 and in greater detail on the [Jebsite.

The AL EnLironmental Assessment Report makes reference to them at L1110 Dhilst flrther
references are made Lithin the te[t describing the landscape character areas affected by the
scheme options. Chapter 101section 1[1[ L[] [page 1111 sets o[t hol] the methodology assess the
significance of the effect of the scheme on these special [ alities. This is essentially based [pon the
DMRB process s pplemented Llith professional [Tdgement.

Nat(ral England [lishes to see a narratil e [Tdgement prolided [lhich prolides sl fficient elidence to
fllly el plain both the natl re and significance of the effect of all rol te options on these special
[[alities. The assessment sholld dralJ [pon the conclsions of the LLUIA and clearly state [hich
landscape character areas and [hich [is[al receptor grol ps are effected. The assessment sholld
be done as soon as is possible in order that the conclsions are alailable to inform the rolte
selection process and design principals for the scheme.

At 1LLLL[LL1 the te(t states that the outcomes of the SDNP special qualities assessments will be
provided to the SDNP Authority for its consideration’. Natural England is the Government'’s statutory
adliser for landscapes and a statl tory cons[ltee for NSIPs. Consel T ently e el pect the o[ tcomes
of the assessment to prolide to (s for comment as [ell.

Scheme Design Principals

In order to pass the policy tests set o't in NPS National Net[Jork the design of the scheme needs to
be of ‘high environmental standards’and ‘where possible includes measures to enhance other
aspects of the environment’,

We note that 2 of scheme’s 7' oblectil es relate to the enlironmental setting of scheme. These are!(’
6. Deliver a scheme that minimises environmental impacts and seeks to protect and enhance the
quality of the surrounding environment through its high-quality design’

7. Respect the South Downs National Park and its special qualities in our decision-making'’.

[J hilst the scheme is not yet at a detailed design stage there are a nCmber of design principals

1 http://www.southdowns.gov.uk/discover/why-are-we-a-national-park/

2 https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/
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Thich can be adopted no(] to define the olerfarching design approach for both option selection
process and detailed design stage. This would greatly assist in the realisation of the scheme’s
oblectiCes. For A417 ‘Missing Link’ scheme (located wholly within the Cots[Jolds Area of
Ofltstanding Nat(ral Bealty['HE are committed to deli"ering a landscape(led scheme. The
Preliminary Enlironmental Information Report for this scheme at [.[171Scheme Design Principles
[p.1[17 statesl]

‘Landscape is a primary consideration in every design decision. The landscape led approach for the
proposed scheme is to sensitively integrate the proposed scheme into this nationally important
AONB landscape, looking to ensure that the proposed scheme is designed to ‘meet the character of
the landscape’ and reduce negative impacts of the proposed scheme on the surrounding
environment. The scheme vision aims to maximise opportunities for landscape, historic and natural
environment enhancements within the Cotswolds AONB. The scheme vision would look to improve
landscape and ecological connectivity through landscape and habitat restoration and creation
including measures to enhance local communities’ quality of life and visitors’ enjoyment of the area’.

Nat(ral England Lishes to knolJ [lhy s[ch an approach has not adopted for the AL ArCndel by[l
pass scheme. In particClar hol respect for the SDNP Lill manifest itself in the rote selection
process and final scheme design.

NatLral England adlises that as Llith the A[11JHighlays England adopts the same approach to
design for the AL 1] ArCndel By pass scheme. The enlironmental impact and national importance of
the location of this scheme is at least e[ al to that of the Al[1[1and Nat(ral England sees no reason
Uhy the same design principals sholld not been applied. SCch an approach LoLld help steer the
final design so that it realises the aspirations of the Road InLestment Strategy to deliLer schemes
that will be “trail-blazers for the future”. And ens(res that the policy tests set o[t in the NPS for
National Networks are passed and the objectives for the scheme ‘high-quality design’ are realised.

Scheme Design as set out in the Environmental Assessment Report

In the preliols iterations and associated cons(ltations for the scheme Nat[ral England has
prolided clear adlice as to ol r preferred rolte option. This adlice has not changed. O(r preferred
rol te option i.e. the least [lorst option(sLin terms damage to landscape character and lis(al
amenity is 10 and 19. To repeat oLr reasoning[both of these options minimise the direct effects
within the SDNP and therefore best fulfil policy as set out in the NPS i.e. the ‘strong presumption
against any significant road widening or the building of new roads...in a National Park...” Althol gh
option [B[11 also fTIfils this policy re[T'irement this option has a far greater impact on the setting of
the SDNP and thereby fails the policy requirement to ‘avoid compromising the purposes of the
designation’ INPS para. [1.111 1. Althol gh options 1] 1and 119 also fail this test they do so to a
lesser eltent in that the location of the proposed embankment / [iad(ct is closer to ArCndel(in a
position of the 'pper Ar('n [alley [Thich is already in part characterised by transport infrastrctre
and [rban delelopment. As a consel 1 ence the setting of the SDNP[particllarly [iells tolJards
Ar(ndel Castle form the loller Ar(n [alley(1olld be compromised to a lesser eltent by options 101
and 1119.

In Cndertaking the option selection process Natl ral England adlises that Highllays England shorld
pay close regard to the policy tests contained in the NPS and clearly set out how the scheme’s
design principals [Jill address these. Elements of the scheme’s design principals, particularly the
embedded design elementswhich specifically address the need for ‘high environmental standards’
and ‘measures to enhance other aspects of the environment’sholld be clearly set ol't. In addition
the NPS relT'irement for good design [Tis[al appearance and sensitility to placelpara. (1 8 sholld
also be accol nted for.

From olr reliel of the Enlironmental Assessment Report Nat'ral England fails to "nderstand ho(’
the tests in the NPS have been addressed within the scheme’s design principals. None of the

3 https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a417-missing-link-public-
consultation/supporting_documents/Preliminary%20Environmental%20Infor mation%20Report.pdf
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s[pporting materialCinclCding the flyithro gh Cideosshol[l any form of mitigation meas(re or
embedded design feat[re [hich seek to delirer these policy relTirements.

For instance the information linclCding the fly(throlgh [ideos[Imakes reference to the potential to
proLide a Liadlct oLer the riLer ArLn and its flood plain. HolJever the ‘possible viaduct variant’ Jo(ld
[se of Designated F'nds. Designated F'nds are not a part of the f( nding for this schemelthey
would be outside of the budget allocated to the DCO. The ‘possible’ viaduct would not be embedded
Dithin the design of the scheme and [oLld be s[blect of a s ccessfL1 bid to the Designated F( nds
bl dget. Nat[ ral England does not consider this to be an appropriate means to fCIfil NPS policy
re[l_irements. [ e set o[t beloJ oL T reasoning and adLise that the only opportLhity to redce the
scale of the adLerse effect on the setting of the SDNP (for all rol te options[iJoLld be throL gh the
[se of a [iadlct.

All ro[te options presented for the scheme inclLde an embankment and the ‘possible viaduct
variant’. The Defra Single Voice statement on this issie [1[th [Tly [119(isets o[t [Thy [le consider
the liad( ct option to be an essential design element of the scheme. Natl ral England reiterates the
folloLlingCan embankment Lill permanently selLer the floodplain of the RiLer Ar[n and seler Ar[ndel
from its loLler Lalley setting res(Iting in significant ad[erse effects on [alled landscape character(
lisCal amenity and cl It[ ral heritage. The loller [alley of the Ri‘er Ar[n [from Ar[ndel dolnstream
to Fordllis a key component on the setting of the SDNP [lith the [ninterrpted [ielIs alailable from
this location to ArLndel and the dolIns beyond. These Liells allo[] people ol tside of the national
park to enioy the nat(ral beal ty afforded by it. The introdl ction of an embankment into this
landscape [lo[ld completely alter its character and become the dominant featire (Jithin the lo[ler
Ar(n Calley.

Althol'gh a [iadlct has the potential to be a more sympathetic presence in the landscapel by
proLiding a more poro(s Lis[al effect as opposed to a solid barrier sLch as an embankmenta
Liad[ct in itself not Uolld proLide s[fficient mitigation to negate the harm calsed by an
embankment. S(ch a strictl re [lolld still hale a detrimental effectlit [JolId simply be a least [lorst
option and not itself constitl te good design. Good design colld only be achieled if the design of the
strict re Uas sympathetic to location and character of the arealhad a clear design oblectiLe to
minimise both its sil el scale and dominance in the landscape and sol ght to maintain a [is[al link
betl leen Ari ndel and the loller Ari n [alley. As depicted in the fly(throl gh [ideos the stri ct/ res
sholIn do not enhance the proposals in either landscape or Lis[al terms.

In order fulfil the policy test set out at 5.154, ‘to avoid comprising the purposes of these areas
(designated landscape)’ and the need for sensitive design Highway England needs to give urgent
consideration to both ensuring that a viaduct is a part of the scheme’s design principals i.e. it is
embedded mitigation bt also of a design [Thich is sympathetic to character and inter(Tisibility of the
loCer ArCn [alley.

At point 8.1.1.77in the SAR Highllays England hale assessed the comparable enrironmental
impacts of a [iadlct [ersi’s an embankment and state that that there is no difference in impacts
betlleen the t[1o options. Nat(ral England does not agree [Jith this assessment for the reasons set
oltabole.

[ e also note for all the olerbridges depicted in the flylthrol gh lideos no attempt has been made to
either design them sympathetically or prolide for other enlironmental enhancements. In addition
opportnities for landscape and ecology connectility throlgh the prolision of green bridges T nlike
for the Al 111 1schemel has not be taken. [ hilst it is accepted that detailed design for the scheme (il
only commence once the rol te selection process has been completed that does not prelent
HighJays England committing to these design principals no’| and at least indicati ely ill strating in
the fly'throrgh rideos [That sich strictire colld look like or might be located.

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment Methodology and conclusions

[ e consider that there are significant shortcomings in the Landscape and Cis[al Impact
Assessment [L[IIACmethodology. Nat'ral England is concerned that the LLIA methodology as
clrrently defined ['nderestimates the likely landscape and [is[al impacts of the scheme on
landscape and [is[al receptors and fails to relate hol[] these effects [Jolld affect the special



[Talities of the SDNP. It is of critical importance that the LIIA prolides rob(st elidence on the likely
significant effects res(lting from the scheme on the statltory pCrposes of the SDNP in order that the
Secretary of State can made a f(lly informed decision.

Rob(st elidence allo(Js for confident conclsions from [hich s[itable mitigation measres and
other enLironmental enhancements can be deleloped. [J e acknollledge that the scheme design is
not yet fLlly realised b(t for the reasons prolided abole [le hale seriol s concerns abo(t the likely
effect of the scheme on the SDNP and its setting. The degree to [lhich these effects can be
moderated( the feasibility and efficacy of embedded design elements to red(ce this selerity of
effects and the appropriateness of mitigation meas(res all need to be informed by rob(st LLIA
elidence.

[1 e hale a ni mber of concerns abol't some of the aspects of the LI[JA methodology and prolide a
fell of these belol] as eCamples.

1. Natlral England disagrees that all [ sers of si rrol hding p[blic rights of [ay [located ol tside
of the National Park(in nonidesignated landscapes are of medil m sensitility as cited in the
LUIA section [1[L[L[L [1 e adlise that for [ sers of the PROI[] located on the [Testern bank of
the RiLer Ar(n [Jho are benefiting from the Lis[al amenity of Liells tolJards the SDNP
[Ar[ndel Castel and the DolIn beyond(their sensitiLity sholld be high. As the highlighted in
the LUIA highlights[

‘Of particular importance are the views in a northerly direction from many positions across
the floodplain, taking in the dramatic silhouettes of Arundel Castle and Arundel Cathedral,
which rise imposingly from the edge of the South Downs forming an iconic view’.

As already ol tlined Nat_ral England adLises that the offline ro[te options effecti_ely seler
Ar_ndel from its [alley and [olld significantly change the el perience of the liells for [ sers
of this footpath. F( rthermore this iconic Lie[] has not been adel I ately represented by a
series of LieJpoints_proLiding elidence of the e[ perience of the alk along this Lalley.

[l The LUIA sholls that the proposals Llill hale a direct effect [pon(]

o LACALLFontlell Cpper Coastal Plain
o LCALILoller ArLn Lalley

e LCATTArindel

e LCA1 [Jestern Dolins

Holeler the report assesses the Fontlell [pper Coastal Plain LCA as haling a medi’m
sensitility. [1 e disagree [ith this classification and adlise that the sensitility shol'ld be high
as this LCA lies [Jithin the SDNP. GL[IA glidelines categorises land [lithin designated
landscapes as haling a high sensitility. [ e therefore [1 estion the classification in the LTIAL
particllarly gi“en the impact throgh the direct loss of landscape feat res and ralled
character the offline options [Jolld cal’se. This LCA encompasses a slite of landscape
feat/res and interconnected habitat types. The constri ction of the road [Jolld delimitate
these and remol(e the tran( il and seclCded natlre of this landscape.

Biodiversity advice

It is clear that this enLironment is of e[ ceptional importance for biodilersity. The s[rley [lork
highlights this as an area that contains a slite of key[priority and irreplaceable habitats and
species. These long established netlJorks and associations hale persisted in an enlironment
ThichCnotably is largely [ndeleloped and highly "aried in natre. The interconnected natre of this
enlironment is reflected in the presence of an ol tstanding assemblage of species. The presence of
maternity roosts of rare bats inclding Barbastelle[ bechsteins and the alcathoe bat is one of both of
particllar note and of concern to Nat/ral England as it demonstrates the el ceptional importance of
this enLlironment and the need for its protection.



Environmental Assessment Report (EAR)-Summary of Concerns

[J e are [ery concerned that the EAR clrrently presents a highly [nclear assessment of impact and
Ce adlise that this is relised as a matter of [rgency. This is of great concern to Nat(ral England.

[1 e hale consistently adlised that a tailoredl landscapelscale assessment is re(I'ired in order to
demonstrate Lith confidence that any proposed mitigation is fit for pLrpose.

This scale of assessment is critical in order to appraise the options and impacts Lith confidence.
The Solth Dol Ins National Park Enlironment Agency! Forestry Commission and Nat! ral England
hale referred to the need to prolide a landscape(scale assessment in oLr single [oice letter as
follolIs(]

As an overarching principle we have advised that any option for the bypass should be considered in
an integrated way at a landscape scale. This will ensure that impacts on a complex and
interconnected ecosystem, set within a wider hydrological catchment, are fully understood alongside
any impacts on the historic landscape

It is essential that landscape, biodiversity, hydrology and cultural heritage are considered together in
an environmental masterplan in order to appropriately address severance and resilience and to
avoid the potential for addressing one issue to the detriment of another

It not holJeler clear hol] this adlice has been addressed. The EAR Inclldes an assessment of
indilid[al habitats and their importance [T/hich (e [lish to prolide comments on(lblt an integrated
appraisal of the flnctionality of the area and holl each option LloLld affect it has not been inclCded.
The assessment of seerance appears only as a description and in tab[lated form and not for all
habitats or species. This present’s [ nclear and misleading information regarding this issl e [hich [le
hale adLised is of critical importance for this scheme. ] itho(t this information_presented in an
integrated cLm(latiLe Uay at the appropriate landscape leLel[l_e adLlise that the tr_e impact of the
Ar(ndel Bypass cannot be assessed and therefore cannot be relied [ pon to prolide a reliable
assessment of alternatil es for the Preferred Option. To highlight this [lhen [Idging enlironmental
impact the online options appear to be more damaging than offline schemes. [ e adLise that this is
becal se the integrated approach addressing fl hctionality has not been incli ded.

At present it is difficLIt to gage the leLel of loss and deterioration of ancient Lloodland for eLample.

Of fLrther concern is that the Report cLrrently proLides a n_mber of statements Llhich are incorrect
‘see belol1l"and misleading. [ e [ish to [ estion the significance criteria and discl ssion regarding
the significance of selerance belol[]

[] e hale adlised that the applicants follo[] the mitigation hierarchy [see belo [l Then appraising the
impacts of each scheme option and in the absence of the relTired lelel of assessment of impact(’
this cannot be achieled.

Frthermore the accompanying brochlre prolides misleading information as it presents only
impacts to [loodland and not the impacts of selerance and the impacts of other key priority habitats
Uhich offline options [olld seCer and remole.

It is essential that a balanced assessment is incll ded.to ens(re that in an enlironment si ch as this
the aloidance of one priority or irreplaceable habitat for eCample does not detriment another"and
that the resilience of this special en’ironment is maintained. [ e [Jelcome the radiol tracking

sl rleys [hich hale been condl cted for bats. These highlight the permeability if this landscape!rich
in opportnities for roosting and foraging. It is of critical importance that this permeability is
maintained and that HighTlays England can demonstrate that they hare follo[ed the mitigation
hierarchy to ens(re that the least damaging option is chosen.

Mitigation Hierarchy

[J e hale adlised that High[Jays England demonstrates that the option [lith the least enlironmental
impact is plrsied. In order to achiele this Highllays England m(st ens[re they hale follolled the
mitigation hierarchy [Then appraising each rol te option and to do this the elidence base m(st



inclCde a landscape(scale assessment.

The mitigation hierarchy is a key principle of s(stainable delelopment is embedded in the National
Netlork NPS [hich states that(]

5.25 As a general principle, and subject to the specific policies below, development should avoid
significant harm to biodiversity and geological conservation interests, including through mitigation
and consideration of reasonable alternatives.

Where significant harm cannot be avoided or mitigated, as a last resort, appropriate compensation
measures should be sought.

In order to clarify our concern with the information provided Natural England wishes to
provide a few examples below:

Ancient [Joodland.

As yollare Uare ancient Joodland is an irreplaceable habitat [hich once lost cannot be rel¢reated.
The Uildlife contained Llithin this habitat has established olLer centlries prodlcing a diLerse and rich
array species. [ e hal'e adlised that the Ar[ ndel Bypass demonstrates hol the loss of this
irreplaceable habitat can be aloided.

It is of concern that the EAR report does incl_de a s_mmary sholling losses of_and indirect impacts
to habitats. It is not clear hol| m( ch of this irreplaceable habitat is affected by the options.
Frthermore to demonstrate compliance (lith the strong policy protection afforded to irreplaceable
habitats Ue adLise HighUays England elplore opport(nities to red_ce ancient Joodland loss.

The NPPF proLides rob(st protection for ancient Lloodland as follos[

10 clfdevelopment resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient
woodland and ancient or veteran trees) should be refused unless there are wholly exceptional
reasons [footnote [BLland a suitable compensation strategy exists”.

Flrthermore Paragraph (L[] of the NPS prolides strong protection to ancient [Joodland as follolIs[]
Ancient woodland is a valuable biodiversity resource both for its diversity of species and for its
longevity as woodland. Once lost it cannot be recreated. The Secretary of State should not grant
development consent for any development that would result in the loss or deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats including ancient woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found
outside ancient woodland, unless the national need for and benefits of the development, in that
location, clearly outweigh the loss. Aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland are also

79
particularly valuable for biodiversity and their loss should be avoided. Where such trees would be
affected by development proposals, the applicant should set out proposals for their conservation or,
where their loss is unavoidable, the reasons for this

1 e flrther adlise that at present a reflection of the options [Tith regard to the deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats is yet to be made as the impacts of selerance hale not been accl rately
assessed [please see selerance assessment beloJL]

[Jeteran Trees

Natlral England does not agree [lith the EAR [Jith regard to [leteran trees. It is [ nclear [Thy
8.[L[l[states that ancient or veteran trees isolated from a habitat complex containing other ancient
or veteran trees are less likely to be of such high importance and are classified as being of County
Importance. The assessment has segregated [eteran trees into categories according to the habitat(’
or sitation in [Thich they are fol nd. (1 e adlise that [eteran trees are of national importance
irrespectile of [Thether they form part of an ancient [loodland("a clster of [eteran trees or isolated.
Nat(ral England is concerned that this assessment incorrectly diminishes the significance of
indiCid[al trees and that any associated assessment of impact [ill be [nreliable.



In reference to this Nat(ral England CJolld refer yollto [1[11of the NPS National Net(Jorks [Thich
states

Aged or veteran trees found outside ancient woodland are also particularly valuable for biodiversity

79
and their loss should be avoided. Where such trees would be affected by development proposals,
the applicant should set out proposals for their conservation or, where their loss is unavoidable, the
reasons for this.

[l e adlise that the EAR is clearly contrary to this.

L ith fCrther regard to [eteran trees [le [loLld be gratefLI for clarity regarding the nLmbers of
[eteran trees affected by each options. It appears that offline options affect [either directly or
indirectlyCn[Cmerols [Leteran trees bLt this is not reflected in the nCmbers presented in the impact
table. [ e refer yollto the consLltation brochLre [lhich clearly sholls a large n_mber of Leteran
trees in the [icinity of the offline options. It is not clear therefore hol| the assessment of 1/ Itrees
lost can be sl bstantiated form the information prolided.

[] et [loodland

Again Le Uish clarification regarding the assessment of et [oodland Uhich segregates importance
according to [hether it is isolated or part of an ancient Loodland. The assessment states that et
[loodland sho(ld be classed as(

National [[Ihere also part of ancient Loodland(

Colnty [Ihere isolated non(ancient [Joodland(]

[] et [loodland is a priority habitat regardless of [Ihether it is part of an ancient [Joodland. It is also
[nclear from the assessment [Ihich option affects et [loodland as the s_mmary resLlts differ from
table 8.1

Orchard

1 e note that option [/ /A1A effects this habitat b( t that little information is incll ded regarding this.
FLrthermore impacts on Binsted Rife and Tortington Rife relLire f_ ther assessment as offline
options hale the potential to affect these both directlyI'ia habitat loss(‘and indirectly [ia poll_tion to
al I atic systems an associated habitats of biodilersity [al’e.

Evaluation of severance

We have advised that the impact of severance and therefore of each option’s impact on the future
resilience of this special landscape is of critical importance. It is concerning therefore that the
elallation of the selering impact of schemes has been consistently erroneol sly assessed or not
incllded. Again in order to clarify this (e incll de the folloling elamples!]

It is [nclear ho! the follol1ling sCmmary conclision has been made [Jith regard to [Toodland
selerancel

1V5 and 1V9 would result in a Large Adverse significance of effect. Option 4/5AV1 would result in a
Moderate Adverse significance of effect, as small areas of ancient woodland would be removed
from the edge of woodlands with little severance occurring.

1 e strongly disagree [lith this assessment. Option [/T/A[11selers the entire Tloodland complel1from
s rrol nding habitats. Nat(ral England adlises that selerance here is selere. The road [olld
clearly isolate the [Joodland and impact f{ nctionality. [1 e [Jolld [Jelcome clarification on ho(] this
concllsion [las reached.

Of flrther note is the follolling (Tlith regard to [Toodland(T

Option 1V5, Option 1V9 will affect habitats along the northern edge, whereas Option 4/5AV1 will



affect habitats along the southern edge of the LWS. These impacts are regarded as resulting in
Large Adverse significance of effects as they are unlikely to completely undermine the integrity of
the woodland ecosystem in the LWS.

1 e adlise that online options 101 7and 1119 affect [Noodland edge habitats in [Thich a degree of
selerance by the Al already elists. Option [/LA1 holeLer. Introdces an additional impact to the
sol th if the [oodland complel! It is therefore inappropriate to [Idge these different impacts as el al
Llith regard to selerance.

A similar statement has been made in the decidl o['s [loodland HPI [Jhich has assessed

Option 1(11and Option 1119 [lLLarge Adlersel‘and Option (B[ 1 and Option [/5AV1 will have the
lowest significance of effect (Slight Adverse) as small areas of deciduous woodland on the edge of
woodlands will be affected which is unlikely to undermine the function of this habitat type.

Again (e [Jolld be gratef’ | for clarification here as online options are gilen a higher lel el of impact
regardless of the fact that they also impact [oodland edge.

Itis also [nclear hol] the follolling conclsion regarding impacts to bats hal'e been reached.
Option 5BV1is more distant from core foraging and roosting locations used by woodland bats.

[] e adlise that all offline options present significant impacts regarding sel erance and loss of habitat
Ulhich are of great concern to Natl ral England The bats hal e been sholIn to [ se this area in a
dynamic [ay and are clearly foraging oLer this area as a [lhole. SeLerance impacts are of key
importance for these species [Please see specific comments regarding bats and mitigationL.

The abole e[amples highlight the need to proLlide of the elisting f( nctionality Lia losses and
selerance habitats and ho! | each option [Jolld affect this. This sholId not be done by habitat b t in
an integrated [lay considering the f( t( re resilience of this ecosystem in the rolhd.

U e hale adLised that HighCJays England demonstrates a betterment on the eListing enlironment
Lith regard to selerance and that online options prolide opport[ nities for this d( e to their redl ced
cost impact and location.

The EAR HolleLer does not pay d_e regard for mitigation by [Uay of Llildlife crossings for eLample
for online options. Althol gh the impact of selerance is significantly less [Jith online options it
remains a factor. Flrthermore (e [ol'ld remind Highllays England of the relTirement in the NPS
as follols

5.360pportunities will be taken to enhance existing habitats and, where practicable, to create new
habitats of value within the site landscaping proposals, for example through techniques such as the
‘greening’ of existing network crossing points, the use of green bridges and the habitat improvement
of the network verge

(L[ Development proposals potentially provide many opportunities for building in beneficial

biodiversity or geological features as part of good design.80 When considering proposals, the
Secretary of State should consider whether the applicant has maximised such opportunities in and
around developments. The Secretary of State may use requirements or planning obligations where
appropriate in order to ensure that such beneficial features are delivered.

Furthermore the NPS developments to be designed and landscaped to provide green corridors and
minimise habitat fragmentation where reasonable.

Hedgerolls

The key fl'nction of a hedgero(ls in proriding netlorks of habitat for a [Tealth of species has not
been acknolledged and as s[ch their key importance in the f nctionality of the landscape has not
been reflected.

[1 etland habitats




1 ith regard to biodiCersity[‘'selerance of the ditch systems and the species [Jithin Dill be far greater
Uith an embankment than a [iadlct option. A Liadlct [Jolld allo[] for a more permeable all atic
system. Flrthermore selerance of the floodplain [Jill haTe significant implications for its f{nction as
flood storage. [ ith regard to flood storage (e adlise that the adlice of the Enlironment Agency is
fllly accolnted for. The impact of seLerance is also far greater in landscape and Lis[al terms Lith
an embanked option than Uith a Ciadct. U e hale cited this in oLr landscape comments and in oLr
single [oice statement.

Biodiversity Net Gain and Natural Capital

[1 e [lelcome that the assessment incll des biodil ersity net gain and (e [lolld [lelcome the
opport[nity to Uork LUith Highllays England on this matter. Until leCel of impact to biodiLersity is
clear the rel I irements to achiel e net gain [ill be inaccl rate.

The NPPF incll des strong policy prolision for net gain as follolIs[

10 dL Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment by“minimising impacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity

U e hale adlised that a Nat_ral Capital approach to assessment is [ndertaken for this scheme and
[lol1d refer yolto the rel irements of the Golernment’s [ Year Enlironment Plan [Llith regard to
biodiLersity net gain and Nat(ral Capital.

[] e again refer yol1to the NPS as follolIs[]

5.23 The applicant sholld sholl hol] the prolect has taken adlantage of opport_hities to conserle

and enhance biodil ersity and geological conser[ ation interests.

The scheme is located in an enLironment of o_tstanding importance biodiLersity. The importance of
this mLst be reflected in robst[ bespoke and innoLate mitigation. (1 e hale adlised that in order to
achiel e the rellired landscape scale approach to mitigation an enlironmental masterplanning
approach mist be adopted.

1 e adlise that the risk of mitigation efficacy is highlighted. For elample the efficacy of [lildlife
crossings [see also belol1[is [lidely debated and far from certain [please see bats and mitigation(.
U e therefore adLise that this significant risk is giLen d[e Lleight in the reLie] of mitigation
compleLity.

Bats and mitigation

Again we advise that in line with the mitigation hierarchy of ‘avoid, mitigate, compensate’ the
applicant ens(res that the option [Jith the least enlironmental impact is p{rsCed. In order to
demonstrate this [le hale preliolsly adlised that the natlre of the proposals in this complelland
interconnected ecosystem [Jill re[Tire an integrated landscape scale assessment of impact. This
scale of assessment is critical in order to appraise each option and its impact.

The woodland is known to contain maternity roosts for two ‘Annex II’ species of bat (barbastelle and
bechstein’s) and also of an ‘Annex IV’ species which is currently considered to be eltremely rare in
Englandithe alcathoe bat. The presence of maternity roosts for these rare bat species is of

el ceptional significance andtogether [lith the [ider bat species assemblagelindicates the
landscape as being of the highest [T ality. Not(lithstanding their inherent ecological [allel the
mosaic of long’established ghyl and shal [loodland meado(is and ril erine habitats represent
cricial s pporting habitats for these species. It is highly likely that these interconnected habitats are
’sed in their entirety by all bat species present for roostingl comm ting and feedingand potentially
for s(Jarming and/or hibernation. The potential impact of selerance of these habitats for bat species
therefore clearly rel[ires partic_lar consideration to ens(re that the species present are not
adlersely affected by the proposals.

Natl[ral England therefore has significant concerns regarding the proposals set o[t by Highllays
England(in particClar those relating to the offline rol tes [Thich deliate from the elisting
carriagellay. The potential impacts to bats from the offline road options [lith regards to barrier
effectscollision mortality[ habitat fragmentation and edge effects are considerable and present a



significant concern to Nat(ral England. There is clrrently no elidence to shol] that mitigation
meas/( res aimed at increasing road permeability and red( cing mortality to maintain bat pop(lations
close to roads [ork sl ccessfllly and only limited elidence of the s ccess of certain crossing
strictl res sfth as [nderpasses or green bridges [Berthin[ssen et al [1T1[1.] These concerns are
elacerbated by 'ncertainties sl rrol nding the ecology of the rare bat species concernedin
particClar the alcathoe bat [Jhich has only been discolLered in England relatiLely recently and its
ecology is not yet Lell Cnderstood. There are no systematically collected data on the flight and road
crossing beharliolr of this species( bl t they are fol nd as road cas[ alties on roads that c't throlgh
forest habitat in ELrope [Diet[Jand Kiefer (1 1L It is presLmed that they are highly sensiti_e to
habitat fragmentation giLen they elist in small local popLlations and hale restricted ecological

re( [ irements and therefore [lolld be selerely impacted by the offline options alongside bechstein’s.
In light of this Nat! ral England [Jo[Id be rel I ired to adopt the Precal tionary Principle to a high
regard [hen considering any licence application for this species in particllar.

It is therefore [nclear hol1 the rel[ired lelel of confidence in the efficacy of al bidancel mitigation
and/or compensation measl(res can be demonstrated giLen the clear significance of this area and
the lack of clear elidence to s pport sL.ch meas(res. Natlral England [o(ld be [nable to satisfy the
Falolrable Conserlation Statl s test as part of its licensing dl ty [ nless s! fficient elidence can be
prolided to demonstrate that the identified impacts to bats from rol te options colld be sl ccessfllly
mitigated for. Based on the clLrrent elidencelit is [ estionable [Ihether the offlline options are
licensable.

U e Lrge HighUays England to pLrsCe the option Uith the least damaging impact to the bat species
present.

Conclusion

Nat(ral England adlises that at present the sl pporting information pertaining to biodi ersity and
Landscape is [nclear and incomplete and does not prolide a flll and acclrate appraisal of the
considerable enLironmental impacts of the ArCndel Bypass. Again Lle [lelcome that less damaging
online options are inclded for cons(Itation b['t [le are concerned that the assessment does reflect
their less damaging impact and potential for mitigation(in particllar [lith regard to selerance. [] e
adlise that a clear cLmLlatiLe and integrated assessment is cLrrently lacking and therefore a rob(st
appraisal of the options is not possible from the information prolided.

Orr orerarching adlice remains that in order for Highllays England to delier a liable road scheme
that f(Ifils the policy and legal protection afforded to Landscape and Biodiersity and the

re( [ irements of the mitigation hierarchyl yolI m[st demonstrably minimise impacts. In order to do
this a landscapelscale integrated assessment is re [ired to acclrately assess impacts and prolide
the lerel of confidence and T ality that will be required regarding mitigation of impact in this highly
complel T nationally important enlironment. (1 e [Jelcome the opport ity to continle to [lork closely
[lith yo[lto prolide olr adlice on these critical matters.

Please do not hesitate to contact me shol'ld yol[lish to disc’ss this matter in more detail.

Yolrs sincerely

Senior Adliser
Nat(ral England
Kent and S ssel1Team
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1.

1.1.

1.8.

1.9.

savills

Elecltile SCmmary

This representation is pro_ided in response to the FLrther Cons/(ltation [ndertaken by HighlJays England
in relation to the proposed ALl Arlndel Bypass(] [hich closes on the [t October 1 19. The
representation is sLbmitted on behalf of The Norfolk Estate [hereafter referred to as The Estatell

HighlJays England are clrrently considering [ roltes for the AL ArCndel Bypass_it_lo of [lhich largely
follo the efisting rolte of the AT throfgh Arindel [Cyan M Jand Beige M9 folr of Thich TJolld
create a nell longer bypass arond the toln [Crimson [[I11lMagenta [/ 1Amber [1/LALDJand
Grey [IB1[1J The pLrpose of the FLrther Cons(ltation is to gain LieJs on the proposed rolLtes to inform
the rolte that HighlTays England [ltimately take for(lard.

The Secretary of State [SoSUis rellired to assess the scheme that HighlJays England choose to take
forlard Cnder the National Netorks National Policy Statement 1 (NN NPSLI

In addition to SarillsC The Estate has commissioned a nCmber of technical conslltants to relie] elements
of the elidence base that the Estate consider to be of particClar releLance to the prosed bypass to inform
the Estate’s view as to which route should be taken forward as the preferred rolte.

Halling relielled all of the proposed roltesthe Cons[ltation material and the Cario’s technical reports
prod_ced for The Estate[/The Estate are of the LieJ that the Magenta [I/UAL1ro te sholld be taken
forTlard by HighTlays England as the preferred rol te.

The highllays elidence prolided as part of the Flrther Conslltationl]alongside the detailed Highllays
Rerliell 'ndertaken by GTA Cilils on behalf of The Estate clearly identify that the Beige 190 rolte
sholld not be considered any flrther die to fLndamental capacity iss(es ["hich cannot be addressed.

The benefits of the Magenta T/[T11MAmber M/TATTland Grey MBI 1 Joptions [Jolld be significantly
greater in highllays termsiinotably accident red(ction’limpact [pon [Tlnerable [sersiired cing traffic
throlgh Ar[ndel and ©lrney time salings than the Cyan M 1TBeige [1197and Crimson [117/1[] options.

There are capacity concerns at the Ford Road [nction associated [lith the Amber T/TAl[T]and Grey
[(TB1Joptions. [1 hilst these colld be mitigated againstilin terms of highlays benefits / impacts alone
The Estate consider that the Magenta [T/AT11Coption is the preferable rol te.

In terms of heritage impactsiithe Cyan M(1[1and Beige 19roltes [lolld hale by far the greatest
adlerse effectlimpacting on a total of 1977listed bildings at both the operational and constriction phases
compared to st [9 affected by the nelt most harmfll rolte[lthe Amber rolte [T/TADIT] The Magenta
[T/TATM Crolte [Tolld affect the least listed brildings of all of the options[affecting st [T
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110 The accompanying Heritage Report prepared by Salills on behalf of The Estate has fo[nd that the Cyan
M Jand Beige (19 roltes Llolld both hale a moderate adverse impact [pon the Grade | ArLndel
Castlellarglably the most significant heritage asset in the Districtl at both the constriction and
operational phases. This finding is mirrored in the CLlt[ral Heritage Chapter of the EnLironmental
Assessment Report [EART]

1.11. Consell_entlyLin accordance [lith the NN NPS the delelopment [Jolld need to be “wholly exceptional” in
order to be taken forllard. Therefore in terms of heritageliit is clear that the Cyan [1[1_and Beige (19[]
roltes are the least preferable. The most preferable option in terms of heritage is the Magenta [T/TAT10
rote(as s_pported by The Estate.

110 The accompanying Air [[ality Report prod_ced by Air ([ ality Conslltants Limited [ALJCLon behalf of
The Estate conclides that in terms of air [Tality[the Cyan (1) TJand Beige (19 roltes hale the highest
nCmber of aderse changes to air [ality (111 and [9 receptors Llorsening in air [LalitylJand therefore are
the least preferential ro_tes. The Magenta [1/CA1rolte olld hale the greatest beneficial impact on air
[Tality[resllting in a the greatest beneficial change to receptors [T Jand the greatest red(ction in ann(al
nitrogen diolide [18.C1_g/m of all of the options. As slchiifrom an air [ ality perspectiLe the preferred
roLte is the Magenta [[/UALI1ro[te [hich is clearly the most sLitable option.

1100 In terms of noise impacts( 1 hen the nCmber of properties impacted at constriction and operational phase
is considered and assming the mitigation allo[Jed for can be achieledthe tllo least falolrable options
are the Cyan 1 JJand Beige (190roltes. The Crimson [[JJ1rolte is also a less falolrable ro te de
to the significantly greater impact d(ring operation 119 properties(Ithan the other ro’tes. The remaining
three roltes'Magenta M/CAC1TIAmber [M/CACTTand Grey [TBl1Jare by far the least harmfl1]and
therefore the preferable roltes in terms of noise impacts. The Estate’s overall view that the Magenta
[M/TAT1rol te sholld be taken for(Jard is therefore also s pported by the elidence in relation to Noisell
Uhich identifies it as one of the preferred options.

1.10 All of the proposed roltes hale the potential for significant enCironmental impactsiith the potential to
adlersely affect ecology and eco’systems. Impacts [pon many protected speciesl1hich are inelitable
Oith all of the proposed roltes can often be mitigated against throlgh rolte design or slitable
enlironmental management. HolJelerllsome impactsi’si ch as those on designated Local [ ildlife Sites
[L[J STancient [Joodland"and [eteran trees cannot be as easily mitigated.

1100 In relation to ecology! biodiersity and treesthe Grey [TB[11Jand Magenta [T/TAl11roltes [lolld be the
most preferable as they [lolld impact on significantly smaller areas of "oodland and olld not trarel
throl'gh any L1 ST'therefore haling a lesser impact on ecological designations than the other folr roltes.
The least farolrable rol'te by a sCbstantial amont in terms of ecology and trees [lolld be the Crimson
(M 10rolte [Thich Tolld trarel throfgh large areas of both the Rellell T ood Complel1 L[S and the
Binsted [1 ood Comple[ L[] S.
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1.10 All of the proposed roltes [oLld also impact [pon the Solth Dolins National Park [SDNP_and its setting
to a degreelby [lirtCe of their prolimity to the Park. The Grey [TB1rolte is located entirely oltside of
the SDNPLhilst the Magenta [I/UAL1option Colld only res(lt in LI km of road being bLilt in the
SDNP. The remaining foLr options [Jo(ld all res(It in a significant amo[nt of nelJ road to being bLilt in the
park. ConselTently the Estate considers the Grey [MB1Jand Magenta [T/TAJ1options to be the
preferred options in relation to impact on the SDNP. This further supports the Estate’s view that the
Magenta [1/CA1ro te sholld be taken forard.

110 It is noted that the clrrent bldget allolled for the prolect throlfgh the Roads In‘estment Strategy RIS[]
Uolld only coLer the Cyan (1] Jand Beige (119(roltes. Despite potential fLnding concerns_ The Estate
are of the Liel] that the Cyan (1 and Beige [19ro tes [JoLld not achie_e the fLndamental aims of a
nel] bypass arol'nd ArCndel [lhich sholld seek to lessen traffic flors and congestion throlgh the toln.
ThereforeUsholld the b_dget not be increased to allol for an alternatiLe rolLte to be taken forliard and
regardless of the need for a nell bypass[ The Estate Jolld not s pport either scheme_preferring instead
a do nothing approach.

1.18. After nearly half a centlry of delayl’ArLndel and the Lider region needs a proper offline bypass [hich
rectifies and alle(iates a mLlititCde of issles associated Lith the elisting AL The Estate implores
HighTays England to grasp the nettle and select an ‘offline’ option [Thich prolides the best sol tion for
many years to come. Taking all of the considerations in the roLndllThe Estate elpress a strong
preference for the Magenta [1/UAL1rolteJhich scores more positiLely than the other roltes in relation
to almost all considerations.

1.19. The Estate also elpress the firm Liell[lbased on the information contained in this representation and
appendices and the [iells plt forTlard thereinthat the Cyan M TJand Beige (M119(roltes sholld not be
taken for(Jard for fl rther consideration. Either of these short sighted options [olld be a complete disaster
for ArCndelllits residents and the slrrolnding area. They do not s(fficiently solle clrrent problems
associated [ith the elisting AT for the long term. Flrthermore they Tlolld calse immeas(rable and
[nnecessary harm to the special and (ni[Te tolln of Arindel. The Estate arelland [Jill remainIfClly
opposed to either option [ nder any circl mstances.
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1 Introd[ ction

Background to the representation

1. This representation is prolided in response to the Firther Conslltation "ndertaken by High[ays England
in relation to the proposed Al ArCndel Bypassl(] [hich closes on the [ October 119. The
representation is sLbmitted on behalf of The Norfolk Estate [hereinafter referred to as The Estatel.

O Representing seleral separate legal entities 'The Norfolk Estate o[Ins and manages land and properties
in ArCndel and the sLrrolnding area. The FitLalan Holard familyllas Dl kes of Norfolk_hale been an
integral part of the local area for many cent_ries. All si[l consLltation option rotes [lo[ld passlat least
partly[throgh land ol’ned by The Norfolk Estate.

an The Estate is a long term stellard of Ar[ndel and the enlironment_dating back to the 11t CentLry. The
Estate is s pportiLe of a nelJ ArCndel AL Bypass and [Jelcomes the opportLnity to proLide comments in
relation to the potential roltes that are being considered by HighTlays England.

an The Estate has instr_cted Salills to colordinate a response to the FLrther Cons(ltation on their behalf.

an In order to prolide technical s pport for the representationJand to enslLre that the representation is
technically solndlCa nCmber of specialist technical conslltants hale been instricted in addition to Safills
to prolide necessary inpLt into this representation.

an Specifically GTA Cilils hale been instricted to proride technical highllays inp’t into the representation(’
Salills Heritage hale been instricted to prolide heritage inp[tTAir (1 ality Cons[tants Limited hale been
instricted to prolide air [Tality inpltliand Noise Conslltants Limited hale been instricted to prolide
noise inp’t.

min! The oltplt of these instrictions has been the prodiction of a nCmber of technical reports [Thich inform
this representationthese are incl ded as appendices [Appendices 2 — 5[]

[18. In addition to the [ariols technical reports identified abole[JSalills hale also relieJed the cons[ltation
material and ha’e prolided an olerarching planning assessment of the proposals.

Structure of the Representation

9. It is acknollledged that a Cons[ltation Response Form has been prodiced by Highllays England in order
for interested parties to prt for(lard their Ciells. This Conslltation Response Form has been drly
completed and is incllded at Appendix 1(1hoTeler(lin order to profide a f(lly informed and rob(st
response to the cons(ltation this representation has been prepared in addition to the form.
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Rather than specifically addressing the [ estions prolided on the ConsL(ltation Response Form(lthis
representation is strictlred arond the Carios considerations that HighTays England [ill need to reliel
[Jhen making their final decision as to [Jhich option to proceed Lith. The findings of the representation
and the oLerall conclision are then presented. The [l estions prolided on the ConsLltation Response
Form are holJeler referred to thro'gho(t this representation [here relelant.

The representation comprises the folloling sections(]

e Section 1: Executive Summary. This section profides a sCmmary of the finding of the
representation and the position of the Estate in relation to the [arios options being considered(

e Section 2: Introduction. This section prolides backgrolnd information on the Estatelisets the
conte t of the conslltationlinclCding the L[ariols options being considered and proLides an
olerliel] of the strL.ctl re of the representationas Llell as e[plaining [Jho has inpLt into it[]

e Section 3: Highways. This section eLplores the merits of the [arios options being considered
from a highlJays perspectiLel]

e Section 4: Heritage. This section considers the implications [pon the many heritage assets Lithin
and aro_nd ArLndel of the [ariol_s options being considered(]

e Section 5: Air Quality. This section reliells the implications of the [ariols options in terms of air
(ality()

e Section 6: Noise. This section prolides a reliell of the noise impacts arising from the rario’s
options[]

e Section 7: Other Considerations. This section prolfides an olerliel] of the remaining
considerations arising from the options[’

e Section 8: Conclusions. This section dralls the findings of the preceding sections together into a
sCmmary and presents the Estate’s preferred option as well as highlighting particular concerns

Dith a nCmber of the options being considered.

The A27 Arundel Bypass Further Consultation

The AT ArCndel Bypass scheme is identified in the Government’'s 2015 — (177771 Road InCestment
Strategy (RIS1), the aim of which is to upgrade and improve England’s Strategic Road Network.
High[Jays England are clrrently cons(lting on sioptions for the A1 Ar_ndel Bypass.

The siTJoptions being considered can be simmarised as(]

e Option 10JJ [Cyan[ - [.[km of nel] dlal tllollane carriagellay betlleen Crossblsh and the elisting
transition bet(Jeen single and dlal carriagellay to the [Jest of ArCndel. There [Jol[ld be no direct
access to the local road netlork
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Option 119 [Beigel— [lLkm of nell dlal tlollane carriagellay betlleen Crossblsh and the
elisting transition betJeen single and d(al carriagellay to the [lest of ArCndel. The [nction at
Ford Road would be a traffic signal controlled ‘through about’;

Option 171 [Crimson— [km of ne[] d(al tllollane carriageJay bypass located to the solth of the
elisting AL Starting in the east at Crossb(sh and ending [Ist [lest of HalenJood Park(]

Option (/A1 IMagental— [.[km of nel] dlal tlollane carriagelJay bypass located to the solth
of the elisting AL Starting in the east at Crossbsh and ending [Ist [Jest of the eListing BL/1
Yapton Lane and Shellbridge Road [Mnction(]

Option (YA [Amberll— [19km of nel] dlal t[loane carriagellay located to the solth of the
ellisting ALl Starting in the east at Crossblsh and ending [[Tst [Jest of the elisting B[ 11 Yapton
Lane and Shellbridge Road [InctionCand

Option (BU1 [Grey— 8km of nelJ dlal tlollane carriagelay located to the solth of the elisting
ALLL The proposed rolte [JoLld start in the east at Crossblsh and end East of the AL/ A9
Fontlell [eastlro hdabolt.

Q10 Of the silJproposed optionst[lo [Options 1] [Cyanand 109 (BeigelllJoLld follolJ a similar rolte to the
elisting AL thro_gh the centre of ArCndellcreating a d_al tlollane carriage_ay. The remaining fo_r
options [Jolld tralel arofnd Arindel to the solthlicreating a nel] dlal carriagellay follolling [ariol’s
different roltes. The [ariol’s options are sholIn in Figure 2.1 belo(T.

Figure 2.1: A27 Arundel Bypass Scheme Options
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Policy Context

o1 The Conslltation Brochlre states that the AT ArCndel Bypass meets the criteria of being a Nationally
Significant Infrastr_ctLre Prolect INSIPLLI_nder the Planning Act [ 1_8. As s_chLlit m(st be althorised by
the Secretary of State [SoS[by [Jay of a Delelopment Consent Order (IDCOL] A DCOLIf granted Llill
althorise HighlTays England to [ndertake the necessary [Jork re[Tired to complete the bypasslincliding
alloLling compLlsory ac[Lisition of land if re[_ired.

a10 The SoS is relLired to assess the scheme that High(lays England choose to take forllard [nder the
National Netorks National Policy Statement[TT711 7NN NPSTJ

YN The NN NPS sets o[t at Section 5 Generic Impacts a nCmber of topics that NSIP are likely to impact
[pon and proLides the olLerarching policies that prolects Llill be assessed against [Jhen considered by the
SoS. These Topics are [lide ranging and captre a m(ltitrde of different impacts. Those impacts that The
Estate consider to be key considerations in relation to the proposed AL Ar[del Bypass are set o[t belol[1[]

[ Air O ality [paras [LL1— L1010

[ Biodilersity and Ecological Conser(ation [paras [L[[1to [1[ 8T
[J The Historic EnLlironment [paras [.10]— 111

[J Landscape and LisLal Impact [paras [L10J— L1110

[1  Noise and [ibration Paras 18— [T [Tand

r118. The key glidance ['nder [hich the preferred rolte [Jill [ltimately be assessedlin relation to each of these
topics is elplored Llithin the relelant sections of this representationJand conclsions as to [lhat The
Estate consider to be the most appropriate rolte or roltes to take for[Jard(Ibased on the elidence
gathered(is prorided.
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HighlJays

As set o[t preliolsly in this representation(isill options for the Ar_ndel Bypass are cLrrently being
considered by HighlTays England. The Cons[ltation Broch(re prolides a broad olerliel] of each of the
options as Llell as the benefits and impacts of each option and traffic flol] comparisons. The information
sCmmarised in the Consl[ltation Broch(re is s[pported by a n_mber of technical docLments.

GTA Cilils Tere instricted by The Estate to 'ndertake a refiel] of the technical highClays information
s pporting the FLrther Cons(ltation. The findings of this reliell are contained in the HighlJays Report
prodced by GTA Cilils [Thich is appended to this representation at Appendix 2.

Prior to detailing the findings of the GTA CiTlils reportlit is helpf[l to analyse the information regarding the
silJ optionsLlin terms of highlays impacts_contained Lithin the ConsLltation BrochLre. The key highUays
impacts arising from each optionas set o't in the Cons[ltation Broch(re are set oltin Table 3.1 belol.

Table 3.1: Comparison of Highways impacts arising from each option

Obtion Accidents | Operational Capacity |Average Journey time
P Avoided in 2041 saving

Cyan (10J1J OO [18 mins
Beige 090 [BD SDESBDD [IE$ mins
Amber (/AL (O (100 mins
Grey (1B 111 NEN OO [111 mins

As can be seen from the table abolelfile of the proposed roltes [lolld be at [TITI 1] capacity in [111.
The Beige 179 rolte holleler [Tolld be at 81911 capacity. This raises seriols concerns [Jith the Beige
[M1190rolte and [Thether it is [lorth considering seriolsly as an optionas there [lol1d likely be a need for
a flrther [pgrade in the near f(t(re. It is the Ciel] of The Estate that any proposed [pgrade sholld be
f(t[re proof and therefore capable of absorbing additional capacity [Jell beyond [ 11 to aloid the need
for flrther costly and disr(ptile [pgrades in the near f[ t(re.

It is also clear from the table abole thatli[hilst all the options Llill resClt in a redCction in accidents[the
Magenta [T/CAD1Amber [I/CALIJand Grey [IB[110]options [Jolld res(lt in a significantly greater
redction in accidents. As s(chlifrom a safety point of [iell[lthese three rotes [Jo[ld clearly be more
falolrable than the Cyan M1 TBeige M190or Crimson (1111 options.
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oo FinallyJalthogh alerage (0L rney time salings are not significantly different for any of the proposed
optionsTit is notable that the Cyan M1 000TBeige M197and Crimson 1 0options Clorld also prolide the
lollest alerage ©OLrney time salings of all sill options(Itherefore sl ggesting that they are the least
effectiLe of the silloptions proposed. The analysis clearly sholls a preference for the Magenta [1/A1(1
Amber [T/UADTand Grey [TB[110options in 0 rney time redlttions as [ell.

min! The GTA CiLils HighlJays Report [Appendill [[f(rther s pports the broad findings s_mmarised in the
Consl(ltation Brochlre that the Cyan (11 1/Beige (19 and Crimson (1L options are the least
beneficial locations from a high[Jays perspectire.

8. The GTA report raises concerns in paragraph (110 Uith the [se Lithin the highlUays model of alerage
March Ueekday traffic flols and alerage peak ho(r floUs. This is becalselin a location s_ch as Ar_ndelll
this is likely to [nderlestimate the eltent of peak traffic throCgh the year. As a res(lt[the traffic demands
of each proposed rolLte and the flolJs at key [Inctions colld be considerably higher than estimated. This
of colrse LoLld hale an impact _pon the estimated capacity of each option in [I_[11and therefore the
ability of the [ariols options to cope [lith increased traffic looking beyond 11,

9. Indeedlthe GTA Report conclCdes at paragraph .10 that for the Beige 19 optionJthe Ford Road
‘throughabout’ signalised roundabout [lolld operate el tremely poorly in the PM peak in the design year_]
Oith a (11/C10 Practical Reser’e Capacity [PRCI] It contin[es at paragraph (.8 that the Beige 11901
option LolLld also barely hale sLfficient capacity to cater for alerage demand Lith s[bstantial oler(
capacity issLes in dealing Lith peak demands_hich cannot readily be mitigated against. As sichlit is
clear that the Beige (119 option is not a slitable option to take for(lard as it simply [Jo’ld not achiele the
re('ired capacity increase.

Y I It is also relefant that the GTA Report raises concerns [lith the capacity of the Amber [T/[AlI[TJand Grey
[TB10options. It indicates at paragraph 1107 that in each scenario the Ford Road rondabo’t orld
operate slightly oer‘capacityalthogh it is considered that the iss’e colld be mitigated throgh design
modifications in f['t[re stages of the scheme.

11, In addition[1the GTA Report raises concerns that no proper assessment has been presented of the
impacts on [Tlnerable road [sers [pedestriansiicyclists’ e[ estrians(of any of the options. The GTA
Report concl’des at paragraph (.9 that the Cyan [M[i[T7and Beige M[19(]options Jolld both hale
sl bstantially greater impacts in the Cicinity of the Ford Road ro’ndabort for [TInerable road [sers than
the folr other options(raising partic’lar concern again [ith the Beige (119 Joption.

Y I FinallyTithe GTA Report concludes that the ‘offline’ rotes [Crimson [T 1TMagenta T/CAC1TIAmber
[IYOACIJand Grey [IB1[T0olld offer significant adantages compared [lith the ‘online’ rotes[relieling
the toIn of a sCbstantial roll’me of elisting and flt[re through traffic, which the ‘online’ roltes [Cyan
M1 Jand Beige (M9 Jol1d not achiele.

a10 In concl(sion[the highl[lays elidence prolided as part of the F[rther Cons(ltation["alongside the detailed
HighJays Reliel] 'ndertaken by GTA Cilils clearly identifies that the Beige 1 190rolte sholld not be
considered any flrther d'e to ffndamental capacity issles [hich cannot be addressed.
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Q10 It is also clear from the reports that the benefits of the ‘offline’ optionslIJhich create a rolte arolnd
ArCndelll Torld be significantly greater in highTlays termsiinotably accident redictionCJimpact [pon
[Lnerable [sersLred(cing traffic thro[gh Ar(ndel and 0L rney time salings than the ‘online’ options. The
el ception to this is the Crimson (1111 option [lhich Colld perform poorly in relation to accident aLoidance
and [0lrney time salings.

a10 FinallyLit is noted that there are capacity concerns at the Ford Road [Inction associated Llith the Amber
[IYOAOand Grey [IB[10options. Altholgh these colld be mitigated againstlbased on all of the
elidence and considering all of the potential highTlays impactsCin high[lays terms alone it is considered
that the Magenta [I/[AL1option is clearly the preferable rolte.
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1 Heritage

1. The NN NPS sets out the approach that the SoS should have to determining NSIP’s that have the
potential to impact [pon heritage assets. The key paragraphs are prolided belo(’.

“In considering the impact of a proposed development on any heritage assets, the Secretary of State
should take into account the particular nature of the significance of the heritage asset and the value that
they hold for this and future generations. This understanding should be used to avoid or minimise conflict
between their conservation and any aspect of the proposal”. (para 5.129)

“When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage
asset, the Secretary of State should give great weight to the asset’s conservation. The more important the
asset, the greater the weight should be. Once lost, heritage assets cannot be replaced and their loss has
a cultural, environmental, economic and social impact. Significance can be harmed or lost through
alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. Given that heritage assets
are irreplaceable, harm or loss affecting any designated heritage asset should require clear and
convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade Il Listed Building or a grade Il Registered
Park or Garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of designated assets of the highest
significance, including World Heritage Sites, Scheduled Monuments, grade | and II* Listed Buildings,
Registered Battlefields, and grade | and II* Registered Parks and Gardens should be wholly exceptional”.
(para 5.131)

“Where the proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a
designated heritage asset, the Secretary of State should refuse consent unless it can be demonstrated
that the substantial harm or loss of significance is necessary in order to deliver substantial public be nefits
that outweigh that loss or harm”. (para 5.133)

AN In light of this glidance it is clear that it is Citally important to preserie the setting of the rariol’s heritage
assets [lithin ArCndellnot least of all the Grade | Listed Arlndel CastlelI[Thich is also a schedlled
monlmentilany harm to [Thich sholld be [Tstified as “wholly exceptional”, and sholld enslre that the
setting is not harmed as a res(lt of the chosen rol te for the bypass.

an The EAR Crltlral Heritage Chapter prolides a relie(] of the impact of the [ariol’s rol'tes "pon heritage
assets at both the constriction and operational phases. The findings of the EARTin terms of the nCmbers
of listed brlildings to be affected are s'mmarise in Table 4.1 on the follolling page.
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Table 4.1: Summary of the impacts of the proposed routes on Listed Buildings as identified in the EAR

Option Construction Phase — Number of ListedOperational Phase — Number of Listed
buildings affected buildings affected

Grade 1 Grade II* Grade Il Grade 1 Grade II* Grade Il
Cyan (1V5) 0 O 180 0 O 180
Beige (1V9) 180

Amber (4/5AV2)
Grey (5BV1) 0 1 oo 0 1 0

As can be seen(ithe tflo most harmf(l roltes by far are the Cyan MJTJand Beige M9 roltes I hich
affect a total of 1901 Listed Brildings at both the operational and constri ction phases compared to TIst [9
affected by the nelt most harmf_l ro te[ the Amber rolte [IJ/UALLL

In addition to the impacts [pon Listed Blildings it is notable that the Cyan (1[I TJand Beige (119 rol tes
[lolld also affect the most other heritage assets Registered Parks and Gardens[Conser[ation Areas
and Sched(led Monments(] As sl chllit is clear that in terms of nimbers of heritage assets affected
alone the least preferable roltes are the Cyan 1[I T]and Beige 1190roltes(1[ith the Magenta rolte
being the most preferable.

Of colrsel this [T antitatire analysis does not prolide an indication of the lelel of harm to the affected
assets(lit does holleler prolide a [sefll indication as to the potential impacts of each option [pon
heritage assets in general.

In addition to this assessment1Salills Heritage [ere instricted to [ndertake a detailed reliel] of the
impact of the proposal pon the Grade | Listed Ar(ndel Castle mef(11[1 1901 Tithe Grade Il [TArCndel
Castle Registered Park and Garden ref(111 71T TJand the Ar[ndel Castle Schedled Monment [refl]
1M 0hich are considered to be the most significant heritage assets in the Tol'n. The impact on the
historic core of Arndel tolIn itselfidentified by the designated conserlation arealhas also been carefllly
considered. Savills Heritage’s Report is contained in Appendix 3.

The Heritage Report highlights that the setting of the Castlethe [iels to[lards and from itC'and the place
it holds in and beyond the tolIn today make a great contrib[ tion to its significance.
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9. It is important to note that the Heritage Report identifies that the introd(ction of the elisting ALl roltel!
beteen the historic tol'n of ArCndel and Ford has res(lted in a barrier thro'gh the tolIn since the second
half of the (1 fh centlry [para [L[.[LJ The report continles that there is a degree of Lis[al intrsion calsed
by the cLrrent road. In this contelt it is important to ensLre that the least harmfLl ro te [pon the hi gely
significant heritage assets contained (Jithin and arol'nd Ar[ndel is taken for(Jard in order to comply Cith
paragraphs (1101 — [110JJof the NN NPS.

a10 The Heritage Report identifies at paragraph [LL.[ that the proposed options [lhich pass close to the
present AT roltel1Cyan (11 Jand Beige (19010l comprise a section of eleCated flyoler across the
riLer Lalley [Jhich Lill resClt in significantly greater Lis[al intrCsion in LielJs to and from the castle. The
Heritage Report contin_es that the height of the proposed road and its increased bLlkLin addition to its
proCimity to the tolnCITJill resClt in a mlch increased [isCal presence and intrCsion [pon the setting of
ArCndel Castle[and a moderate adLerse impact [pon the setting and significance of the Castle.

011, This conclCsion of moderate adlLerse impact [pon the setting of ArCndel Castle as a resLIt of the Cyan
(M1 Jand Beige M9 roltes contained in the Heritage Report is mirrored in the Cllt(re and Heritage
Chapter of the EAR Lhich conclldes that there Lill be a moderate adlerse impact [pon the significance
of the Castle dLring both the constriction and operational phases as a res(lt of these tllo options.
Altholgh it is noted in the Heritage Report at paragraph [L.[.[1 that this res(lt is clriol[sly not obliolsly
carried throgh to the EAR sCmmary [hich concl_des that the schemes Lill res[lt in only slight ad_erse
impacts on all heritage assets.

YN To this end the EAR sCmmary docl'ment is clearly misleading and does not portray the facts regarding
the heritage impacts of the proposed roltes acclrately. Despite thisthe EAR itself appears to acclrately
identify the impacts pon the Castle arising from the tl(lo roltes throlgh Ar(ndel [Cyan 11 Jand Beige
M09

Y I It is clear that(lin addition to being by far the most harmf(l roltes [‘pon heritage assets as a [Tholelthe
Cyan M1Jand Beige 119 roltes [Jolld also calse significant harm to the setting of Arindel Castlela
Grade | Listed Brilding Thich Tolld be contrary to the NN NPS. As the most significant heritage asset in
the TolnJand a Grade | Listed Brilding("harm to the Castle is a key consideration lhich sho’ld be
“wholly exceptional”’. This incredibly high bar [lolld be met as a resllt of the proposed bypass and
therefore the Cyan M1 7and Beige (1719 rol tes sholld be discol nted from f(rther consideration.

Y I Of the remaining folr roltes'The Estate beliele that the Magenta [M/[/A[110rolte [Jold hale the least
impact [pon heritage assets and therefore shorld be taken forJard as the preferred option.
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o Air Drality

1. The NN NPS sets o[t at paragraph (111 in relation to air [[ality impacts(]

“Air quality considerations are likely to be particularly relevant where schemes are proposed:
e within or adjacent to Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA );

e where changes are sufficient to bring about the need for a new AQMA or change the size of
an existing AQMA; or bring about changes to exceedances of the Limit Values, or where
they may have the potential to impact on nature conservation sites”.

O The ConsLltation BrochLre for the ALl ArCndel Bypass FL_rther ConsLltation contains limited information
in relation to air [Tality['simply adlising that there is potential for temporary adlerse impacts on air [T ality
arising from all options dLring the constr_ction phase and that there Lolld be no significant affect arising
from any option dLring the operational phase. There is holleLer a large amoLnt of more detailed analysis
on air [Tality contained [Jithin the Enlironmental Assessment Report [EAR[prodiced in sCpport of the
Frther Consl Itation.

O Air U ality ConsLltants Limited [ALCLere instr_cted to _ndertake a reLiel] of the Air [ Lality Chapter of
the EAR to identify the different impacts in terms of air [T ality arising from each option. The findings of
the ATIC reliell are inclded in an Air [1[ality Report appended to this representation [Appendil1T]

AN The Air [1[ality Report conclldes at paragraph (11 that in terms of air [Tality[the Cyan (11 TJand Beige
[M190ro tes hale the highest nimber of adlerse changes to air [Tality [T1 and 9 receptors [lorsening
in air [T alityC'and therefore are the least preferential rol tes.

AN The Air (1l ality Report also highlights at paragraph [.1that the Magenta T/Al11rol te [Jolld hale the
greatest beneficial impact on air [Tality’ res(Iting in a the greatest beneficial change to receptors [T and
the greatest red(ction in ann’al nitrogen diolide [18.C7Tg/m"of all of the options. As sichi’from an air
[Tality perspecti’e it is considered that the Magenta [T/ A1 s the preferred option.

(1L In additionthe Air [ ality Report notes t[lo malor flal’s in the approach taken to the EAR. The first flari[]
as set ol't in paragraphs 19 — (111 of the Air [1Tality Report(is that the air [Tality assessment does not
consider the impacts of traffic emissions on the Chantry Mill Site of Special Scientific Interest [SSSITthe
Binsted 1 ood Comple(lLocal [7ildlife Site (L[ S(Tor the Rellell [1 ood Comple[ L[] S(all of [Thich are
Oithin [1'm of at least one of the roltes and all of (lhich are sensitire to nitrogen deposition. As per
paragraph .11 of the NN NPS[the impact on air [Tality in nat're conserlation sites shorld clearly be a
key consideration.
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min! The Air [ [ality Report identifies that the Crimson (1111 ro[te tralels thro[gh the Binsted () ood CompleLl!
L0 S and therefore has the potential to hale a significant effect on air Tality Dithin the LT STand
certainly a greater impact than the other roads [hich tra_el aro[nd the LI S.

[18. Similarly the Cyan 10C[1IBeige (19 and Crimson [[I11roltes all tralel throCgh the Rellell [J ood
Comple1LT S and therefore also hale the potential to hale a significant impact on the air [T"ality Dithin
this L[ S.

9. GiLen that the Cyan (1J1Jand Beige (119(ro[tes hale already been identified as the most harmfLl in

terms of air [Tality and it is these roltesCJas [Jell as the Crimson [T10rote that hale the greatest
potential for significant impacts on the air [ alitylJand conselently the biodiLersity at the L S’sLit is
Lery likely that the additional assessment relLired [o[ld reinforce the Liell that the Cyan 11 and
Beige M 19roltes are the least preferable in terms of air [Tality(I0ith the likely addition of the Crimson
(M1 0rol te.

a10 The second malor flal[Jas set oLt in paragraphs (110 and .10 of the Air L [ality Report is that the [se of
select indilidal receptors to measlire annlal mean nitrogen concentrations has the potential to nder(’
predict the likely impacts of the options. ALIC adLise that to incl_de more receptors JoLld res(lt in fLrther
data to either Lorsen or improLe the air [ ality conclsions of each of the options. The Air [l [ality Report
sCggests that this is particllarly important for the Cyan (100 Tland Beige (19 roltes [Thich tralel throgh
the Ford Road ro.ndabo(t [Ihere nitrogen diolide concentrations are abol e the annlal mean oblectile.

11, As a res(ltlit is likely that[lere more receptors inclC'ded in order to get a more detailed [iel] of air [T ality
impactsthe Cyan M TJand Beige M9 roltes [olld score more negatilelytherefore reinforcing the
el that they are the less preferable roltes.

Y I In sCmmarylin terms of air [Talitylithe Cyan M1 7and Beige M9 ro tes are clearly the least
falolrablel1hilst the Magenta (T/TAl11[rolte is the preferred rolte. The amendments relTired to the
EAR Air [ ality Assessmentl to address the flalis highlighted are likely to simply reinforce these findings
ith the potential inclsion of the Crimson [T111rol te as a particllarly [nfalolrable option in terms of air
[ality.

Y I It is the Estate’s view that the Magenta [T/CA11rolte I lhich [Jolld hale the least impact on air [Tality[
sholld be taken for(Jard as the preferred option.
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1 Noise

1. In relation to Noise impacts_ the NN NPS sets o[ t at paragraph [.188[
“Factors that will determine the likely noise impact include:

e construction noise and the inherent operational noise from the proposed development and its
characteristics;

o the proximity of the proposed development to noise sensitive premises (including residential
properties, schools and hospitals) and noise sensitive areas (including certain parks and open
spaces);

o the proximity of the proposed development to quiet places and other areas that are particularly
valued for their tranquillity, acoustic environment or landscape quality such as National Parks, the
Broads or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty; and

¢ the proximity of the proposed development to designated sites where noise may have an adverse
impact on the special features of interest, protected species or other wildlife”.

an It contines at paragraph (11901

“The Secretary of State should not grant development consent unless satisfied that the proposals will
meet, the following aims, within the context of Government policy on sustainable development:

¢ avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life from noise as a result of the new
development;

¢ mitigate and minimise other adverse impacts on health and quality of life from noise from the new
development; and

e contribute to improvements to health and quality of life through the effective management and
control of noise, where possible”.

(1L The Enlironmental Assessment Report [EAR[[Thich accompanied the conslltation identifies the nCmber
of properties to be affected by the rario’s proposed roltes diring the constriction and operational
phases in the Noise and [libration Chapter. The nCmber of properties to be adrersely affected are
s’mmarised in Table 6.1 on the follolling page.
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Table 6.1: Number of properties to be affected by Noise by each option

Number of properties within 100m
to experience a moderate / major

Number of properties within 100m

affected during construction phase affected during

Cyan (1V5) (NN 80O
Beige (1V9) 1000

Amber (4/5AV2)
Grey (5BV1) 98 oo

As sholln by Table 6.1 Jhen the nCLmber of properties impacted at constr_ction and operational phase is
considered and ass[ ming the mitigation allo/'ed for can be achieled the tllo least fal ol rable options are
the Cyan (1[I [Jand Beige (19(Iroltes. The Crimson (Il 1(Jrolte is also less falolrable die to the
significantly greater impact dring operation than the other rotes.

The remaining three roltes/Magenta [T/ A1 TJAmber (/AL Iland Grey [1B[]1[]are clearly the least
harmf( 1 roltes in terms of noise impacts. As per the glidance contained in paragraph 1188 of the NN
NPSTthe nCmber of noise sensiti’e receptorsi’sich as dlellings(to be affected by the proposal is a key
factor that the SoS [Jill need to consider in determining proposals.

In addition to relielling the information on noise that informed the Frrther Conslltation(1The Estate
instrCcted Noise Conslltants Limited [INCL[to [ndertake a reliel] of the Noise impacts of the sil]
proposed roltes for the AT Ar ndel Bypass. As part of this reliel1 NCL relielled the Noise and Clibration
chapter of the EAR. The findings of the relie( are incl'ded in the NCL Report at Appendix 5.

The Noise Report highlights a nCmber of minor issCes lith the EAR [Thich are not considered to
materially affect the findings of the EARTholleler(ithe Noise Report also identifies seleral moderate
iss’es [lhich do hale the potential to inflCence the res(lts of the EAR.

Of particllar concern is that non(residential receptors do not appear to hale been considered in the EART]
as per paragraph 111 of the Noise Report. The impacts pon noniresidential receptors is clearly also a
key consideration [Then determining the impact of the [ariol’s proposed rol'tes and therefore this sholld
be elplored flrther.

In addition(Jas identified in paragraphs [.17and .10 of the Noise Report'the assessment of each option
in the EAR is generated [ith mitigation applied. The mitigation inclides reference to ['m high noise
barriers of [arying length for each option[‘as [lell as a lo[] noise s[rface.
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a10 The EAR does not prolide details of the barrier length or indeed the ass med location for each option. As
sich it is diffic[It to prolide any comment in relation to thisC’holleler it is of relefance that any barrier
arolnd the Cyan (10 Lor Beige (119 Joptions [loLld be difficLIt to introdce giLen the residential and bLilt
[p natLre of the areas [lhich mean that space is constrained and Lis_al impacts of the barrier [Jolld be
significant. In additionTany barrier is likely to hale a detrimental impact [pon the setting of nCmero’s
designated heritage assets Lithin Ar[ndel.

11, In light of this(ithe EAR sholld identify the location and scale of any re(ired barriers relati_Le to each
model and sholld only apply sCch mitigation [here it CJolld be possible to install it. The conseT"ence of
sCch an elercise is likely to res(lt in an increase in the nCmbers of properties effected both dLring
constr_ction and operation in relation to the Cyan (1 _and Beige [190roLtes.

YN As a res(lt of the concerns [ith the EAR raised in the Noise ReportlJit is considered that the harmfCl
impacts of the t_lo least preferred roltes are likely to increase as a resLIt of the additional Uork re_Lired.
Consell ently(ithe LielJ of The EstateJthat the Magenta [I/LAL1LAmber [IJUALJand Grey [IBL10
roltes are the preferred roltes in terms of noise is likely to be reinforced by the additional elidence
rellired.

a10 The Estates olerall Liell that the Magenta [I/LAL1rol te sholld be taken forlard is therefore also
s pported by the elidence in relation to Noisel[Thich identifies it as one of the preferred options.
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Other Considerations

In addition to the key concerns of The Estate considered in detail preLliolsly in this representation_there
are a nCmber of other elements relelant to the assessment of [hich rolte sholld be taken for(Jard.
These hale been set out in the Consultation Brochure. The Estate’s views on a number of these
additional elements are set ol t belol.

Ecology, Biodiversity and Trees

The Cons(ltation Brochlre sets oLt that all of the proposed roltes hale the potential for significant
enlironmental impacts(ilith the potential to adlersely affect ecology and ecolsystems. It is noted that
impacts [pon many protected specieslhich are inelitable Lith all of the proposed roltes can often be
mitigated against thro_gh ro_te design or sLitable enLironmental management. Hol e er_isome impacts’]
slch as those on designated Local [ ildlife Sites L[] STiancient Coodlandland Ceteran trees cannot be
as easily mitigated.

As set oLt preLioCsly in the Air [I[ality section of this representationthe Cyan (11 Beige 19 and
Crimson [(T1010roltes [Jolld all tralel throlgh L[1 S for a significant distancenotably the Rel"ell [1 ood
CompleJLU S and in relation to the Crimson rolte (11111 the Binsted [l ood CompleJL S. In addition(
the Amber [I/UALro te UoLld tralel throgh the Binsted [J ood CompleILJ S for a short distance.

These L1 S are both sensiti(e to nitrogen disposition TThich [lolld increase [Jith the additional traffic that
the proposed routes would give rise to. As such, impacts upon these LWS’s would not just be limited to
those arising from the physical constriction of the roadbl't throCgho't its operation as [ell. In light of
this[these folr roltes [ill inelitably ha’e an notable adlerse impact ['pon the identified L[ S.

The conslltation doc’ment also identifies the lelel of Tloodland to be impacted 'pon by each rolte. This
is setol'tin Table 7.1 belol.

Table 7.1: Amount of woodland to be impacted by each proposed route

T
Option .
impacted

Cyan (1V5) 8.[Tha
Beige (1V9) [Cha

Amber (4/5AV2) [Cha
Grey (5BV1) 1.[9ha
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It is accepted that this [[_antitatiLe analysis does not identify the [[ality of the [Joodland to be affected bt
it does prolide a [sefl1 comparison for broadly identifying impacts [‘pon [Joodland. The table clearly
identifies the tlJo preferred roltesLin terms of impact [pon [Joodland and trees are the Grey [1B[1[land
Magenta [I/CAL1Urol tes(lJith the less falolrable roltes being Crimson (1111 folloCled by Cyan (1L
and Beige M190J

In sCmmaryllin terms of ecologyllbiodi_ersity and treesIbased on the information alailable the Grey
[IBJ1rolte is clearly the preferred rolteliclosely follolled by the Magenta [I/LAL1ro te. These tllo
roltes Clolld hale a significantly lesser impact than the remaining folr roltes(the least falolrable of
Uhich Colld be the Crimson (11 rol te by a s[bstantial amo[nt.

South Downs National Park (SDNP)

In relation to delelopment Uithin nationally designated areas s ch as National Parks(Jthe NN NPS sets
oLt at paragraphs 1.11 and 1.1

“The Secretary of State should refuse development consent in these areas except in exceptional
circumstances and where it can be demonstrated that it is in the public interest. Consideration of such
applications should include an assessment of:

¢ the need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations, and the impact of
consenting, or not consenting it, upon the local economy;

¢ the cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere, outside the designated area, or meeting the need
for it in some other way; and

e any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the
extent to which that could be moderated” (para 5.151)

“There is a strong presumption against any significant road widening or the building of new roads and
strategic rail freight interchanges in a National Park, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, unless it can be shown there are compelling reasons for the new or enhanced capacity and with
any benefits outweighing the costs very significantly. Planning of the Strategic Road Network should
encourage routes that avoid National Parks, the Broads and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty” (para
5.152)

Arindel is located on the solthern edge of the Solth Dolns National Park [SDNPTJ The elisting AT
rCns broadly along the solthern edge of the SDNP[crossing into and o[t of the park on a nCmber of
occasions.

The Conslltation Brochire sets o[t the amolLnt of road in terms of distance that [olld be bLilt in the
SDNP if each option is taken for(Jard. This is set o't in Table 7.2 on the folloTling page.
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Table 7.2: Amount of road in the SDNP as a result of each option.

Obtion Distance of new road within the
P SDNP

Cyan (1V5) 1.90km
Beige (1V9) 1.9Ckm

Amber (4/5AV2) 1.90km
Grey (5BV1) LCkm

011, Clearly the Grey [IBL1rol te is the preferred option in terms of road to be bLilt Lithin the SDNP alonell
closely folloTled by the Magenta [T/CAC10option. The remaining folr options Torld all res(lt in a
significant amoLnt of nell road being bLilt in the SDNP [hich LoLld be contrary to paragraphs (.11 and
(L1 of the NN NPS[and therefore the benefits [JoLld need to significantly oLt leigh the harm. Gi_en the
limited improCements "pon the high[ays netllork identified in Section [1of this representation arising from
the Cyan (10 and Beige [19LloptionsLit is not considered that either option olld ([Istify deelopment
[lithin the SDNP and therefore neither sholId be taken for(]ard for f( rther consideration.

YN [1 hilst located oltside of the SDNP entirely[the Grey [TB[11(still has potential to impact [pon the setting
of the SDNPJand therefore cannot be considered to hale no impact "pon it. Similarlyithe Magenta
[MYTA1Orolte is also likely to hale an impact "pon the setting of the park(by [irtle of its proCimity.
Regardless of this[as a res[1t of being sitlated entirely / largely ol tside of the SDNPTit is fair to concl de
that the Grey MB[117and Magenta [T/ A1 rol tes are less harmfll to the SDNP than the remaining forr
roltes [Thich are located largely [Tithin it. As such, the Estate’s position that the Magenta route should be
taken for(Jard as the preferred rolte is s[ pported by the elidence in terms of impact "pon the SDNP[as it
is one of the t[lo rol'tes that [olld hale the least land take [Jithin the National Park.

Landscape

YN It is accepted that the Cyan (1[1[TJand Beige 119 loptions [Jolld hale a lesser landscape impact than
the other folr options(largely di'e to the fact that they [Jolld largely (tilise the elisting rol'te of the ATl
and therefore the impact of the nell road is in the contelt of a landscape (Jithin [Thich there is an elisting
maior highllay. The other roltes olld introdce a nell section of road into areas of landscape that are
not clrrently intersected by maior highflaysiiand therefore it is inelitable that the landscape impacts of
the nell roltes [Crimson [T11TMagenta [T/TAC1TAmber [T/CACTJand Grey (MBIl be greater.
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a10 This mist holleLer be considered in the contelt of the pLrpose of the proposed bypass. The proposed
bypass is re[Tired in order to redlce ©[rney time and congestion on the AlTlarolnd Ar[ndel bt also to
relrolte traffic aroLnd the historic tolIn. As s_chliit is the Liel] of the Estate that the Cyan (10 Jand
Beige (190rolLteshilst of a lesser landscape impactlJoId not achie e the fLndamental pLrpose of
the nell highay ith genline long term benefits and therefore shorld not be considered any flrther.

Q10 The Estate are of the LielJ that the nelJ bypass sholld dilert traffic aroLnd ArCndellnot increase traffic
throgh the tolIn and therefore it is considered inappropriate to assess the landscape impacts of the folr
‘offline’ roltes in the contelt of the tlJo ‘online’ roltesagainst [hich it is inelitable that the ‘offline’ roltes
[olld compare [nfa_olLrably.

Funding / Costs

Q10 The Conslltation Brochlre sets o[t that tLo of the sill options [Cyan [(1[Jand Beige 19l are
deliCerable Uithin the cLrrent bl dget that has been allocated to the scheme thro_gh the Road In_estment
Strategy RIS[] The cost of each schemellalong [ith the Benefit to Cost Ratio [BCRJand the [al’e for
money assessment are inclded in Table 7.3 beloll.

Table 7.3: Assessment of costs of each option

Cost Range (million) Value for Money

Cyan (1V5) 0000 0090 1.0- 00 Medi m
Beige (1V9) M90- 090 1.0- 00 Mediim

Amber (4/5AV2) 00 00000 1.0-00 Medilm
Grey (5BV1) 000 00000 1.0-01 Medirm
Y I As can be seenlthe folr offline options are considerably more costly than the tllo online options(’

holJeler this is to be el[pected gilen that they [Tolld res[lt in the creation of significantly more roadl’and
[lolld rel[Tire the plrchase of large portions of nell land.

r118. It is noted that the clrrent bidget [lo’ld only coler the Cyan M T]Jand Beige 19(roltes. It is also

noted that one of the [Iestions on the Cons[Itation Response Form (1] estion B[ .[Jis that(if only these
tlJo options remain affordable [Ihich option [Jo[ld The Estate sl pport.
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[119. The Estate are fLlly sCpportiLe of a nell ArLndel BypassiholleLer this is only if it is a sLitable scheme
Ohich Colld be of long term benefit to the residents of Arindel and the [sers of the ATJ [Thich can be
bro_ght forJard. Notwithstanding The Estate’s other comments contained Lithin this representationLiit is
considered that the Cyan (1J[1Jand Beige (19 roltes [lolld not achieLe these fLndamental aims of a
nel] bypass arolnd Arlndel and thereforesholld the bldget not be increase to allo(] for an alternati’e
rolLte to be taken forlard_regardless of the need for a nel) bypass(ithe Estate [lo[ld not s_pport either
schemel preferring instead a do nothing approach.

CLOCL The Estate consider that it Tlolld be a far better approach to apply for additional finding to allo] a
scheme [hich UolCld fllly address the pLrposes of a nell bypass( s ch as one of the offline roltes to be
bro_ght forDard.
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Conclisions

The Norfolk Estate [The Estatelhale instricted Salills to prepare a response to the FLrther Cons(ltation
on the ALl ArCndel Bypass_cLrrently being [ndertaken by HighlJays England.

The Estate is a long term stellard of Ar[ndel and the enlironmentldating back to the 11t CentLry. The
Estate is s pportife of a nel] ArCndel A[T]Bypass and [elcomes the opportnity to prolide comments in
relation to the potential ro_tes that are being considered by Highlays England.

The Estate hale commissioned a nimber of technical cons(ltants to reliel] elements of the elidence
base that The Estate consider to be of particllar releCance to the proposed bypass to inform The Estate’s
Liell as to [hich ro_te sholld be taken forlard as the preferred rolte. The [ariols technical reports
prod_ced hale been relieJed and hale fed into this representation.

Harling considered all of the elidence base docImentsthe ario’s technical reports prodiced in s pport
of this representation and the NN NSP_The Estate are of the LielJ that the Magenta [I/CAC1rolte
sholld be taken for_ard as the preferred option by HighJays England.

The Magenta T/(T1(MAmber MJTACDTand Grey [TB1Joptions Jolld all deliCer similar benefits in
highCays terms[Inotably accident redlctionJimpact [pon [LInerable CsersCired_ cing traffic throCgh
Arindel and olrney time salings and [lolld all be significantly more beneficial than than the Cyan 101111
Beige M9 and Crimson [T 1177 options.

In terms of heritage impactsiithe tllo online options Cyan M1 1and Beige M9 [old res(lt in
s’ bstantial harm to the setting of Ar[ndel Castle(la Grade | Listed Brilding. The magnitide of this harm
[ol1d require “wholly exceptional” circumstances to justify taking forward either of these routes which The
Estate do not consider can be demonstrated. The four ‘offline’ routes would not impact upon the setting of
the Castle significantly and the Magenta [T/CAT1rol te [Jolld affect the least listed brildings of all of the
optionsaffecting st [TL

The accompanying Air [1lality Report conclides that the Magenta M/TAl10rolte [Jolld hale the
greatest beneficial impact on air [T alitylres(lting in the greatest beneficial change to receptors [T TJand
the greatest red(ction in ann’al nitrogen diolide deposition [18.[1g/m"of all of the options.

In terms of noise impactsithe Magenta (T/TAT1TAmber [T/TATTland Grey [TB11roltes are by far the
least harmfll [Jhen the niCmber of properties impacted at constrction and operational phase is
considered(all haling a similar impact in terms of noise.
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In relation to ecology( biodilersity and trees[the Grey [1B(1Jand Magenta [I/CA[1_roltes [Jolld be the
most preferable as they [lolld impact on significantly smaller areas of oodland and [Jolld not trarel
throgh any L1 S’ therefore haling a lesser impact on ecological designations than the other folr roltes.

All of the proposed roltes [lolld also impact [pon the Solth DolIns National Park (SDNP[Jand its setting
to a degree by [lirt[e of their prolimity to the park. The Grey [TB[11(rol te is located entirely oltside of the
SDNPLhilst the Magenta [I/JAJ1option olld only res(lt in [.LJJ km of road being bLilt in the park.
The remaining folr options [JoLld all res(lt in a significant amolLnt of nell road being bLilt in the park.
ConselTently the Estate considers the Grey TB117and Magenta /CAT1Joptions to be the preferred
options in relation to impact on the SDNP.

Taking accolnt of all of the Larios elements e[plored Lithin this representation as a [Jhole[the findings
of Ohich hale been briefly sTmmarised abolelthe Estate consider the Magenta [T/A[J1rolte to be the
preferred option and therefore the option that sholld be taken forllard by HighlJays England. This is
becalsellas demonstrated abolellthe Magenta [I/LAL1ro te LoLld hale the least adLerse / most
beneficial impact in relation to almost all of the elements relieed.

The Estate acknollledge that this option is cLrrently o[t of the bl dget allolled for the prolect as part of
the Roads In_estment Strategy (RIS[I’hoeLer the Estate are of the firm Liell that the tLo rolLtes that are
in br'dget’the Cyan M1 and Beige (190 roltesThich [Jolld continle to take traffic throlgh the centre
of Ar(ndel are not appropriate options and sholld not be taken for(Jard. The elidence contained in this
representation has clearly sholn that in almost all regards the Cyan 1 Jand Beige (190rol[tes _oLld
hale the greatest adlerse impact and therefore are the least preferable options.

Frthermore(the high(lays relie(] by GTA Cilils has identified that the Beige 119 rolte [Jolld hale
fundamental capacity issues at the Ford Road “throughabout” by the year 2041. In addition, the Estate do
not consider that either the Cyan M1 TJand Beige (119 roltes [lolld achiele the basic aim of a bypass!]
to dilert traffic arol'nd the to’In and significantly improle 0 rney times. It is for these reasons thatlif the
budget cannot be increased to allow for one of the ‘offline’ routes to be brought forward, the Estate would
prefer a do nothing approachldespite the clear need for a bypass arol nd Ar'ndel.

The Norfolk Estate October 119 25
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A27 Arundel Bypass
Consultation response form

Share your views

We want to understand your views about the proposed options for improvements to the A27
around Arundel. Please review the consultation materials and share your views with us by
completing this response form here or online via www.highwaysengland.co.uk/a27arundel

If you're returning this form to us by post, please send it to: Freepost A27 ARUNDEL -
no stamp is required.

The consultation period ends at 11.59pm on 24 October 2019 so please ensure your response
arrives with us in time, to help us take your comments into account when we are considering
the options. Responses received after this time, may not be considered.

A1l. The first part (sections A-C) of this questionnaire is for you to provide your personal views. If you are
responding on behalf of a local business, charity or community organisation, represent a statutory body
or are a local elected representative, please ensure you also complete section D of the response form
(pages 8-11 shaded in green). This will help us better understand the possible impact of the options on
the local economy and communities.

Please let us know whether you are responding as: (Please tick one only)
[] Anindividual (please complete sections A-C only)

D On behalf of a business/charity/community organisation/statutory body/elected representative — and
you have the authority to represent the views of the organisation/elected representative.
(please complete sections A-D)

A2. Please indicate your age group:

[] 18 or under [ 19-29 [] 30-39
[] 40-49 [] 50-59 [] 60-69
[] 70-79 [C] 80 or above X Prefer not to say

A3. Please provide your home postcode. This will only be used to inform our analysis of responses.
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About the scheme

B1.

B2.

B3.

B4.

If all options are brought into an affordable range*, which option would you prefer?
(Please tick one option)

] I Cyan (Option 1V5)

[l Beige (Option 1V9)

] I Crimson (Option 3V1)

X I Magenta (Option 4/5AV1)
[C] B Amber (Option 4/5AV2)
[C] I Grey (Option 5BV1)

[C] Do nothing

[] Don’t know

The scheme budget is currently £100-250m. Affordability is an ongoing concern and if only Cyan
and Beige (Options 1V5 and 1V9) remain affordable, which option(s) would you support?
(Please tick all that apply)

[C] I Cyan (Option 1V5)
M| Beige (Option 1V9)
X Do nothing

To what extent do you agree or disagree that there is a need to improve the A27 around Arundel?

Strongly Neither agree Strongly
agree nor disagree disagree

X O O O O O

Agree Disagree Don’t know

How concerned are you about the following issues in relation to the existing A27 around Arundel?
(Please select one option in each row)

Issue Very Slightly Not Don’t Not
concerned concerned concerned know applicable

Road safety X ] ] ] ]

Congestion and delays X | | | |

Accommodating extra traffic

from future housing and X (] (] (] (]

economic development without
further congestion on the A27

The effects of A27 traffic on

the environment, including the g D D D D

South Downs National Park
and air quality

The separation of local

communities m o o o o
Access between the A27 and

local roads m D D D D

Table continues on next page...

*Through securing additional funding, value engineering and contractual efficiencies.
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Very Slightly Not Don’t Not

Issue concerned concerned concerned know applicable

The provision of walking,

cycling and horse riding X O O ] ]
facilities around the area

Difficulty crossing the A27 on
foot, cycle or horseback

X L L L O
Traffic using local roads to 5 ] O n n
e 0 O O O

avoid the A27 (‘rat-running’)

Connections along the coast to
other parts of the country

B5. Please add any other comments that you may have regarding existing issues:

B6. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements when
considering your preferred option(s) for improving the A27 around Arundel: (Please select one option

in each row)
Neither
s;rorrL%Iy Agree agree nor = Disagree ;tsr:"ﬂ:‘é Don’t know
g disagree 9

Any new route should

be located as closely as O] ] ] O X o

possible to the current road
through Arundel

Any new route should avoid

the South Downs National O X O O | |

Park

Any new route should

not cut through local X n n O O ]

communities

‘Rat-run’ traffic should be

removed from unsuitable X | O | | |

local roads

Any improvements should X (] (] (] (] (]

prioritise through traffic

Maintaining local access to/ O X | O | d

from the A27 is essential
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B7. Please indicate which option would... (Please select one option in each row)

Cyan Beige Crimson Magenta  Amber Grey
(Option = (Option ~ (Option ~ (Option = (Option  (Option Don’t Not
1V5) 1V9) 3v1) 4/5AV1)  4/5AV2) 5BV1) know None  applicable

Make you feel

most safe as

a pedestrian, O O O X O | O O ]
cyclist or

horse rider?

Make you feel

least safe as

apedestrian, | X O L] d O O [ d [
cyclist or

horse rider?

Make you feel

most safe as O [ ] X O O W | n

a driver?
Make you feel

least safeas | [®] O O O O O [ O O

a driver?

Be best for

reducing

congestion ] ] u X u [ O [ O
and delays in

Arundel

Be worst

for reducing

congestion X ] u O 1 ] O [ O
and delays in

Arundel

Be best for

maintaining/

creating a O O ] h7d O O O O O
sense of

community?

Be worst for

maintaining/

creating a X O L] d O O O O O
sense of

community?

Be best

for your

enjoyment O O ] X O O O O O
of the local

environment

Be worst

for your

enjoyment X O ] O O O O O O
of the local

environment

Be best for

improving

access

to local O O ] X O O ] O ]
services and

employment

opportunities

Table continues on next page...
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Cyan Beige Crimson Magenta  Amber Grey
(Option = (Option  (Option = (Option = (Option  (Option Don’t Not
1V5) 1V9) 3V1) 4/5AV1) = 4/5AV2) 5BV1) know None  applicable

Be worst for
improving
your access

to local X O O O L O O O O

services and
employment
opportunities

Be best for

your quality | | | X | O O O O

of life

Be worst for

your quality X | | | | O O O O

of life

B8. Taking into consideration what you know about the proposed options, which option would you prefer
if all options were brought into an affordable range*?

Please select your preferred options, ranked by first, second and third preference: (If you have only
one or two preferred options, please select accordingly)

First preference = Second preference  Third preference

- Cyan (Option 1V5) O O O
Beige (Option 1V9) O O O
- Crimson (Option 3V1) ] | ]
- Magenta (Option 4/5AV1) X O d
- Amber (Option 4/5AV2) ] O L]
- Grey (Option 5BV1) O O O
Do nothing W n O
Don’t know | O d

B9. Taking into consideration what you know about the proposed options, please select your least
preferred (or last choice) option if all options were brought into an affordable range:

Least preferred/last choice
Cyan (Option 1V5)
Beige (Option 1V9)
Crimson (Option 3V1)
Magenta (Option 4/5AV1)
Amber (Option 4/5AV2)
Grey (Option 5BV1)

Do nothing

Oo0ononoo®x

Don’t know

*Through securing additional funding, value engineering and contractual efficiencies.
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B10. Please add any other comments about the proposed options:

Please see accompanying representation.

About the consultation

C1. How did you find out about the consultation? (Please tick all that apply)

Word of mouth

[C] Letter through the door

[C] Local newspaper advert

[] West Sussex County Council website or email
B Arun District Council website or email

B Highways England website or email

X Online news

[] Other website (please provide details below)
[] Local radio

[[] Local television

B Local newspaper

[] Poster

B Local community group

[C] Public notice

[C] Social media

O

O

Other (please provide detailS) .........cooiiiiiiiii e

C2. Have you found the consultation materials useful in answering your questions about the A27
around Arundel?

[ Yes

B To a certain extent

[] No
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C3. Have you visited one of our public consultation events, or do you intend to?
X VYes, have visited [] Intend to visit ] No

Details of upcoming events can be found at www.highwaysengland.co.uk/a27arundel

C4. If you have visited an exhibition, how useful did you find it in terms of addressing your questions about
the options for improving the A27 around Arundel? (Please tick one option)

No feeling Not at all , Not
either way Not useful useful Don’t know applicable

O DY O O O O O

Very useful Useful

C5. Do you have any other comments about the consultation process or materials?

Keep up-to-date with the project

If you would like to receive updates on the A27 Arundel Bypass, please subscribe via our project webpage:
www.highwaysengland.co.uk/a27arundel

Thank you for completing this consultation response form.
Some specific questions for organisations continue over the page.

Your data, your rights

On 25 May 2018, the General Data Highways England and its appointed If, at any point, Highways England plans
Protection Regulations (GDPR) contractors until the scheme is complete.  to process the personal data we hold
became law. The law requires for a purpose other than that for which it
Highways England to explain to was originally collected, we will tell you
you - consultees, stakeholders and what that other purpose is. We will do
customers - how your personal data m Right of access to the data this prior to any further processing taking
will be used and stored. (Subject Access Request) place and we will include any relevant
ignways Engind scheres tote  ® Right ot rectfcaton of etors oot 175 ETeLCT oo your
government’s consultation principles,
the Planning Act 2008 and the
Highways Act 1980 as required, and
may collect personal data to help shape
development of highways schemes. B Right to restrict processing or to . .
supervisory authority,

Personal data collected by the project object to processing the Information
team will be processed and retained by m Right to data portability Commissioners Office.

Under the GDPR regulations you
have the following rights:

B Right to erasure of personal data —

this is not an absolute right under You have the

the legislation right to lodge a
complaint with the

If you'd like more information about how we manage data, or a copy of our privacy notice, please contact:

DataProtectionAdvice@highwaysengland.co.uk
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Organisation-specific questions

We are keen to gather the views of businesses/charities/community groups/statutory bodies/elected
representatives to ensure that they are fairly represented in the assessment of the consultation.

In addition to the main questionnaire, we are asking representatives of these organisations to help us by
answering the following questions:

D1. Please state the name of the organisation you are responding on behalf of, along with your
organisation’s website address:

The Norfolk Estate

BN18 9AS

D2. Please confirm you have the authority to respond on behalf of your organisation:

X Yes [ No

D3. In which capacity are you responding on behalf of the organisation?
[] Owner/partner X Director
[] Manager [C] Other (please specify below)

D4. How many people do you/does your organisation employ or represent in the Arundel/A27 area?

] 110 X 11-49
[] 50-99 [] 100-249
[C] 250 or more [C] Not applicable

D5. In which sector does your organisation operate?

X Agriculture [[] Charity/voluntary sector [[] Construction

[T] Education [C] Energy/utilities [[] Finance

[[] Healthcare [[] Hospitality [[] Leisure/tourism

[] Manufacturing [[] Retail [[] Transport or logistics

[[] Other (please specify below)
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[ | [ |
[ | X
[ | X
[ |

[ | [ |
X [ |
[ | [ |

Neither important Very
nor unimportant unimportant

X O O O O O

Don’t know

Very important Important

Unimportant
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D9. Which option (if any) would have the most significant impact on your organisation during construction?
(Please select one only)

Cyan (Option 1V5)

Beige (Option 1V9)
Crimson (Option 3V1)
Magenta (Option 4/5AV1)
Amber (Option 4/5AV2)
Grey (Option 5BV1)

No difference

0000|000 X

Don’t know

D10. Please explain the reasons for your selection:

Please see accompanying representation.

D11. Which option (if any) would most benefit your organisation once built? (Please select one only)

Cyan (Option 1V5)

Beige (Option 1V9)
Crimson (Option 3V1)
Magenta (Option 4/5AV1)
Amber (Option 4/5AV2)
Grey (Option 5BV1)

No difference

000|000 O

Don’t know

D12. Please explain the reasons for your selection:

Please see accompanying representation.
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D13. Which option (if any) would least benefit your organisation once built?
(Please select one only)

Cyan (Option 1V5)

Beige (Option 1V9)
Crimson (Option 3V1)
Magenta (Option 4/5AV1)
Amber (Option 4/5AV2)
Grey (Option 5BV1)

No difference

0000000 X

Don’t know

D14. Please explain the reasons for your selection:

Please see accompanying representation.

Thank you for completing this
consultation response form.
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A27 Arundel Bypass — Review of Traffic Modelling and Operational Assessments of Scheme Options

1 Introduction

1.1 GTA Civils and Transport have been commissioned by Savills/Lord Henry Arundel to undertake a
review of the traffic modelling undertaken by Highways England (HE) in support of its proposal to
construct an A27 Arundel bypass.

1.2 The review has considered the following:

a. Regional Investment Programme - A27 Worthing-Lancing and Arundel Improvements - PCF
Stage 1 - Traffic Data Collection Report - September 2016;

b. Combined Modelling and Appraisal Report — A27 Arundel Bypass — PCF stage 2 Further
Consultation — August 2019 (CoMAR);

c. A27 Arundel Bypass — Scheme Assessment Report — May 2018 (SAR);

d. Scheme Assessment Report Erratum September 2019, A27 Arundel Bypass; and

e. A27 Arundel Bypass — Further Public Consultation — Consultation Brochure revised 13
September 2019.

1.3 PCF2 is the Option Selection Stage of scheme development. Scheme options are:
e Option 1V5 (Cyan) — new dual-carriageway route from a grade-separated Crossbush
roundabout to west of the Ford Road roundabout, with a flyover over the Ford Road

roundabout and no connection to local roads at the Ford Road roundabout;

e Option 1V9 (Beige) — new dual-carriageway route from a grade-separated Crossbush
roundabout to Ford Road roundabout which would be reconfigured as an enlarged signalised
"throughabout’ junction;

e Option 3V1 (Crimson) — new dual-carriageway route from a grade-separated Crossbush

roundabout to the south of the existing A27, ending just west of Havenwood Park;

e Option 4/5AV1 (Magenta) — new dual-carriageway route from a grade-separated Crossbush
roundabout to the south of the existing A27 ending just west of the existing A27 / B2132
Yapton Lane junction;

e Option 4/5AV2 (Amber) — new dual carriageway route from a grade-separated Crossbush
roundabout to the south of the existing A27 ending just west of the existing A27 / Yapton Lane
junction (alignment differs from 4/5AV1 in the Binsted area); and

Option 5BV1 (Grey) — new dual-carriageway route from a grade separated Crossbush
roundabout to the south of the existing A27 ending east of the existing A27 / A29 Fontwell
(east) roundabout.

14  Effectively, the Cyan and Beige Options are shorter new routes close to the existing A27 relief road
alignment through Arundel; and the Crimson, Magenta, Amber and Grey are longer new routes to

the south of the existing A27 alignment through Arundel.

1.5 A common theme running through all technical modelling documents and the Consultation
Brochure is the acknowledgement that the existing A27 through Arundel currently suffers from
congestion, delays, journey time unreliability, and accidents with considerable volumes of traffic

|
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using other routes (the A283 / B2139 through Storrington to the north and the A259 to the south)
to avoid this section of A27. The CoMAR identifies particular issues relating to the Crossbush
roundabout (stated to be over capacity in the 2015 base year), the Ford Road roundabout (stated
to be approaching capacity in the base year) and the section of A27 between Crossbush roundabout
and Causeway roundabout (stated to be over capacity in the base year). The section of A27 between
the Ford Road roundabout and the Causeway roundabout is described as having spare capacity in
the base year. Whilst in terms of its link capacity (i.e. ability to carry flows) this is technically correct,
this ignores the over-riding influence of significant capacity limitations at the junctions at either

end —the junctions control the operation of the link with consequential queueing in both directions.

1.6 In contrast, the dual carriageway sections of A27 to east and west of Arundel are described as
having ample spare capacity to cater for existing and future traffic demands, a comment with which

we would concur.
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Modelling Background

All modelling has been carried out for traffic and highways only. No multi-modal modelling has
been undertaken. The A27 Arundel Bypass — PCF Stage 2 Multi-Modal Study, Highways England
(August 2017) concluded that:

"Neither the South East Route: Sussex Area Route Study or the London and South Coast Rail Corridor
Study recommended improvements in the Arundel area as a priority, nor found them to offer good
value for money”.

“Since no significant improvements are planned for the Coastway Services it is unlikely that the rail
network alone will be able to support the regional growth aspirations along the corridor."

“People travelling on foot will remain similar to current levels of approximately 10%. Furthermore,
the combination of through traffic (67%) and local traffic (33%) using the A27 means that walking

(...and cycling...) will not always be a suitable alternative to car travel."

The report concluded that;
“In summary, there is no evidence to suggest that there would be any material switch from road to
rail along the A27 corridor between Chichester and Brighton that would reduce congestion at

Arundel”

We concur with that conclusion.

The original A27 Arundel Bypass 2016 modelling was based on a conventional approach founded
on new data collection (traffic volumes and origin / destination patterns by Roadside Interview
Surveys). Subsequent, and all current modelling, draws upon the later South East Region Traffic
Model (SERTM), using a sub-set of the model to contain and model the A27 at Arundel and other

roads that may be impacted by the provision of an Arundel Bypass.

The SERTM highway network is agreed as being appropriate for assessing traffic flows in the
Arundel Bypass study area. The model, however, has a relatively coarse zoning system which
required splitting of some SERTM zones within the Arundel study area to enable realistic modelling
of routes taken to access various parts of the town. The split zones are themselves still somewhat

coarse, but we consider them to be adequate for the purposes of this study.

A concern about the SERTM model, however, particularly in relation to its use in the A27 Arundel
context, is that the model represents an average March weekday, with traffic demands represented
by an average of 3 hours (i.e. the average hour between 0700 and 1000 for the AM peak, and the
average of 1600-1900 for the PM peak). This is a conventional approach ensuring that scheme

assessments and designs provide for the majority of the year, accepting a degree of congestion for
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a small portion of the year. In a location such as Arundel, this is likely to under-estimate the extent
through the year when traffic demands, and flows at key junctions, could be considerably higher.
(but see also paras 3.13-3.15 of this report, which reports on where some sensitivity testing of that

aspect has been carried out).

2.7  The modelling includes variable demand which takes account of the potential for additional
highway trips to be generated if congestion is relieved, and vice versa. The CoMAR identifies the
variable demand effects to be very small in the context of this scheme, a conclusion we would

concur with.

2.8  Forecasting of future traffic demands follows the standard proscribed approach (WebTAG — the DfT
guidelines for scheme assessment), taking account of general growth from forecast changes in
households, employment, car ownership and socio-economic factors (TEMPRO / NTEM / NTM) and
specific account of committed and planned major developments and highway network changes.

This is agreed as the correct approach for a national infrastructure scheme such as this.

2.9  The modelling undertaken and reported in COMAR and SAR is generally acceptable. The reports
acknowledge that the strategic model results for the operation of key junctions would need more
detailed junction performance modelling to provide more clarity on junction performance and
design requirements. That more detailed modelling has been carried out and reported in both
documents. Although only summary results from such detailed modelling are included in the
reports (rather than the detailed model input / output files) there is no reason to suspect that the

detailed modelling has any fundamental issues.
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A27 Arundel Bypass — Review of Traffic Modelling and Operational Assessments of Scheme Options

3 Review of Model Results

3.1 The Consultation Brochure presents traffic flow data for each scheme Option in terms of AADT
(Annual Average Daily Traffic). The Brochure AADT information does not however include data for
some important highway sections which would have aided understanding of the overall picture,
those being A27 east of Crossbush roundabout, A284 south of Crossbush roundabout, A27 west of
the Fontwell (east) roundabout, the A283 / B2139 route through Storrington, and data for any
section of A259. It would also have been helpful if the data presented included the base year for

comparison.

3.2 Much emphasis is properly placed in the scheme reporting, including in the Consultation Brochure,
on the impacts on the alternative route through Storrington, with existing issues greatly
exacerbated in a design year ‘Do Minimum’ and reduced in all scheme Options. It is notable,
however, that the consequences of ‘Do Minimum' scenario for the proposed A284 Lyminster Bypass
and the existing A259 are potentially substantial (as reported in the modelling reports) but not

explicitly reported in the same way in the consultation material.

3.3 Base year (2015) flows on the existing A27 are reported in CoOMAR as being 32900 AADT between
Crossbush and Causeway roundabouts, and 24600 AADT between Causeway and Ford Road
roundabouts. Design year forecast flows on the new section of A27 for all scheme Options lie
between 40-50000 AADT.

34  Treated as a rural road (DMRB TA46/97 Annex D), the capacity of a dual carriageway would be
between 60-70000 AADT. The capacity of a rural single 7.3m carriageway would be expected to
have a Congestion Reference Flow of about 20-25000 AADT (Congestion Reference Flow is the
value for AADT on a rural road above which peak hour flows would not be able to be
accommodated acceptably, on a purely link capacity basis without taking any junction constraints

into account).

3.5 Treated as an urban road (DMRB TA79/99), the capacity of all scheme options would be about 50-
55000 AADT as a dual carriageway, and about 26-30000 as a 7.3m single carriageway.

3.6 Whether treated as a rural or an urban road, the existing A27 through Arundel is therefore at or
near capacity in terms of link capacity alone. A single carriageway new A27 (whether treated as
rural or urban) would offer substantially less capacity than the demand traffic flow forecasts require

in the design year. Only a new dual carriageway would provide sufficient capacity.

3.7  AADT data only presents part of the relevant whole picture. For this scheme key model results are
for junction performance in the peak hours.
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3.8  Western terminal junctions for the longer route Options all show no capacity issues in the design

year and this is agreed.

3.9 The key junctions are Crossbush roundabout and the Ford Road roundabout which suffer from
substantial traffic related issues at present, which are forecast in the modelling reports to

substantially worsen by the design year (2041).

3.10 Crossbush roundabout, which suffers from extensive queue and delay issues at present, when fully
grade-separated as included in all scheme Options is forecast to operate within capacity under all

Options in the design year. This conclusion is agreed.

3.11 The CoMAR report identified major issues of over-capacity demands at the Ford Road roundabout
in the Do Minimum scenario in the design year (2041). By taking out all the A27 through traffic, all
of the longer routes and Option 1V5 (Cyan) of the shorter routes would deal to varying degrees
with the existing and future issues at the Ford Road roundabout and provide sufficient capacity to
operate acceptably in the design year. The Consultation Brochure (Benefits and Impacts table,
pages 16 and 17) states that for all of those scheme Options, the A27 would be operating at around
45-60% capacity in the 2041 design year.

3.12 Option 1V9 (Beige) would however retain the Ford Road junction with the A27. The scheme
proposed to cater for the design year traffic demands is a signalised ‘throughabout’. Signalisation
of a roundabout is generally considered a ‘last resort’ to extract the maximum capacity from a
roundabout. The ‘throughabout’ concept attempts to minimise the delays imposed on through
traffic (in this case A27 through traffic) and amounts to a ‘last throw of the dice’. Any such design
option must be demonstrated to be acceptable beyond reasonable doubt. However, the capacity
assessment presented in COMAR shows one key movement (A27 eastbound at an internal stopline)
to be at capacity in the PM peak in the design year. The Consultation Brochure Benefits and Impacts
table shows that this scheme Option would operate substantially less well than the other scheme

Options, with the A27 operating at around 85-90% capacity in the 2041 design year.

3.13 As noted in para 2.6 above, the standard modelling approach for junction assessment in this case
is based on average March weekday and average peak hour (e.g. average of 0700-1000
representing the AM peak). In a location such as Arundel, this is likely to under-estimate the extent
through the year when traffic demands, and flows at key junctions, could be considerably higher.
In recognition of this, the COMAR included an ‘Operational Sensitivity Test’ which was described as
“a sensitivity test to reflect the difference between average peak period and highest peak hour flows".
An uplift factor of +11.5% was applied. The derivation of the factor is not explained and we have

reservations about the value used if intended to uplift to ‘highest peak hour'.
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3.14 The sensitivity testing showed that the Ford Road roundabout would operate slightly over-capacity
in Options 4/5AV2 and 5BV1, though it considered that the issues could be mitigated through

design modifications in future stages of scheme development.

3.15 Crucially, for Option 1V9, the Ford Road ‘throughabout’ signalised roundabout would operate
extremely poorly in the PM peak in the design year, with a -11.6% PRC (practical reserve capacity).
The report commented "/t is considered that this would be challenging to mitigate through further

design development without significant impact upon adjacent land use.”
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4 Vulnerable Road Users

4.1 A significant omission from the Consultation Brochure is a proper assessment of the impacts on
vulnerable road users (pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians), for the existing and forecast Do Minimum
scenarios and for any of the scheme Options. The only references in the Consultation Brochure
appear to be a short single sentence on page 11, and within the Population and Health part of the
table in the Environmental Context section. This table entry simply notes that there would be
“moderate adverse effects on permanent road and public right of way diversions or closures which
result in changes in journey length or severance” and ascibes the same conclusion as applicable to

all scheme Options.

4.2 In our view, the two inner route Options — 1V5 (Cyan) and 1V9 (Beige) - would have substantially
greater such impacts in the vicinity of the Ford Road roundabout than any of the other scheme

Options; in particular this applies to Option 1V9 with the proposed ‘throughabout’ arrangement.
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5 Accidents and Safety

51 The Consultation Brochure includes a summary of accidents savings arising from the scheme
Options. The underpinning analysis would have been based on total study area network accidents
and have taken into account the forecast number of accidents at junctions along the routes and

along the new routes themselves, compared to the forecast number on an unimproved network.

52  The number of accidents over the assessment period have been calculated using a standard
approach common to all Highways England schemes, and which we have no concerns. The
conclusions are summarised in the Benefits and Impacts table on pages 16 and 17 of the
Consultation Brochure. That shows savings for all scheme Options, but considerably greater with
the longer outer routes — 4/5AV1 (Magenta), 4/5AV2 (Amber) and 5BV1 (Grey). For those, 4/5AV2
(Amber) is forecast to result in savings greater than 4/5AV1 (Magenta) solely because the Amber
route is shorter between the common start / finish points of those scheme Options (its shorter
length would result in fewer accidents on the new road and consequential higher savings). Accident
savings for the 5BV1 (Grey) scheme Option falls between those for the Amber and Magenta scheme

Options, the combination result of its longer length and longer length of existing A27 bypassed.

53  These summarised results, in terms of scheme Option comparisons, are entirely consistent with
what we would expect, though it is not possible to comment on the accuracy of the absolute

numbers of accident savings forecast.

54  ltis notable, however, that the assessment is carried out over a 60 year period (as is standard) from
scheme assumed opening year of 2026 to 2085. The table text reveals that the total number of
accidents over that period in the 'Do Minimum’ scenario would be 55,484. The highest number of
accidents saved over that period is 727 for the 4/5AV2 (Amber) scheme Option, amounting to only

a 1.5% reduction.

5.5 In the economic assessment of the scheme Options, savings in the number of accidents, as well as
changes in their severity, would have been taken into account. However, the contribution of
accident savings to overall monetarised scheme benefits would likely be small in comparison to

other benefits and costs.
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6 Summary

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

All modelling has been carried out for traffic and highways only. No multi-modal modelling has
been undertaken, citing the conclusions of the A27 Arundel Bypass — PCF Stage 2 Multi-Modal
Study, Highways England (August 2017), with which we concur.

The modelling undertaken and reported in CoOMAR and SAR is generally acceptable.

The modelling includes variable demand and forecasting of future traffic demands follows the

standard proscribed approach in WebTAG.

The reports acknowledge that the strategic model results for the operation of key junctions would
need more detailed junction performance modelling to provide more clarity on junction
performance and design requirements. That more detailed modelling has been carried out and
reported in both documents. Although only summary results from such detailed modelling are
included in the reports (rather than the detailed model input / output files) there is no reason to
suspect that the detailed modelling has any fundamental issues. There are concerns, however,
about the use within the model of average March weekday and average peak hour as, in a location
such as Arundel this is likely to under-estimate the extent through the year when traffic demands,

and flows at key junctions, could be considerably higher.

Whether treated as a rural or an urban road, the existing A27 through Arundel is demonstrated to
be currently at or near capacity in terms of link capacity alone. A single carriageway new A27
(whether treated as rural or urban) would offer substantially less capacity than the demand traffic
flow forecasts require in the design year. Only a new dual carriageway would provide sufficient

capacity. This is based on daily flows expressed as AADT (Annual Average Daily Traffic).

AADT data only presents part of the relevant whole picture. For this scheme key model results are
for junction performance in the peak hours. The key junctions are Crossbush roundabout and the
Ford Road roundabout which suffer from substantial traffic related issues at present, which are

forecast in the modelling reports to substantially worsen by the design year (2041).

Crossbush roundabout, which suffers from extensive queue and delay issues at present, when fully
grade-separated as included in all scheme Options is forecast to operate within capacity under all

options in the design year. This conclusion is agreed.

By taking out all the A27 through traffic, all of the longer routes and Option 1V5 (Cyan) of the
shorter routes would deal to varying degrees with the existing and future issues at the Ford Road

roundabout and provide sufficient capacity to operate acceptably in the design year. The proposed
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‘throughabout’ signalised junction in Option 1V9 (Beige) would not, with barely sufficient capacity

to cater for average demand and substantial over-capacity issues in dealing with peak demands.

6.9 No proper assessment has been presented in the Consultation Brochure of the impacts on
vulnerable road users (pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians) of any of the scheme Options. In our view,
the two inner route Options — 1V5 (Cyan) and 1V9 (Beige) - would have substantially greater such
impacts in the vicinity of the Ford Road roundabout than any of the other scheme Options, in

particular Option 1V9 with the proposed ‘throughabout’ arrangement.

6.10 The outer routes offer significant traffic advantages compared to the inner routes, relieving the
town of a substantial volume of existing and future through traffic. Of the inner routes Option 1V9
would perform much less well, with capacity issues at the proposed ‘throughabout’ signalised

junction at the Ford Road roundabout, and greater impact on vulnerable road users.

6.11 All scheme Options would result in savings in the number of accidents compared to the ‘Do
Minimum’ situation. Greater savings would result from the longer outer options — 4/5AV1
(Magenta), 4/5AV2 (Amber) and 5BV21 (Grey) than for all others, but the savings would represent
only a maximum 1.5% reduction compared to the ‘Do Minimum’ and would likely be small in

comparison to other monetarised benefits and costs in overall scheme economic assessments.
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1.0

Introduction

1.1

1.1.0

1.2

1.001

1.00

1.00

Project Background

This Heritage Statement has been researched and prepared by Sarills Heritage Planning to prolide
releLant and proportionate information to assess the significance of the historic enLironment in the tolin
of ArCndel( 1] est S(sselTand the s[rro’nding landscape(in order to set o't the potential impact of the
six proposed options for the A27 Arundel Bypass scheme as set out in Highways England’s ‘Further
public consultation’ document, which forms part of the Public Consultation being undertaken (30 ACglst
to L October 11191 The Heritage Statement foc_ses on the key designated heritage asset of the Grade
| Listed ArCndel Castle[notably the significance of the asset and the impacts that the proposed scheme
options may hale pon its significance. It also considers the character and appearance of the ArCndel

Conserlation Area and the potential impacts of the proposed scheme options on this.

As part of the Prblic Cons(ltation elercisellHighllays England hale prolided an Enlironmental
Assessment Report [ACglst [11M9(Tof [Thich Chapter [1[Clltl ral Heritagelis rele[ant to this report. The
assessment ol tlines the impacts of the constriction and operational phases on the setting of heritage

assets and the belol/[grol nd archaeology against each proposed scheme option.

The proposed options and their wider vicinity

The proposed options for the AT Arindel Bypass comprise sillroltes [arying from c.[km to c.[1.[km in
length all eltending from the elisting AT to the east of Ar['ndel at its [Inction [ith the A8 passing
solth of Ar[ndel Stationland either passing thro[gh the centre of Ar(ndel along the elisting ALl
foptions 1119 and 1[[1Tor so'th of the tolInsol'th of Tortington Priory T hich is located c.[T T m beyond

the toIn. All the options rel[0in the elisting Al at points to the [lest of Ar[ndel.

Highlays England has prblished a flrther Pblic Cons(ltation doclment and additional information is
alailable on the Highllays England [lebsite "hich sets o[t the proposed ro’te options and flrther

assessment.

The to'n of Ar[ndel is located largely to the immediate [Test of the Ri‘er Ar['n being s rrol nded to the

east[Test and north by the Soth Dolins National Park. It is sit"ated at the solthern end of a gap in the
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Solth DolIns[at the end of a dolinland spLr [hich prolects onto the floodplain of the riLer [Jhich r(ns
to the coast at Littlehampton c.Ckm to the soth. The toln rises steeply from the solth to the norththe
land to the sol[th and east of the toin comprising large areas of loL lying floodplainand the northern
end of High Street and along London Road at an eleration of c..1m aOD. ArCndel Castlesitated on
manmade earthllorks to the north(east of the tolIn affords the Castle and grol nds a similar eleLation[]
the former bailey | pon [hich the 1t centlry shell keep is located prolides a slightly higher eleation.
The eleLation of the to_n and the featLres Lithin itLcontrasts to the lolJ lying Calley of the RiLer ArLn to
the solth proliding [ide ranging Cie(s tollard and olt from the Castlenotably from and to the so’th

and east.

1.00 Figire 1 indicates the location of the roltes of the sillproposed options and the [ider [icinity aro’'nd

Ar(ndel [also see FiglLre 8Ll

Figure 1: Aerial image of the Arundel and wider landscape

1.00 The tolIn of Ar[ndel contains seleral nationally important heritage assets(incl ding the Grade | Listed
ArCndel Castle INHLE nimber 171901 Tlocated [ithin a Grade Il Registered Park and Garden
[ArCndel CastlelINHLE nCmber 10171111 Arindel Castle is also located (Jithin the ArCndel Castle
Schedled Mon'ment INHLE ni'mber 1711 777J Ml ch of the toln is located to the north of the elisting

All1and contained betJeen the Riler Ar[n to the solthleast and the A8 London Road to the [est
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forms the Ar(ndel Conser_ation Area.

1.0.0 The Ar[ndel Conserlation Area contains nearly (177 Listed brildings or strictlresCof [Thich a flrther
three are Grade | Listed (the Roman Catholic Cathedral of St Philip NeriCNHLE nCmber 189 the
Chrrch of St NicholasTNHLE nC'mber 111791 and the FitCAlan Chapel 'NHLE nCmber 1717811Tand
file are Grade IlJListed. Ar[n District ColLncil has not adopted a Conserlation Area Appraisal or
Assessment of ArCndellholJeler the Conserlation Areas Sl pplementary Planning Gl idancelladopted
in October (I Lincl_des a brief description of the character and appearance of ArLndel ConserLation

Area.

1.00 Arundel contains a further 100 or so buildings or structures identified as of ‘special character’, that is,
Uhilst not designatediithey are recognised as being of oltstanding designllappearance or special
interestJgood eLamples of traditional style _bLildings [hich contribLte to the local tolLinscape of hale
historical associations(Jare largely intact and not adlersely affected by later alterationsi’land make a
positice contribtion to their sirroindings or streetscene [Brildings of Strict'res of Character

Sipplementary Planning Docl mentadopted September [TTTT/Ar[n District ColncillJ

1.018 Figi're 11 at the end of the report indicates the key heritage assets [Jithin Ar’ndel and the s(rro nding

landscape.
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2.0 Methodology
2.1 Aims, objectives and scope
1.1 The plTrpose of this Heritage Statement is to determine"as far as is reasonably possible from elisting
recordsan [nderstanding of the historic enLironment resolrce in order to[]
10  Prolfide a heritage baseline assessment to [hderstand the archaeological and historical
backgrolnd to the proposed delelopment site’
(11 Form[late an assessment of the importance/sensitiCity of the knoln or potential heritage assets
considering their archaeologicallhistoric_architect[ ral and artistic interestsand’]
(11 Form[late an assessment of the impact of the proposed delelopment on the significance
of the knoln heritage assets and their settings.
2.2 Assessment Methodology
Y Local planning althorities re(Tire an applicant to proride an assessment of the significance of any
heritage assets affected by a delelopment proposallincliding any contribl tion made by their setting.
This incl des designated and nonldesignated assets.
ceo The importance/sensiti‘ity of some heritage assets is formally recognised throligh designation

[Schedlling of a monmentor the Listing of a brilt strictlre for eCample’] The follolling terminology

has been adopted (Jithin this assessment for classifying and discssing the historic enlironment[]

10

o

O

A Heritage Asset is a blildingCmonl ment(site placelarea or landscape identified as meriting
consideration in planning decisions becal se of its heritage interest INPPFAnnel ] Glossary!l]
The Setting of a heritage asset is the sl rrol ndings in [Jhich a heritage asset is e[ perienced.

Its e(tent is not fixed, can extend beyond the asset’s curtilage and may change as the asset and
its sCrro’ndings elolle. Elements of a setting may make a positiCe or negatile contribltion to the
significance of an asset may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neltral
INPPFTAnnel171Glossaryl(T]

Significance [for heritage policyTas defined in the NPPF [Annel (] Glossary(is [sed to
describe the heritage interest of an asset to this and f(t(re generations. This interest may be

archaeologicalJarchitect ralJartistic or historic. Significance deriles from not only a heritage
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asset’s physical presence, but also from its setting.
[0 Value is [sed in reference to the components of a heritage asset that determines its
significance.
Gllidance prolided by Historic England in the doclment Conser(ation PrinciplesPolicies and G idance
for the s stainable management of the historic enLironment [English Heritage [ 8[Jintrodced the
concept of [alles [hen [Jeighing the significance of heritage assets [ith reference to the follolling "alle

criteria [bracketed terms indicate corresponding Lal_es identified in NPPF (1

10  Evidential [Archaeological_Lale. DeriLing from the potential of a place to yield el idence abo[t
past hCman actility. This [alle is alternatiCely knolIn as Research [al’e.

[0 Historical Lalle. DeriLing from the Lays in Uhich past people_elents and aspects of life can
be connected throl_gh a place to the present. It tends to be ill_stratiCe or associati_e. This Lal_e
is alternati_ely knolin as Narrative [Lalle.

(11 Aesthetic [Architectlral or Artistic[[alle. Deriling from the [ays in [Jhich people drall sensory
and intellectal stim[lation from a place.

(11 Communal [alle. Derifing from the meanings of a place for the people ["ho relate to itllor for
[hom it figlres in their collectile elperience or memory. Commnal [ales are closely bolnd [p
Oith historical [particllarly associati"el’and aesthetic alles(b’t tend to hale additional and

specific aspects.

The criteria for assessing the importance of heritage assets in terms of their elidential historiclaesthetic

and comm(nal [alles are set ol t in more detail in Appendil11.

Historic England prodiced a Conserlation Principles conslltation draft in [T Thich prolfided a
relised concept of [alles for assessing significance of heritage assets. These interests [Jere identified
as historicalJarchaeological"and architectiral and artistic interest. Recently relised national planning
policy glidance INPPGI 1T ly [1119Cin relation to the historic enlironment prolides a similar interpretation

of assessing significance.

Assessment of Setting

Historic England has issl‘ed Historic Enlironment Good Practice Adlice in Planning glidance notes’bf

Uhich Good Practice Advice Note 2 — Managing Significance in Decision-Taking in the Historic
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Environment (March 2015) and Good Practice Advice Note 3 (2" Ed.) — The Setting of Heritage Assets

(December 2017) are relelant to the proposals at the proposed delelopment site.

The Historic England Glidance ad_ocates a systematic and staged approach to the assessment of the

implications of deelopment in terms of their effects on the settings of heritage assets.

Step 1 of the approach is ‘dentifying the heritage assets affected and their settings’. This initial step is
carried o't by ndertaking docmentary researchl’and assessing data solrced from the HER and

national heritage datasets.

Step 2 relLires consideration of ‘whether, how and to what degree these settings make a contribution
to the significance of the heritage assef(s)’. The gl idance states that this stage of the assessment sho( ld
first address the key attrib[ tes of the heritage asset itself and then considerlilthe physical s(rro’ndings
of the assetllinclding its relationship Lith other heritage assetsllii_ithe [ay the asset is appreciated]

and iii) the asset’s associations and patterns of use.

Step 3 inlolles ‘Assessing the effect of the proposed development on the significance of the asset(s)’.
This stage of the assessment addresses the key attrib tes of the proposed delelopmentsich as itslil]

Location and sitingiilIForm and appearanceliiil/Additional effects’and il T Permanence.

Step 4 of the glidance sho’ld el'plore opport[hities for ‘maximising enhancement and minimising harm’r]
[hile Step 5 is to ‘make and document the decision and monitor outcomes’. For the plrposes of this
assessment(Steps 1-4 of the process hale been follolled. Step 5 is the di'ty of the Local Planning

Althority and therefore not [ndertaken as part of this assessment.

Historical and Archaeological Baseline

Baseline conditions ["ere established throgh consideration of the historic enCironment [ithin the [icinity
of the Site and a desk(based reliell of elisting solrces of plblicly accessible primary and synthesised

informationcomprising(’]

100 National heritage datasets inclding The National Heritage List for England INHLE(T]
Images of Englandand Britain from Abole[]
(17 The 1 est S(sselHistoric Enlironment Recordreceiled [1October [119(]

11 Conserlation Areas ST pplementary Planning Glidance "Ari'n District ColncilTadopted October
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(11 The ArCndel Historic Character Assessment Reportpart of the S(sseJEltensile [Irban STrleyl]
March [ 9 and

(11 Historic manscripts and maps alailable online.

010 A site Tisit and Talkoler Cere [ndertaken on 1 Afgrst (719 to inform the Tnderstanding of ArCndel

CastleJand those heritage assets Lithin the Licinity [hich may be sensitiLe to the proposed scheme

options.

[L10 A bibliography of doclmentaryllarchiCelland cartographic solrces cons(lted is incl_ded in the

References section of this report.
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Historic development

3.1
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3.2
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Introduction

The folloling section prolides a brief sTmmary of the historical deCelopment of ArCndel and its enlirons(]
compiled from solrces as listed in the References and dralling on preliols stldies in the area

sCrrolnding the Site.

Understanding the history and contelt of the releant heritage assets is important to establish their
setting and the contribtion that their setting makes to their significance. Historic England glidance on
the setting of heritage assets adlises that Lhile this matter is primarily a Lis_al assessment(_there are
other factorslis'ch as historical associations and relationships that define settings and contrib(te to

significance.

Historic Development of Arundel

There is comparati‘ely limited elidence prolided by the 1 est S{'sse[THER for settlement at Ar(ndel in
the prehistoric period, however as in later periods, Arundel's location, topography and proximity to
resolrces [lolld hale been attractile to hi mans/ prior to the Roman inlasion in the 1st Centlry AD.
Occlpation is kno[n [Jithin Arfndel in the Romano(British periodlthe site of a lillalilith a palement
and heated room is kno'n at Tarrant Street (1] est S{sse1HER reference M1 ST O [TIsolth of the
rol'te of a Roman road(ithe rol'te of [Thich is echoed in the elisting roads throgh the toln [Meen

Street Maltra_ers Street /AL Chichester Road[ ] est S sse IHERL

It is sl ggested that Arndel deleloped as an Anglo[Salon blrh in the late 9" centlry or early 1(f"
centlryllagainlitaking adlantage ofllor in response tolthe tolins location and access to resolrcesl]
notably its prolimity to the coast and access to international trade [ia the RiCer Arln. Clergy at [hat
[as probably a minster chirch in the AngloiSaon periodare recorded in the Domesday Book of 18]
alongside folr blrgesses!flrther indicating the elistence of the settlement prior to the Norman inCasion
of 10111 In 108 1the to['n [Jas [alled at [T considerably more than the [T]it [Jas assessed atin 11711

indicating that one or more significant changes had occlrred in the toln in the preceding t[Jo decades.

Almost immediately folloling the Norman infasionAr[ ndel [Tas granted to Roger of Montgomery and
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the constri_ction of a castle commenced. A castle is recorded in ArCndel in 11 and this formed part
of the immediate [Tale of castle blilding implemented by the ne’] Norman regime. The constriction

consisted of a motte Llith tllo baileys on a site to the north of the to[ln and Riler Ar(n.

By the time of the constrction of the Castle[ArCndel had already become a flolrishing market tolln and
in 108(1Jan annlal fair Uas established. Ar[ndel Castle after the in(asion became the administratile
centre of the Rape of Ar[ndel [a dilision of the col'nty of Sssel [Thich has Anglo[Salron origins(Tas
Uell as its foremost fortification. Soon passing into the hands of the monarchthe Castle Las briefly
occl pied by [1illiam de Albini in the mid 1t centlrylirelerting to the CrolIn in 111 follolJing [Thich

additions incl_ding a chapel l_ere addedbefore it reLerted back again to de Albini’s heirs.

The prosperity of the tol'n and its place in the economy of the area [las attractile to others[res(lting in
the contined e[ pansion of the to[In. A Dominican Friary Uas established in 1C[_[a bridge across the
Ar(n had been blilt by 11T T1the sCccess of the port encolraged merchants and traders from abroad!’
and the tolIn e panded(lappearing to hale s bl rbs solth of the riler by the early 1t cent/ry. The
economic and social s[ccess of the toln [as partly affected by t[lo fires fin 1718 and 11T T Thich
destroyed some of the to['nand these may hale elacerbated the decline of the tolIn throlgh the later
mediel al period the decline of English tolns from the mid1[t centl ry onllards being a relatil ely

common theme.

In 1T TTFit"Alan family inherited the earldom of Ari'ndel throrgh marriage and in 17T the Earldom of

Ar[ndel and the Castle transferred to the [ " D[ ke of Norfolk [ [pon his marriage.

Diring the English Cilil [1 ar in the mid(1[1" Cent[ry! the Castle changed hands three times! as a res/ It
of [hich it [Tas selerely damaged and left a partial rin. The D'kes of Norfolk no longer occlpied the
Castle [lith any fre[1 encylland it [las not [ntil the sl ccession of the 11" D ke in the 1(8(s that the
Castle once again became habitable. Dring his tenlrellthe northleastlisolthieast and solthiTlest
ranges [Jere reblilt in a hybrid of Norman and Perpendicllar styles[holleler by his death in 1811 the
brilding [ork [Tas not complete. Itis said that Tisitors [Tere not impressed by the brilding(T1een Tlictoria

determining it as ‘bad architecture’.

A sketch of ArCndel from the east on display in the Castle [Thdated Figi're [Tillstrates the Ciel] of the

Castle and tolIn prior to the changes made at the end of the 18" Cent/rylat a time ['hen the tolIn ["as
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described [ariolsly as poor and decayed(the fort_nes of the tolIn seemingly echoing the fortLnes of

the Castle.

Figure 2: Sketch of Arundel Castle and town, undated.

09 As a resl It of the somellhat disdainfl| opinion of the reblilding [orks of the 11t Dl ke in the late 18t
centlrylithe 10t Dl ke[l pon his inheritance of the Castle and titlel |/ ndertook a flrther rol nd of
reconstri ction in con(nction [Jith architect Charles Alban Bickler. Restoring the Norman parts of the
complel I he also introd[ ced electric lighting and a nel | [1ater s pply by the end of the 19t centl ry. The
nel] ranges at the solth of the comple’l [Jere inspired by the Gothic English and French medie’al

architect(re.

(1010 The popllation of ArCndel stagnated d(ring the [ictorian and Edlardian periodsand the historic core

of the tolIn remained contained [lithin its earlier area.

(1111 The Ordnance Sirley map of 18911 Figire [Till strates the footprint and layo(t of the nellly constricted
stri ctl res/ notably at the sol th baileylin contrast to the mediel al stri ctl res [hich remained. The map
also illTstrates the tol1n located to the north of the Riler Ar[ni’set in a landscape of reg(lar field patterns
to the solth and east[ 1 Thich comprised the lo] lying land and riler [alleyl ol er [Thich the Castle had so
long looked and dominated. The recently constricted Roman Catholic Chrch of St Philip Neri“echoing

the French Gothic form of the Castle [Tlhich follo[Jed itllis sholn. Designed by [oseph Hansom[the
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chlrchl"alongside the Castle[ldominated the skyline of Ar(ndel [lThen seen from the solth and east in

the Dider landscapel e[ T ally taking adantage of the higher grol'nd at the north of the tolIn.

Figure 3: Extract of Ordnance Survey map, 1897 © National Library of Scotland

[101100  The Ordnance Siriey map of 19101 [Figlre [Tlilllstrates the tolIn [Thich [Tas still largely contained to
the north and [est of the Rirer Arfnl’hoeler delelopment along Ford Road  set slightly solth of the
tolIn is elident. The contolr lines detailing the elelation of the tol'n and s[rrol nding area are [sefllin
il strating the elelation of the tol'n and its componentsiand the Liider landscape( [ hich indicates the

presence that the Castle and grol nds has in relation to its s(rro[ nding blilt and nat[ral conte(t.
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Figure 4: Extract of Ordnance Survey map, 1914 © National Library of Scotland

[r10  Drring the Second 7 orld (1 arthe Castle once again took on a defensile role for the tol[In and Cider
areal lbeing occl pied by British[ /American and Common!ealth troops. Its strategic location along the
solth coastlladiacent to the Riler Ar’n and pon high grol'hd abore the lol1 lying toln and lo(Ter lying

lalley afforded it significance sho!ld any potential inasion hale occl rred.

[L[11] Folloling the Second (1 orld [ ar the Castle relopened to (isitors! the 1[t D[ ke of Norfolk mol ed the
family to a prilate residence in the parkiTlhich had deleloped in the north bailey. Oltside the Castlel]
the tolIn grel] flrther beyond the central core of the historic tolInliJith the e[pansion of Ford[to the
solth. Historic mapping s ggests that Ford deleloped as a separate settlementllargely de to the lo[]
grolnd betlJeen it and the old tolIn (this area had been recorded as containing land called ‘Boggy
Meads’ and ‘The Waterwood’ in 18" Cent/ ry mappingl. In the 1911 s/ this gap [las seen as conlenient
for the location of a nell road [lhich [Jo[ld link roltes from the east and [Jest/thro[gh and to the tolIn.
Figlre (illTstrates the rol'te of the nel] road system throligh the toIn Thich effectiCely split the historic

core of the tolIn from the delelopment at Ford.
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Figure 5: Extract of Ordnance Survey map, 1976-1992 © old-maps.co.uk
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Heritage Assets — Significance and Setting
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Introduction

A heritage asset may be defined as a brildinglimonment(site[placelJarea or landscape positilely
identified as haling a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisions[becalse of its
heritage interest. Heritage assets inclCde designated heritage assets and assets identified by the local

planning althority [inclding local listing_

The planning policies listed in Appendill ] aim to promote deelopment proposals that [ill preserfel’
conser_e andlllhere possible and appropriatelenhance the historic en_ironmentand that Lill seek to

aloid or mitigate against harm.

Significance

Historic England sggest that the aspects that reflect significance are the folr [allles that people
associate to a placelaesthetic [all el elidential [alle[historic [allle and comm[nal [alle. Holle erlthe
NPPF defines the significance of a heritage asset as “The value of a heritage asset to this and future
generations because of its heritage interest. That interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic
or historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from its
setting.” The NPPF definition largely corroborates the fo'r ralles identified by Historic England in the
English Heritage Conservation Principles Policies and Guidance 2008 Jalthogh the Historic England

GLidance takes a broader approach.

Figl're 1(]indicates the designated heritage assets in Ar.ndel and the sl rrol nding area [ hich may be
sensiti_e to the proposed scheme options. This report foclses on the Grade | Listed ArCndel Castle
linclCding any associated designated and non(designated heritage assets [Jithin the clrtilage of the

Castle inclding the Schedlled MonI'ment[]

Arundel Castle

Ar[ndel Castle is a Grade | Listed blilding[ designated in 1919. It comprises a primarily late 19" centl ry
strictre of Gothic Relilal architect el Jith remains of the medielal keepligateholsebarbican and

clrtain Call. The Norman motte and shell keep remains at the centre [Jith t{o olter baileysone to the
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north comprising the gardensiiand one to the solth containing the residential accommodationlas it

Oorld hale done originally.

The significance of Ar(ndel Castle as a heritage asset is deriLed primarily from its architectLral or
aestheticlhistoricalland elidential or archaeological [alles. The setting of the Castle[the [iells tollard
and from itland the place it holds in and beyond the tolIn today also make a great contribLtion to its

heritage significance.

At first glance, Arundel Castle appears to be a classic ‘medieval’ castle Lith defensile tolers(]
castellated trrets and an elelated shell keep from [Thich poller [Tas held and defence centred. That is
[ntil greater st_dy of the residential part of the Castle is made. The Castle and groLnds hale been
sCblect to addition[Jalteration and demolition since its establishment”and most of the main strictrel”
that is[to the sol thern baileyLis actlally 19" centlry in origin. The Gothic Relilal style of the bLilding!
designed by Charles Alban Bl ckler [ nder the patronage of the 1[th D[ ke of Norfolk[is far remo’ed from
the original defensive requirements of the Castle. Pevsner assesses that this has resulted in ‘imitation
castle’ and that this renders Arundel Castle as a ‘great disappointment’. It is clear that the changes made
in the 18" and 19t centlries hale remoled m(ch of the earlier fabric and res(lted in the erosion of a
truly ‘medieval’ concept of a castle in its trest senselthis does not mean that the complelof strict res
[ hich range from the earliest Norman period to the early 1 " centl ry does not still possess a [ery high
degree of architectral interest. It is still legible as an elpression of pollerfdominance and althority as
it al_lays has beenland the millof Norman fabric and 19" cent/ ry stone ranges do not detract from this.
The interior of the Castlenotably the Chapel and Barons Hall and the dining room [former chapelT’

continles the sense of alle and the architect/ral detailing [Tithin these rooms is of particlar note.

The tolIn of Ar[ndel predates the presence and establishment of the Castle[hol[leler the delelopment
and character of the toln is intert[Jined Llith the Castle and the relationship it has [ith the Castle. From
its initial establishment[the Castle became the administratiCe centre of the areal’and continles to play
a large part in the toIn today. The deep rooted relationship [Jith the to’’n remains elidenced todaylin
[ays as indirect as b(sinesses incl ding the Norfolk Arms p[blic holse'and the Motte and Bailey cafe
in the High Street. The associations the Castle has had [lith royalty and the rling elite since the
mediel al period also contrib[tes to the deelopment and narrati_e of the Castle compleland the [lider

toln.
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ooo The topography of the tolin of ArLndel and specifically the location of the Castle on the high gro[nd
adacent to the Rifer Arlh has meant that occlpation and actiCity Cithin the [icinity of the Castle
predates the Castle itself. The el tant medie_al fabric and str_ ct res are only part of [lhat [Jo_Id hale
been a [lider complellof strict_ resland it is knoln that f_rther str_ct/ res of later dates also elisted and
hale since been altered or lost[ ] hether it be throgh planned [orks or folloLling it [se as a defensile
strictlre in the English Cilil 0 ar. The potential for belo grol'nd featres Tithin the Castle complelJis
highCand in assessing any s ch remainsLin addition to analysing the e_tant bLilt fabric pro_ides a high
degree of potential to flrther [nderstand the [sel‘occl pation"delelopment and phasing of not only the
Castle and its groCnds b[t of earlier periods toollJith artefacts and featL.reslbeyond the [ealth of

doc mentary elidence [hich elists.

g Ar_ndel does not only hold a place of importance in the local conte’t. As one of the earliest Norman
castles established in England[it holds significance in the Cider history of the colntryas elidenced the
Castle as one of the first strict res to be added to the National Heritage List for England in the late
1907s. It has been captired in nCmerols [Torks of art and in the p[blic imaginationas elidenced by
the large nfmbers of [isitors from across the globe ann(ally. It contines to dominate the tolIn and

lider areal geographically and c(lt[ rally.

ano The topography of the tol'n and the high gro’nd 'pon [Thich the Castle is located affords the Castle its
imposing presence not only ol er the tol In b('t across the [lider landscape( notably to the east and sol th
olerthelo1lying land and riCer [alley. Designed [Jithin the contelt of the Cery early Norman occl pation
and to establish the presence of the nell barons and landolners oler the local area’the Castle retains
this dominating character todayand the impression it makes pon the approach tollards Arndell]
especially from the east, is one of Sussex’s most iconic images. Pevsner describes ArCndel as
possessing one of the ‘great town views of England’, and Arundel Castle and its relationship with the
tolIn and sl rrol nding landscape [Istifies this. The [nderstanding of‘and ability to appreciate Ar ndel
Castle is arglably best done from afarJhen the impact of the complelJis first enco ntered and from
Uhich the Norman elite intended to make their statement of al thority. The [lidelllo[! lying and open
aspect of the landscape along the Rirer Ar’h and [lider Ar[n Calley from the sol'th and east tolJards
Arndel remains today and prolides the best [iells not only tolJards the tolin and Castle b[t also o[t

from the Castletollards the coast. The relationship the Castle has Nith the landscape in Thich it is
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locatedlallJays of importance [lhen it [Jas established in order to ill_strate the poller and control held

by the nel’ Norman elite[ remains.

Figure 6: View towards the south-east from the Bakehouse tower roof (south —east tower of the Castle)

[r8 The setting of Ar[ndel Castle and the setting in [Thich it is located is of high importance in contriblting

to the aesthetic interest of the strictlrelland in Cnderstanding the significance of the Castle.
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Figure 7: View northwards along the River Arun towards Arundel Castle

4.4 Arundel Conservation Area

Y ArCndel Conserlation Area [las designated in 19(T1and eltends to incorporate most of the form of the
tolIn as it elisted at the end of the 19t centlry. [Intil the [I'f" Centlrythe tol[In had el perienced little
el pansion to the solth/east of the RiLer Ar[n or sol th(llest of the [later meadolls to the [Jestern end
of Maltralers Street. In part this [as dl'e to the decline in economic prosperity of the ton in the 18t
and 19" centiries. The Conserlation Areas Sl pplementary Planning Glidance [adopted in [}
inclCdes an assessment of the character and appearance of the Ar[ndel Conserlation Area. The
relati"ely compact and concentrated to'n core comprises brildings of a [ariety of architect(ral form and
style[holJeler the to[ln possesses a sense of conformity of scalellinterspersed by plblic or
ecclesiastical blildings(T1hich by their natrel'stand o[t in the [Jider bTilt form. These inclde the Grade
| Listed Roman Catholic Cathedral of St Philip NeriCand the Grade Il Listed TolIn Hall INHLE nCmber
10779 J Arcndel Castle and its associated strictlres and feat'res dominate the northeastern section

of the Conserlation Area.
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oo The elisting ALl passes sol th(llest of the Ar[Lndel Conser_ation Arealland [lhilst it does not make a
direct contrib[tion to the character and appearance of the Conserlation Arealiit does contribte to its
setting. The constant [ehicllar actility and associated noise emitted resllts in an eler present
backgrolnd feat're to the solth(T estern section of the Conserlation Area in particClar. As sCch(1hen
elperiencing the ConserLation Area and its component assetsLinclding the designated heritage assets
along the Testern ends of Maltralers Street and Tarrant Street and s(rrolnding roltesthe AlT makes

a negatile contrib[tion to the relatiLely sloLer paced actiLlity of the ConserLation Area.
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5.0 Proposals and assessment of impact

51 Introduction

1.1 The management and mitigation of change to the heritage resolrce resrlting from delelopment is based
on the recognition Lithin GolLernment planning objectives that ‘...heritage assets are an irreplaceable
resource...” (NPPF para. 18[7J Impacts to the historic enlironment and its associated heritage assets
arise Lhere changes are made to their physical enLironment by means of the loss and/or degradation
of their physical fabric or setting”Thich in t[rn leads to a redction in the significance of the historic
enlironment record and its associated heritage assets.

01.0 Planning legislation and policy reTires that delelopment sholld seek to preser’e or enhance the
significance of a heritage asset. Heritage policy in both its national and local contelts are detailed in
Appendil]ll

5.2 Proposed options

Y The Cons/ltation eercise comprises si[Ischeme options[the roltes of [Thich are ol tlined and elplained

in the Highlays England AT Arlnhdel Bypass Flrther Plblic Cons(ltation doci'ment and associated
reports. All siCJoptions inlol’e the creation of a dlal tlo[Tay carriagellay from the elisting AT1to the
east of ArCndel and the elisting Al T 1to the [Test of Arindel. From east to [Testlall silloptions commence
at the ellisting Crossbsh Tnction the AlT7and AC801 MnctionTlearing the elisting AT at his point.
Proposed options 1011 [Cyan roltelland 1119 [Beige roltelIpass abole the Ar['n [Jalley raill’ay linel]
solth of Ar[ndel Stationlitralelling north(Tlest tolards Ar[ndel to cross the Riler Ar[n immediately
solth of the erlisting AT At this pointthe Highllays England fly throl'gh [ideos[Thich form part of the
cons/ltation elerciselindicate that the proposed dlal tlo[T]ay carriage(Jay for both of these options (Jill
be formed by a flyoler abole the elisting road system and tolin follolling the colrse of the elisting
Al The tlo roltes follo(] a largely similar colrselthe main difference bet'een them being that the
1000 Cyan rote does not tie in Tlith the ellisting road netlork throCgh the toIn and the 1719 Beige rolte
Dill connect at a [Inction [Jith Ford Road to create a ‘through about’ comprising up to six lanes of east(
Cest traffic and an integrated rofndabo’t and netllork of [Thctions. De to the similarities of these tllo

options(Jin terms of impacts on ArCndel Castle and Ar[ndel Conserlation Areallthey are assessed
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together.

aoo Four proposed scheme options pass south of Arundel to create a true ‘bypass’ from east to west and
Lice Lersa. From east to Llest[all foLr roL tes commence at Crossb(sh [ nction and pass fL.rther solth
of ArCndel Station than the Cyan and Beige optionsto cross the Ar'n [alley railCJay line and continl’e
Uestlcrossing the Riler ArLn c. [ILm solth of the medielal section of the tolIn. All foL r options pass
solth of the Grade ll[]Listed Tortington Priory Barn and the Tortington ACgstinian Priory Schedled
Moniment. Option (111 [Crimson rol tel |passes slightly closer to the designated heritage assets at
Tortington Priory to cross abole Ford Road and tralel northTlest thro"gh the ancient [loodland [est of
Arndel [Jithin the Solth Do ns National Park to re/oin the elisting Al 'at Halen(lood Park. The three
flrther options [Option [/TALTI Amber Option [/TAT1 Magenta and Option [B[11 Greylcontin[es [lest
from Ford Lane to pass belol ] Tortington Lane to reloin the elisting ATl north of (] alberton(c. [km [Jest

of ArCndel.

ano Figl re 8 taken from the Al1]Ar ndel Bypass Firther Cons! Itation docl ment /Al gl st (1190l strates

the proposed options and rotes in relation to the elisting landscape(rail and [ehicllar roltes.
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Figure 8: Proposed scheme options routes forming part of the Further Public Consultation exercise
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5.3 Arundel Castle

Y The landscape to the solth and east of ArCndel Castle and the tolIn forms a large part of the setting of
the Castle [ihich contrib[ tes to its significance. The position of the early Norman Castle [las chosen for
its strategic location on high grond olerlooking the tolin and landscape in order to olersee the areall
proLide a meas(re of defence and el ally to dominate and be seen from the sl rro_nding grol(nd. Its
plrposelelpressed in its blildings and architect re [las designed to impress and impact ['pon the local
popLlation. Today the [ndeleloped loJ groLnd of the riLer Lalley immediately solth and east of the
tolIn enables a sense of this original p_rpose to be appreciated(iand el ally sholls off the late 19t
centLry complellin the Uider landscapecontinLing the medielal intent and e_pression of physical and

social control.

oo The Liels into and o[t from the Castle are important in the history and narratiLe of the Castle and the
tolInChich the castle dominates. The introdction of the AT rolte beteen the historic tolIn and the
delelopment at Ford has res/(Ited in a barrier throl gh the to[In since the second half of the [ " centLry.
The TieT’s from the lol] lying land tolJards the Castle and from the Norman keep of the Castle for
elamplelsolth and eastllards do comprise the AT ]and there is a degree of [islal intrCsion [Thich the
clrrent road makes [Figire 9Tholleler this is relatilely slbtle[throgh glimpsed [iel’s of [ehicllar

molement solthléast of the historic tolIn.

The Duke of Norfolk’s Estate October (119 22



PCblic Conslltation A[T]Ar[ndel Bypass .
Heritage Statement SaV"IS

Figure 9: View southwards from the Keep, over the historic town towards the River Arun

oo The proposed scheme options [hich pass close to the present Al rol te [Options 1[1Cyan and 1019
Beige([lill comprise a section of elelated flyoler across the riler [alley and estlards tollards Ford
Road. By being elelated and comprising a t[Jo lane d[al carriagelay[ the effect of these proposals Lill
be to emphasise the road and res( It in a greater [is[al intrl sion across the landscape and in relation to
fells from and tollard the Castle. Figire 107 indicates the liell tollards Ar[ndel Castle from the
immediate [Jest of the Riler Ar[n[the clrrent ALl can be seen crossing the riler [the blildings at
Fittal'n Road are seen on the east side of the riCer(] Figire 11 is a snapshot of a lislal sim[lation of
the proposed Beige rolte [Tlhich(at this point[the Cyan rolte [Jill echo(Till[strating the proposed dl al
carriagellay. Across the lo[1 grol'ndthe road (Jill be either eleCated by [lay of an embankment or piers
to sl pport the road. The height of the proposed road [Tlhich appears to be similar than the roof height
of a tlo storey holselland its increased bk in addition to its relati"e prolimity to the torInIill res(lt
in a mich increased [is[al presence and intrCsion [pon the setting of ArCndel Castle and a moderate

adlerse impact [pon the setting and significance of the Castle.
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Figure 10: View northwards towards Arundel Castle from the valley of the River Arun. The Norman Keep can be
seen on the skyline in the centre of the image, with the 19" century ranges to the east (right)

Figure 11: Video simulation view of the Cyan and Beige option routes west of the Arun Valley railway line, south-

east of Arundel, towards the north-west

noo The other folr proposed scheme options Lill be set flrther solth of the tolin and more distant form the
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historic toln and Ar_ndel Castle. As s ch(they Lill reslt in a red(iced impact and lesser intr_sion [pon
the setting of the Castle'and ['pon the 'nderstanding of the landscape and the ability to appreciate the

setting of the Castle to the sol[th and east.

5.4 Arundel Conservation Area

Ll As has already been assessed! the present AL [lhich passes thro_ gh Ar[ndel to the immediate east
of the RiCer Ar[n and bet[een the historic to[In and deelopment at Ford makes a negati’e contrib[tion
to the setting of the ArLndel ConserLation Area. This is by Lirt_e of its proLimity to the so thIllest portion
of the Conserlation Area. The proposed scheme options [Cyan and Beigel[[lold res[lt in the creation
of an eleated t_lo lane dLal carriagelay to the immediate soLth of the eListing ALl ro[te at this point.
The res(lt CJol1dTThilst located slightly fCrther from the Conserlation Area”be one of increased actiTity
(Inderstood to comprise increased traffic speeds_and potentially additional traffic(land increased noise
polltionTThich [Jorld be enhanced by the eleated natlre of the rolte. The presence of the proposed
bypass [lolld also be increasedprimarily at a localised leLel to the so_th(lJest of the asset fL rther
affecting the character and significance of the Ar[ndel Conserlation Area by [Nay of a direct adlerse

impact on its setting.

55 Summary

Y The AT Arindel Bypass Firther plblic conslltation dociment simmarises the resllts of the ATl
Ar[ndel Bypass Enlironmental Assessment Report [Chapter [1— Crlt[ral Heritage[Tidentifying that the
tllo scheme options [Thich pass throlgh the tolIn [Cyan and Beige options(1ill"d[ring the constr ction
phaselres(ltin a moderate adl erse effect on all the heritage assets (e cept the Lyminster Conserlation
Areallidentified as part of the baseline conditions in the HighJays England Enlironmental Assessment

Report Chapter doc ment [Al[glst [1190]

ano It is deemed that there [Jill be an effect of moderate adl'erse impact on the significance of Arfndel Castle
and the Ar[ndel Conserlation Area d(ring the constr( ction phaseland a minor_or slight adl erse impact
on the significance of the Ar’ndel Conserlation Area in its operational phase [Tlhich [ill be most harmfrl

at the sol th(llest section of the Conser[ ation Areal.

oo This Heritage Statement"hoelerlindicates that the ongoing impact of the Cyan and Beige options Jill

continle to hale an effect of moderate aderse impact on the setting and significance of Ar_ndel Castle
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into the operational phase of the proposed roltes. As sl chlthis conclision does not align Lith the
conclsion of the Enlironmental Assessment Report s'mmary in the Flrther pCblic conslltation
docment Uhich conclldes that the Cyan and Beige schemes Lill res[It in only a slight ad_erse effect

on all heritage assetsThich inclCdes Ar[ndel Castle.
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6.0 Conclusion
[11.1 Salills Heritage Planning hale been commissioned to prolide an assessment of the significance of the

01.0

01.0

1.0

1.0

Grade | Listed Arundel Castle in relation to Highways England’s proposed scheme options as set out in
their ALILJArCndel Bypass FLrther pLblic cons(Itation docL. ment (A g[st [ 19and the potential impact
that proposed roltes may hale [pon the setting and significance of the Castle. The report has focsed
[pon the tlo roltes [hich are proposed to pass thorogh the centre of the tolIn in close proLimity to
the elisting AT rolte throrgh ArCndel Options 10077 Cyan and 1019 Beigell It also recognises the
significance of the Ar(ndel ConserLation Area and the potential impact of the Cyan and Beige roltes

[pon its significance.

ArCndel comprises appro_imately 1 Listed BLildings and the ArLndel ConserLation Areall_hich may
also be sensitiCe to the proposed roltes(holleler one of the key sensiti’e receptors to the proposed
roltes is Arindel Castle['and notably it setting and Cie(s tolJards to the Castle from the so’th and east[’

and Tie(’s from the Castle oler the Riler Ar[n and its lo(] lying [alley.

The Castle has origins in the immediate postiNorman inlasion period and possess medielal fabricl
inclCding the Keepl as [lell as haling el perienced m( ch later alteration(loss and additionlincl’ ding the
late 19t centlry sol th and east ranges( I hichalong [lith the Norman strl_ct/ resl dominate the toln
and (ider area. The topography of the Castle e Tally contribltes to its character and presence in the

town, and the Castle’s setting contributes to its significance.

The elisting Al rol te east of the Ar[n [Jalley railllay line and Ar_ndel Station is deemed to contriblte
to the setting of the Castle as it is noticeable in [ielIs betlleen the Castle and land solth and east of
the tolinhaling been constricted in the 1971's. The elisting Al also contribltes to the setting of the

Arndel Conserlation Areaparticllarly the character of the sothTlest section.

Follolling an assessment of the history and delelopment of Ar[ndel Castle and Ar_ndel toln(Jand
assessment of the contribltions made to the significance of the CastlelTit is considered that the t(lo
proposed roltes as set o[t in the Cons(ltation doc'ments that [Jill pass throlgh Ar[ndel [Cyan and
Beige options(Tde to the prolrimityscale"height and CisTal intrCsion Till resClt in an increased aderse

impact [pon the significance of Ar[ndel Castle[Jand this is deemed to be of a moderate natlre both at
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constriction and operational stages. It is deemed that the proposed Cyan and Beige roltes [Jol[Id also
hae a moderate adlerse impact [pon the character and significance of the ArCndel Conserlation Area
diring the constriction phaselfollolled by a minor adLerse impact in its operational phase. These
impact [JoCld be contrary to policies of the NPPF and local planning policy and national legislation in

terms of impact of the proposals [pon the heritage asset of Ar_ndel Castle.
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Appendix 1: Summary of factors for determining the importance of known and potential heritage assets
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Value

Importance

Factors determining the relative importance

Evidential

High

There is a high potential for the heritage assets to prolide elidence abolt past hfman actility and to contrib(te to olr
['nderstanding of the past.

This potential relates to archaeological sites that are likely to sCrlile [both belo[” and abole grolndl"andlin the absence of [Iritten
recordsproride the only solrce of elidence abot the pastlTreslting in enhanced 'nderstanding of the deelopment of the area.
It also relates to other physical remains of past hCman actiCitylisCch as historic fabric Dithin brildings and sCrTiling elements in
the historic landscape [Ihich contrib[ te to its historic character.

Medim

The potential for heritage assets to yield physical elidence contrib_ting to the [nderstanding of the delelopment of the area is
recognised(Ib[t there may be feller opport[hities for nelJ insights to be ded_ced d_e to the nat_re of the heritage assets in
[estion_oLr knollledge of the past of the area or s[bsel[l_ent changes to the de_elopment of the area thro_ghoLt history.

The potential for archaeological deposits to contrib[te to an [nderstanding of the de_elopment of area may not be fLlly recognised
d_’e to the cLrrent leLel of [nderstanding of the local and regional history. The potential may also be impacted_in a limited LayL
by later delelopment.

Lol

The physical remains are preseried in a limited [Jay — limited assets s(rliTe "ery fe[] are recorded or assets are knolIn to ha'e
been partially or significantly damaged.

LolJ elidential [alle of archaeological deposits may be affected by the clrrent lack of research [Tithin the arealb(t this does not
preclde for frther remains of higher [alle to be discolered.

None

There are no s’rliling physical remains from [hich elidence abolt past hCman actility colld be derired rassets are knoln to
hal e been remol ed or destroyed by later actil ity

Historical

High

The legible heritage assets are clearly perceptible in the landscape/tol'nscape and the links betl'een the assets and the history
or prehistory of the area il stratiCe [al"elJor to historical elents or figi'res associated [lith the area lassociati’e [allleare easily
lisible and 'nderstandable. The high [al’e is not precllded by some degree of the [1th/[11st centlry alterations to the historic
blildings and landscapes.

Medim

The legible heritage assets are present in the arealbl't their legibility may hal’e been compromised by some form of alteration to
the asset or its s{rro’ndings [e.g. rlral parish chirch noll sitrated [lithin a sC’blrban residential delelopmentl] Elen in their
present form’s’ch assets enable the local comm[nity to lislalise the delelopment of the area oler time as there are potential
associations betlleen assets. The presence of these assets may contrib[te to an "nderstanding of the delelopment of the area.
Frther researchllinclCding archaeological inlestigations(imay clarify these associations and ell cidate the contrib[tion of these
assets to the history of the [lider area.

Lol!

The historical associations of the asset are not clearly [nderstoodas a res( It of selere changes to the asset or its s[rro ndings

None

There are no legible heritage assets and their associations are not [ nderstood.
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Value Importance | Factors determining the relative importance
The aesthetic "alles of the heritage assets are Cislally perceptible [lithin sympathetic s(rrorndingsdeleloped throgh consciols
High design or fortlitolsly[throgholt prehistory and history. The completeness or integrity of the heritage assets [Tithin the landscape
is clear and their contrib[tion to the aesthetics of the s(rrolnding area is significant.
Medi The aesthetic [Talities of the indiCid7al assets or landscapes are legible bt there may hae been considerably impacted ‘pon
. edifm . .
Aesthetic by the modern 1T hsympathetic deelopment.
Lo™ The aesthetic [T alities of the indilid al assets or landscapes hale been significantly impacted [pon by the modern delelopment
B as a res(lt of [Thich the aesthetic [alle is not clearChollelerthere may be a possibility for improfement.
None Assets hale no aesthetic [alles as they hale been remoled by inconsiderate modern delelopment. Blried archaeological
remains are not ascribed aesthetic [al_es as[ [ hilst b_ried[ they are not Lisible/perceptible in their conte(t.
Heritage assets Llhich proLide a sense of togetherness for those ['ho elperience it. Assets that hold the ability for people to feel
High a sense of collecti_e e[ perience or memoryLand in [hich a collecti_e identity can be [nderstood. They may proLide a feeling of
re_erence_remembrance or commemoration. The asset represents something Lhich may be larger than the asset itself_Land may
represent an eLent or being despite any loss of fabric or character of the asset.
The sense of a collectile identity or collectiie commemoration may be limited by the lack of [nderstanding of the e_ent or asset.
Communal | Medilm The process of time has lessened the meaning of the el ent or asset for the comm( nity or that meaning may be limited to specific
grolps or at a regional or local le[el.
The ability of the asset to create or reinforce a sense of togetherness for a commhity may be limited by later deelopment [Thich
Lol has encroached ['pon the asset or its setting. The ability of the asset to elicit a shared reaction or "'nderstanding has been selerely
impacted by the loss of Cor malor change tolthe setting of the asset.
None Heritage assets that do not bring people together by proliding a shared el perience memory or place of commemoration.
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Appendix 2: Criteria to determine the level of impact

Level of impact | Archaeological Remains | Historic Buildings Historic Landscapes

Ma'or Changes to most or all Change to key historic Change to most or all key historic
key archaeological bTilding elements s(ch landscape elementsparcels or
materials(s’ch that the that the resolrce is totally | components’eltreme [is(al
resolrce is totally altered. | altered. effects’gross change of noise or

change to so'nd [T ality(]
Comprehensi’e Comprehensi’e fLndamental changes to [se or
changes to setting and changes to setting and access(res(lting in total change
consel_ential impact on consel_ential impact on to historic landscape character
setting. significance. [nit.

Moderate Changes to many key Changes to many key Change to many key historic
archaeological materialsll | historic bLilding elements(]| landscape elements[_parcels or
sl ch that the resolrce is sl ch that the resolTce is components [is(al change to
clearly modified. significantly modified. many key aspects of the historic

landscapelnoticeable differences
Considerable changes to | Changes to the setting in noise or so[nd [ ality[’
setting that affect the that affect the character of | considerable changes to ['se or
character of the asset and | the asset and impact access(res(Iting in moderate
impact some aspects of some aspects of the changes to historic landscape
the assets significance. assets significance. character.

Minor/Slight Changes to key Change to key historic Change to fell key historic
archaeological materials(] | brilding elementsisich landscape elements(parcels or
sl ch that the resolrce is that the asset is slightly components(slight [isCal changes
slightly altered blt different b('t remains to fell key aspects of historic
remains [ nderstandable. | appreciable. landscape! limited changes to

noise lelels or sol 'nd [ ality!!
Slight changes to setting Change to setting of an slight changes to [ se or access! |
that are tangible bl t historic blilding( sl ch that | res(lting in limited change to
Uithol[t impact on it is noticeably changed historic landscape character.
significance. bl't [lithol't impact on
significance.

Negligible Clery minor changes to Slight changes to historic | [Jery minor changes to key
key archaeological brilding elements or historic landscape elements[]
materialsor setting setting [itho(t parcels or components( [irtCally
Dithol't consel Tential consel [ ential effect on [nchanged [islal effects Tery
effect on significance. significance. slight changes in noise le’els or

solnd [Tality[Tery slight changes
to ['se or accessl resllting in a
[ery small change to historic
landscape character.

No change No change No change to fabric or No change to elements( parcels or

setting componentsi no [is[al or al dible
changes( no changes in amenity
or commU[nity factors.
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Appendix 3: Legislation and planning policy

Legislation

Legislation relating to listed bLildings and conserl[ation areas is contained Lithin the Planning (Listed BLildings

and Conser_ation Areas_Act 199L.

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 proLides that Lith regard to applications for

planning permission affecting listed blildings or Conserlation Areas(or their setting(’

“s.66(1) In considering whether to grant planning permission for development which affects a listed building or its
setting, the local planning authority or, as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the
desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic interest which

it possesses.”

“s.72 In considering development which affects a Conservation Area or its setting, the LPA shall pay special

attention to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the Conservation Area.”

National Planning Policy Framework

National planning policies on the conserration and enhancement of the historic enlironment are set ot in the
National Planning Policy Framellork INPPF T hich [Jas first pblished by the Department for Commnities and
Local Golernment [DCLG(in March [T Tlith a second edition issed in [T1y (118 [ rther relisions in Febrlary

[rmorl

The policies set ol tin NPPF also apply to the consideration of the historic en’ironment in relation to other heritage!(’
related consent regimes for [Thich planning althorities are responsible 'nder the Planning [Listed Brildings and

Conser/ ation Areas( /Act 199( 1.

Section 16, ‘Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment’ specifically deals with historic environment
policy[lhich is broadly ['nchanged since [T 11 ]altholgh there has been some reordering and the addition of

s bheadings paragraphs 18T 1]

[ hen considering the impact of a proposed delelopment on the significance of a designated heritage asset great

weight should be given to the asset’s conservation, ‘irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to

The Duke of Norfolk’s Estate October (1119 34



PCblic ConsTlltation A[T]Ar[ndel Bypass .
Heritage Statement SaV"IS

substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance’ (para 193).

Any harm tolor loss of[_the significance of a designated heritage asset [from its alteration or destr(ction_or from

delelopment Dithin its settingTsho(ld re[Tire clear and conlincing [stification para 19(1]

) here a delelopment proposal Lill lead to less than s bstantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage
assetlJthis harm sholld be [Teighed against the prblic benefits of the proposal incl'dingl1There appropriatel]

seclring its optimm Liable [se [para 191

The effect of an application on the significance of a nonldesignated heritage asset sho’ld be taken into accolnt
in determining the application. In Ceighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non(designated heritage
assetsla balanced Tdgement [Jill be re[Tired haling regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance

of the heritage asset [para 191

Local planning althorities sholld not permit the loss of the [Thole or part of a heritage asset [Jitho(t taking all

reasonable steps to ensLre the neJ delelopment Lill proceed after the loss has occlrred [para 198L

Local planning althorities shold look for opportiities for ne de(elopment [Jithin Conseration Areas and [ orld
Heritage Sitesand [ithin the setting of heritage assetsto enhance or better releal their significance. Proposals
that preserle those elements of the setting that make a positire contrib[tion to the asset [or [Thich better releal

its significance'sholld be treated falolrably ‘para [117.

In para 192 it states that ‘In determining applications, local planning authorities should take account of:

o the desirability of si’staining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and prtting them

to Liable [ses consistent Lith their conserlation’]

e the positife contribltion that conserfation of heritage assets can make to sistainable

commnities inclCding their economic [italityand

e the desirability of nell delelopment making a positirce contrib[tion to local character and

distincti_eness.

A heritage asset may be defined as a blildingl[lmonment[site placearea or landscape positi_ely identified as
haling a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning decisionsi heritage assets may also be
considered to be [alled components of the historic enlironment. The NPPF recognises that heritage assets are

a nonirenellable resolrcelland that heritage conserration has [lider benefits'Thile accepting that the lerel of
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conserlation sholld be commens(rate [Jith the significance of the assets concerned.
Local Planning Policy

Section BT of the Planning and Comp(lsory Plrchase Act [T11 states that planning applications m(st be
determined in accordance Lith the de_elopment plan for an areal_e[cept [lhere material considerations indicate

otherllise.

Ar_ndel is located Lithin the area of Ar_n District Co_ncilCand_in part_the So[th Dolins National Park ALthority
area. Arn District Colncil adopted the Ar(n Local Plan (711 — (171 in [Tly [T18. So"th DolIns National Park
Althority adopted the Sol[ th DolIns Local Plan Jin [Lly [1119.The folloLJing policies inclCded in each Local Plan
are releCant in the case of the proposed scheme options for the A[T]Ar[ ndel Bypass. Only sections of the policies

most releant to the specific proposed scheme options are referenced.
Arun Local Plan

Policy HER SP1 - The historic environment: The Local Planning Althority [Jill grant planning permission or
relelant consent for delelopment proposals that conserle or enhance the historic enlironment of the District(’
based on the follolling approachi/Designated heritage assets inclding listed brildings(istrictires and their
settingsland Conserlation Areas [lill be gifen the highest lelel of protection and sholld be conserled and
enhanced in a manner appropriate to their significance. Nonidesignated heritage assets incl'ding locally listed
heritage assets [Brildings or Strictlres of Character and Areas of CharacterTand their settings Till also need to
be conser’ed and enhanced in a manner appropriate to their significance and contribltion to the historic

enlironment Delelopment likely to prelTdice any of the abolelinclding their settingsTill be ref(sed.

Policy HER DM1 - Listed BuildingsProposals affecting statltory Listed Brildings [ill be re(Tired tol'a. Preserle
or enhance the historic character’ [T alities and special interest of the brildingsilb. Be necessary and not
detrimental to the architectlral and historical integrity and detailing of a Listed Brildingis elterior(ic. Protect the
architectlral and historical integrity and detailing of a Listed Blilding's interior(id. Protect the special interest of

brildings of architectral or historic interestland e. Protect’and There possible enhance the setting of the brilding.

Policy HER DM2 - Locally Listed Buildings or Structures of CharacteriThe Local Planning Althority il
continCe to identify and compile a list of locally important brildings and strict'res [Thich make a positire

contrib[tion to local distinctiCeness. There may be circLmstances [here the p[blic benefit from the proposed
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delelopment oltlJeighs any proposed harm(lin s(ch circCmstances(ithe proposal [lill need to be [stified as
appropriate. Proposals for the alteration or eltension of blildings on the Local List Lill be e[pected to relate
sensitiCely to the blilding or strictlre and its setting and respect its architectralllandscape or historic interest.

The Local Planning ALthority Lill seek to preserLe featl res of sl ch bLildings [hich contrib’te to that interest.

Policy HER DM3 - Conservation Areas’! In order to preser_e or enhance the character or appearance of the
Conserlation Areallplanning permission or rele_ant consent Lill normally be granted for proposals Lithin or
affecting the setting of a Conserlation Arealprolided that(la. Ne[l brildings and strict'res acknollledge the
character of their special enLironment in their layo t_ form[scale detailing[/_se of materials_enclos[re and the

spaces created betlleen bildings(T. It does not harm important Ciels intol o[t of or [Jithin the Conserlation Area.
Policy HER DM6 - Sites of Archaeological Interest

South Down Local Plan 2

Strategic Policy SD1 Historic En_ironment

Delelopment Management Policy SD1T Listed Brildings

Delelopment Management Policy SD1T Conserlation Areas

Delelopment Management Policy SD1[1/Archaeology
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1 Introduction

1.1 Air Quality Consultants Ltd (AQC) has reviewed Chapter 5 - Air Quality of the A27 Arundel Bypass
Environmental Assessment Report (‘EAR”) and the EAR Erratum for the Project Control
Framework (PCF) Stage 2 (Option Selection) of the A27 Arundel Bypass Scheme (‘the Scheme’).

1.2 The Scheme could consist of one of 6 Scheme Options. The Scheme options are:
e Option 1V5 (Cyan);
e Option 1V9 (Beige);
e Option 3V1 (Crimson);
e Option 4/5AV1 (Magenta);
e Option 4/5AV2 (Amber); and
e Option 5BV1 (Grey).
13 This review focuses on the air quality impacts of the above Scheme options as detailed in the EAR

to ensure that the assessment is robust, and that the final route option has been selected based on
an appropriate assessment.

1.4 This review covers the following issues:

¢ whether the scope of the EAR Air Quality Assessment submitted by the applicant is sufficient;
o whether the assessment is based on an appropriate methodology (i.e. is it ‘fit for purpose’); and

¢ the identification of any errors or omissions within the assessment.
15 Where methodological failings are identified, they are described as either a:

e Minor Issue — weaknesses have been identified but the professional experience of the
reviewers suggests that these are unlikely to affect the conclusions of the assessment;

¢ Moderate Issue — weaknesses have been identified which may or may not affect the

conclusions®; or

e Major Issue — in the opinion of the reviewers, the failings of the assessment are highly likely to

invalidate the reported conclusions.

! Anissue which is classified as moderate could thus move to being either a major or minor issue depending on

specific unknown factors.

J3930 20f7 October 2019



r\

A27 Arundel Bypass — Review of Air Quality Assessment Air Quality Review C i NS WL TAN T8

2 Review

General Scope

2.1 The air quality assessment presented in Chapter 5 of the EAR has been undertaken based on the
Design Manual for Roads and Bridge (DMRB) guidance (HA 207/07%) with reference to several
Interim Advice Notes (IAN’s) that act as interim updates to the DMRB guidance. DMRB guidance is
the standard industry approach for the modelling of road infrastructure projects, and the use of the
DMRB Guidance for this project is deemed acceptable. However the review of the air quality
assessment has identified the following technical issues, as detailed below.

Policy and Guidance

2.2 The overall policy and guidance documents considered in the air quality assessment are presented
in Table 5.1 of Chapter 5 of the EAR, which are considered correct and acceptable for the
assessment of the Scheme options.

2.3 Whilst Table 5.1 presents details of the Local Plans published by relevant local authorities, the air
quality assessment makes no reference to the local Air Quality Action Plans and the measures
contained within these documents to improve local air quality. Given the purpose of the A27
Arundel Bypass is to reduce congestion and improve traffic flow (benefiting local air quality) it is
considered unlikely the proposals would contradict measures contained in the Air Quality Action
Plans. However, for completeness reference should still be made to the Air Quality Action Plans to
ensure the Scheme Options do not restrict any further local air quality measures.

Methodology

2.4 The following sections are considered to have methodological failings. As discussed in Section 1,
a classification of the failing has been applied.

Construction Assessment

25 The air quality assessment has excluded an assessment of emissions from construction vehicles
due to the lack of available data and an assessment of construction traffic emissions has been
deferred to PCF Stage 3 (Preliminary Design). However, as shown in Table 2.2 of the EAR, the
duration of the construction phase of the Scheme options are expected to range between 45 and
48 months. Given the long time period of the construction phase, and the potential cumulative

impact of the construction works occurring with the existing congested road, indicative modelling

2 Highways Agency, Air Quality, Design Manual for Roads and Bridges HA207/07, Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1 (May
2007)
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should be carried out in order to determine the likely significant effects of each Scheme option.
Whilst the impacts maybe short-term the results from this modelling may result in a preferred
Scheme to be identified and would ensure significant impacts are avoided.

2.6 An assessment of construction dust has been undertaken. This has considered any dust impacts
with 200 m from the source of construction activity as it is considered impacts are very unlikely to
result in a significant effect beyond this distance. However, the Institute of Air Quality Management
Guidance’s screening criteria for construction dust® recommends a distance of 350 m from the
boundary of a construction site/ activity to a human receptor could result in significant effects. As
such the current assessment, of a 200 m boundary, has the potential to underestimate the likely
magnitude of impact. As above, should a buffer of 350 m from the source be used the results may
result in a preferred scheme to be identified.

Street Canyon

2.7 The air quality modelling assessment has considered the impact of the Scheme options on the Air
Quality Management (AQMA) in Storrington. The EAR describes the Storrington AQMA as being a
street canyon (i.e. a narrow street where nearby buildings prevent the dispersal of pollutants). To
take account of the street canyon in the Storrington AQMA, an adjustment factor based on local
monitoring has been applied to the modelled results. Consequently no technical details are
provided on the characteristics of the Storrington AQMA street canyon and .if the width of the road
and height of the buildings remain consistent throughout the street canyon, and therefore if the
adjustment factor is appropriate for use for the entirety of the street canyon. Without providing this
further detail, there is a risk the use of the adjust factor for the street canyon may not be truly

representative.

Terrain

2.8 The air quality modelling assessment does not provide sufficient information that the influence of
local terrain has been considered. This includes the use of a terrain file in the air quality model and
the use of additional calculated vehicle emissions for changes in gradient. In particular, these
details should be included to take account the influence of topography at Crossbush and Ford
Road Roundabout. Should terrain data and vehicle gradient emissions be used in the air quality
modelling this may result in revised modelled results. The use of terrain may also result in a
preferred scheme to be identified.

% Institute of Air Quality Management, Guidance on the assessment of dust from demolition and construction,
Version 1.1 (2014)
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Ecological Receptors [Major Issue]

2.9 The air quality assessment and Chapter 8: Biodiversity of the EAR, does not consider the impact of
traffic emissions from the Scheme options on the Chantry Mill Special Site of Scientific Interest
(SSSI); the Binsted Wood Complex Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and Rewell Wood Complex LWS all
located within 200m of the modelled roads and all sensitive to nitrogen deposition.

2.10  In particular, for the Binsted Wood Complex the Crimson route is proposed through this LWS and
therefore has the potential to have greater impact to this habitat than the other Scheme options
(which are located on the edge of the LWS). For the Rewell Wood Complex the Cyan, Beige and
Crimson routes are proposed through this LWS and therefore have the potential to have greater
impacts to this habitat than the Magenta, Amber and Grey routes.

2.11  Consequently no evidence is presented, in the air quality assessment, on the changes to nitrogen
deposition from each of the Scheme options in each of the ecological sites. The application is
therefore incomplete as it does not include an assessment of the impacts upon these local
ecological sites (including benefits in the Chantry Mill SSSI).

Human Receptors [Major Issue]

2.12  As detailed in the air quality assessment, monitored annual mean nitrogen dioxide concentrations
on the roadside of the A27 at Ford Road are above the annual mean objective, and show
exceedances in the modelled base year (of 2016) at selected receptors.

2.13  Consequently IAN 174/13 states “where the assessment indicates exceedances of an air quality
threshold then the assessment should be expanded to include all receptors that are at a
reasonable risk of exceeding that air quality thresholds”. Whilst the monitoring results and base
year modelling results show exceedances for nitrogen dioxide at the Ford Road roundabout, the
modelling assessment is based on selected individual receptors at worst-case (i.e. those closest to
affected road links) locations. By selecting only individual receptors, this approach has the
potential to under predict the likely impacts of the Scheme options. By including more receptors
there would be further data on the number of receptors to either worsen or improve with each of
the Scheme options and what the total magnitude of this change would be. This is of particular
relevance for the Cyan and Beige routes, which go through the Ford Road roundabout. The results
from the extra receptors considered may alter the conclusions and may result in a preferred
scheme to be identified.

TAG Appraisal [Major Issue]

2.14  As described in the DMRB Guidance, at each reporting stage a TAG appraisal for local air quality
should be undertaken. A TAG assessment has not been presented in the air quality assessment
and should have been undertaken. The results from the TAG appraisal are essential in

understanding the potential impacts to air and changes in emissions from each Scheme option.
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The results from the TAG assessment would allow a preferred scheme to be identified.
Consequently as a TAG assessment has not been undertaken, the application is therefore

incomplete.

Assessment Conclusions

2.15 The overall conclusion for the air quality assessment is that each Scheme options would have no
significant effect on air quality. However, discounting the above methodological findings, it is
considered the air quality assessment could provide a comparison against each scheme option to
identify a preferred scheme. This could include a comparison against the number of properties
likely to experience an adverse impact and beneficial impact; and details on the greatest increase
and reduction in predicted concentrations both at local receptors and at ecological sites.

2.16 Comparing the Scheme options, it is considered the Clients preferred option, as Magenta, could be
a preferred route for further promotion due to the greatest number of properties experiencing a
beneficial change (as 53 receptors); and the greatest reduction in annual mean nitrogen dioxide as
18.0 pg/m? at Ford Road.

2.17 In comparison, the Cyan and Beige routes have the highest number of adverse changes to air
quality (as 41 and 39 receptors worsening in air quality). Should an assessment of all properties be
undertaken, it is likely the Cyan and Beige routes would have more receptors experiencing a
worsening of air quality.

3 Summary

3.1 Whilst the general scope and methodology to the air quality is assessment is considered
acceptable there are a number of methodological failings which could impact the conclusions of
the assessment. There are three major issues with the air quality assessment, and as a result the
application can be considered incomplete, which include:

e The assessment has excluded an assessment on Chantry Mill Special Site of Scientific
Interest (SSSI); the Binsted Wood Complex Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and Rewell Wood
Complex LWS all located within 200m of the modelled road;

e Only individual receptors have been modelled rather than properties in areas that are at a
reasonable risk of exceeding that air quality thresholds; and

e A TAG appraisal for local air quality has not been undertaken and should be presented in the
air quality assessment. The results from the TAG appraisal are essential in understanding the

potential impacts to air and changes in emissions from each Scheme option.

3.2 There are the three following moderate issues, which could result in either a major or minor issue

depending on further details:
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e The air quality assessment has excluded an assessment of emissions from construction
vehicles. However, given the long time period of the construction phase, and the potential
cumulative impact of the construction works occurring with the existing congested road, it is
considered indicative modelling should be carried out in order to determine the likely significant
effects of each Scheme option.

¢ An assessment of construction dust has been undertaken based on 200 m from the source of
construction activity. More recent guidance recommends that a 350 m boundary should be
used. As such a 200 m boundary has the potential to underestimate the likely magnitude of
impact.

e The air quality modelling assessment does not provide sufficient information that the influence
of local terrain has been considered. This includes the use of a terrain file in the air quality
model and the use of additional calculated vehicle emissions for changes in gradient. Should
terrain data and vehicle gradient emissions be used in the air quality modelling this may result
in revised modelled results.

3.3 The air quality modelling assessment has considered the impact of the Scheme options on the Air
Quality Management (AQMA) in Storrington by applying an adjust factor. However no technical
details are provided on the characteristics of the street canyon and .if the width of the road and
height of the buildings remain consistent throughout the street canyon. Without providing this
further detail, there is a risk the use of the adjust factor may not be truly representative of the entire
street canyon.

3.4 It is considered the air quality assessment could provide further details and a comparison against
each scheme option to identify a preferred scheme. This could include a comparison against the
number of properties likely to experience an adverse impact and beneficial impact and the greatest
increase and reduction in predicted concentrations both at local receptors and at ecological sites.

3.5 At this stage, based on the data included in the air quality assessment the Clients preferred option,
as Magenta, should be taken forward to the detailed assessment stage by Highways England. This
is due to the Magenta route having the greatest beneficial change to individual receptors (as 53
receptors); and the greatest reduction in annual mean nitrogen dioxide (as 18.0 pg/m3 at Ford
Road).

3.6 In comparison, the Cyan and Beige routes have the highest humber of adverse changes to air
quality (as 41 and 39 receptors worsening in air quality). Should an assessment of all properties be
undertaken, it is likely the Cyan and Beige routes would have more receptors experiencing a
worsening of air quality. If so, the Cyan and Beige routes should be discounted by Highways
England, due to the number of properties in the local area having an adverse change in local air
quality.

J3930 7of7 October 2019



& Ncgi

Cc O

c
SULTANTS

Noise & Vibration
Review:

A27 Arundel Bypass
Environmental Assessment
Report

October 2019

Experts in noise and vibration
assessment and management



AlT1Ar ndel Bypass Enlironmental Assessment Report Noise [ Cibration Relie!’

Document Control

CONSULTANTS

Client | GTACilils [l Transport Principal Contact I
Job Number 90
Report Prepared By: I Frincipal Cons!ltant()

Doclment Statls and Reliel] Sched(le

Report No. Date Status

Reviewed by

MC9CA/M/FD 10 October (119 Final I Director

This report has been prepared by Noise Consl(ltants Ltd on behalf of the Client[ taking into accol nt the agreed scope of [Jorks.
[Inless otherlise agreed! this docl ment and all other Intellect[ al Property Rights remain the property of Noise Consl Itants Ltd.

In preparing this report Noise Cons!( Itants Ltd has el ercised all reasonable skill and carel taking into accol nt the oblectiles and the
agreed scope of [lorks. Noise Cons[ltants Ltd does not accept any liability in negligence for any matters arising ol tside of the agreed

scope of [Jorks.

Noise Cons/(ltants Ltd operates a formal [ ality Management System(![lhich is certified to ISO 91111 and a formal
Enlironmental Management System( [ ]hich is certified to ISO 101711 1L NCL are an Associate Member of the Association of Noise

Consl(ltants [ANCLI

[ hen printed by Noise Cons! Itants Ltd[ this report [lill be on Elolle Office( 1111 Recycled paper.

ACOUSTICS &
NOISE
CONSULTANTS

Consultans Ltd
6 Bankside, Crosfield Street, WA1 1UD Tel: 01925 937 195
contact@noiseconsultants.co.uk

Registered Officel ] [ 11 Coldharbolr Road[ Bristol [BS[I[ 1T
Companies Hol se Registration No[ 118111


mailto:contact@noiseconsultants.co.uk

~

ATT1ArCndel Bypass Enlironmental Assessment Report Noise [ Cibration Relie CONSULTANTS

1 Introduction

1.1 Noise Conslltants Limited [INCL[hale been commissioned by GTA Cilils [1 Transport to [hdertake
a reliel] of the Noise [ Uibration Chapter [Chapter 110of the Enlironmental Assessment Report
[EAROfor the Prolect Control FramelJork [PCFIStage [ [Option SelectionCJof the AT ArCndel
Bypass Scheme (‘the Scheme’).

1.0 The Scheme colld consist of one of [1Scheme Optionseach of [Thich are considered separately
Uithin the EAR. The Scheme options are(]

e Option 100

e Option 100901

e Option L10

e Option /TAC1O

e Option JUAOLand
e Option [B1.

1.0 This reLiel focises on the noise and Libration impacts of each of the abole Scheme options as
detailed in the EAR. It also reliells the approach to the assessment to ensLre that is rob(stCand

that the final ro_te option has been selected based on an appropriate assessment.
1.0 This reliel] colers the follolling iss’es[]

e [lhether the scope of the EAR Noise [ [libration Assessment sCbmitted by the applicant is
s(fficient(]

e whether the assessment is based on an appropriate methodology (i.e. is it ‘fit for purpose’);
e the identification of any errors or omissions (lithin the assessmentand
e [Jhether the mitigation meas(res proposed are appropriate.

1.0 [0 here methodological failings are identified they are described as either al’

e Minor Issue — [Jeaknesses hale been identified b[t the professional elperience of the

reliellers sCggests that these are [nlikely to affect the conclsions of the assessment(]

e Moderate Issue — [Jeaknesses hale been identified [Thich may or may not affect the

conclCsions'or

" An iss_e [hich is classified as moderate colld th(’s mole to being either a malor or minor iss_e depending on
specific [nknoln factors.
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e Major Issue — in the opinion of the reliellers[the failings of the assessment are highly likely to
inLalidate the reported concl(sions.
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2 Review

General Scope

11 In general the scope of the assessment is appropriate and the key noise solLrces are identified. The
assessment of road traffic noise has been [ndertaken based on the Design Man(al for Roads and
Bridges [IDMRBUI[hich is a standard indstry approach for road infrastr_ct[re prolects_land is

deemed acceptable for the EAR of the Scheme options.
Policy and Guidance Minor Iss' e

0o The policy and glidance docments referenced are appropriate to the assessment. Table 1111 does
not holleLer contain reference to the latest [ orld Health Organisation GLidelines" [hich Jolld
typically be incl_dedholeler the [ HO EnLironmental Noise GLidelines for the EL topean Region
(118 are referenced separately on page 1111 of the EAR.

Methodology
Baseline Noise STrley [(Minor Issle

0o Appendil111fBaseline Noise Survey’[Table (11 — it is typical that that daytime noise leLel in terms
of Laeciich JoC0d be loTer than the [ales than for La1c1sn. This is not the case for some of the long(
term measrement res(lts and indicates that e[traneos noise solrces may be inflCencing the long ™
term noise measirement res(Its"and not specifically road traffic.

00 Appendil] 11 Baseline Noise Survey’ states that the s(rey [Tas condlcted [Jith reference to the
Calcllation of Road Traffic Noise [CRTN hoJeler Appendil1B of Appendi111T1Noise Monitoring
Forms’ presents some measlrement distances from the road as being less than 'm from the edge
of the carriagelJay. CRTN states that “measurements should normally be not less than 4 metres and

not more than 15 metres from the nearside edge of the carriageway”.

o Based on the methodology adopted for the assessment of the optionsiithese iss(es are not
considered material to the determination of the preferred option.

Constrction

00 The constriction assessment has been ['ndertaken in accordance [Jith rele[ant methodology i.e BS
(8 MIII9CA1 MM L HolJelerllat this stagel“a flll constriction noise assessment has not been

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges HD 213/11, 2011
Environmental Noise Guidelines for the European Region, WHO, 2018

Calculation of Road Traffic Noise, Department of Transport, Welsh Office HMSO, 1988
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proLided and [oLld be prolided at a later stage. This is considered appropriate as the foc(s of the

EAR is Llith respect to the selection of a preferred scheme.
Operation Minor Iss’ e

00 Operational road traffic noise assessment has been ‘ndertaken [sing a noise model alidated by
meas(red data and Uith reference to relefant methodology i.e DMRB and CRTN.

L8 The assessment years chosen for the assessment of operational road traffic noise in the shortlterm
and longiterm are appropriate Cith reference to DMRB methodology. The modelling has inclided
consideration of committed delelopments.

19 The identification of residential d_ellings potentially eligible for noise insClation under the ‘Noise
InsClation Regllations INIRs(1197 7 T"as amended 1988 has been listed as one of the ‘other factors’
in the determination of significance. The nCmber of dllellings Dith the potential to (Talify hale been
identified for each scheme optionholleler no methodology has been prolided to Cerify ho[] this
has been determined Uith reference to the RegLlations. It is considered [nlikely that that this Lill
hale a material effect on the oltcomes of the assessment. One of the rel I irements to be fllfilled
for noise insClation to applyUis that the Rele_ant Noise Lelel’' m(st be at least (8 dB La1 11sihorrl]
Uhich is e[TiCalent to the [alle set as the lelel abole [Thich Significant Obsered Adlerse Effect
Lelel [SOAELOIn the EAR. To [T alify the property mist also be [Tithin ['Cm of a carriageJay
forming part of the scheme. (1 ith reference to Figire 1111111901811 and 11117
Uhich shol1 the nCmber of properties abol'e SOAEL for each scheme optionthe nCmber is relatiCely
lol1 Dithin [I'm of the carriagellay for each scenario. It is therefore considered to be nlikely that
any potential issCes [Jith the methodology [Jolld res(lt in a s bstantial change to the ol'tcomes of
the EARTCand in terms of the determination of significance. Holle[er[‘any potential failing determined
Dith the methodology is likely to hale a greater impact on the Scheme options [lhich ri’n throl'gh
the centre of Ar[ndel le.g I17and IT900(Then compared to those options [Thich rCn flrther to the
solth of Ar(ndel [e.g [T[JA[11(Tas there appears to be a greater pop(lation density in this area.

Significance Criteria
Receptor Types

(1100 Significance criteria is not detailed in terms of residential/noniresidential receptors. It is [nclear
Uhether the same significance criteria has been applied to both residential and non(residential noisel’

sensitiCe receptorsiand [Thether indeed there are any of these receptors [ithin the st(dy area. It is

Noise Insulation Regulations, 1975 (as amended 1988)

The noise level expressed in dB as Laio,18-hour 0Ne metre in front of the most exposed of any windows and doors in a
facade of a building caused or expected to be caused by traffic using or expected to use any highway. Noise
Insulation Regulations, 1975 (as amended 1988)
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therefore [nclear [hether the consideration of nonlresidential noiselsensitiie receptors [olld

change the conclsions made Llith regards to the respectiLe schemes.
Constriction Minor Iss’e

011 The nCmber of properties Oithin 171 metres of areas [1here constrction actilities might occl(r hale
been colnted as an indicator of potential significant effect at this stage.

110  Itis proposed to [ndertake a relised [ antitatiLe assessment once more information on constri_ction
plant and technilles becomes alailable. At PCF Stage [ [Preliminary DesigniTthe significance of
effects will be derived from the thresholds in the ‘ABC’ method presented in BS 52281 Cinclding
other conteltlal considerations.

Operation Minor Iss’ e

110  DMRB methodology considers [hether there is likely to be a change in noise lelel of 1 dB La1ii1sn
or more in the shortterm or [1dB Laic1sn in the longlterm. The significance criteria described in the
EAR is unclear as it states that “the short-term magnitude of impact will be used as a starting point
in determining significant effects. Magnitudes classified as moderate and major are likely to be
categorised as significant effects”. Holleler[this is inconsistent [lith reference to DMRB(]as
moderate to malor in the short term corresponds to a noise change of at least JdB La11shiJhereas

a short term assessment sholld foc[s on a noise change of at least 1 dB La1ii1sh .

(1100 Other factors hale been considered to determine significance e.g absollte lelel of noise [ith
reference to SOAEL holleler it is not clearly stated as to ho[] significance has been related to
SOAEL.

10 Folloniing reliel] of the significance determined in the assessment section of the EARTIt appears
that the significance has considered other factors inclCding the noise change in the longterm and
elteedance of SOAEL[ T hich is considered to be appropriate. Therefore altholgh the significance
criteria as described in the EAR is misleading [Mith reference to ['se of shortifterm and longiterm
magnitde of impactiTthe determination of significance applied in the assessment is considered to
be appropriate.

Noise Assessment
Mitigation Strategy

(110 Itis noted in the EAR that the noise model has been [sed to generate a set of mitigated res(lts for
all Scheme options and the assessment has been based [pon these res(lts. The mitigation inclCded
reference to 'm high absorbent noise barriers of [arying length for each Scheme option(pls a lo[]

noise sl rface has been assmed for all scheme options. The EAR does not gile details of ho(l the

Environmental Assessment Report, Chapter 11, Paragraph 11.3.3.4, Highways England, August 2019
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proposed barrier lengths/heights hale been determined_or the proposed location of these barriers.
Typicallyit can be diffic[lt to introdCce [m high barriers into elisting residential areas d(e to
constraints s(ch as space and Lis[al impacts_holleLer the leLel of detail contained Uithin the EAR

is not sLfficient to be able to comment on the Liability Ceffecti_Leness or necessity of these barriers.

110  Any changes to the assmed mitigationCand/or the ability to proLide the mitigation may hale the
potential to alter the assessment o tcomes and th(s the selection of a preferred scheme. Some
reass[rance sholld be soght as to [hether the ass’med mitigation i.e. candidate barrier options
and lo[J noise s(rfacinglare feasible and practicable. This is Cnderlined by all of the options res(lting
in at least some significant aderse effects(IJhich based on the modelling and assmption Corld

appear to be resid(al.
Constriction IMinor Iss’e

118 Potentially significant constr_ction noise effects ha_e not been determined at this stage. An indicatile
nCmber of properties [ith the potential to e[perience significant effects has been prolided based on
the nCmber that fall Tithin 17m of the nearest carriage(lay edge. This giCes an indication of ho[’
the scheme options compare in terms of the likely nCmber of properties affected. HolJeler(this
approach does not deal Uith Uider constriction relLirement sCch as temporary alignmentl
compolinds and any nighttime [lorks. [ hilst it is considered appropriate to address this at a later
stageLllit shoCld be minded that constr_ction noise can be as material to the consenting of s_ch

schemes as Lell as their operational impact.
Operation

[119  The potential for likely operational significant noise effects has been identified for each scheme
option. It is [nclear ho(l the significance has been determined die to the significance criteria
re(Iiring more detailed elplanation[las mentioned abole. The significance determined does
holJeler appear reasonable [Jith reference to shortlterm and longiterm [DMRBJand consideration

of other factors primarily relating to SOAEL. 'Minor Iss’ e

[l Significance relating to residential/nonresidential receptors is not considered separately. Figires
11 to 1119 refer to ‘dwellings’ therefore the effects on noniresidential ses do not appear to be
prolided. It is considered that [Mstification/confirmation on [Thether non(Tesidential receptors hale
been inclCded sholld be sol[ght as there is the potential for significant effects to occlr for noise

sensitiCe non(residential [ses.

nm The nCmber of dllellings (Jith the potential to (Talify hale been identified for each scheme option
holJeler this ass(mes that the re[Tirements of the NIRs hale been applied appropriately in the

absence of methodology being prolided relelant to this. ‘Minor Issl e
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Assessment Conclusions

(100 Ohilst it is recognised that the selection of a preferred option takes into accolnt a range of factors(
is noted that the Scheme option [M/CA11Clis the second most falolrable option in terms of nCmber
of properties affected by noise dLring both constriction and operational phases. It is therefore
considered that the [JLA1 option colld be considered as a preferred option_Jhen comparing the

si[JScheme options.

[l  The EAR determines that Options 10 and 19 affect the most properties dLring both constrLction
and operational phases. It is therefore considered that these t[Jo options colld be considered as the

least preferred options [Jhen comparing the sill Scheme options.

[L0O0 It sholdd holleLer be considered that a nCmber of moderate iss_es hale been highlighted in this

reLielJhich hale the potential to change the o tcomes of the assessment.
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EARUNDEL The OneArundel A27 Bypass Support Group

c/o 65 Tarrant Street
Arundel

West Sussex

BN18 9DJ

18" October 2019

A27 Arundel Bypass Consultation
Highways England

Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close
Guildford, Surrey, GU1 4L.Z

Dear S
The Highways England A27 Arundel Bypass Proposals — Public Consultation Response

I am Chairman of the OneArundel A27 Bypass Support Group which comprises a group of
like-minded individuals who support the essential and long-overdue proposal for the building
of an off-line, dual carriageway A27 Arundel bypass. We are aware that the A27 is already
one of the most unreliable all-purpose trunk roads in England, and that at Arundel the
bottleneck causes congestion, delays, a high accident rate, air pollution, diversions onto
unsuitable routes, and it cuts the town into two halves. Thus we and our 600-plus signed-up
supporters believe that the delivery of an effective solution in the shape of a bypass will
benefit local businesses and residents, as well serving national and county-wide interests.

I therefore welcome the opportunity to comment on the Highways England public
consultation document which sets out the six options for improving the A27 at Arundel by
replacing the existing single carriageway road with a new dual carriageway, linking together
the two existing dual carriageway sections on either side of the town, and I set out our
Group’s views in the attached comprehensive response document.

In essence, we believe that there is a clear need for a bypass on the A27 at Arundel, and that
such a new road is an essential infrastructure requirement in the national interest. In respect
of the six colour-coded route Options we recommend that the Cyan, Beige, Crimson and
Grey Options should all be rejected as unsuitable and that, whilst both the Amber and
Magenta Options have relatively similar environmental disadvantages especially in relation
to the SDNP and the associated ancient woodland, we believe that the Amber Option is
clearly the worst of the two, and therefore that the Magenta Option should be adopted as the
route for the Arundel Bypass.

I hope you find our comments and views helpful, and we look forward to seeing your
proposed new ‘preferred route’ in due course.

Yours sincerely,




o

ONEARUNDEL The OneArundel A27 Bypass Support Group

Highways England A27 Arundel Bypass Public Consultation

Response from The OneArundel A27 Bypass Support Group

October 2019



The Highways England A27 Arundel Bypass Proposals

Response to the Public Consultation (30 Aug 19 to 24 Oct 19)

by

The OneArundel A27 Bypass Support Group

Introduction

On 30 August 2019 Highways England published a public consultation brochure setting out
the options for improving the A27 national trunk road at Arundel in West Sussex by
replacing the existing single carriageway road with a new dual carriageway bypass, linking
together the two existing dual carriageway sections on either side of the town.

The brochure provided details of six possible route options for the A27 at Arundel, together
with information about the key benefits and impacts of each option, and invited comments
aimed at helping Highways England to decide on a preferred route.

The purpose of this response by the OneArundel A27 Bypass Support Group is to respond to
the consultation exercise, to emphasise the need for an A27 bypass at Arundel, to consider
the pros and cons of each of the six options, Cyan, Beige, Crimson, Amber, Magenta and
Grey, and to set out the reasons why we believe that the Magenta Option should be selected
as the preferred route for the bypass.

The OneArundel A27 Bypass Support Group

OneArundel comprises more than 600 like-minded individuals who support the essential and
long-overdue proposal for the building of an off-line, dual carriageway A27 Arundel bypass,
and we welcome the Government’s commitment to its early provision. We set up the Group
in April 2017 in order to represent the ‘silent majority’ who have aspired to see a solution to
the local traffic congestion for many years, and especially in order to counter the vocal
national, regional and local anti-road, anti-car and anti-bypass groups who were seeking to
dominate centre-stage in the debate.

The A27 is already one of the most unreliable all-purpose trunk roads in England, and at
Arundel the bottleneck causes congestion, delays, a high accident rate, pollution, diversions
onto unsuitable routes, and it cuts the town into two halves. Thus we believe that the delivery
of an effective solution in the shape of a bypass will benefit local businesses and residents, as
well as serving national, regional and county-wide interests. We therefore resolved to work
together with other interested individuals, businesses and organisations to support the work of
Highways England, with the aim of being fully ready to participate in the public consultation.

OneArundel’s opening position in mid-2017 was to support what was then called the
‘pink/blue’ route, which had been designated as the ‘Preferred Route’ by the Department for
Transport in 1993. Then, as a result of the information in Highways England’s 2017 public
consultation brochure we switched our support to the route known as Option 5A, However,



since then new facts have became available, the public consultation exercise is being re-run
and, as a result, OneArundel has revised its position and now supports the Magenta Option.

The Purpose of this Response

The purpose of this response is primarily to answer two major questions:
a. First, does Arundel need a bypass?

b. Second, if so, which is the best of the six Options suggested by Highways
England (Cyan, Beige, Crimson, Amber, Magenta and Grey)?

The Need for a Bypass at Arundel

Whilst for a variety of reasons it has not yet proved possible to build a bypass on the A27 at
Arundel, the need for such a road has existed for well over 30 years, and whilst the reasons
for that need have not changed in principle, the need for such a bypass has become even more
urgent as the years have passed, as the congestion has become greater, and as its adverse
impact on the South Downs National Park has become more intrusive.

The first formal consultation exercise began in 1987, and was based on the fact that:

The existing A27 at Arundel is mainly single carriageway with poor alignment and
visibility, steep gradients and at-grade junctions. Traffic is heavy and congestion
occurs.

After protracted consultations in the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Department for Transport
published a formal ‘Preferred Route Statement’ in July 1993, stating that the Secretary of
State had decided that the bypass should be built on what was defined as the ‘pink/blue’
route, and that the start of construction would depend on the completion of statutory
procedures and the availability of funds. The project was then included in the Government’s
Future Roads Programme, before being put on-hold and remitted for further study by the new
Government in 1997.

Subsequently the South Coast Multi-Modal Study (SoCoMMS) review took place in 2002
and, after its study of the need for and against an A27 bypass of Arundel, it concluded that
the key issues in the Arundel area were:

e Congestion on the A27 at Arundel gave rise to very heavy traffic in local villages and
other areas.

e Traffic levels on the single carriageway section through Arundel [were] equivalent to
[the] neighbouring dual carriageway.

e Most A27 traffic was passing through Arundel.

e The traffic flow was already in excess of Highways Agency ‘congestion reference
flow’.



e Safety issues on the A27. The accident rate was twice the national average rate for the
type of road and four times the national average for dual carriageways.

e Severance was caused by high traffic flows on the A27 through Arundel.
e There was poor accessibility to Littlehampton on the A284 north-south road.

SoCoMMS therefore recommended that the Government’s list of ‘Targeted Road-based
Improvements’ should include an Arundel bypass, with [a] recommendation that [the]
previous preferred route (pink-blue) was taken forward. Subsequently, and despite being
supported by DIT officials, this recommendation was cancelled personally at the very last
minute by the Secretary of State on environmental grounds as a result of strong lobbying by
Defra, the Countryside Agency and various anti-road groups. Nevertheless the overall
national need for such a bypass remained.

Seven years later, the GOSE-sponsored South East Plan, which set out the ‘Regional Spatial
Strategy for the South East of England’ and which was published in May 2009, included
statements in Section 17, covering the “Sussex Coast”, which said that:

e [There was a need to] build upon and help deliver major improvements to the
strategic transport infrastructure and services both to reduce its peripherality and to
improve accessibility within the sub-region.

e Key measures include delivering improvements to east-west transport links by road to
improve accessibility, facilitate strategic development opportunities and enable the
better functioning of overlapping local labour and housing markets.

e Better east-west transport links, especially the A27 will improve complementary
connections with other key sub-regions and accessibility within the sub-region.

e Key issues to be addressed [are the] highway capacity issues on the A27 on the
A27/A259 at Arundel and Worthing.

Also, the associated business-backed SEEDA ‘Regional Economic Strategy 2006-2016: A
Framework for Sustainable Prosperity’ reinforced these needs by stating that:

e To address congestion and avoid the tipping point that will undermine the region’s
competitiveness, we need to focus on solving bottlenecks in the infrastructure
systems.

o [There was a need to] reduce road congestion, [and to] invest in transport to support
strategic economic corridors [of which a] specific priority [was] the South Coast
(including the A27 at Arundel).

Then in 2015 the Department for Transport published its A27 Corridor Feasibility Study, the
‘Summary’ section of which confirmed that it was:

One of six studies undertaken by the Department for Transport to look at problems
and identify potential solutions to tackle some of the most notorious and long-
standing road hot spots in the country.



The aim of the A27 Feasibility Study, which took place between spring and autumn 2014,
was to identify the opportunities and understand the case for future investment solutions in
the A27 corridor, particularly at Arundel and at Worthing, that were deliverable, affordable
and offered value for money.

The study analysed the current and future performance of road traffic on the A27 corridor
and, as far as Arundel was concerned, it established that:

e Over 60% of work-related commuter journeys in the coastal area are made by road.

¢ Goods vehicles represent more than 15% of the daily traffic flows along the A27, and
a third of this is heavy goods traffic.

e For most of its 67 mile length the A27 is dual carriageway. Four stretches of road
remain single carriageway [including] at Arundel. Such sections of road tend to
experience peak hour congestion and poor time reliability.

e These single carriageway sections are further constrained by congestion resulting
from limited capacity at at-grade junctions [including two at Arundel] at the Ford
Road roundabout and at Crossbush junction.

The Feasibility Study’s conclusion in respect of an A27 Arundel bypass was that the analysis
showed that a new bypass at Arundel could generate journey time and accident savings and
could have beneficial impacts on journey time reliability. As a result, the Government
announced in December 2014, as part of its Road Investment Strategy I, that it had earmarked
£250 million for a new dual carriageway bypass on the A27 at Arundel to link together the
two existing sections of the road on either side of the town. Highways England was directed
to take the project forward, and its starting point was to be the previous preferred route
(pink/blue), subject to consultation with the South Downs National Park Authority, local
government and the public on this, and alternative options.

Highways England conducted a non-statutory public consultation in September and October
2017, asking for comments in relation to three possible route options: Optionl, Option 3 and
Option 5A, as a result of which a slightly modified version of Option 5A was selected as the
‘Preferred Route’ in May 2018. Unfortunately even then this did not settle the on-going
disputes about the various routes, there were two applications for Judicial Review, and it was
discovered that new information had become available. Thus there was a need for a second
non-statutory public consultation exercise, and it is the matters in the latter that now need to
be addressed.

The Current Need for an A27 Arundel Bypass

Turning now to the 2019 Highways England public consultation brochure, the first implied
question is:
“Does Arundel need a Bypass™?

The national and local reasons for needing such a bypass were clearly set out in the HE’s
2017 consultation documents and its supporting papers, and they emphasised that:



e The A27 is a strategically important corridor on the south coast which is used by both
long distance strategic traffic and local traffic alike. The Arundel section is one of a
number of bottlenecks which causes delay and variable journey times due to the
single carriageway alignment and the number of junctions.

o There are existing capacity constraints at Arundel due to the single carriageway
section through Arundel, worsened by constrained capacity at the Ford Road
roundabout and Crossbush junctions.

e The current demand exceeds the theoretical capacity of a single carriageway road in
Arundel.

e Future growth will result in the demand further exceeding capacity through Arundel,
and [unless improved)] this section of the A27 will act as a constraint to the
planned growth in housing and employment in the corridor.

o The A27 results in severance through the town of Arundel.
e Two-thirds of the traffic is through-traffic, whilst the remaining third is local.

e At Arundel, the A27 is already operating at 100%-150% capacity. Due to population
growth and increased economic activity in the region there will be more traffic using
the A27 through Arundel in the future.

e The single carriageway section and junctions through Arundel do not cope with
existing traffic. This often results in long queues of traffic approaching Arundel. Due
to congestion, some longer distance traffic diverts away from the A27 to alternative
routes which are less suited to high volumes of traffic. To the north, this includes the
B2139 through the South Downs National Park and local villages (Houghton,
Amberley and Storrington). The traffic disrupts the otherwise tranquil nature of the
SDNP and affects the quality of life of those living alongside the route.

e There are an above average number of accidents on the A27 between Yapton Lane
and Crossbush.

¢ Without improvement, the congestion and delay on the A27 through Arundel will
increase in the future.

e Therefore it is clear from the modelling results that a bypass is required to provide the
network improvements and reduce delay and improve travel time.

In summary, Highways England confirmed in 2017 that improving the A27 at Arundel
would:

¢ Considerably reduce the existing queues and delays.
e Improve journey times, air quality and road safety.

e Remove traffic from less suitable routes within the South Downs National Park.



e Help businesses to reduce their costs, support expansion and provide new
employment opportunities.

e Support the growth of tourism.

These conclusions clearly showed there is a strong national and regional imperative for the
provision of an A27 bypass at Arundel, as has been the case ever since the first consultation
in 1987. The major factor that has changed in the past 30 years is that traffic has increased
and the congestion has become worse as time has passed, and it is forecast to get even worse
in the future. Thus the need for a bypass at Arundel is driven more by factors external to
Arundel, rather than by purely local factors.

These arguments in support of the need for an A27 bypass at Arundel have once again been
summarised in the Highways England 2019 consultation brochure, viz:

e The A27 is the only major east-west trunk road south of the M25. It links many of the
towns and cities along the south coast, serving a combined population of more than
one million people, as well as a large number of businesses.

e The smooth running of this road plays a key part in the region’s success. West Sussex
attracts, on average, 17 million visitor days per year, worth approximately £508
million to the local economy.

e On ecither side of Arundel, the A27 is a dual-carriageway with capacity to carry
existing traffic flows and more able to cope with future traffic growth. The single
carriageway section of the A27 through Arundel creates a bottleneck that holds up
traffic, costing commuters, businesses, communities and visitors valuable time and
money.

e Congestion around Arundel results in some drivers seeking alternative routes which
are less suited to higher traffic flows, residents in local towns and villages are affected
by increases in through traffic, while air quality is also a concern, most notably in
Storrington.

o The A27 currently has a poor safety record, with a higher than average accident rate
for rural A-roads.

e Relatively poor transport connectivity in the area has contributed to pockets of
deprivation by restricting access to employment opportunities.

The answer to this question is therefore, as set out in and supported by the Government
in the 2015 Feasibility Study document, that Arundel needs a bypass, and that such a
new road is an essential infrastructure requirement in the national interest.

The Highways England 2019 Options

In response to this clear need for improvements to this national infrastructure asset, Highways
England has developed a scheme, of which the stated objectives are to:

e To improve the safety of travellers along the A27 and consequently the wider local
road network.



To ensure that customers and communities are fully considered throughout the design
and delivery stages.

To improve capacity of the A27 whilst supporting local planning authorities to
manage the impact of planned economic growth.

To reduce congestion, reduce travel time and improve journey time reliability along
the A27.

To improve accessibility for all users to local services and facilities.

To deliver a scheme that minimises environmental impact and seeks to protect and
enhance the quality of the surrounding environment through its high-quality design.

To respect the South Downs National Park and its special qualities in our decision
making.

Highways England has therefore proposed six possible colour-coded dual carriageway route
Options for public consideration:

Cyan — a short on-line route through Arundel via a flyover at the Ford Road
roundabout.

Beige — a short on-line route through Arundel via an enlarged Ford Road roundabout.

Crimson — a medium-length off-line route through the SDNP and the ancient
woodland in Tortington Common.

Amber — a long off-line route passing through the southern edge of the SDNP north of
Binsted.

Magenta — a long off-line route passing through a very small section of the southern
edge of the SDNP

Grey — a long-off-line route which avoids the SDNP, but which passes very close to
the large village of Walberton.

The Cyan and Beige On-Line Options

In respect of the Cyan and Beige Options, there are two fundamental points which dwarf all
the other detailed points which can be made in either support of or in opposition to them.

First, as set out in Highways England’s “A27 Arundel Bypass Scheme Assessment Report”
published in May 2018, the similar 2017 on-line Option 1 did not meet the stated RIS policy
of providing a bypass at Arundel.

Second, as set out in Highways England’s “A27 Arundel Bypass Preferred Route
Announcement” published in May 2018, it was explained, in respect of the on-line Option 1

that:



Widening the A27 through the centre of Arundel would increase severance i.e. the
Jeeling of division in the town, and overall there were fewer safety benefits to be
gained.

We also had concerns over the ability of the improved road to deal with anticipated
Sfuture traffic volumes, particularly at Ford Road junction.

The option therefore failed to meet the scheme objectives.

We considered design changes that could help to mitigate for this, but they would
impact significantly on both the environment and the local community. The potential
design changes would also increase the cost of the scheme and lower the overall
value for money.

We discounted the option on these grounds.

In essence, these points remain as valid in 2019 as they did in 2017 and 2018. Both the Cyan
and Beige Options are on-line improvements rather than bypasses, and are therefore contrary
to the RIS policy. Similarly, whilst both Cyan and Beige incorporate design changes to the
2017 Option 1, they would both have major adverse impacts on the environment and the local
community, as well as emphasising the severance of the town. Thus, to use Highways
England’s own words in their 2018 documents, they should both be discounted on these
grounds. Indeed, they should never have been put forward in the first place.

Both Options would involve the building of a new dual-carriageway road from Crossbush to
the bridge by the Ford Road roundabout, a new dual-carriageway bridge over the river
alongside the existing bridge, and the conversion of the single-carriageway Hospital Hill into
a new dual-carriageway road until it meets the existing dual-carriageway just to the west of
the White Swan Hotel. Cyan would involve a flyover at the Ford Road roundabout with no
direct access to the local road network, and Beige would involve a huge re-designed Ford
Road roundabout.

There are just three factors which suggest, at first sight, that the Cyan and Beige Options
should be given serious consideration. They are:

e They are the cheapest Options.

e They would be the shortest and most direct routes linking the existing ends of dual
carriageway either side of Arundel.

e By following, in part, the existing A27 corridor through the SDNP, they would avoid
creating a new road corridor within areas of environmentally sensitive open
countryside to the south of the town.

On the other hand, there are a considerable number of significant disadvantages, these
include:

e Both Options would impact adversely on the South Downs National Park and the
adjacent ancient woodland. In respect of the SDNP, both Options would add an
additional 1.9 kms of dual carriageway to the A27 which already runs through the
southern part of the Park. In respect of ancient woodland, the Cyan Option would
destroy 8.37 hectares, whilst the Beige Option would destroy 7.44 hectares.



Both Options would continue to divide the town of Arundel at the Ford Road
roundabout. Neither Option meets the specific and important scheme objective of
reducing the existing community severance caused by the A27 through Arundel.

The Beige Option’s re-designed Ford Road roundabout would be controlled by traffic
lights, so ensuring stop-start traffic, Also, the volume of traffic using this roundabout
would increase by over 65% (from 28,200 to 46,900 vpd) and would be nearing its
maximum capacity by 2041.

Both Options would have a major detrimental impact on the people who live in their
immediate vicinity. For example, in the Cyan Option, there would be 120 homes
within 50 m of the road and 427 homes within 100 m of the road. In the Beige Option,
there would be 142 homes within 50 m of the road and 429 homes within 100 m of
the road. Of the other Options, the largest figures would be 41 m and 98 m
respectively. All would be disadvantaged to some degree or another.

Both Options would cause an increase in the local noise levels and pollution in the
vicinity of the Ford Road roundabout and, as illustrated in the Map on page 23 of the
consultation brochure that there is a “noise important area” immediately to its north.
Also, the proposed noise mitigation measures involving 3 m high absorbent noise
barriers on each side of the high-level Ford Road roundabout flyover associated with
the Cyan Option would be extremely visually intrusive.

Both Options would impact badly on the important cultural and heritage assets in
Arundel. For example, some 250 designated cultural heritage assets have been
recorded within the inner and wider study area. Of these, over 200 are statutorily
designated (of national importance), including 5 Scheduled Monuments, 4 Grade 1, 7
Grade II* and 205 Grade II Listed Buildings. In contrast, the Crimson, Amber,
Magenta and Grey Options all have far fewer heritage assets in the study areas, even
less of which are statutorily designated.

Both Options would increase the amount of traffic transiting the A27 in the SDNP
north of Binstead Wood and Tortington Common by 65%.

Both Options would have difficulty taking account of the physical limitations of
Hospital Hill, with its poor alignment and visibility and steep gradients - as
highlighted in the DfT’s 1993 Preferred Route Statement.

The Beige Option may not take into account the increase in traffic on Ford Road itself
as aresult of ADC’s recent proposal for a major housing development at Ford
comprising at least 1,500 new homes and Clymping comprising 400 new homes.

Both Options would have a major detrimental impact on those living close to the Ford
Road roundabout and Hospital Hill, especially in Fitzalan Road, Wheelwrights Close,
the west end of Maltravers Street, Surrey Street, lower Torton Hill, Canada Road and

Jarvis Road. They would also impact badly on the Riding Stables in Park Place.



e Both Options could exacerbate the flood risk to properties in the vicinity of the Ford
Road roundabout. This is already the area at greatest surface water flood risk in
Arundel, and the new bridge and its connection to the roundabout would need to be
built directly over the course of Spring Ditch, which is one of the most important
flood-related watercourses in this vicinity of the town.

e Both Options fail to acknowledge the poor physical state of the existing A27 bridge
over the River Arun, which itself may need major renovation or replacement, or the
fact that the sheet steel piling (SSP) on the river wall under the west side of the bridge
is already in a poor state and may need to be replaced within 10 to 20 years.

e Both Options would involve adverse impacts on the Hospital Hill section of the dual
carriageway for vehicles and pedestrians wishing to access and exit Jarvis Road,
Tortington Lane, Park Farm, Arundel Cricket Club, the White Swan Hotel and,
especially, Arundel Hospital. Walking to and from the Hospital may well become a
matter of life and death. This brings the prospect of additional accidents as well as
reduced road safety. Both Options might also force the closure of the White Swan
Hotel.

¢ During the necessarily extended construction period for both Options there would be a
lengthy and large increase in traffic disruption, which would bring its own additional
noise and air pollution. Additionally, this disruption would lead even more people to
avoid using the A27 near Arundel, thus increasing the burden on local roads that are
not designed to take a higher level of traffic. It would also have a severe damaging
effect on the economy of Arundel as there will be fewer shoppers and tourists visiting
the town during the construction phase. Indeed, after three years this is likely to
become a habit, and people will avoid Arundel even after completion. More details of
possible construction problems and their implications are set out in Annex A.

¢ In the event of this new road being blocked by either an accident or the need for
maintenance, there would be no practical local diversion available other than through
the narrow town centre.

o It is very likely that the Beige Option would increase the amount of rat running
through both the Torton Hill area and Arundel High Street as drivers would continue
to seek to avoid the Ford Road roundabout, especially at peak times.

e The Beige Option would not resolve the problem of HGVs using Ford Road, a
problem that, according to WSCC, can only be properly resolved by the construction
of a bypass which includes an access from Ford Road where it is crossed by a new
bridge.

In summary, although the Cyan and Beige on-line Options may be the cheapest, and therefore
be superficially attractive, in practice they are likely to be the very worst Options, especially
as they would involve more than 46,000 vpd using the Ford Road roundabout compared with
only some 28,000 vpd now (which is quite bad enough). Also, they are the worst Options for
alleviating the amount of east-west traffic which runs through the SDNP, and they would
have a myriad of adverse implications which would damage the historic town of Arundel.

OneArundel therefore recommends that the Cyan and Beige on-line Options should be
rejected as unsuitable. These two on-line routes would have many damaging direct and



indirect implications for Arundel, and we do not support the Highways England
proposal that the A27 to continue to run through the town.

The Crimson Option

The Crimson Option, which is essentially the old pink/blue preferred route, would comprise a
new 6km off-line dual carriageway linking Crossbush junction with the existing A27 close to
Havenwood Caravan Park to the west of Arundel. It would go through some 2.3km of the
South Downs National Park, including through about 20 hectares of Tortington Common’s
ancient woodland.

Five significant changes have taken place since 1993 when the pink/blue route was formally
designated as the Government’s preferred route. These are:

e The establishment of the South Downs National Park which includes Tortington
Common to the south of the current A27, which was previously the southern
boundary of the pre-SDNP AONB.

e The redefinition of ancient woodland, which now includes the re-planted Tortington
Common, as well as Binsted Wood.

¢ The designation of Binsted Wood, Tortington Common and Stewards Copse (close to
Arundel) as the Binsted Wood Area of Special Nature Conservation Interest (SNCI).

¢ The publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which gives
emphasis to the protection of National Parks and ancient woodland.

o The publication of the National Networks National Policy Statement (NNNPS) which
governs nationally significant road and rail infrastructure projects, as is the case with
this A27 Arundel Bypass proposal.

This route was included in the 2017 consultation purely because it had previously been
designated as the Government’s preferred route and even though it was very unlikely to be
taken forward. Indeed, as set out in Highways England’s “A27 Arundel Bypass Preferred
Route Announcement” published in May 2018, it was explained, in respect of the off-line
Option 3, that:

This option was the least popular option at consultation, and it had the greatest
impact on areas of ancient woodland and the South Downs National Park. We
discounted it on these grounds.

There was never any likelihood of this Option being given a seal of approval in response to
the 2017 consultation, after which it was peremptorily discounted on over-riding
environmental grounds, and exactly the same arguments against it apply in 2019.

In detailed terms, despite the fact that it would impact adversely on very few people and
properties as the new road passed through the SDNP’s Tortington Common and the
associated ancient woodland, the Crimson Option would still involve some 48,000 vpd using
the A27 through the South Downs National Park, which would be a 71% increase compared
with the current traffic figures.

OneArundel therefore recommends that the Crimson Option should not be taken
forward for further consideration



The Grey Option

The Grey Option was previously designated as Option 5B by Highways England prior to the
2017 consultation exercise. However, despite the fact that it would even then have avoided
the South Downs National Park and ancient woodland HE, as explained in the 2017
consultation brochure, ruled it out of consideration at that time on the grounds that it:

Significantly exceeded the allocated budget, and provided less value for money than
the options being consulted upon.

It was obvious to HE that the Option 5B route would therefore be very unlikely to be taken
forward, and so no further efforts were taken to allow the public to debate the possible
advantages and disadvantages of this route.

On the other hand, one of the statutory requirements of proposing to build new roads through
National Parks, as set out in National Planning Policy and the National Network Planning
Policy Statement, was that road building should be avoided in National Parks unless there
were no alternatives. The South Downs national Park Authority therefore objected to the
omission of the Option 5B route from the 2017 consultation on the basis that such an
alternative had not been properly considered. Thus HE has now included this route outside
the SDNP as one of the six Options in the 2019 consultation.

The Grey Option has several advantages when compared with the other five Options:

e It is the longest, straightest and safest Option.
¢ None of the route would be within the SDNP.

e It would reduce the amount of traffic using the current A27 through the SDNP by
84%.

e It would be the best route in relation to reduced travel times, reduced congestion and
improved journey time reliability.

e It is the best route for minimising environmental impact, and it would only affect 1.49
hectares of woodland.

However, in contrast, it has two major disadvantages:

e It is the most expensive of the six Options and is therefore at the very limit of the
possible budget.

e There are 41 properties within 50 m and 98 properties within 100 m of the scheme.
These are mostly in the village of Walberton. Also, the route passes very close to the
area of land in the north of the village that is already earmarked for additional housing
development. It would therefore impact very badly on Walberton village and its
inhabitants.

Thus, even though this route would be completely outside the SDNP, the disadvantages
outweigh the advantages, and OneArundel does not therefore support the Grey Option.

The Amber and Magenta Options

Each of these two remaining long off-line Options run south of Arundel, with both of them
just touching the SDNP and impacting on small amounts of ancient woodland. However they



each have a number of negative implications and, on the assumption that both of the on-line
Options (Cyan and Beige) as well as the off-line Crimson and Grey Options, have too many
disadvantages to justify being taken forward, it is a matter of deciding which of these two
remaining possible Options is the least damaging on environmental grounds.

The Amber Option, which is a slightly modified version of the 2017 consultation’s Option
SA, would be a new offline dual carriageway linking Crossbush junction with the existing
A27 in the vicinity of the Yapton Lane junction to the west of Arundel. It would go through
farmland along the southern edge of the South Downs National Park, as well as about 6
hectares of ancient woodland to the north of the small hamlet of Binsted near Walberton
village. However, this option, which was designated as Option 5A in the 2017 consultation
exercise was the subject of the Judicial Review submission from one of Binsted’s residents
on the basis that the possible environmental damage had not been given sufficient
consideration by Highways England.

It seems most unlikely that the Amber Option will have sufficient advantages to justify its
reinstatement or retention as the Highways England preferred route.

One the other hand, the new Magenta Option which would run just to the south of the Amber
Option and thus suffer from many of the same environmental disadvantages as the latter is
not quite so damaging to the local countryside and its associated wildlife.

OneArundel has therefore assessed which of these two Options (Amber and Magenta) would
be best for Arundel. There are advantages and disadvantages associated with both of the
Options, but having previously been a strong supporter of the 2017 consultation’s Option SA
which, in its slightly modified form, is now called Amber and is still formally designated as
Highways England’s preferred route, OneArundel has changed its view, and we are

now convinced that the Magenta Option is the best of these two routes for the building of the
necessary dual carriageway off-line A27 bypass at Arundel.

The reasons why we have reached this conclusion are as follows:

e Whilst the Magenta Option is slightly longer than the Amber Option, it would be
slightly cheaper.

e  Whilst both Options would impact adversely on the South Downs National Park, as
well as the local ancient woodland, and therefore need to be given special
consideration under national planning policy, the impact of the Magenta Option
would be slightly less than that of the Amber Option.

e The Amber Option would result in the destruction of 5.33 hectares of ancient
woodland, whereas the Magenta Option 5A would result in the destruction of only
3.51 hectares of ancient woodland. Similarly, whilst 1.97 km of the route of the
Amber Option would pass through the SDNP, the equivalent figure for the Magenta
Option would be only 0.74 km

e Inrespect of trees, woodland and wildlife it is the view of the South Down National
Park Authority that whilst the Magenta Option would have many of the same adverse
impacts as the Amber Option, the latter would result in greater direct loss of ancient
woodland, veteran trees, other woodland, wood pasture and parkland. It would also
have a greater adverse impact on several rare bat species.



With both Options impacting directly on the SDNP, it is important that Highways England
should respect the Park and its special qualities in its decision making. The SDNP is a
nationally designated landscape, HE has a statutory duty to have regard to the purposes of the
Park, and a key issue is that any road building in a National Park must be in the national
interest, and that no practical alternatives are possible.

National planning policy requires the Secretary of State to not grant consent for any
development that would result in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats including
ancient woodland, as well as saying that the Secretary of State should refuse development
consent in National Parks except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be
demonstrated that it is in the public interest

Thus, on the basis that the need for a bypass at Arundel is essential in the national interest
and that if the Grey Option is eliminated from consideration and that there is therefore no
suitable and affordable alternative route which would not impact adversely on the SDNP, we
have assessed which of the Amber and Magenta Options would be most likely to receive the
least opposition from the Government and its Planning Inspectorate. Having previously been
a strong supporter of Highways England Option SA which was designated as its Preferred
Route in 2017, OneArundel is now convinced that if an A27 Bypass is to be provided at
Arundel then, after eliminating the Cyan, Beige, Crimson and Grey Options, the Magenta
Option is the best of the remaining two Options (Amber and Magenta) that have been put
forward by Highways England for public consultation.

OneArundel therefore gives the Magenta Option its strong support, and recommends
that it be adopted as the Preferred Route for the off-line dual carriageway A27 bypass
at Arundel.

Conclusion

The OneArundel A27 Bypass Support Group welcomes the opportunity to respond to the
Highways England consultation concerning the need for improvements on the A27 trunk road
at Arundel in West Sussex.

We believe that there is a need for a bypass on the A27 at Arundel and that such a new road
is an essential regionally important infrastructure requirement in the national interest. We
have therefore carefully considered the consultation questions.

In respect of the six route Options put forward by Highways England for public consultation,
OneArundel recommends that the on-line Cyan and Beige Options should be rejected as
completely unsuitable, particularly as the A27 would continue to run through the town.

Both the Crimson and Amber Options have considerable environmental disadvantages,
especially in relation to the SDNP. Of the two remaining options, the Grey Option is clearly
the worst due to its likely cost and the significant adverse impact on people and properties in
Walberton.

Although we are aware of the negative implications of building a new road in the SDNP and
of the associated statutory restrictions, there is a clear national requirement for this bypass.
However, because of the local geography, there are there no other suitable and affordable
routes which avoid the SDNP, and we believe that Highways England’s Magenta Option,
with its route through open countryside along the southern boundary of the Park to the west
of Arundel, is the best way of meeting the long-desired and fully justified A27 bypass around
Arundel. It is fully justified in the circumstances.
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Annex A
The Construction of the Cyan and Beige Options

This is professional advice from an Arundel resident who is the Chairman of a National Civil
Engineering Company (September 2019)

1. The construction period is expected to be 3 years. If either the Cyan or Beige Options are
taken forward, the largely on-line build will be extremely disruptive and have an adverse
impact on the A 27’s through traffic and local residents alike.

2. Traffic management during the build period of both Options will be complex, creating a
level of confusion, indecision and consequently an attenuated delay in traffic flow:

a. This will have a negative impact on travel times and on air quality.

b. People will avoid using this stretch of the A27, thus increasing the burden on
local roads whch are not designed to take a higher level of traffic.

c. This will have a damaging effect on the economy of Arundel as there will be
fewer shoppers and tourists visiting the town during the construction phase.

d. Over three years this will become habit, and people will avoid Arundel even after
completion.

e. Narrow running will increase the risk of accidents for vehicles, cyclists and
pedestrians.

f. Pedestrian crossing points will be limited, adding to the inconvenience.

g. Multiple interfaces will need constant management and control, but will still be
exposed to failures in public or contractor behaviours in managing or complying with
those controls. Unauthorised vehicles entering the works area are an ever-present risk
in highway construction and are surprisingly common. This will impact the
Highways England “aiming for zero” (health and safety strategy) and “raising the bar”
initiatives.

Although the Cyan and Beige Options are the shortest routes, it is clear that they will not be
quicker to build. The current single-lane A27 has been used as a conduit for existing utility
services for many years (gas, water, sewage, power, telecoms, etc). Some will be known, but
many will be unknown and uncharted. These will have to be located, diverted or upgraded.
This process is complex and will extend programme periods, cost and disruption. Onsite
works will require temporary traffic light control working due to the limited width of the
working corridor, as well as the need to cross the carriageway.
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The construction corridor in the Cyan and Beige Options will be narrow, and construction
productivity will be low. Also, there will be a greater impact on the travelling public because
of the movement of the construction interface. Some of the work may need to be carried out
at night to enable road closures / single file traffic. Total road closure may be required for
certain activities (such as the installation of the new bridge over the River Arun).

The Cyan and Beige Options will not be as serviceable or maintenance free as a new off-line
solution. As the construction will be carried out in ‘bite size’ pieces in order to maintain
traffic flow, there will be considerably more interfaces and thus the potential for weaknesses.

The Beige Option will not remove the fundamental and conflicting traffic flows or
subsequent potential for congestion. The Ford Road roundabout would be similar to the Liss
roundabout on the A3 which has significant tailbacks at peak times.

The Beige Option would be the least safe for road users as there would still be an ‘at grade’
roundabout where the Ford Road meets the A27.

All other Options would be built almost entirely off-line and would be therefore be faster,
safer and much less disruptive to the travelling public, local residents and the construction
workforce. Additionally these Options would result in less air pollution during the build.

Even though the overall air quality might improve as a result of the Cyan and Beige Options,
it would undoubtedly worsen the local air quality in the vicinity of the Ford Road roundabout.



Sent: 24 October 2019 20:01
To: A27 Arundel Bypass <A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk>
Subject: A 27 Arundel Bypass Consultation Response on behalf of the Poling Parish Meeting

Dear Sirs

FollolJing a meeting of the Poling Parish Meeting at the Parish Chirch on [1-"¢ October Clith the

main agenda item being the form[lation of a consens('s [iel] of [lhether a bypass is needed and
“lhich of the preferred rol tes is to be recommended. The meeting [as [ell attended [here both
“erbal and [ritten comments [ere considered. My intention [Jas to be able to establish [Ithings

as follolJs as ol r response [

e Alillage liell on [lhether a Bypass [las needed and
e [Jhich [las the falolred rol te

“lpon [esting yo!r [lebsite it is clear that it [Jo[ld not enable me to conl ey these simple [iells so |
hale ['sed an email and th(s [Jol[ld appreciate yo! r confirming that ol r collecti'e liells hale
been registered by ret/ rn.

| am pleased to confirm that all bl't 1 resident considers that a bypass improlement is re( I'ired
and long ol erdl e. All those [ 1ho considered that a bypass is needed [oted [hanimolsly in falolr
of the magenta preferred rol te. | tr( st that this short email is enol gh to demonstrate and s pport
"l est S ssel1Col nty and Arl n District Col ncils s! pport of the need for a Bypass and the
preferred magenta rol te.

1 e thank yol Ifor the opportl[ nity to participate in this cons! Itation.

Best regards.



Pulborough Parish Council

~ Swan View, Lower Street, Pulborough
West Sussex RH20 2BF

\_ 01798 873532

><] clerk@pulboroughparishcouncil.gov.uk

r Pulborougn's jutur @) www.pulboroughparishcouncil.gov.uk

By email to:
A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk

22" October 2019

Dear Sir/Madam

A27 Arundel Bypass Further Public Consultation:
Consultation Response from Pulborough Parish Council

Pulborough Parish Council has considered the options available in the current public consultation on
proposals to improve the A27 through a new Arundel Bypass.

Pulborough Parish Council has decided to support the Magenta Route (Option 4/5AV1) as its
preferred option. Please include this letter as the formal response from Pulborough Parish Council.

Yours faithfully

Clerk to Pulborough Parish Council

)
L Village " a4




Description
---Stop the devastation of our wildlife!

The latest State of Nature Report 2019 shows that UKs wildlife is continuing to decline with an average loss of 13% in abundance across all wildlife species studied. Wildlife in our countyand across the country is protected in various habitats on Nature Reserves maintained by the Sussex Wildlife Trust and other wildlife
Trusts.

Highways England is planning to spend up to £250 million on six different options for an A27 Arundel Bypass. All six options will destroy and separate precious Sussex habitats includingrare chalk streams and irreplaceable ancient woodland. This amazing area is home to rapidly declining bat species of which 14 will be
threatened along with much mere rare and protected wildlife.

I believe, along with the Sussex Wildlife Trust, that all six options:

* Will significantly and permanently sever our natural environment having an outrageous impact on wildlife and the landscape

- Will increase carbon emissions and make it much harder to meet the legal target of net-zero carbon by 2050

* Will harm the South Downs Mational Park

* Favour dual carriageways rather than an option for wide single carriages that minimise impacts on precious ancient woodland

Surely the more sensible idea would be to spend money on an alternative route which would be less damaging for our wildlife and the countryside in which it lives and could still solve thecurrent bottlenecks. Maybe wide single carriageway suggestions near the blackspots.

Only 9% of Sussex Ancient Woodland remain as does only 5% of flower rich meadows, and andient woodland is threatened by this scheme. The wildlife and habitats of our county must not beunder threat of even more fragmentation as this is the first step towards even more lost species when our planet’s wildlife is
so badly threatened by overpopulation and global warming.

All this rather makes a joke of Sussex having the newly bestowed title of "The South Downs National Park.”
It is a well known fact that new bypass roads when built become congested with more traffic within a very short time and, with the UK trying to cut out carbon emissions within a few years(2050), surely new carriageways will only make this target impossible to achieve.
Surely spending this vast amount of money to solve bottlenecks, with wide single lanes carriageways where needed, would be a much more sensible and envirenmentally friendly way te solveArundel's problems without destroying our ancient woodlands.

Let us all get behind the Sussex Wildlife Trust ad fight this destructive idea for more dual carriageways for our small county. Please join the Sussex Wildlife Trust. (I have been a memberfrom day one in the 60s). They are the largest Sussex organisation fighting to protect our wonderful county and, with all of us
behind them, it can only help our county of Sussex to remain the green and pleasant land that we know. To find out more about HighwaysEngland's destructive plans go to sussexwildlifetrust.org.uk/A27Arundel.
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Greetings,
Please consider our preference for the long awaited A27 improvement including the Arundel Bypass.
Our preferred option is the ‘Magenta’ route. As you will be aware the need for this development is long overdue, we hope that you will also ensure that the access routes to and from the A27 will be sufficient to enable local

businesses to gain the advantage from the development.
Regards,

1mag  Chairman
T:
STORAGE - HANDLING - TRANSPORT - LOGISTICS

Disclaimer: R.T. Page & Sons Lid operate under RHA & CWR Conditions of Carriage & Storage. This email 2nd any attachment(s} may contain confidential information and should not be us=d, copied or distributed by any third party. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender and delete this email and
any attachments immediately. Any views or opinions presented in this email are solely those of Bob Fage and do not necessarily represent those of R.T. Fage & Sons Lid (Registered in England and Wales No: 00551153, and Trading ddress: Unit R Rudford Industrial Estate, Ford Road, Ford, West Sussex, BN1S OBF).
Please note that this email and any attachments may contzsin viruses or malicious software which could potentially damage your computer system. Whilst B.T. Page & 3ons Ltd has taken every reasonable precaution to minimise this risk, we cannot accept liability for any damage which you may sustain as a result of

viruses or malicious software. It is always down to the redpient to carry out precautionary checks.



South Downs
Local Access Forum

To: Highways England
By email: A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk
Cc: SDLAF Members

Date: 23 October 2019
Subject: A27 Arundel Bypass Non -Statutory Consultation

This letter constitutes advice from the South Downs Local Access Forum. The South Downs Local Access
Forum (SDLAF) is the statutory forum for the South Downs National Park under the Countryside and Rights
of Way Act 2000. SDLAF is an independent body which aims to give balanced advice about countryside
access based on the wide range of views of its members who represent farmers, landowners, user groups,
conservationists and those with disabilities. The highways authority is required in accordance with section
94(5) of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 to have regard to relevant advice from this forum in
carrying out its functions.

SDLAF's Terms of Reference include regard to the purposes and duty of the South Downs National Park
Authority, in particular:
e To promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of
the Park by the public.
o Seek to foster the economic and social well-being of the communities living within the
National Park

The SDLAF Reference Area is “The South Downs National Park, and areas adjacent to the SDNP with issues
which will impact it.”

At its meeting on 23 October the South Downs Local Access Forum discussed Highways England’s
latest proposals for the A27 Bypass at Arundel.

Rights of Way and Access Impacts:

SDLAF members are aware of the traffic congestion issues around Arundel and also the historic
severance to the rights of way network caused by earlier road improvement schemes. It is
acknowledged that the effect of both the existing A27 and the volume of traffic on it and the
associated road network has been to suppress levels of walking, horse riding and cycling as rights of
way have been severed by the dual carriageway with no safe crossing points provided for users.
Disappointingly, Highway England’s current consultation seems to conclude that there is little to be
done to promote greater use of these modes through the new scheme proposals. Indeed, it is
disappointing to note that scheme consultation documents conclude that all options will have
moderate adverse on permanent road and public right of way diversions or closures which result in changes
in journey length or severance.

The SDLAF noted that all six of the proposed route options will impact rights of way (ROW) and in
many cases diversions will be required. Whilst the details of the proposed diversions may require
greater examination at a later stage in the process, the SDLAF seek to draw attention to the
statutory criteria for diverting public rights of way:

The tests laid out within section | 19 of the Highways Act 1980 are:
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“That the termination point of the path or way should be as substantially as convenient to the
public as the existing point.

That the path or way will not be substantially less convenient to the public.

That it is expedient to confirm the order having regard to the effect the diversion would have on
public enjoyment of the path or way as a whole”.

The level of detail provided at this stage in the consultation is not sufficient to enable the SDLAF to
provide detailed comments on the treatment of specific public rights of way for each of the route
options. In general, the SDLAF would favour the provision of underpasses with sufficient headroom
for walkers, equestrians and cyclists rather than lengthy diversions of existing routes.

The SDLAF considers that the least damaging options for the RoW network as presented are the

mainly on-line routes which impact the fewest existing RoW routes, though considerable mitigation
works would still be needed to address both historical and any new severance/connectivity issues.

Public Transport Impacts

The use of public transport by visitors to this area (and the benefits that they bring to the National
Park and to local communities) should not be underestimated. This area is part of the National Park
where many visitors arrive by train and may then use local buses as part of a visit to walk in the
countryside, or to visit a public house or other local attraction. The importance of Arundel and Ford
Stations as part of the journey to education or employment for local residents must also be
appreciated.

The SDLAF is concerned that this consultation appears to have dismissed both the role public
transport might play in reducing vehicle congestion in and around Arundel, and the need for
provision of facilities to connect users with public transport, including the provision of non-
motorised user routes to the rail stations and provision of bus stops on the A27 itself. The SDLAF
has seen instances of bus stops removed from public use on busy A roads where, due to traffic
speeds, bus operators have withdrawn services. We would therefore urge Highways England to
consider how all route options may accommodate public transport now and in the future. As the
consultation documents conclude that public transport at current levels would be unlikely to make
an effective contribution to future travel needs, the SDLAF request that Highways England take a
more holistic approach to addressing travel demand in the area by providing support for new bus
routes and services, including express services that could contribute to reducing traffic congestion
along the A27.

Final remarks

The SDLAF urges Highways England to ensure that, in selecting a preferred option, the access needs
of all users are given due consideration:

e Accessibility for all modes of travel must be addressed — not just motorised vehicle users.

e Accessibility for all users must be addressed — in accordance with the requirements of the
Equalities Act.

e Opportunities to upgrade public footpaths to bridleways enabling access for a greater range
of users must be examined.

e Historic issues of rights of way severance on the existing A27 should be mitigated e.g.,
through the provision of bridges and underpasses.



e Connectivity between settlements and transport hubs should be enabled through the
creation of new or improved routes for Non-Motorised-Users.

Yours sincerely

Chair of the South Downs Local Access Forum



South Downs

National Park Authority

A27 Arundel Project Manager
Highways England

Bridge House

| Walnut Tree Close
Guildford Surrey GUI 4L.Z
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A27 Arundel Improvement Scheme Consultation response

| am writing on behalf of the South Downs National Park Authority with the SDNPA response to
the consuitation for the six schemes that have been proposed.

The Authority considered the schemes at its meeting on |t October 2019

The SDNPA considers that the conditions of the withdrawal of the judicial Review have been met,
with the new options brought forward all being worked up to the same extent and including a route
outside of the NP, but wishes to register a holding objection to the proposals on the basis that;

s As presented, all the routes, including the route outside the SDNP (grey route), impact
negatively on the SDNP and its setting. To varying degrees all would cause significant harm
to the biodiversity, cultural heritage, access, recreation potential and landscape character of
the SDNP

* In the absence of both 2 detiled scheme plan that includes funded proposals for mitigation
and any necessary compensation, it is not currently possible to rank the options in terms of
their impacts on the SDNP.,

e SDNPA urge Highways England to address, as a priority, the shared concerns raised in the
Single Voice letter sent by the DEFRA family, which i) highlighted the issues of an
embankment as compared with a viaduct — which conflict with HE assessments — ii) the issue
of connectivity and also iii) the issue of environmental net gain

The Appendix gives more detail on why it was not considered possible to rank the routes. In
summary, the mainly on-line Cyan and Beige routes, though potentially the least damaging for most
of the Special Qualities of the SDNP, would have very significant unmitigated/compensated impacts
on Ancient Semi Natural Woodland, and the townscape. By contrast the Crimson, Magenta, Amber
and Grey routes — although they lie mainly or wholly outside the SDNP — still have significant
impacts on the SDNP special qualities and would have major impacts on its setting.

The SDNPA stands ready to continue working with HE to find common ground as s HE consider
their choice for the preferred route in early 2020,

Yours

Chair
South Downs National Park Authority

Appendix |
Appendix |1 Single Voice Letter
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Appendix |

SDNPA Comments on the Impacts on the Special Qualities

Access

Although one of HEs scheme objectives is to improve accessibility for all users, it is noted
that HEs own assessment is that all the schemes would have a negative impact. So far as we
are aware no assessment has been made on the effects on non-motorised users. This
should be addressed.

We can see no evidence that opportunities have been taken to address historic issues of
severance on the A27 caused by previous schemes, nor to upgrade existing rights of way to
enable more use by a greater range of users

As presented, the (mainly on-line) schemes, cyan and beige are considered to be the least
impactful on rights of way as they have the fewest additional severances and diversions

Cultural Heritage

It is recognised that designated and non-designated heritage assets will be impacted by any
road scheme and may be destroyed.
A Preservation by Record process should include a high quality, robust, well-designed and
considered archaeological mitigation and heritage strategy, which takes into account:
o Consideration of research outputs such as the South East Research Framework for
Archaeology, delivering where practical on its priority research areas.
o Post-project archiving — provision and investment in infrastructure given the scale of
finds likely to be produced by Preservation by Record.
o Public engagement — both through the archaeological mitigation process and post-
project.
o Enhancement of remaining heritage assets in situ

Biodiversity

Trees and Woodland

There is a lack of clarity over the extent of the scheme footprint. Since for al! options the
DCO could be as much as 400m wide, clarification is necessary to make proper estimates

" of the loss of woodland and individual trees

As presented, the Crimson route would have a significant adverse detrimental impact on the
entire ancient woodland network in this part of the National Park, and is the most damaging
of all options

The Cyan and Beige routes have the second highest impact on overall woodland loss after
the Crimson route.

The Amber route would have many of the same adverse impacts as the Magenta route, but
with even greater direct loss of ancient woodland and woodland overall, veteran trees, loss
of wood pasture and parkland and even greater adverse impact on bats, including the rare
Barbastelle and Alcathoe, which is newly discovered breeding in the UK at this location

As presented, the Magenta route results in less direct loss of ancient woodland, but still
causes significant harm to the National Park and species that rely on these irreplaceable
habitats, including veteran trees

The Grey route, though outside the National Park, is only around 300m from the main block
of ancient woodland, and will still cause harm by causing permanent severance of all of the
north south green corridors (hedges and veteran trees) that are used extensively by the
species whose habitat is the ancient woodland, particularly bats and dormice. This option
also has the second highest impact on veteran trees r



Other biodiversity comments not covered

The impact on river habitats has been undervalued and is in conflict with HE assessment in
the Water chapter

Overall species impacts will be least along the existing road alignment (largely Cyan and
Beige) as disturbance and connectivity are already present

The assessment of impact on water voles is flawed as it relies on relocation in an area where
there is an existing population

Impacts on groundwater have not been fully assessed

The need for floodplain mitigation on the offline schemes (Crimson, Magenta, Amber and
Grey) has been greatly underestimated.

There are no assessments made for the risks of tida! flooding

The Cyan and Beige options are considered the least damaging to the water environment
The impact of silt and construction run off on the chalk stream rifes has been
underestimated.

Carbon

There has been no assessment of the current carbon budget of the A27 as is, nor for the net
impacts of carbon emissions from the various options. This is imperative given the scale of
woodland loss and the drive for carbon net zero by 2050

Landscape

The interconnected network of habitats, landscape types, cultural heritage and aquatic
environment inside and within the setting of the SDNP is quite exceptional and noted as a
vulnerable key feature in its own right.

All options require a modern dual carriageway structure to cross the Arun river floodplain
within the setting of the SDNP, and the views and landscape character from both within and
beyond the boundary of the SDNP would be detrimentally affected and severed to a
significant degree

The raised carriageway across the river flood plain would introduce vehicular movement,
noise and visual intrusion into a currently tranquil landscape over up to 2km, and would
incur the loss of distinctive historic landscape character features — Sussex medieval ‘Innings’
or water meadows amongst others

The Defra single voice letter advocates for the benefits of a viaduct over the impacts of an
embankment across the river valley. However, it is important to note that the ability of a
viaduct to moderate these impacts (noted above) would depend on how it is desigried

The assessment process has not been informed by a local landscape assessment as
recommended by best practice (GLVIA). Despite being a highly sensitive landscape, the
upper coastal plain has not been appropriately assessed

The duration and extent of views has not been assessed in the report. This is considered to
be a significant omission

As presented the Cyan and Beige options have marginally less landscape and visual impact
due to the existing baseline being compromised by the presence of the existing road.
However, from a townscape perspective, the current designs for Cyan and Beige routes
appear to be highly intrusive in the setting of the SDNP and to the town itself. Given the
reduced costs of these route options compared with the offline routes there would appear
to be some headroom to improve the design of these proposals through design mitigation
and other mitigation over and above the current situation for those people already impacted




Dark Night Skies

General principle would be to use mainly existing route (Cyan or Beige) to maintain sky
quality levels and not introduce ‘additional’ lighting sources which could reduce darkness and
have further landscape impact

Lighting design should have regard for DNS as required in BS 5489-1:2013 Section 4.3.5
(Code for practice for the design of road lighting).

Lighting should only be installed provided there are clear safety concerns. Automatic
presumption of lighting on carriageway should not be considered

Lighting should comply with ILP installations for Ela zone as minimum. EQ should be sought
(which requires use of part night lighting schemes)

Maximum Colour Temp of 3000K should be used as to minimize white light penetration
and comply with IDA guidelines for IDSR Reserve. (This could be an enhancement for the
area)
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South Downs
National Park Authority

@ Environment @
LW Agency

Forestry Commission

13" August 2019
Dear Highways England
A27 Arundel Bypass - Defra single voice letter

The proposed options for the A27 Arundel Bypass are all located in a landscape and
environment of national importance which is within, or in the setting of, the South Downs
National Park.

The Environment Agency, Forestry Commission, Natural England and South Downs
National Park Authority have worked jointly to provide a single voice position on a range of
key issues identified at this stage. This letter provides you with the principles that we would
wish to see taken forward through the next consultation and as the scheme progresses.

As an overarching principle we have advised that any option for the bypass should be
considered in an integrated way at a landscape scale. This will ensure that impacts on a
complex and interconnected ecosystem, set within a wider hydrological catchment, are
fully understood alongside any impacts on the historic landscape.

We have identified that the scale and nature of this scheme in this significant location
requires a bespoke approach.

Specifically we are all in agreement that the following considerations should be taken
forward by Highways England: i

Severance:

The options presented introduce the permanent and significantly harmful severance of this
sensitive landscape, cultural heritage and its biodiversity. We have advised that a scheme
of this nature in this landscape will require a tailored approach to mitigation.

It is essential that landscape, biodiversity, hydrology and cultural heritage are considered
together in an environmental masterplan in order to appropriately address severance and
resilience and to avoid the potential for addressing one issue to the detriment of another
(see below)!. We recommend that a body or consultancy is appointed to undertake this
specific high level and visioning role as a priority. We have advised that the Natural Capital
assets of the area must be included in the assessment.

1 https:/fwww.gov.ui/government/publications/the-road-to-good-design-highways-englands-design-vision-
and-principles



We have advised that in order to provide a sufficiently robust level of assessment that the
scheme clearly follows the mitigation hierarchy, evaluates each option with reference to
this and adopts a landscape-scale of assessment. This is necessary in order to
appropriately consider severance and resilience within this special landscape.

The scheme contains a notable assemblage of irreplaceable and priority habitats with
associated rare and protected species, including all three Annexe Il species of bat. The
presence of these species indicates the quality of this area and the permeability of the
landscape

It is clear that severance in this location is of particular concern, the effects of which are
most profound in the offline options. Severance must be considered in terms of
functionality of this landscape, and its biodiversity within all habitats affected. Assessments
must include the severance of species such as bats from roosting and feeding areas and
on habitats such as ancient woodland affecting their resilience and ability of habitats and
species to adapt to climate change.

The use of multiple quality green bridges in optimal locations will be a minimum
requirement for each option.

Consideration of a Viaduct crossing of the River Arun Floodplain:

It is expected that all options presented will cross the River Arun and to date are being
considered through the use of embankments. We all consider that an embankment wouid
have serious and significant negative impacts on hydrology, biodiversity, landscape and
cultural heritage. :

We have advised that both the impact of introducing an embankment into the floodplain,
and the costs associated with compensatory flood storage and habitat creation will be
considerable.

An embankment will permanently sever the floodplain, reduce connectivity of wetland
habitats and associated species and change the way that the river and floodplain interact.
It would also sever Arundel from its valley with associated significant landscape and
cultural heritage impacts.

Introducing a structure across the River Arun floodplain in this historic landscape would
clearly have several impacts. We have advised that a viaduct would be far more
permeable for wildlife, water and people.

We urge Highways England to consider a viaduct in place of an embankment.
Environmental Net Gain:

We would advise you that in line with your organisation’s own targets and license to
operate, and in recognition of the particular significance of this area, that any scheme
demonstrates a clear ability to deliver considerable net gain.



We wouid wish to see any scheme seek to provide a betterment from the existing
baseline. Notably we have advised that we would wish to see improved connectivity of
habitats across the existing A27 route.

It is our belief that through adopting a wider landscape scale approach and ensuring the
key principles detailed above are taken forward you will be able you to meet your own
objectives for this complex scheme. We advise that due to the nature and location of this
scheme it is imperative that you deliver an exemplar road scheme in line with the
aspirations of the Road Investment Strategy to deliver schemes that will be “trail-blazers

for the future™.

Please note this letter provides our collective view on key issues where we have shared
responsibilities and interest.

The contents of this letter are given without prejudice to any further responses individual
signatory organisations may provide on the breadth of their remits in the future.

Yours sincerely,

2 https:/fwww.gov.uk/government/speeches/beautiful-roads
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Agenda Item 7
Report NPA19/20-11

Report to South Downs National Park Authority

Date | October 2019

By Countryside and Policy Manager (Wealden Heaths)

Title of Report A27 Non-statutory consultation for Highways England options at
Decision Arundel

Recommendation: The Authority is recommended to:

l.
2,

Note the contents of the report

Delegate authority to the Director of Countryside and Policy Management, in
consultation with the Chair of the Authority, to draft a holding objection response
as the Authority’s response to the non-statutory consultation.

Agree the key issues to be to be covered in the response, including:

e That all the route options as currently presented, including the route outside
the National Park (Grey Route 5BV1), impact negatively on the National Park
and its setting. To varying degrees all would cause significant harm to the
biodiversity, cultural heritage, access, recreation potential and landscape
character and visual quality of the South Downs National Park.

e That Highways England should be urged to address, as a priority, the shared
concerns raised in the Single Voice letter sent by the DEFRA family.

e That in the absence of both a detailed scheme plan, and a committed and
funded mitigation and compensation package, it is not currently possible to
rank the options in terms of their impacts upon the National Park.

Introduction

Highways England (HE) is the government company charged with operating, maintaining and
improving England’s motorways and major A roads. Formerly the Highways Agency, it
became a government company in April 2015.

As part of the Road Investment Strategy period | (2015 —2020) HE identified possible
schemes throughout England where they considered intervention necessary to improve the
strategic road network. The A27 at Arundel was one such scheme.

HE brought their original proposals forward in an initial non-statutory public consultation for
the project between August and October 2017, to seek views on three options to improve
the A27 at Arundel. SDNPA responded that ‘.all three schemes as presented have the potential
to cause severe adverse impacts on the natural beauty and recreational potential of the National
Park’ (SDNPA response to HE Consultation — Oct 2017).

HE subsequently published a preferred route most of which lay inside the National Park.
This decision was subject to Judicial Review by the SDNPA on the basis of HE having
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excluded from the consultation a route outside the boundary purely on cost grounds (Oct
17). In response, HE undertook to pay SDNPA costs, and to present a fresh set of options,
including a route wholly outside the National Park, all to the same level of detail. The JR was
therefore withdrawn. It is these revised options that HE are now seeking comments on.

HE have put forward six new options for consultation: two largely online and four others,
one of which lies entirely outside the National Park boundary but would have impacts upon
its setting. See Appendix | for a plan of the scheme routes and names.

Members have previously taken part in site visits and workshops and have received
presentations from HE and SDNPA officers. Papers have been taken to P&R Committee
and the NPA on a number of occasions from July 2014, culminating in a joint HE/SDNPA
presentation/workshop in Sept 2019, outlined in ‘Arundel A27 SDNPA Timeline’ Appendix
2.

Policy Context

Members have previously agreed the approach to be taken by the SDNPA in responding to
schemes (see Appendix 3), and officers have consistently used this to shape their comments
and recommendations on the Arundel proposals.

All the routes, as currently presented would have impacts, to varying degrees,
on the seven special qualities of the National Park and therefore the desired
outcomes in the new Partnership Management Plan as ratified by the July NPA.

Issues for consideration

The purpose of the scheme sets the parameters of what the public are being consulted on
and what HE are required to work up, as set out by the Government in its Road Investment
Strategy 2015-2020 as follows: to replace “the existing single carriageway road with a dual
carriageway bypass, linking together the 2 existing dual carriageway sections of the road”. This
statement rules out any single carriageway options.

A condition of the withdrawal of the JR was that HE run a fresh consultation with all options
(including at least one route wholly outside the National park) worked up to the same level
of detail. This has been done.

Based on discussions between HE and members of the DEFRA family (Forestry Commission,
Natural England, Environment Agency and the SDNPA), a ‘Single Voice’ letter, setting out
issues of shared concern common concerns for the scheme (Appendix 4) was sent in August
2019. To date there has been no detailed response to the issues raised in this letter.

The DEFRA family’s shared concerns are set out below. (Nb. The SDNPA has other issues
and these are covered later in the paper):

e That an embankment would have serious and significant negative impacts on hydrology,
biodiversity, landscape and cultural heritage, and the costs associated with compensatory
flood storage and habitat creation will be considerable. A viaduct would be preferable;

e That the degree of severance, for people and wildlife, will require significant and bespoke
mitigation set within an environmental master plan;

e The need to achieve Environmental Net Gain, based on the HE license to operate and
its own targets.

Although much work has been done by HE, there are as yet no detailed drawings for each
route option. This makes it impossible to be clear about the impacts of each and the extent
to which the potential mitigations (or compensation) suggested might be adequate, and
hence rules out at this stage any ranking in terms of the relative net impact upon the
National Park.

Only the two (mainly) on-line options sit within the available funding envelope. No other
money is guaranteed, but there is an assumption by the HE team that it will bid internally for
additional money from the HE Designated Funds. It should be noted that these bids are
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competitive with other schemes across England, so funding for mitigation or compensation
cannot be guaranteed.

The base business case for Arundel is predicated on the assumption that the A27 scheme at
Worthing and Lancing will go-ahead, though at present this has been mothballed by the DfT
due to lack of local support. HE have also calculated the benefits/cost ratios for the Arundel
options assuming no Worthing Lancing scheme, this version shows all Arundel options are
as low value for money but with the on-line routes and option 3 as the best performing.
(Interim Scheme Assessment Report (ISAR) Chapter |0 Summary Economic Appraisal table
10-12).

Although HE include some mitigation in the cost of each option, they have been unable to
share any specific details. This makes it very difficult to reach any conclusions about their
adequacy or appropriateness, and the licensing authorities (Natural England, Forestry
Commission and Environment Agency) have not as yet given any approvals for mitigation or
compensation.

With only the (largely) on-line routes being described as within the funding envelope, and no
certainty over any additional funding from Designated Funds for any of the mitigations
proposed, caution has been exercised when considering the options.

Impacts on Special Qualities

Landscape

Due to the overriding highly significant harm to the landscape character and
visual quality of the SDNP and its setting which is likely to be caused by all route
options presented, and the lack of detailed scheme drawings and agreed
mitigation/compensation plans none of the options can be supported on
landscape grounds.

All options require a modern dual carriageway structure to cross the Arun river floodplain
to the south of Arundel. This would impact views and landscape character from both within
and beyond the boundary of the National Park to a highly significant degree.

The introduction of a raised dual carriageway across the flood plain would introduce
vehicular movement, noise and visual intrusion into a still and tranquil landscape on a
significant scale (up to 2km). It would also incur the loss of distinctive historic landscape
character features including Sussex medieval ‘Innings’ or water meadows.

All offline options pass through the intricate and aged landscape of the upper coastal plain.
The landscape here is particularly intimate, undulating and of a small scale with features rich
in time depth and antiquity, and it is characteristically still and tranquil. These qualities
would be severely impacted.

Setting of the National Park

The perceived setting in any one location around the protected landscape depends on many
environmental factors rather than a set distance from the boundary, for example :

e Consistent landscape character types across the boundary;

e Ecological networks which extend into and out of the protected landscape
e  Cultural heritage associations which extend beyond the boundary;

e Water and the aquatic environment connectivity beyond the boundary;

¢ Inter-visibility between the protected landscape and landscape outside the boundary
(where this occurs it is often referred to as 'borrowed landscape');

e Access routes from the hinterland to the National Park

The above factors have created an exceptional landscape of national/international
importance. This highly unusual grouping of features in and around the boundary of the
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National Park at Arundel should be included in the baseline and noted as a vulnerable key
feature in its own right. This is not currently demonstrated in the assessment.

Embankment versus viaduct

The ability of a viaduct to moderate these impacts (noted above) would depend on how it is
designed to respond to the iconic status of the existing landscape. This issue is not explored
in the HE assessment. (To note, the viaduct options as shown in the fly through films do not
appear to enhance the landscape).

Chapter 8 para 8.13.1.3 in the Scheme Assessment Report assesses the comparable
environmental impacts of a viaduct versus an embankment and concludes that there is no
difference. This is at odds with the view of the Defra family (see above)

Landscape character

The route options are all within a landscape of significant variety — including the chalk ridge,
the river valley, the river flood plain, the upper coastal plain and the coastal plain itself. The
Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment 2013 (GLVIA) recommend that
where there is an inconsistent coverage the assessor should undertake a local character
assessment in order give a consistent approach. HE have not followed this recommendation
for the study area (which is located on the interface between the West Sussex County
Council Landscape Character Assessment and the South Downs Integrated Character
Assessment 201 |). The boundary of the National Park, and the importance of the upper
coastal plain local character area in the designation process, requires more detailed
consideration. This will probably reveal a higher level of both sensitivity and harm to the
upper coastal plain character.

Visual Baseline

The views and visibility in this series of landscapes owe much to the unique assemblage of
geographical features — the Downs, river valley & valley sides, flood plain, upper coastal plain
and the coastal plain. These are the basis for cultural and natural features — for example
Arundel Castle, the cathedral, the town itself, historic routeways, Tortington Priory, ancient
woodland and veteran trees, streams and small valleys. These in turn make up parts of, and
benefit from, both extensive and intimate views. It is suggested that the overall visual quality
of this assemblage of features and views has not been given sufficient weighting in the
assessment.

Duration of Views in the visual assessment

In the Environmental Assessment Report (EAR) Chapter 7 ‘Landscape and visual quality’ the
duration of representative views is neither assessed nor mapped. In accordance with the
GLVIA, the routes should be assessed in the context of how they would be experienced in
the landscape, not on snapshots which do not take into account the spatial and time element
of that experience.

Screening by Ancient woodland

In the assessment the restricted visibility of sections of the road within ancient woodland is
taken to reduce their visual sensitivity of these sections. This approach attaches no value to
the impact on the visual quality of the woodland itself. The contribution that views of the
woodland make to the appreciation of natural beauty in the context of the National Park
designation is also omitted. The visual harm to the woodland features — trees, understorey
and loss of features - would be significant, as would the creation of an unnatural and severed
woodland edge.

Ford Road Junction

ISAR chapter 8, para 8.4.1.4 draws attention to a possible additional junction on the
proposed A27 south of Arundel on the offline routes, with Ford Road shown as an
underpass. This has come from the earlier consultation responses from stakeholders but no
details are included, and in 8.4.1.5 it is stated that it would not create additional impacts.
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However, it seems likely that the size, scale and positioning of the additional structures
required to achieve a grade separated junction would have significant impact.

Detrunking

In ISAR chapter 8, para 8.9.1.4 it states that all options would include additional features
within the de trunked section of the existing A27, subject to an application for designated
funds. Even if de-trunked, the road will still carry local traffic and as a result the overall
impacts of the de-trunked route and the new route would occur over a larger area within
and in the setting of the National Park. For example an offline option would result in two
road crossings for users of the Rights of Way network rather than one (the existing A27).

Temporary landtake

The extent of land take required for construction has not been identified. Section 8.18.2 of
the ISAR states that the construction of the embankment would require temporary haul
roads beyond the embankment footprint (estimated at approximately 60m width). In
addition, significant areas would be required for soil, fill and topsoil storage along each route.
Clearance of these areas prior to construction would contribute further to the loss of
characteristic features in the landscape.

Mitigation and compensation for online route options

The online route options have lower environmental impact due to them being based in part
on the existing road. However from a townscape perspective the current designs for 1V9 &
I'V5 are highly intrusive. Given the reduced base costs of these route options compared
with the offline routes, there would appear to be headroom for an enhanced package of
mitigation.

Value Engineering

In ISAR Chapter 8 section 8.19.1 the potential to value engineer the scheme is considered
and it is in this section that the reality of the budget constraints of the scheme are set out.
All of the options apart from the online routes are already significantly over budget as
presented, yet are likely to require significant additional mitigation and compensation.

Options such as reducing the footprint of the embankment by using |:2 slopes rather than
I:3 could have negative effects on the management and maintenance of vegetation and add
to visual disruption within the flood plain. Other value engineering proposals include one to
reduce the number of bridges for Rights of Way users by collecting the routes into one
crossing. This would mean redirecting sections of existing RoW alongside the new road to
reach a crossing point.

Drainage
The approach to drainage is set out In the ISAR Chapter 8 para 8.15.1.1 mentions outfalls to

attenuation basins, and the potential to create wetland habitat to provide water treatment.
However, there is no certainty about this.

Lighting
Given the options, and in the absence of a lighting plan it is the preference for

schemes that either reduce or maintain the same level of lighting and light
pollution.

There are areas of important dark skies along the route already which will be impacted by
any of the schemes

Options to the south of Arundel which require new roads (4/5AV2, 5BV1, 4/5A1, 3VI) -
while moving the sources of pollution further away from the dark skies - will in principle
introduce new sources of light pollution whilst maintaining existing ones.

Of the options that partly use the existing routes (1V9, 1V5) it is preferable to favour the
option with the least amount of infrastructure requiring lighting.
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For general lighting preferences principles;

e Lighting should point downwards so that the upward light ratio is zero. This is fairly
standard these days, so easily implementable.

o Signage along routes should be non-illuminated unless there is a clear safety case.
e  Part night light schemes should be explored with any option.

Biodiversity

The HE Ecological Report concludes that, even after mitigation, all options are
likely to have a significant adverse effect on Binsted Wood Complex Local
Wildlife Site. In addition, Options 1V5, 1V9 and 3V I would affect the Rewell
Wood Complex Local Wildlife Site.

There are likely to be significant adverse effects on the structure and function of other
priority habitats ancient woodland, wood pasture and parkland, deciduous woodland HPI.
Option 3V | would have a very large impact on these habitats.

In terms of ancient or veteran trees occurring outside of ancient woodland, a very large
adverse impact is predicted for all options other than Option 3V (which is largely in ancient
woodland).

Option 4/5AV 1 will result in direct loss of traditional orchard HPI which is assumed to be a
high quality example of this habitat which may be difficult to recreate or restore.

All scheme options will result in the loss of coastal and floodplain grazing marsh HPI (HPI is
an arbitrary wider habitat type classification given by NE) including ditches supporting
notable aquatic plants or areas of lowland fen HPI, reed bed HPI and marshy grassland.

All options are likely to have a significant adverse impact on the river HPI, by creating new
structures across the Arun and the two Rife streams which will form barriers to some
species and cause significant direct or indirect detrimental harm to irreplaceable habitats of
national significance

Construction and operation is likely to have a number of significant adverse effects on the
conservation status of internationally significant bat species and Hazel dormice. In addition,
construction will result in the loss of burrowing and foraging habitat for water voles and no
assessment of the existing populations in the area has been made. It is not possible to
mitigate by relocating a species to habitat that is already occupied

Impacts on trees, woodland and hedgerows for all options will result in a net loss in canopy,
and a net environmental gain will not be possible, even with mitigation and a detailed
compensatory plan.

Due to the scale of adverse impacts on trees and woodlands, and the lack of detail on
mitigation and compensation it is not possible to make a final assessment of the relative
impact of each option.

Overall, this is an area with exceptional landscape and biodiversity value. In particular, the
quality, extent and interconnected nature of veteran trees, hedges and woodlands affected
by the options, a large proportion of which are irreplaceable, mean the cumulative impacts
are likely to be of national significance.

Trees, woodland and hedgerows

Option 3V is shown as creating the greatest loss of woodland and would have severe
impact on the ancient woodland network in this part of the National Park. The direct loss of
ancient woodland would be 16ha over 3 miles. (By comparison HS2 phase | is estimated to
remove 29ha over 140 miles). In the 2017 consultation, the estimated loss of AW for this
option was 24ha, and it is not clear what has changed about the development of this option
to result in such a difference.
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Online options (1V5 and 1V9) would have significant adverse impact on veteran trees, loss
of high value amenity trees that are most visible to the public, loss of the Arundel
arboretum, large adverse impact on Rewell Wood LWS (habitat for the very rare Duke of
Burgundy and Pearl Bordered Fritillary butterflies) and high loss of canopy cover.

Option 4/5V1 results in less direct loss of ancient woodland, but causes indirect impacts of
severance which, combined with the retention of the existing A27 route mean that this still
causes significant harm, including to veteran trees and a fine example of a traditional
orchard.

4/5V2 would have many of the same adverse impacts of VI, but with greater direct loss of
ancient woodland, veteran trees, other woodland, wood pasture and parkland. It would also
have greater impact on bat species including the rare Barbastelle and Alcathoe, which is
newly discovered in the UK and is breeding at this location

Option 5BV, though outside the National Park and the most remote from the main block
of ancient woodland, will still cause harm by causing permanent severance of all of the north
south green corridors (hedges and veteran trees) that are used extensively by mobile
woodland species such as bats and dormice. This option also has the second highest impact
on veteran trees, and would be in very close proximity to a traditional orchard at
Tortington

e The direct loss/detrimental impact on Ancient Woodland outside of the built footprint
for each option has not been calculated or assessed.

Detrimental impacts on Ancient Woodland would include, but not be limited to:

e fragmentation and severance of habitat, (for example, the southerly options 4/5AV| and
2 5BV all sever important north-south green corridors that are vital to ‘feed’ the
expansive ancient woodland block to the north- effectively cutting it off from the south);

e pollution- from construction and operational phase;

e further loss and damage to AW trees due to operational issues eg, soil compaction and
root severance;

e increased number of collisions with animals, and increased wildlife mortality

Options will to varying degrees, have adverse impacts on a wide range of priority habitats
and species and Local Wildlife Sites, including:

o  Woodpasture and Parkland- V5, V9, 4/5AV2
e Deciduous Woodland- all options

e Traditional orchard- 4/5AV1 (also 5BV and 4/5AV2 come very close to another in
Tortington)

e Badgers- 3VI, 4/5AVI and 2, 5BV
e Bats- all

e  Woodland birds- all

e Barn owl- all

e Dormouse- all

e Terrestrial invertebrates- all

e Other notable mammals (e.g. Brown hare, hedgehog, harvest mouse)- 3V|, but also
likely 4/5V1 and V2, 5BV

e Binsted Wood LWS- all but 5BV
e Rewell Wood LWS- 1V5, 1V9, 3VI
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Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) — It is noted that the following trees or groups of trees
have TPOs on them. (It should be noted that not all qualifying trees in rural areas are
routinely TPO’d due to the numbers involved)

e TPO individuals- 1V5, V9, 4/5AVI, 5BV
e TPO Groups or Woodlands- all but 5BV
Carbon budget

There has been no assessment of the carbon budget of the current A27, nor for the various
options. The scale of woodland loss, and the consequent reduction in carbon sequestration
makes assessing carbon budgets an important factor

Biodiversity Mitigation and Compensation

There is a lack of a detailed and costed mitigation plan. Only very outline mitigation
measures have been suggested for the various receptors that will be adversely affected by all
options with no firm commitments made. The measures indicated do not give confidence of
a comprehensive, landscape scale approach, and the overall residual impacts range from
adverse to very large adverse for all biodiversity receptors.

There is a lack of a compensatory strategy for the loss of irreplaceable habitats (i.e. Ancient
Woodland and Veteran Trees) at this stage. It is suggested that this will follow at stage 3
(preferred route) which is too late in the process since the need for and cost of
compensation for residual damage should be a factor in choosing this.

It is encouraging that efforts have been made by HE to quantify and aim for Environmental
Net Gain, and this is to be encouraged and refined as an approach for all NSIPs. However, it
is conceded by HE that opportunities for ‘enhancement’ will be ‘challenging’ overall due to
the scale of loss of ancient woodland.

Extreme caution should be exercised in respect to compensatory measures for loss of
ancient woodland. Measures such as translocation of soils, are at best a partial solution, and
are a relatively new concept in the UK. Studies analysed by the Woodland Trust (Ryan,
2013) have shown that translocation of soils is not fully effective, and that it is not currently
possible to translocate ancient woodlands.

Concluding Biodiversity Comments.

o There are likely to be major residual impacts on designated sites, priority
habitats and species even after mitigation measures.

e The impact on river habitats has been undervalued and is in conflict with the
assessment in the water chapter.

e Options V5 and 1V9 widen the existing route corridor. This which will have
an impact on Binsted and Rewell woods but this widening may be less
damaging than new routes which would bisect undisturbed designated sites.

e Species impacts will be least along the existing road alignment as disturbance
and connectivity are already present to some extent.

e The assessment of impact on water voles is flawed as it relies on relocation in
an area where there is an existing population.

Water

Options 1V5 and 1V9 have no impact on floodplain meadow ditches, Binsted and Tortington
Rifes. The impact on groundwater will be negligible although there are potential impacts
from ground water removal, or de-watering during construction, (which could impact on
groundwater flows). Both schemes will improve attenuation of road run off through
improved drainage, and reference is made to the CIRIA Sustainable Urban Drainage manual.

8
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The impact on the River Arun is reduced compared to other options as the online routes
utilise the existing crossing point.

In terms of flood risk, and despite the explanation put forward by HE, it is unclear as to why
options 1V5 and V9 have been assessed as having a greater impact on the floodplain than
any of the others and requiring more mitigation. Whilst there will be some impact along the
current route between the railway and the Ford road, this is not in any way on the scale of
the other routes. (Environmental Assessment Report Chapter |13 Road Drainage and water
environment para 13.9.6.4 — 6.6).

It is understood that any agreed upstream mitigation flood storage areas should have all
necessary planning permissions and be built before any structures are put into the floodplain,
which is a challenge for all options in the timeframe, and particularly for an embankment
option which requires a long period for settlement.

Option 3V includes a new bridge across the Arun and a clear span over Tortington Rife.
All other watercourses will be culverted, to maintain capacity of the channel. Two cuttings
on this route could have an impact on groundwater flows, and this has not been assessed.
Whilst the impact of the bridges on water courses has been considered the report does not
appear to consider the impact of any road embankment upon the floodplain, rather it
suggests that this route will require less mitigation than IV5 or V9.

Options 4/5AV 1, 4/5AV2 and 5BV all follow similar routes across the Arun, all cross the
Tortington Rife and Binsted Rife which are chalk streams and therefore priority habitats.
The report identifies residual adverse risks of sediments entering the two Rife streams
during construction but it is felt that these have been under-estimated. Once again these
schemes have cuttings and the impacts on groundwater flow have not been assessed. Whilst
the impact of the bridges on water courses has been considered, the report does not appear
to consider the impact of any road embankment upon the floodplain, actually stating that this
route will require less compensation that the |V routes.

For all options there is a risk of interruption to the connectivity of floodplain ditches which
will impact on aquatic ecology, despite the use of culverts, as these can be a barrier to
movement of some species. Options |V5 and 1V9 are the least damaging as they have the
least new land take.

Concluding Water Comments.
e Options 1V5 and 1V9 are the least damaging to the water environment

o The discussion relating to SUDS and the potential to improve existing road
drainage is welcomed but clear proposals are needed

¢ Impacts on groundwater have not been fully assessed

e The need for floodplain mitigation on schemes 3V1, 4/5AVI, 4/5AV2 and
5BV has been greatly underestimated.

e The impact of silt and construction run off on the chalk stream rifes has been
underestimated.

Historic Environment

The historic environment is an important aspect of the South Downs National
Park, and as such is a fragile, finite and irreplaceable resource. It includes
designated heritage assets and their settings, but national policy on NSIPs also
requires non-designated heritage assets to be a core consideration. The historic
environment may contain heritage assets which fall outside the current scope of
the Scheduled Monument Act, but which are still recognised for their special
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status, or yet-to-be discovered sites which sit within areas of known
archaeological potential as at Arundel.

Where archaeological investigation is required, for instance along the recently discovered
and un-investigated Roman road near Scotland Lane a strategic commitment to meaningful
and robust archaeological investigation with associated public engagement and access must
be demonstrated. Heritage assets cannot be recreated - even moving a building to another
site changes its environment and the historical connections to its original location.

A masterplan approach should look to avoid or minimise any harm to the historic
environment and in doing so acknowledge that archaeological investigation is a destructive
process in itself, only to be proposed as mitigation for unavoidable harm when other
solutions have been exhausted.

Ancient woodland is valuable not only as a habitat but because it enshrines a specific
experience of place, for example, by preserving ancient planting schemes, with trees used for
waymarking and boundary marking at a time when literacy levels relied on physical landscape
markers or images.

Given the known density and richness of heritage assets in the Arundel area there needs to
be a more detailed level of assessment of archaeological impacts, and commitment to robust
mitigation strategies.

Of particular importance is the need to recognise that the enhancement of heritage assets is
a requirement alongside conservation, but there is minimal evidence of this enhancement
approach in the current proposals.

Only with detailed assessment can the impact on known and potential heritage, both
designated and undesignated, be assessed so that (in accordance with Historic England
advice) there can be either mitigation by design (e.g. moving the alignment of the road,
cuttings and associated works) or mitigation by record/inter-visibility of heritage sites/assets.

Mitigation should deliver more than a basic package of archaeological investigation -
engagement with the public through archaeological processes that are well designed and
considered will help to engage the public in questions about the historic environment, but
also contemporary infrastructure needs. For example, the A27 Westhampnett Bypass in
1992 welcomed 4000 visitors in a single day of its public engagement events on site, and
delivered outreach and engagement with archaeology through museums in the area.

Experience from HS2 shows that large-scale infrastructure projects generate large amounts
of archaeological material that require long term storage and public access via museums.
One large infrastructure project has the capacity to wipe out a museum’s capacity to collect
due to the scale of its impact on storage space and staff capacity, so early conversations
should be held in order to understand whether extra capacity is needed.

More specifically, the Collections Discovery Centre at Fishbourne Roman Palace holds all
archaeological finds for development projects delivered within Chichester District, and it is
possible that additional capacity would be needed there.

A high quality, robust, well-designed and considered archaeological mitigation and heritage
strategy is required, which takes into account:

e the South East Research Framework for Archaeology, delivering where practical on its
priority research areas.

e impacts on views and vistas of Arundel castle — including business impacts.
e post-project archiving — provision and investment in infrastructure.

e public engagement — both through the archaeological mitigation process and post-
project.
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¢ enhancement of remaining heritage assets in situ.

Given the archaeological potential of this area of the South Downs, an appropriate
mitigation response should be preceded by:

e A programme of archaeological field-walking (to be timed around ploughing for autumn
and spring within the project timetable).

e Geo-archaeological assessment and sampling by a qualified geo-archaeologist to identify
Palaeolithic deposits, and which delivers increased understanding of Palaeolithic remains
and climate change. This could also deliver on landscape geological priorities by
additionally delivering on walkover geological recording.

o Geophysical surveys to further identify potential archaeological remains to be
considered during trial trenching.

e Trial trenching to an agreed percentage of the site.

The above approach can then inform the development of an appropriate archaeological
mitigation strategy. In addition to a full archaeological investigation, the mitigation strategy
should deliver:

e A final report and additional academic publication of archaeological investigation for the
entire programme of works.

e A programme of public engagement with any archaeological excavations and
archaeological finds

e Provision for the deposition of archaeological finds in a recognised archaeological archive
repository.

¢ Identified methods of providing enhancements to remaining historic environment assets
(scheduled and non-scheduled).

Access
The main headlines for Access are:
e Severance is made worse by all options

¢ The options presented do not meet HE’s scheme objectives in relation to “all
users’

o The options have a negative impact on the Special Quality 5.

o Opportunities to address and remedy historic issues of severance on rights of
way have not been taken

e Opportunities to upgrade public footpaths to bridleways enabling access for a
greater range of users have been missed.

o Insufficient detail is provided with regards to the proposed Rights of Way
diversions.

e A specific and significant example is the lack of information about provision
for non-motorised users at the Crossbush junction, where we would expect
to see a north-south link to the approved Lyminster bypass scheme.

The Scheme Objective to Improve accessibility for all users... is measured by HE using the
following criteria:

e Reduce highway severance effect for walking, cycling and horse riding
e Improve multi-modal journey times to key services and facilities

However, the HE reports make it clear that severance will not be reduced and that no
impact assessment has been made for journeys undertaken by non-car modes. The risks of
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the scheme options further increasing severance of the National Park from coastal
communities has not been specifically assessed.

HE’s own assessment contained in ISAR Chapter 12 para 12.9.2.4 states: ‘All options will
“result in Moderate Adverse effects (significant) on users of permanent road and public rights of way
(PROW) from diversions, closures, changes in journey amenity and permanent impacts on physical
activity opportunities”

The opportunity to provide for non-motorised users by creating quality facilities which could
contribute to modal shift by local users and commuters has been missed. ISAR Chapter || —
Summary of Social and Distributional Impact Appraisal acknowledges that the existing conditions
on the A27 at Arundel “deter vulnerable users such as cyclists and pedestrians resulting in
increased car usage.” It goes on to say that ‘...the scheme is within an area of limited existing
walking and cycling activity, therefore it has not been appraised in terms of impacts on physical
activity’

Similarly, in addressing severance, the impacts of the scheme proposals on public transport
or pedestrian modes have not been assessed.

Next steps

The SDNPA response focusses on the impacts on the Special Qualities and it is clear that all
options are damaging in different ways and to varying degrees. Without detailed
mitigation/compensatory plans it is not possible to say with any degree of confidence
whether the damage caused by the construction of any of the schemes can be mitigated.

The recommendation is therefore to register a holding objection to all the schemes due to
the overriding highly significant harm to the biodiversity, cultural heritage, access, recreation
potential and landscape character and visual quality of the National Park and its setting.

Other Implications

Implication Yes*/No

Will further decisions be required by | The NPA may be required to make further decisions

another committee/full authority? dependent upon HE’s progress with any scheme
Does the proposal raise any Yes - Officer time to respond to information and
Resource implications? subsequently once the preferred route is announced to

comment on and influence the decisions made.

These costs will be met from within the core budget

How does the proposal represent No VM issues
Value for Money?

Are there any Social Value No
implications arising from the
proposal?

Has due regard has been taken of the | This report relates to the Authority’s consultation

South Downs National Park response on the A27 Arundel proposals and it is
Authority’s equality duty as considered that there are no equalities implications arising
contained within the Equality Act from the Authority’s response.

20107

Are there any Human Rights No

implications arising from the

proposal?




Are there any Crime & Disorder None arising from this report
implications arising from the

proposal?

Are there any Health & Safety No

implications arising from the

proposal?

Are there any Sustainability The proposals have complex implications in terms of all

implications based on the 5 principles | five principles and a sustainable development approach
set out in the SDNPA Sustainability requires that all be considered by HE in reaching

Strategy? preferred option
7. Risks Associated with the Proposed Decision
Risk Likelihood | Impact Mitigation

Opposing a bypass
option through the

SDNPA at Arundel

is seen as;

Stifling economic Likely Not significant The economic study provides evidence

development that even with the most ambitious

opportunities. schemes the impact on the SDNP
economy is likely to be low

Putting wildlife, Likely Possibly Purposes of the SDNPA, Evidence

landscape ahead of significant gathered, NPPF

people

Failing to comment | Low Medium Consideration of evidence based options

on the options to inform the NPA’s decision making.

presented opens
the authority to
risk of challenge
that it is not
delivering is
statutory purposes

ANDY BEATTIE
Countryside Policy and Management — Wealden Heaths
South Downs National Park Authority

Contact Officer:

Tel:

email:

Appendices A27 Arundel options

A27 Arundel SDNPA Timeline

Position Statement for Major Projects
3. Defra family single voice letter

SDNPA Consultees Chief Executive; Director of Countryside Policy and Management;
Director of Planning; Chief Finance Officer; Monitoring Officer; Legal
Services, Cultural Heritage Strategy Lead, Landscape and Biodiversity
Strategy Lead (Water), Landscape and Biodiversity Lead (Chalk),
Landscape Officer, Access and Recreation Strategy Lead, Planning
Policy Manager, Sustainable Economy Strategy Lead
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External Consultees
Background Documents

None

NPA Dec 14

NPA Dec 15

Members workshop Jan 16

Pre P&P workshop Mar 16

P&P Committee Mar |6

NPA Mar 16

P&R Committee Sep |7

HE Consultation Materials, including;

A27 Arundel Bypass Further Consultation Environmental
Assessment Report

Environmental Assessment Report Errata 16 September 2019
A27 Arundel Bypass Further Consultation Interim Scheme
Assessment Report

Interim Scheme Assessment Report Errata |6 September
2019

A27 Arundel Bypass - Environmental Sensitivity Testing
Technical Note


https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/A27%20Arundel%20Bypass%20%20Environmental%20Assessment%20Report%202019%20%20Final%20002.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/A27%20Arundel%20Bypass%20%20Environmental%20Assessment%20Report%202019%20%20Final%20002.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/Environmental%20Assessment%20Report%20Errata%2016%20September%202019.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/++preview++/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/A27%20Arundel%20Bypass%20%20Scheme%20Assessment%20Report%202019%20%20Final.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/++preview++/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/A27%20Arundel%20Bypass%20%20Scheme%20Assessment%20Report%202019%20%20Final.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/Interim%20Scheme%20Assessment%20Report%20Errata%2016%20September%202019%20.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/Interim%20Scheme%20Assessment%20Report%20Errata%2016%20September%202019%20.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/A27%20Arundel%20Bypass%20Sensitivity%20Note.pdf
https://highwaysengland.citizenspace.com/he/a27-arundel-bypass-further-consultation/supporting_documents/A27%20Arundel%20Bypass%20Sensitivity%20Note.pdf
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Arundel A27 Timeline for SDNPA Meeting

Agenda Item 7 Report NPA19/20-11 Appendix 2

July 14 Sept 14 Oct 14 Feb 17 May 17 Sept 17 Sept 17 Oct 17
P&P NPA NPA Workshop | Workshop | Workshop P&R NPA
Draft Draft Position A27 Site Visit HE Response to Propose
Position Position Statement Economic Presentation non-statutory response
Statement Statement Study followed by consultation
Q&A

Decl?7 May 18 Oct 18 Nov 18 Mar 19 Sept 19 Oct 19
NPA Special NPA NPA Workshop | Workshop NPA

NPA
Note SDNPA Discuss Discuss HE Infrastructure | HE and Response to
response response to | Judicial Offer update inc SDNPA Non-Statutory
submitted Preferred Review A27 Arundel | officers present | consultation
and further Route and Q&A
QC advice
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SOUTH DOWNS NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITY &/'

Position Statement on A27 route corridor: SO Uth Down S
National Park Authority

I. The approach set out below will be consistently applied by the Authority in the case of any
future transport infrastructure projects — road, rail, airport or port related — which may come
forward. In relation to roads in particular, Defra guidance in ‘English National Parks and the
Broads - UK Government Vision and Circular 2010’ states:

‘there is a strong presumption against any significant road widening or the building of new roads
through a (National) Park unless it can be shown there are compelling reasons for the new or enhanced
capacity and with any benefits outweighing the costs significantly. Any investment in trunk roads should
be directed to developing routes for long distance traffic which avoids the Parks’.

2. In responding to any general proposals or specific schemes for upgrading sections of the A27,
the South Downs National Park Authority will frame its views according to the statutory
Purposes of National Parks as laid down by Parliament:

Purpose | is to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the NP

Purpose 2 is to promote opportunities for the understanding and enjoyment of its special
qualities

3. In bringing forward schemes, and in the detailed design of any chosen options, the Highways
Agency has a statutory duty under Section 62 (1) of the Environment Act (1995) “to have regard
to the twin purposes of the National Park”.

4. There is a corresponding Duty on the Authority “to seek to foster the social and economic
wellbeing of the local communities within the National Park in pursuit of the two Purposes”.
This Duty is important and also relates to all of the Special Qualities.

5. The use of the term impact in this document follows the approach set out in EU Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) legislation, ie such impacts may be positive or negative, direct or
secondary, and will be considered relative to the impacts of the current situation.

6. In considering any proposals the South Downs National Park Authority will be mindful that the
current state of congestion on sections of the A27 creates secondary impacts on routes within
the National Park and its communities — for example pollution from stationary queuing vehicles
or diversion of traffic onto smaller roads within the boundary. Where feasible, the primary
impacts of any new schemes must therefore be objectively assessed alongside the potential
secondary impacts.

7. In assessing the specific impacts of any detailed options the South Downs National Park
Authority will ask the Highways Agency to use the framework of the seven Special Qualities of
the National Park (see Note). These are listed below, and a full description is in Annex A .
Under each SQ are described the types of impacts which proposed schemes might have on it
and which the South Downs National Park Authority would expect to see objectively assessed:

I) Diverse, inspirational landscapes and breath-taking views. (impacts to be assessed should
include: effects on landscape character, experience of the landscape and long, uninterrupted
views)

2) Tranquil and unspoilt places. (impacts to be assessed should include: noise, lighting, effects
on dark night skies; reduction of disturbance from some existing roads)

3) Arrich variety of wildlife and habitats including rare and internationally important species
(impacts to be assessed should include; effects on internationally, nationally and locally
designated and protected habitats and species, fragmentation and connectivity issues)

4) An environment shaped by centuries of farming and embracing new enterprise. (impacts to
be assessed should include; effects on the farming economy and diversification and the ability
of new enterprises to set up and develop sustainable businesses)

5) Great opportunities for recreational activities and learning experiences. (impacts to be
assessed should include; effects on rights of way and other access routes, the effects on
sustainable transport schemes, severance of the NP from coastal communities)
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6) Well-conserved historical features and a rich cultural heritage. (impacts to be assessed
should include; positive and negative effects on historic and protected monuments, historic
villages and communities)

7) Distinctive towns and villages, and communities with real pride in their area. (impacts to be
assessed should include; positive and negative effects of any direct or indirect changes in
traffic volumes and speeds, and access to local services)

8. The Authority expects that any schemes which are ultimately proposed will:

e Demonstrate that there is no alternative which would have avoided or had a lesser impact
on the seven Special Qualities for which the National Park is nationally designated

e Set out clearly, based on robust evidence, the nature and scale of these impacts

e Demonstrate how these impacts would be mitigated or compensated for, bearing in mind
that a National Park landscape is of national importance.

9. In considering the impacts of any such schemes, and any alternatives, the DfT travel hierarchy is
also therefore vital in ensuring that all reasonable options have been fully considered alongside
proposals for new infrastructure schemes, i.e. measures which:

e Reduce the need to travel
e Enable switching to more sustainable modes of transport

e Improve management of existing networks

10. Clearly, a balance needs to be struck - nationally - between the need for accessibility and
mobility and the need to safeguard the National Park landscapes and communities. This balance
must be struck by Government based on robust evidence on both.

Annex A

All NPAs are required by Defra to set out and describe the Special Qualities (SQs) for which the
particular NP landscape was designated and given national protected status. In the South Downs
National Park these SQs were published in and formed the basis for the State of the National Park
report 2012, informed the Partnership Management Plan 2014 and are informing the development of
the Local Plan.
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South Downs
National Park Authority

Rosemary’s Parlour
North Street
Midhurst

West Sussex
GU29 9SB

South Downs National Park

Special Qualities
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South Downs National Park

Special Qualities

Introduction

Within the diversity of the English countryside,
the National Parks are recognised as landscapes
of exceptional beauty, fashioned by nature

and the communities which live in them.The
National Parks and Access to the Countryside
Act 1949 enabled the creation of the National
Parks, and ensures that our most beautiful and
unique landscapes have been, and will continue
to be, protected in the future.

The purposes of National Parks are to
conserve and enhance the natural beauty,
wildlife and cultural heritage of the area and
promote opportunities for the understanding
and enjoyment of the special qualities of

the National Park by the public.Working in
partnership with other Local Authorities and
organisations, National Park Authorities also
have a duty to seek to foster the economic and
social-well being of communities within the Park
in carrying out the purposes.

The South Downs National Park is Britain’s
newest National Park. Situated in the heavily
populated south east it has strong social,
historical and environmental links with the
major towns and cities in its hinterland.

The South Downs National Park is a living,
working and ever-changing landscape, shaped by
its underlying geology and its human history. It
has many special qualities which together define
its sense of place and attract people to live and
work in the area and visit the National Park.
These special qualities need to be understood,
appreciated, conserved and enhanced.

The special qualities reflect both the
engagement with stakeholders of the National
Park and technical evidence.
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|. Diverse, inspirational landscapes
and breathtaking views

The geology of the South Downs underpins S
so much of what makes up the special qualities
of the area: its diverse landscapes, land use,
buildings and culture.The rock types of the
National Park are predominately chalk and

the alternating series of greensands and clays
that form the Western Weald. Over time a
diversity of landscapes has been created in a
relatively small area which is a key feature of
the National Park.These vary from the wooded
and heathland ridges on the greensand in the
Western Weald to wide open downland on the
chalk that spans the length of the National Park,
both intersected by river valleys.Within these
diverse landscapes are hidden villages, thriving
market towns, farms both large and small and
historic estates, connected by a network of
paths and lanes, many of which are ancient.

Harting Down,West Sussex

There are stunning, panoramic views to the sea
and across the Weald as you travel the hundred
mile length of the South Downs Way from
Winchester to Eastbourne, culminating in the
impressive chalk cliffs at Seven Sisters. From
near and far, the South Downs is an area of
inspirational beauty that can lift the soul.

The Hangers from Stoner Hill, Hampshire
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2. A rich variety of wildlife and
habitats including rare and
internationally important species

The unique combination of geology and micro-
climates of the South Downs has created a rich
mosaic of habitats that supports many rare and
internationally important wildlife species. Sheep-
grazed downland is the iconic habitat of the
chalk landscape. Here you can find rare plants
such as the round-headed rampion, orchids
ranging from the burnt orchid and early spider
orchid to autumn lady’s tresses, and butterflies
including the Adonis blue and chalkhill blue.

The greensand of the Western Weald contains
important lowland heathland habitats including
the internationally designated Woolmer Forest,
the only site in the British Isles where all our
native reptile and amphibian species are found.
There are large areas of ancient woodland, for
example the yew woodlands of Kingley Vale
and the magnificent ‘hanging’ woodlands of the
Hampshire Hangers.

The extensive farmland habitats of the South
Downs are important for many species of
wildlife, including rare arable wildflowers and
nationally declining farmland birds. Corn bunting,
skylark, lapwing, yellowhammer and grey
partridge are notable examples.

The river valleys intersecting the South Downs
support wetland habitats and a wealth of
birdlife, notably at Pulborough Brooks. Many
fish, amphibians and invertebrates thrive in the
clear chalk streams of the Meon and Itchen in
Hampshire where elusive wild mammals such
as otter and water vole may also be spotted.
The extensive chalk sea cliffs and shoreline in
the East host a wide range of coastal wildlife
including breeding colonies of seabirds such as
kittiwakes and fulmars.

Round-headed rampion

%)

Heathland habitat, Iping Commﬁn,West Sussex
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3. Tranquil and unspoilt places

The South Downs National Park is in South
East England, one of the most crowded parts of
the United Kingdom.Although its most popular
locations are heavily visited, many people greatly
value the sense of tranquillity and unspoilt
places which give them a feeling of peace and
space. In some areas the landscape seems

to possess a timeless quality, largely lacking
intrusive development and retaining areas of
dark night skies.This is a place where people
seek to escape from the hustle and bustle in
this busy part of England, to relax, unwind and
re-charge their batteries.

Amberley Wildbrooks, West Sussex

Orchids on Beacon Hill, Hampshire
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4. An environment shaped by
centuries of farming and
embracing new enterprise

The rural economy has strongly influenced the
landscape and over 80 per cent of the South
Downs is farmed. Past agricultural practices
have produced some nationally valuable habitats
including chalk downland and lowland heath,
with traditional breeds specific to the area such
as Southdown and Hampshire Down sheep
significant in the past and still bred today. Many
farmers and landowners are helping to conserve
and enhance important habitats through
environmental stewardship schemes. Large
estates such as Goodwood, Cowdray, Petworth
and Firle, with their designed parklands, have

a significant effect on the landscape and the
rural economy.The ownership of large areas

of the eastern Downs by local authorities or
the National Trust is a legacy of the early 20th
century conservation movements to protect
the iconic cliffs and Downs and the water
supply to coastal towns.

Farming has always responded to the economy
of the day and continues to do so. Some
farmers are diversifying their businesses, for
example by providing tourist accommodation
and meeting the growing market for locally
produced food and drink. Climate change

and market forces continue to influence the
landscape leading to new enterprises such as -~ . .
vineyards, and increasing opportunities for ﬁ""’—b

producing alternative energy, for example wood '
fuel.

Harveys Brewery, Lewes, East Sussex

However, the economy of the National Park is
by no means restricted to farming. There are
many popular tourist attractions and well-loved
local pubs which give character to our towns
and villages. The National Park is also home to
a wide range of other businesses, for example
new technology and science, which supports
local employment.

Sheep in the Meon Valley, Hampshire
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5. Great opportunities for
recreational activities and learning
experiences

The South Downs offers a wide range of
recreational and learning opportunities to the
large and diverse populations living both within
and on the doorstep of the National Park, and
to visitors from further afield.

With 3,200 kilometres (2,000 miles) of public
rights of way and the entire South Downs Way
National Trail within the National Park there is
exceptional scope for walking, cycling and horse
riding. Many other outdoor activities take place
such as paragliding, orienteering and canoeing.
There is a chance for everyone to walk, play, | &
picnic and enjoy the countryside, including at Cycl
Queen Elizabeth Country Park in Hampshire
and Seven Sisters Country Park in East Sussex.

The variety of landscapes, wildlife and culture
provides rich opportunities for learning about
the South Downs as a special place, for the
many school and college students and lifelong
learners. Museums, churches, historic houses,
outdoor education centres and wildlife reserves
are places that provide both enjoyment and
learning. There is a strong volunteering tradition
providing chances for outdoor conservation
work, acquiring rural skills, leading guided walks
and carrying out survey work relating to wildlife
species and rights of way.

B\

Butser Ancient Farm, Chalton, Hampshire
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6. Well-conserved historical features
and a rich cultural heritage

The distinct character of many areas of the
South Downs has been created by well-
conserved historical features, some of which
are rare and of national importance. Bronze
Age barrows, Iron Age hill forts, Saxon and
Norman churches, dew ponds, historic houses
and landmarks of the two World Wars help to
give the National Park strong links to its past
human settlement.These links are reinforced
by the variety of architectural building styles
spanning the ages. Evidence of earlier farming
traditions can still be seen today in the pattern
of field boundaries, and relics of the industrial
past remain in the form of old iron workings,
brickworks, quarries and ancient coppiced
woodlands.

The South Downs has a rich cultural heritage
of art, music and rural traditions.There is a
strong association with well-known writers,
poets, musicians and artists who have captured
the essence of this most English of landscapes
and drawn inspiration from the sense of place:
Virginia Woolf, Jane Austen, Hilaire Belloc,
Edward Thomas, Gilbert White, Edward Elgar,
Joseph Turner, Eric Gill and Eric Ravilious,among
many others.Today traditions continue through
activities such as folk singing and events like
Findon sheep fair. Culture lives on with new art
and expression, celebrating the strong traditions
of the past.

‘The Natural History and Antiquities of
Selborne’ Ist Edition, by Gilbert White

Saxon Church, Singleton,West Sussex

The Chattri, above Brighton, East Sussex
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/. Distinctive towns and villages, and
communities with real pride in
their area

The South Downs National Park is the most
populated National Park in the United Kingdom,
with around 110,000 people living within the
boundary. Significantly more people live in the
major urban areas and villages that surround the
National Park including communities that are
actively involved in the South Downs such as
Brighton and Hove, and Eastbourne.

The South Downs is unique in having the
largest market towns of any UK National

Park - Lewes, Petersfield and Midhurst.The
character and appearance of these and many
other settlements throughout the National
Park derives in large part from the distinctive
local building materials. Picturesque villages like
Selborne, Charlton and Alfriston blend into
their landscapes.

Many of these settlements contain strong and
vibrant communities with much invested in
the future of where they live, and a sense of
identity with their local area, its culture and
history.Across the South Downs there are also
communities of people who come together
through common interests, for example,
farming, conservation and recreation.These
communities dedicate time and resources to
enhancing community life, conserving what

is important to them and planning for future
generations.

Farmers’ Market, Petersfield, Hampshlre
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South Downs
National Park Authority

Environment
LW Agency

Forestry Commission

13" August 2019
Dear Highways England
A27 Arundel Bypass - Defra single voice letter

The proposed options for the A27 Arundel Bypass are all located in a landscape and
environment of national importance which is within, or in the setting of, the South Downs
National Park.

The Environment Agency, Forestry Commission, Natural England and South Downs
National Park Authority have worked jointly to provide a single voice position on a range of
key issues identified at this stage. This letter provides you with the principles that we would
wish to see taken forward through the next consultation and as the scheme progresses.

As an overarching principle we have advised that any option for the bypass should be
considered in an integrated way at a landscape scale. This will ensure that impacts on a
complex and interconnected ecosystem, set within a wider hydrological catchment, are
fully understood alongside any impacts on the historic landscape.

We have identified that the scale and nature of this scheme in this significant location
requires a bespoke approach.

Specifically we are all in agreement that the following considerations should be taken
forward by Highways England:

Severance:

The options presented introduce the permanent and significantly harmful severance of this
sensitive landscape, cultural heritage and its biodiversity. We have advised that a scheme
of this nature in this landscape will require a tailored approach to mitigation.

It is essential that landscape, biodiversity, hydrology and cultural heritage are considered
together in an environmental masterplan in order to appropriately address severance and
resilience and to avoid the potential for addressing one issue to the detriment of another
(see below)!. We recommend that a body or consultancy is appointed to undertake this
specific high level and visioning role as a priority. We have advised that the Natural Capital
assets of the area must be included in the assessment.

1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-road-to-good-design-highways-englands-design-vision-
and-principles

28



Agenda Item 7 Report NPA19/20-11 Appendix 4

We have advised that in order to provide a sufficiently robust level of assessment that the
scheme clearly follows the mitigation hierarchy, evaluates each option with reference to
this and adopts a landscape-scale of assessment. This is necessary in order to
appropriately consider severance and resilience within this special landscape.

The scheme contains a notable assemblage of irreplaceable and priority habitats with
associated rare and protected species, including all three Annexe |l species of bat. The
presence of these species indicates the quality of this area and the permeability of the
landscape

It is clear that severance in this location is of particular concern, the effects of which are
most profound in the offline options. Severance must be considered in terms of
functionality of this landscape, and its biodiversity within all habitats affected. Assessments
must include the severance of species such as bats from roosting and feeding areas and
on habitats such as ancient woodland affecting their resilience and ability of habitats and
species to adapt to climate change.

The use of multiple quality green bridges in optimal locations will be a minimum
requirement for each option.

Consideration of a Viaduct crossing of the River Arun Floodplain:

It is expected that all options presented will cross the River Arun and to date are being
considered through the use of embankments. We all consider that an embankment would
have serious and significant negative impacts on hydrology, biodiversity, landscape and
cultural heritage.

We have advised that both the impact of introducing an embankment into the floodplain,
and the costs associated with compensatory flood storage and habitat creation will be
considerable.

An embankment will permanently sever the floodplain, reduce connectivity of wetland
habitats and associated species and change the way that the river and floodplain interact.
It would also sever Arundel from its valley with associated significant landscape and
cultural heritage impacts.

Introducing a structure across the River Arun floodplain in this historic landscape would
clearly have several impacts. We have advised that a viaduct would be far more
permeable for wildlife, water and people.

We urge Highways England to consider a viaduct in place of an embankment.
Environmental Net Gain:

We would advise you that in line with your organisation’s own targets and license to
operate, and in recognition of the particular significance of this area, that any scheme
demonstrates a clear ability to deliver considerable net gain.
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We would wish to see any scheme seek to provide a betterment from the existing
baseline. Notably we have advised that we would wish to see improved connectivity of
habitats across the existing A27 route.

It is our belief that through adopting a wider landscape scale approach and ensuring the
key principles detailed above are taken forward you will be able you to meet your own
objectives for this complex scheme. We advise that due to the nature and location of this
scheme it is imperative that you deliver an exemplar road scheme in line with the
aspirations of the Road Investment Strategy to deliver schemes that will be “trail-blazers
for the future™.

Please note this letter provides our collective view on key issues where we have shared
responsibilities and interest.

The contents of this letter are given without prejudice to any further responses individual
signatory organisations may provide on the breadth of their remits in the future.

Yours sincerely,

_ Environment Planning and Engagement Manager, Environment Agency

Partnership and Expertise Manager South East, Forestry Commission

_Kent & Sussex Manager, Natural England

_Director Countryside and Policy, South Downs National Park Authority

2 https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/beautiful-roads
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\" Friends of the
\ﬁg SOUTH DOWNS

SOUTH DOWNS SOCIETY

Protecting the beauty of the Downs

To:
Highways England
3 Ridgeway
Quinton Business Park
Birmingham
B32 1AF
By email to: A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk

Cc: SDNPA Date: 22-10-19

Dear Sir/Madam,

Highways England Consultation on Arundel By-Pass — October 2019

These are the comments of the Friends of the South Downs (South Downs
Society) on the above mentioned plan. The Society has over 1,500 members and
its focus Its focus is the conservation and enhancement of the landscape of the
South Downs National Park (SDNP) and its quiet enjoyment. We comment on
planning applications made in, or close to, the SDNP.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on this plan. Our comments
are set out as attached.

Yours faithfully,

Policy Officer

SOUTH DOWNS SOCIETY

Tel: 01798 875073 Email: enquiries@southdownssociety.org.uk www friendsofthesouthdowns.org.uk

“Friends of the South Downs"is the brand name of the South Downs Society, acompany limited by guarantee, registered no. 319437
andisaregistered charity no. 230329. The Society is an independent charity which relies on member subscriptions and gifts in wills.

Registered Office: 2 Swan Court, Station Road, Pulborough, West Sussex RH20 1RL
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Highways England Consultation on Arundel By-Pass - October 2019

Summary

We consider that all four options presented by Highways England (HE), are
environmentally unacceptable. There is also no benefit in building a bypass of near
motorway standards when there is no possibility of motorway standard bypasses at
either Chichester or Worthing.

Index:
SUIMIMIAIY oottt ettt et et e e et e saeseeteeseeseebesbe s ensessessesseseeseebessesensensensesseseesensessans 2
ROULE OPLIONS ...ttt sttt et e st e s e ae s e e esaeseeseesessensenes 2
South Downs National Park ... 4
Government Action on Carbon Emissions (Greenhouse gas emissions) ................ 4
Transport for the South East (TfSE) ... 4
A27 at Chichester & WOrthing.......c e 4
Integrated Transport Planning (or the lack of it).....cccooeinnieeee 4
Proposal for Sustainable TranSPOrt ... 5
The importance of the lower Arun river valley below Arundel ...........ccccoveinnnenene. 5
Appendix A - Government Action on Carbon EmIissSions..........ccccvveinnneienniccccnne 7
Appendix B - Transport for the South East (TfSE) Strategy.......cccvvvevvvevererenenenn. 9
Appendix C Rail Improvements in West SUSSEX .....ccccvvevveirieiieiseeeeee e 10

Our detailed comments are as follows:

Route Options

Turning to the Cyan (IV5) and Beige (IV9) options, we feel these are unacceptable: The
‘land take’ (dual carriageway and removal trees etc) and effect on the landscape far
exceeds any possible benefits even if viewed from the roads only point of view.
Specifically:

A well designed single carriageway with a speed restriction of 40mph would result
in a steady flow along the realigned and straightened A27

there would be traffic and environmental benefits by bypassing the steep hill past
Arundel station (The Causeway).

A new road crossing the river and valley would be less conspicuous if located as
close as possible to the town, and would be little more obtrusive than the existing
relief road.

Traffic passing at 40mph would not result in excessive noise compared to 70mph
traffic across the valley further south. (Lewes is affected by high noise levels from
its A27 dual carriageway bypass.)
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We therefore strongly support a single carriageway road, which does not involve building
any section of new road through the SDNP. Compared to the 6 HE options this scheme
would clearly have the least environmental impact, have the lowest cost, and could be
implemented at the earliest date. We believe that with 3D modelling techniques the
scheme details can be developed to achieve the best possible results.

This needs to be accompanied by measures to improve pedestrian and cycle movement
across the A27 and in particular at Ford Road, with a bus service and off-road cycleway
from Arundel to Ford station. We therefore we would ask you to consider the Alternative
Route as supported by the South Coast Alliance for Transport and Environment (SCATE)
and the Arundel Bypass Neighbourhood Committee (ABNC).

We would also ask you to put forward proposals [to the Secretary of State] to examine
in detail this alternative route, including carrying out detailed engineering studies whiles
protecting the historical and landscape value of this unique valley. Also to:

e Take special care to adhere to the Special Qualities of the South Downs National
Park including protecting and enhancing its bio-diversity and ensuring minimum
light pollution in line with SNPA Local Plan Strategic Policy SD8 - Dark Night
Skies.

e Dramatically improving air quality along the whole route of the A27 in Sussex
e Make provision for a significant increase in infrastructure for sustainable transport
e Make an ‘action plan’ to reduce carbon emissions from vehicles.

Below shows are HE route options and the Arundel Alternative route:

Key:

—
THE EXISTING A27

THE ARUNDEL ALTERNATIVE

HIGHWAYS ENGLAND'S OPTIONS
CYAN (OPTION 1V5)
BEIGE (OPTION 1 V5)
@ CRIMSON (OPTION 3 V1)
@ MAGENTA (OPTION 4/5A V1) THE WHITE SWAN
AMBER (OPTION 4/5A V2) .
GREY (OPTION 5B V1)

THE ARUNDEL ALTERNATIVE
The 40mph Arundel Alternative
Is shorter and less harmful than
all six of Highways England’s
proposed options.

® BINSTED WOODS

¥ & ! Junction
Tortington &= , ! »

e

Further:
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South Downs National Park

We support the South Downs National Park Authority in their response to the
consultation, namely:

e That all the route options as currently presented, including the route outside the
National Park (Grey Route 5BV1), impact negatively on the National Park and its
setting. To varying degrees all would cause significant harm to the biodiversity,
cultural heritage, access, recreation potential and landscape character and visual
quality of the South Downs National Park.

¢ That Highways England should be urged to address, as a priority, the shared
concerns raised in the Single Voice letter sent by the DEFRA family (Forestry
Commission, Natural England, Environment Agency and the SDNPA).

e That in the absence of both a detailed scheme plan, and a committed and funded
mitigation and compensation package, it is not currently possible to rank the
options in terms of their impacts upon the National Park.

Also we would like you to take note of and/or act on the following:

Government Action on Carbon Emissions (Greenhouse gas

emissions)

According to the UK Government - transport accounted for 33 per cent of UK emissions
last year, (provisional official statistics), more than any other sector. They say "The large
majority of emissions from transport are from road transport”. Our Appendix A shows a
considerable commitment to tackling this by the UK Government. We are very surprised
therefore that the HE Environmental Assessment Report says it is expectation that
greenhouse gas emissions with rise as a result of their options!

Transport for the South East (TfSE)

Our Society is concerned that this consultation has been made in advance of the
approval of the strategy for Transport for the South East. As you may know this strategy
is out for consultation currently and is not due to be formally published until later in
2020. We believe the TfSE strategy will have a significant bearing on transport planning
across the south coast. Indeed, TfSE have specific reference to developing a multimodal
approach to transport modelling on south coast transport corridor. See our Appendix B.

A27 at Chichester & Worthing

We are concerned that this Arundel proposal has been brought forward in advance of
resolving Highways England (HE) routing strategy for both Chichester and the Worthing
area. We appreciate that these sections present significant difficulties for HE but until
transport routes and funding are agreed in these areas pressure on the surrounding
roads in West Sussex will not be resolved; with or without an Arundel by-pass. NB: we
understand the base business case for Arundel is predicated on the assumption that the
A27 scheme at Worthing and Lancing will go ahead, although at present this has been
mothballed by the Department for Transport (DfT).

Integrated Transport Planning (or the lack of it)

We are concerned that Highways England seem to be working in isolation to Network
Rail. As you will see from our appendix C they are developing plans to increase capacity
on the West Coastway rail corridor, including the Arundel link to Horsham and Gatwick.
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Despite government funding currently being separated out into different ‘silos’ for road
and rail we would hope that the agencies themselves will seize the initiative to work
together and produce a solution which is altogether better for transport and the
environment and uses the benefits of each mode of transport to best effect,

Proposal for Sustainable Transport
Highway England in their consultation document says: [Our comments are in blue italics]

There is relatively low use of public transport, walking and cycling in the area. This
means that even a significant increase in these modes of transport would be unlikely to
solve the problems of queuing and congestion on the A27 through Arundel. No
evidence is provided to support this opinion.

Access would be maintained for pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders across all six
options, although some existing routes would need to be diverted. We are
disappointed that very little effort has been made by HE to provide for walking
and cycling. For instance, the image below shows that anyone wishing to go
from south of Crossbush to the Arundel town side would have to cross to very
fast moving traffic of the proposed entry/exit lanes of the A27. No traffic lights
are proposed and no alternative routing is suggested by way of a green tunnel
or a green bridge. Also, in another location a public footpath is proposed to be
diverted by considerable distance when a simple green tunnel could have been
provided.

We have no current evidence to suggest that there would be any significant switch from
road use to rail use (along the A27 corridor between Chichester and Brighton) that would
meet the overall future demand for travel. No evidence is provided to support this
opinion. As we have mentioned in Appendix C, Network Rail are indeed
planning improvements to capacity on the West Coastway line as well as on the
'‘Arundel chord’ line up to Horsham and Gatwick stations.

See HE design extract below:
N

The importance of the lower Arun river valley below Arundel
Whilst this is not in the National Park we would submit:
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One may recall that when the boundaries of the South Downs National Park were being
considered the then Countryside Agency initially suggested that Arundel town itself,
Binsted Woods, Tortington Common, Binsted and Tortington villages, and the river valley
immediately south of the town should be within the park. This was strongly supported,
indeed proposals were put forward to extend far further south, to include the river valley
as far as the east-west Coastway line. The Campaign for the Protection of Rural England
and the Youth Hostel Association went even further, proposing that the Park should
extend to the sea at Climping beach! In the event the draft boundary the CA suggested
was smaller and Arundel and the water meadows were left out of the Park.
Nevertheless, the water meadows of the lower Arun valley provide an extremely
important setting to Arundel, its Castle and Cathedral and the Downs beyond, and any
new road across the valley would have a severe visual impact:

View from the south looking towards Arundel (photo by permission of Vic Ient
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Appendix A - Government Action on Carbon Emissions

In submitting our remarks our Society are mindful of the Government’s unfolding
commitment to tackling the threat of climate change to our planet. In particular, we
would draw your attention to:

1)

2)

3)

According to the UK Government - transport accounted for 33 per cent of
UK emissions last year, according to provisional official statistics, more
than any other sector. They say "The large majority of emissions from
transport are from road transport”. See: 2018 UK Greenhouse Gas
Emissions provisional Figures Statistical Release: National Statistics
published in March 2019

UK Government publication of the Draft ‘Road Investment Strategy 2’
released in October 2018 entitled 'Moving Britain Ahead." Jesse Norman
MP Parliamentary Under Secretary of State for Roads, Local Transport and
Devolution said in the forward, amongst other things, the future road
strategies need to have "a positive impact on its surroundings" he also
referred to a ‘green infrastructure’.

Referring to 2050 (presumably the zero carbon target which was made law
in June 2019) the document went on to set out 5 key statements including
the following:

“A greener network: through its use of environmentally and visually
sensitive 'green infrastructure’, and management of the verges and open
spaces, good design will minimise the air, light, noise, and visual impacts
of the SRN. Enhancements to the SRN will meet high standards of design,
responding to a local sense of place, and working wherever possible in
harmony with the natural, built and historic environments”.

UK Government statement published 15 October 2019 entitled ‘UK to go
further and faster to tackle climate change’ where the Government set out
its measures to ‘go further and faster to tackle climate change, in
response to Committee on Climate Change (CCC) recommendations’ The
publication include key note comment by Transport Secretary Grant
Shapps where he said:
“From driving our cars, to catching a train or taking a flight abroad,
it is crucial that we ensure transport is as environmentally friendly
as possible. This is why, as well as agreeing to the CCC'’s
recommendation on net zero by 2050, we have launched this
ground-breaking plan to achieve net zero emissions across every
single mode of transport”.

We would also draw to your attention to the following UK government
publications:

= House of Commons passed motion to declare an ‘environment and
climate change emergency’ on 1st May 2019.

* The law for net zero carbon emissions by 2050 in the UK has been
passed at the House of Commons. The UK is amending the 2050
greenhouse gas emissions reduction target in the Climate Change
Act from at least 80% to 100%. The Climate Change Act 2008
(2050 Target Amendment) Order 2019 came into force on 27™ June
2019 introducing a target for at least a 100% reduction of
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greenhouse gas emissions (compared to 1990 levels) in the UK by
2050. This is otherwise known as a net zero target.

= 25 Year Environment Plan launched in January 2018: A Green
Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment

= Road to Zero Strategy: Next steps towards cleaner road transport
and delivering our Industrial Strategy. New cars to be ultra-low
emission by 2030 (Published 9 July 2018).

= Clean Air Strategy 2019 (Published 14 January 2019).
= Plans to end the sale of all new conventional petrol and diesel cars
and vans by 2040. There will also be a new Clean Air Fund

established as promised by the government in July 2017.

» Plans for tackling Roadside Nitrogen Dioxide Concentrations
(Published 26 July 2017)

= The Chancellor's announcement in the Spring Statement on
Wednesday 13 March 2019: Gas boilers will be banned in new
homes from 2025 to tackle climate change. Measures will be
included in a Future Homes Standard Policy

» Advice from the UK Government's Committee on Climate Change

* Commitment to: The Carbon Plan: Delivering our low carbon future
(Published December 2011)
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Appendix B — Transport for the South East (TfSE) Strategy

Transport for the South East (TfSE) is a new regional transport body. It is looking to co-

ordinate strategic transport planning across the South East. TfSE launched a draft

strategy on October 10, This consultation is due to close on Friday, 10 January 2020.

Later in 2020 the strategy will be finalised and presented to Government.

On the main page of their strategy website they say: “Transport is the only sector whose

environmental impact continues to grow while others reduce theirs”. They go on to say

they want to tackle issues like congestion, air quality, employment, housing and energy

while growing a sustainable economy - together and in a joined-up way.

Their opening remarks are (we have underlined some key statements)

e The journey to a more prosperous, sustainable South East will rely on working in

partnership toward a shared vision, and planning around people - not vehicles.
Our strategic priorities set out what we need to achieve along the way.

e Cutting the South East’s carbon emissions to net-zero by 2050, minimising its
contribution to climate change.

e A seamlessly integrated transport network with passengers at its heart. Resulting
in simpler journey planning, payment and interchanges between different forms

of transport.

e Improved air quality supported by initiatives to reduce congestion and emissions,
and encourage more use of public transport.

e A transport network that protects and enhances our natural, built and historic
environments. One which embraces the principle of ‘biodiversity net-gain’ and
consumes less resources and energy.

e A'smart’ transport network using digital technology to manage transport
demand, encourage shared transport and make more efficient use of our roads

and railways.
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Appendix C Rail Improvements in West Sussex

Network Rail SE Region is currently running the ‘West Sussex Connectivity CMSP’ looking
at significant upgrades to the West Coastway line and faster and more frequent services
between Havant and Brighton, along with improvements for the Arun Valley line. The
Network Rail work addresses: local and long distance rail connectivity; wider transport
connectivity with other modes including ways of reducing traffic congestion on key
roads; accommodating future growth in peak time travel demand and housing growth.
At a recent (Oct 19) south coast meeting of Railfuture a strategic planner updated those
present confirming the above. Here is an extract from the presentation:
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This follows on from a strategy presentation made in April 2019 by Network Rail on the
West Coastway. Click HERE to see the PDF of the presentation.
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SCbmission by Solth Stoke Parish Colncil[J

Follolling feedback from residents of Sol th Stoke and Offham
[illages( 1 as chairman of Solth Stoke Parish Col ncilll'lol1d like to
sl bmit the follolling.

In response to the HE A27 Arundel Bypass public consultation, South
Stoke Parish Council including Offham, is in favour of supporting the
Magenta Route (Option 4/5AVI).

The Parish s pports the oblectiles of High(lays England 'HE[]
scheme to redlce local congestion and to improle [0 rneys along the
corridor betlleen Brighton and Portsmo th.

In particllar it sCpports the Magenta ro[te as set o't in the
cons(ltation doc'ment as the least [Jorst option.

As residents of the Parishl o[ r access and egress to and from the
All1and the Toln is often selerely limited by the bottlenecks created
by the [eight of traffic on the clrrent single carriage(ay.

In particllarCaccess along Mill Road onto [/['eens Road and the ATl
can be impeded [hen the [Jeight of traffic either calses rat ri nning
along the High Street or [Then there are bottlenecks at the Crossbsh
and Ford ro[ndabolts.

This happens most regllarly at early morning or e[ening comm([te
timesor [lhen holiday traffic leales Mill Road at holiday times and
the Cleekends. It also occlrs [hen there are accidents and hold [ps
on the Al itself.

In addition(there is often rat rinning at speed thro gh Arl ndel High
Street [Then traffic backs [p behind the Ford roCndabolt

The AlTlis a national and regional Ro’te and ['p to [111 of its [se is
'throgh trafficl 1 Thich together [Jith local traffic cal’ses significant
noise and air poll_tion to ArCndel toln.

As statedJle recommend that HE select Magenta rolte as the least
disrptiLe rolte.

Abole all the Cyan and Biege soll tions m(st be aloided at all costs
as they Jolld diCide ArCndel and also inCole compllsory plrchase
of certain hol'ses. Neither [lo[1d it solle the [lorsening noisel light



and air poll_tion. The time alone to complete the prolect (ol ld calse
significant damage to the local economy [Thich [lolld hale a long
term ad( erse effect on Arl ndel.

1 e also do not feel it is [Jorth s pporting the Crimson rolte as this
[las discarded at the last cons(ltation.

Finally_So[th Stoke does not s pport the Grey Rol te as this rol tel]
altholgh oltside the National Park["Jo[ld cal'se irreparable damage
to the [illage of [ alberton.

It is noted that all the roltes apart from Greyl[r('n throlgh the SDNP
b[t it is considered that Magenta [Jol[ld also be the optimm rolte in
respect of red( cing rat rinningl not only in ArCndel bl't also in

s(rrol nding Cillages incl'ding nearby [illages sl ch as Storrington
Amberley and Holghton.

_Chairman of Solth Stoke Parish Col ncil



St Mary’s Binsted

St Mary’s Vicarage, The Street, Walberton,
Arundel, W. Sussex BN 18 OPQ

19 September, 2019

Dear Sir
A27 Consultation

We are writing to you as the rector and churchwardens of St Mary’s Binsted regarding the
current consultation for the A27 Arundel bypass.

We wish to express our objection to the Grey, Magenta, and Amber routes on the
following grounds.

The church is a 12" century grade Il listed building and is an important centre of village
life. It is the only freely available public space and is used for community events such as
the annual Arts weekend. The church and churchyard are frequently visited on a daily
basis by walkers and cyclists accessing the National Park and those seeking peace and
solitude. We are concerned about the impact of noise pollution, as well air pollution and
light pollution at night. Binsted and its church are presently shielded by the woods from
the A27. That would cease to be the case under any of these three options adversely
affecting the whole of the village.

The Grey route would totally destroy the setting of the church running within 50meteres
of the churchyard. The church would be downwind for air and noise pollution. It is
unlikely that anyone would want to worship there. We may as well close down.

The Magenta route would cut off the church from the majority of users who come over
from Walberton by closing Hedgers Hill as a through road. There would be no direct link
between the two halves of the benefice/civil parish. Parishioners would have to go north
of the A27 by some distance before turning south towards Binsted Lane. Binsted itself
would become split in two, unattractive and unused. The Magenta route would come to
within 300m of the church. This will turn the setting of the church and its active burial
ground from one of peace and tranquillity to one of urban noise and pollution, making
quiet contemplation impossible. This route would also put an end to the Strawberry fair
which supports the church as it runs through the car parking area and within 50m of the
field where the fair takes place. (The beautiful outdoor ambience of the pub which draws
people to Binsted would also be destroyed and it would be cut off from its customers.)

The Amber route should also be rejected. The Amber route itself would come to within
400m of the church. Binsted being a small community, the church can only survive by
attracting people from outside the parish to the annual Strawberry Fayre which raises
funds for the upkeep and repair of the building. The flint barn and field used for the fayre

_Incumbent of Walberton with Binsted.

Tel:



will be about 250-300 metres from the proposed road. The fayre is unlikely to survive in
such close proximity to the road and this in turn will jeopardise the church’s future.

More generally, the church and the village as a whole, survives by attracting people into it
for recreation, worship and business. Binsted will lose its unique atmosphere and cease to
be an attractive place for visitors. The National Park south of the present A27 will have a
huge unattractive obstacle between it and its most frequent local users. We note that the
Amber route actually runs through more new National Park land than the Crimson route
and should be rejected. Finally, the Amber route will truncate the village twice, once at
each end of Binsted Lane. The houses there will no longer feel part of Binsted.

Yours sincerely

-rector churchwarden churchwarden

__ncumbent of Walberton with Binsted.



Thu 26/09/2019 1913

| support the MAGENTA option for the proposed A27 by pass

To A27 Arundel Bypass

Please take this email as my confirmation that my business and myself personally strongly support the MAGENTA option of the current proposed options for the A27 by-pass.

Kind regards,

Operations Director

The Brewhouse at Arundel Ltd
The Brewhouse Project
Lyminster Road

Arundel

BN17 7ON

01903-8893997




Patron Her Majesty The Queen The British Horse Society Email enquiry@bhs.org.uk The
Abbey Park, Website www.bhs.org.uk BnhSh

Stareton, _ HO I'SG
Kenilworth, Tel 02476 840500 Sociefy

Warwickshire CV8 2XZ _

Sent by email to:
A27ArundelBypass@highwaysengland.co.uk 22nd October 2019

Dear Sir
A27 Arundel Bypass Further public consultation

The views expressed in our response to the 2017 consultation on this Scheme remain unchanged, in that
we wish to ensure that whichever Scheme Option is chosen, it will provide maximum benefits for non-
motorised user (NMU) safety and facilities, especially in regard to equestrians. On the Coastal Plain (CP)
equestrians have always been dependent on local road use, but these roads have become unsafe and
unusable, due to the increasing volume and nature (HGVs) of vehicles using them as a direct result of
development, of which a great deal more is planned.

We would again draw your attention to the Highways England (HE) Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges (DMRB) 42/17 Walking, Cycling & Horse Riding Assessment and Review, which specifically
requires the design team to assess the existing provision in a schemes location to identify any potential
opportunities to provide or improve opportunities for walkers, cyclists and horse riders, so that these can
be maximised. Para 4.26 states that “Gaps in existing networks shall be identified where these are in
close proximity to the proposed highway scheme so that opportunities for improvement and/or betterment
can be identified.”” These opportunities for NMU network improvements should be integral to the
scheme.

HE’s own Interim Scheme Assessment report for the Scheme, para 8.9.13, acknowledges NMU facilities
on the existing A27 to be poor, advising that a number of opportunities for the provision of additional
NMU facilities as part of de-trunking of the A27 have been identified. There is no detail of what these
NMU facilities might be, so they cannot be commented on. There are concerns about these
improvements being ‘separately funded’, which begs the question what funding will be available, and
where will it come from? It is our view that this does cast doubt on the importance of the provision of
NMU improvements to the Scheme.

The recently published WSCC Rights of Way Management Plan (2018-2028), and Arun District
Council’s Local Plan, highlight the lack of multi-use (bridleway) routes on the CP in this area, and the
need to provide safe NMU off-road paths south of the A27, together with safe access to the excellent

The British Horse Society is an Appointed Representative of South Essex Insurance Brokers Limited
who are authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority.
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network of routes north of the A27 in the South Downs National Park (SDNP) for all vulnerable road
users (walkers, cyclists, and equestrians). All NMUs made a significant contribution to the local
economy, with equestrians estimated to provide around £5000 pa each, however, this industry in
particular will struggle to survive without major improvements to the access and public rights of way
(prow) network to ensure equestrian safety.

Listed below are suggested equestrian improvements (which would of course benefit all NMUSs), we feel
should be delivered as part of the Scheme.

1. Regardless of whether the existing A27 is de-trunked or not, at least two safe crossings are needed
(either overbridge or Pegasus), which allow access across the A27 for NMUs. Safe connectivity whether
for reasons of utility, community access, or leisure and recreation are of equal importance for the
wellbeing of all. For equestrians ideal location options include:

a) Poling Corner (GR 046059) Poling Street (south) to Blakehurst Lane (north). With a BW link to
Crossbush Lane.

b) Binsted Lane (GR 002073) Binsted Lane/Tortington Lane to BW 415 (link needed) and BW 386
(permissive link currently available).

¢) Walberton (Barn’s Copse) (GR 978070) Direct crossing BW 397 (north) and BW 3667/336 (south)
d) Walberton (Potwell Copse) (GR 966068) Direct crossing BW 392 north to south.

Whichever locations are chosen for safe crossings, they must be accessible to all NMUs and therefore,
must incorporate links to existing or new multi-use routes on the Coastal Plain, and in the SDNP. There
IS no point in providing a safe crossing point if NMUs cannot safely reach it, and local roads on the
Coastal Plain such as Ford Road and Yapton Lane will still be very busy with HGVs etc.

2. To provide connectivity for all NMUs, the proposed foot/cycleway on the northern side of the A27
should be made a 3m or 4m link bridleway from Ford Road junction to BW 397 near Shellbridge Road.
This will enable all NMUs to access the cul-de-sac public rights of way, both footpaths and bridleways, at
present severed by the A27 along this section, and permit walkers, cyclists, and equestrians to create their
own safe circular routes of varying distances.

3. It should be noted that it is extremely dangerous for NMUs to use Yapton Lane to access Hedgers Hill
Road, so benefits to vulnerable road users from the proposed closure to vehicular traffic (Options
Magenta/Amber) is very limited. An upgrade to bridleway of FP350 would bring greater benefit.

4. HE should also be aware that a Definitive Map Modification Order, to upgrade FP 342 to bridleway
status, is with the Secretary of State awaiting a decision. The outcome could affect any decision on the
type of bridge necessary where a proposed Option crosses the footpath.

For the future, I am aware local riders will be looking to gain access to the proposed path alongside the
River Arun, so the width and height of any overbridge proposed in the scheme, should be more than
adequate for multi-use.

Following HE’s future decision on a ‘preferred route’, we would request that both the BHS and local
Arun Bridleways Group are involved in discussions around detailed planning of NMU improvements.

Yours faithfully

County Access & Bridleways Officer (West Sussex)






Project Manager of the A27 Arundel Bypass
Highways England

Bridge House,

Walnut Tree Close,

Guildford

GU1 4LZ

14th October 2019.

Re: A27 Arundel Bypass.

[ am writing to you in my capacity as the owner of The White Swan Hotel, Chichester
Road, Arundel further to my recent meeting with your colleagues at Littlehampton
Town Council offices on Tuesday 15t October.

It is clearly frustrating from all aspects that this project has been delayed and the
consultation reopened but putting that to one side | detail below my views on the
project.

« Cyan and Beige.

These routes would destroy The White Swan commercially and quite likely
physically and would require the compulsory purchase of a successful hotel
employing 34 long-serving and loyal local staff and paying several hundred
thousand pounds of iocal and nationai taxes per year. This would fiy in the face of
the statement on page 10 of the latest brochure that states “all options would
support local ...employment growth”.

From a broader Arundel perspective these routes would slice the town in two,
create a barrier to any future economic or tourism growth and not actually bypass
the town at all.

They also impact a large number of residential properties and it feels like these
would be sacrificed as they are not “prime properties”, which has a very
unpleasant ring of socio-economic discrimination attached fo it.

These two routes are strongly opposed.

e Crimson and Amber.

These routes would achieve the aim of by-passing Arundel but given the major
adverse impact on SDNP and ancient woodland it seems unlikely that they would
be able to overcome the planning constraints those two issues place on these
routes.



These two routes are opposed on that basis alone.

o Grey.

This route would certainly avoid the planning constraints of the SDNP and
ancient woodlands but would have a larger impact on Walberton than the more
limited impact the alternative Magenta route has on Binsted.

This route is opposed purely on that basis.

o Magenta.

This route has a minor impact on SDNP and ancient woodland and a low level of
impact on residential properties. It also, in common with Grey, would maximise
the positive benefits for Arundel of creating a distinct one-town identity and
enhance the unique and beautiful nature of the town and enable the development
of a strong tourism trade.

This route is supported on these grounds.
| appreciate the time and energy you and your colleagues put into the first

consultation process and please would you take my comments above into
consideration when presenting your next proposals.

Yours sincerely,

Executive Chairman
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South East

Emailed to:

24 October 2019
Dear Sirs

TfSE Response to the A27 Arundel Bypass Further Consultation

Transport for the South East welcomes the opportunity to respond to the A27
Arundel Bypass further consultation.

Transport for the South East (TfSE) is an emerging Sub-national Transport Body
(STB) which is being established in line with provisions of the Local Transport Act
2008 (as amended). As a STB, TfSE’s principal role is to facilitate sustainable
economic growth through the development of its transport strategy which will identify
the transport infrastructure required to deliver additional housing and employment
space across the region.

TfSE provides a single voice across its geography on the transport interventions
needed to support growth. The South East is crucial to the UK economy and is the
nation’s international gateway for people and business. High-quality transport
infrastructure is critical to making the South East more competitive, contributing to
national prosperity and improving the lives of our residents.

Our Economic Connectivity Review (ECR) published in 2018 provided a detailed
analysis of the underlying socioeconomic conditions of the area and showed the key
roles that the transport network and its strategic corridors have in driving economic
growth in the South East and the UK. The A27 was identified as one of the key
strategic corridors where the evidence suggests that economic investment in
transport infrastructure should be focussed to generate maximum future return.

The A27 is the only major east-west trunk road south of the M25 and links a number
of the cities and ports that are critical to the UK economy. Our consultation draft
Transport Strategy published earlier this month has built upon the evidence and
analysis conducted in the ECR and confirms the A27 as a key orbital transport
corridor across our area. Our draft Strategy recognises that sections of single
carriageway road limit capacity and highlights that there are significant areas of
congestion on this corridor. Our draft Strategy further identifies that the poor
performance of this corridor represents a significant barrier to fostering sustainable
growth along the South Coast.

The South East has a varied and highly valued natural environment, parts of which
are also designated due to the quality of the environment, and this helps make the
area an attractive place to live, work and visit. Our draft Strategy strongly supports
economic growth, but not at any cost, and is clear that any intervention in the area’s
transport networks must ensure that the environment is protected and where
possible enhanced.

0300 3309474

tfse@eastsussex.gov.uk

transportforthesoutheast.org.uk

Transport for the South East, County Hall,
St. Anne's Crescent, Lewes, BN7 TUE



TRANSPORT FOR THE

South East

The South East is a popular location for leisure walking and cycling, and our strategy
suggests that there is scope to expand the infrastructure to encourage more
sustainable forms of transport, particularly for more local journeys.

The stated objectives of the A27 Arundel Bypass scheme are aligned with the TfSE
vision, goals and priorities set out in our Transport Strategy, and therefore TfSE
supports the need for intervention on the A27 at Arundel to address the current
congestion issue and to remove the constraint to future economic growth. However,
we consider that it is not within our remit to comment upon any particular route
option. We would expect that in developing the scheme, the highest standards of
design are employed that will provide a long term solution that delivers potential
economic benefits and successfully mitigate its environmental impacts.

We consider that in accordance with Government policy every effort must be made
to ensure that biodiversity net gain is achieved through this project, and we would
therefore expect that a high quality package of environmental mitigation measures is
developed and delivered as part of the scheme.

We also consider that there are opportunities to provide enhanced infrastructure and
provision for non-motorised users and that these should be included in the design of
the preferred route.

We note that although £100-£250 million has been allocated for the A27 Arundel
Bypass through the Road Investment Strategy only two of the six options are
considered broadly deliverable within this budget. The delivery and budget for major
highway improvements in or near environmentally designated areas should reflect a
need for the highest standard of design, including environmental mitigation. Although
this cannot come at any cost, it is considered that the design and budget for the
Arundel bypass scheme should be determined by what is needed to fully deliver on
Highway England’s strategic objectives, rather than just what is affordable within the
current budget.

This is an officer response. The TfSE Shadow Partnership Board meets on 11
December 2019 to consider the draft response and a further iteration of the response
may follow.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss any element of this
response.

Yours sincerely,

D

Lead Officer, Transport for the South East

0300 3309474
tfse@eastsussex.gov.uk
transportforthesoutheast.org.uk

Transport for the South East, County Hall,
St. Anne's Crescent, Lewes, BN7 TUE



ARUNDEL GROUP RDA
20 October 2019

A27 Arundel Bypass

Submission from the Trustees of Arundel
Group Riding for the Disabled
Association
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ARUNDEL GROUP RDA
20 October 2019

A27 Arundel Bypass

From the Trustees of Arundel Group RDA

The Trustees of Arundel Group for Riding for the Disabled
Association (RDA) support the need for a bypass for the
historic market town of Arundel. However, we would like to
make an appeal against the beige and cyan coloured routes -
Options 1V9 and 1V5 of the proposed A27 Improvement
Schemes.

These proposed routes threaten the future of Arundel Riding
Centre at which we are based. Arundel Riding Centre has, for
40 years, freely given their ponies and facilities to our Group
enabling Arundel Group RDA to provide riding without
charge to children and adults with disabilities who would
otherwise be unable to ride.

Arundel Group RDA is supported by a large group of
volunteers and a professional instructor. Some young riders
require the assistance of three people to support them on their
pony, plus an instructor to guide the lesson. Most of our
riders are children and young people but participants range in
age from 6 to 66 years.

A27 Arundel Bypass, Page 2



ARUNDEL GROUP RDA
20 October 2019

All volunteers undertake RDA safety, handling and horse
management training. The high standards of the Group were
recognised when the Princess Royal, patron of RDA National,
honoured us with a visit on our 35th anniversary in 2014.

The therapeutic benefits of riding are evidenced by the
Group’s long association with the Lavinia Norfolk Centre at
The Angmering School. Riders come weekly from this
specialist centre with staff support. Representatives of the
Arundel Group meet with staff to agree developmental goals
and consider how riders’ physical, social and emotional needs
can