Guzman, Kenny De

.................................................................................................... SUUHEE
From: Cornelius Barton |
Sent: 18 june 2012 1442
To: steveakehurst@btconnect.com
Subject: Re: FW: Proposed 38 Agreement - Phase 2 of Felpham Road, indiuding the Viaduct
Structure,

Dear Steve

1 have spoken to John Mills and he is happy to approve the borehole WSI. John tells me that the WSI
document needs to be submitted to Paul Stack at Arun District Council as part of an application to discharge
condition 42 of application no. FP/92/04 in respect of the viaduct. The borehole WSI is the last of the
archaeological documents required for this discharge.

Yours Sincerely

Cornelius

On Mon, Jun 18, 2012 at 10:44 AM, Steve Akehurst |GG -

Cornelius

Matthew Willlams is on ieave al prasent could vou piease look into the matter regarding the borehole testing and if
fohn Mills has informed the planners that sl is ok mate to gat it signed off ?

Steve

From: Steve Akehurst [

Sent: 18 June 2012 10:20
To: 'Simon Greig'; "Gerald Ford'; 'Chin, Choon W'; "Drewett, John'; 'Paul Berrill’; 'Aluco Ecology’; 'Matthew Williams'

Cex 'Dunne, James {Southampton)
Subsject: PW: Proposed 38 Agreament - Phase 2 of Felpham Road, induding the Viaduct Structure,

Importance: High

Gentlemen

Now that you all have had sorme time to digest WSCC responses regarding the attached email and attachments
, could you please respond to me today with your proposed re submission dates to WSCT on vour relevant scope
of works, | have hoped that vou will all agree that this Friday midday is acceptable.

On Archaeology this relates to a planning condition on Lidsey Rife Borehgles . Can we confirm that this matteris
wall underway 7
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Regards
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uile, Stephen
ase / O relpnam Road, including the Viaduct Structure.
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g the detailed design of Phase 2 of the

ing

Felpham Relief Road, including the embankment, viaduct, maintenance access road and associated structures.

Thank you for your letters dated 14th, 20th and 24th February 2012 enclos

Dear Choon Wah,
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| apologise for not responding before now, but this has not been possible because of other Site 8 commitments /
prioritias and the length of time needed {o check the design of works of such significant nature. Howaver, the
submitied information has now been reviewed and | would like to make the following comments:-

Additional Documentation Required

1. A copy of the Environment Agency Consent to the surface water drainage strategy for Phase 2 of the Refief
Road, (if different to the documentation submitied in connection with the A28 Roundabout).

2. A drainage statement explaining the relationship between the MJA atienuation pond design and the Atkins
highway drainage design, in order it can be chacked the designs are compatible. Additionally, please confirm
the Atkins drainage design takes into account the impermeable area draining inlo Altenuation Pond K
increased through the Technical Approval process for the new A28 Roundabout and therefors less relief
road surface waler can drain info the pond.

. Evidence the Swale and Altenuation Pond G designed by WSP at the eastern end of the road has the
capacity to drain the shared use cycleway and the carriageway in this location,

[

4. Confirmation all pre-commencement of work Planning Conditions relating to the Relief Road (FP/220/07) and
the Viaduct Structure (AL/113/08) have been dischargsd by Arun District Council.

(¥4

. A swepi path diagram that demonstrates the agricultural access to the south of Foolpath 183 Crossing is
accessible from all directions. Has the size of the design vehicle heen agreed with the landowner? Can this
vehicle wait clear of the shared use cycleway and carriageway on each side of the road to open the gate?

6. is there a reason why the location of the above agriculiural access is different to that shown on the drawings
submiited at the Reserve Matters Planning Application stage i.a. why has the access moved from the
wasiern side of the footpath crossing o the eastern side? Is the landowner happy with this change?

7. The location and type of boundary fencing to be used along the entire route of the relief road needs to shown
on the relevant drawings. On the northern side of the road | would suggest the fence is sef back 1 metres
from the toe of the embankment and an appropriate position is found on the southern side. At present far too
miuch land is being offered for adoption which has no highway purpose. The surplus land can be transferred
back to the relevant landowners, unless i is being ratained for some other reason.

8. In connection with Commant 7, please confirm each of the affected landowners has agreed to the location
and type of boundary fence {o be used,

9. A copy of Drawing Number 5084455-RLS-BNR-CBR-03010, which | understand shows the design of the
refaining structure(s) adjacent {o the maintenance access road.

Amey Comments

1. Cur Consultant, Amey has checked the detailed design of the works, including the embankmenti, the road, the
viaduet, the maintenance access road and other structures, Comments relating 1o the design of the
embankment were issued in my email dated 20th April 2012, The road design comments are listed in the
below amail from Mr Guile of Amey and the viaduct and other structure comments are listad in the attached
schedule. Please review the situgtion and provide an appropriate response {o each of these comments.

Section 38 Agreement Drawings

i have assumed the General Lavoul Plans (dwg.nos. 4102 to 41085} are going to be used to form the hasis of the
legal agreement. Consequently, the following alterations are required in order the details on these drawings are in
the correct format for inclusion in the legal agresment:-
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1. Add "Section 38 Agreement” to the Drawing Titles and General Key and add "New” prior to "Verge /
Embankment” and "Drainage” in the General Key or changes the word "Naw” to "Adoptable” in each case for
consistensy.

o]

. The adoptable highway drainage system, including the road gullies, gully connections, carrier drains,
catchpits and headwails ot need 1o be shown in solid blue colouring on the drawings and the key. Is part of
the adoptable highway drainage systern missing from the northern side of the road on the plans?

3. The adoptable culvarts and haadwalls nead o be shown in solid blus colouring, togather with 2 sultable
reference in the key,

4. The foliowing features need o be shown and identified on each of the agresment plans:-

Viadust Structurs,

Aftenuation Ponds, including identification letlering.
Flood Relief Culveris.

Non Flood Relief Culverts.

Lidsey Rife Bridge / Culver,

Headwalls,

Existing Route of Footpaths 152 and 153
Proposed Diversion Route of Footpath 152,
Euisting Watercourse / Ditch Lines (schematicaliy).
Fatrol interceplors,

HMybrobrakes.

Safely Fencing.

@ @ & & & &£ & B € 2 2 @

4. A list of the drawing numbers of the plans o be used to construct the road, viaduct, maintenance access road
and other struciures efe,

8. Remove the colouring that endends beyond the drawing "Cut Lines” so that the colowring on one drawing does not
overlap with the colouring on the nexd drawing - the land can only be offered for adoption once.

8. Adiust the rad "Proposed Highway Boundary” line o coincide with the boundary fencing that neads 1o be

U introduced to the various drawings (see comments under first heading) and indicate who is going fo be responsible
for the future maintenance of each type of fence. Please note the ditches must nol be incorporated within the red line
because they are not suitable for adoption.

7. The area either side of the viaduct maintenance accass should be coloured approgriataly on the agreement plan,
as the land in this location neads to be adoptad up to the boundary fencalines,

8. Rernove the notation advising there is {o be a "Proposed Cycle and Pedestrian Track” on the southermn side of the
. Footpath 153 crossing, as this is not going (o be the case. The proposed cycleway on the norihern side of the road
o be constructed by the County Council in the fufure is going to tie-in with the cycleway running along the southem
side of the relief road. This commenis apphes 1o all of the drawings.

9. Has the safety fencing been shown in the correct location at either end of the viaduct structure, as i looks as
. though the fericing is going to encroach within the shared use cycleway.

AP for Visduot Strusture

1. ook forwarg to receiving a copy of the Viaduct AP Document signed by Network Rail, as requested in my
lettar dated 3rd May 2011,

Form B Documentation for Viaduet and Other Structures

1. The signed Form B for the Viaduct Structure, Lidsey Rife Bridge and the other culverts along the Mainlenance
Arcess Road have besn requesied and will be signed by WSCC and retumned for your records / signature by
Metwork Rail (visduct struciure only) once received.

4
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Highway Drainage
1. MJA Highway Pond Construction Detail Plan (dwg.no.4276-71) -

Add identification lettering io the attenuation pond.

How is the atienuation pond going to be accessed - there is no gate?

The ditch into the outfall watercourse neads to be dimensioned - this information is not available at present.
Evidence is required the Class 1 Bypass Interceptor has been suitably sized o drain the impermeable area.

& 8 B8 B

2. MJA Highway Pond Construction Plan { dwg.no.4276.72) -

1Add identification letiering to the atfenuation
How is the attenuation pond going 1o be accessed -~ there is no gate?
COne of the outfall drainags pipes has no headwall or invert level details - these nesd {o be introduced to the
plan.
inver! level delalls are missing generally from this plan and need to be infroduced.
¢ Evidence is required the Class 1 Bypass Interceptor has been suitably sized to drain the impermeable area.

Construction
I. Is there a reason why BN kerbs (K1), rather than HB2 kerbs are being used o define the carriageway edge?

2. 1 understand your Client has requested the harden margin on the northern side of the relief road be changed
fo a more conventional grass verge margin. If this is the case, please clarify the following:-

« Has the removal of the harden margin changed the type of kerb to be used to define the carriageway edge

along this side of the road?

« Amlcorrect in assuming a 1 meire wide rollover verge is to be provided behind the 1 metre wide verge o tie
in with the side slope of the embankment? | think this is shown on the general arrangement type drawings. If
this is the case, please add dimension lines to the Typical Section B on Drawing Number CBR-04-
(4039/B02 and adjust the design cross sections to suil as well, if necessary, so there is no confusion in this
respact in the future,

Additionally, please confirm a 1 metre wide roll over verge is being provided behind the shared use cycleway
on the opposite side of the road?

On a more general point, can | suggest dimension lines are introduced to all of the typical sections on drawing
number 4039/B02, so there is no confusion in this respect in the future.

L]

&

2. Is there a reason why BN Kerbs (Detail 4, rather than C52 channels blocks are being used to define the
carriageway edge where the swale is present at the eastern end of the road? Phase 1 of the Relief Road has been
designed with the lalter, so Phase 2 neads fo be designed in a consistent way, unless there is a technical reason for
the change.

3. Has any consideration been given {0 incorporating 2 geotexdile membrane within the pavement of the
maintenance access road to stop the granular material being washed away over time during pericd of flooding?

4. Additionally, why are timber adgings being proposed along the sides of the maintenance access road as these
wifl rot over time due to the presence of the flood water?

5. Change ihs surface course of the sharad use cycleway o AC 6 dense surf 100/ 150, as this is the preferred
material of the Counly Council. Please indicate on the relevant drawings and specification the material must be
machine laid.

8. Show on the relevant drawings the noise bund attenuation fencing details at the eastern end of the road.

Strest Lighting / Electrical Apparatus

1. Tha viaduct lighting column spacing, plinth and duct details etc have not been chacked at this stage because
the Street Lighting Arrangement Technical Note needs to be revised in accordance with the comments made

5
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i your emait dated 313t May 2012 - otherwise the situation will be confusing to my Strest Lighting Team and
a decision over the acceptability of the proposal will not ns able to be made.

3

. | understand MJA are designing the street lighting for Phase 2 of the Relief Road. In this respect, confirmation
of the following is required:-

¢ The lighting columns are going to be passively safe and be to the same Specification as the A28 Roundabout
fighing, including the westbound approach to the A28 Roundabout and the eastbound approach {o the
Stanover Lans Roundabout?

= SEC will be checking and approving the lighting design.

+  SEC will be providing a passively safe Specification for the flluminated refugs island bollards, beacon and
fluminated traffic signa.

+ The agresd lighting, Hluminated bolfard, beacon and traffic signs details are 1o be shown on the Alking
drawings for complstaness and 1o ensurs there is no conflic! with other highway signs / furnifure ete.

« The agreed fighting column positions will be shown on the Atking drawings in order the Hlumination
raguirements for the iraffic signs can be designed and checked. At present some of the details in the signs
schedule are incorrect in this respect, presumably due o the absence of the lighling detalls, Thess
components need to be considered and designed together.

Advance Direction Signs

1. The location of the advance direction signs at each end of the road need o be shown on the drawings,
together with relevant sign face, post and foundations detalls. MJA have been given the sign face details by
WECC, but the aspaats, including location naed to be designed by Alking,

2. Tha direction signs installed in connection with the naw A28 Roundabout are interim and need o be replaced
in sonjunction with the ralisf road works. The replacement sign details, including the past and foundation
design need o be shown on the Atlins drawings for completeness.

Traffic Signs and Carriageway Markings

1. The centrefine carrlagaway markings at the western end of the relief road are not consistent with the
markings agreed with MJA in conneciion with the A28 Roundabout works. Please revise the design and the
Lining and Signing Technical Advice Note accordingly.

2. The Lining and Signing Technica! Advice Note states that road studs are not proposed for Phase 2 of the
Refief Road. In our view they should be used, as recommaended in paragraph 6.1 of Chapter & of the Traffic
Signs Manual:

“Refroreflactive road studs are frequently used fo supplement longitudinal read markings....... They are used in
addition fo reflectorised lines where traffic flows are figh, parficularly on roads without strest fighting. They remain
effoctive in wet weather and aiso in arsas prone o fog, when the efficiency of reflactive markings is reduced”

3. The Technical Advice Note also suggests Diagram 817/818.1 signing is going to be used at the beginning of the
viaduct maintenance access road. A TRO is reguired if these signs are ussd, so that any noncompliance issues are
snforceable by the Sussex Police. This comment applies to the signs al the opposite end of the route as waeill,
Further, advice over the appropriatensss of the use of thess signs and the resullant TRO will foliow In due sourss,

4. Drawing Number 4034/B02 - ancther 50 mph repeater sign s required, to be sited back-io-back with §-01,

5. Dirawing number 40358/802 - ancther 50 mph repeater sign is required, to be sited back-to-back with 5-02 and
another claarway rapealer sign is regquired, to be sited back-to-back with 8-03.

8. Drawing number 4038/B02 - another 50 mph repeatsr sign is required, 1o be sited back-to-back with 5-09
7. Drawing number 5084455-RLS-BNR-CBR-04037/802

s The 50 mph speed imit repealer signs 5-20 & 5-21 do not need o be uminatad

&
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¢ | would suggest extending the diag 1004.1 hazard warning ling eastwards to the location of the warning sign
$-22, as recommended by paragraph 4.25 of Chapter 5 of the Traffic Signs Manual:

“the marking can with benefit be extended to start af the localion of the accompanying warning sigrn”

8. Althe western end of the road the location of the speed limil terminal signs may need to be changed in
connection with the reduction in the spsad Emit along the A29 - further advice in this respect will follow in due course.

10. The speed limit terminal signs at the eastern end of the road can be removed from the drawings as these signs
are situated immediately adjacent to the Stanover Lane Roundabout and fall within the limits of the WSP road
design.

Shared Use Cycleway

1. It has been agreed with your Client that the cycleway being built in connection with the AZ9 Roundabout
would not be signed, lined or have corduroy paving laid until the Phase 2 Relief Road cycleway is buiit -
otherwise the AZ8 cycleway will not lead any where. These details either need o be shown on the Atkins
drawings or alternatively the plan numbers of the MJA drawings showing these works should be shown on
the Atkins plans, again, for complsteness.

Landscaping

1. Comments relating to the proposed landscaping design beneath and adjacent o the viaduct structure are
being issued to Arun District Council in connection with the discharge of planning conditions. | have,
however. atiached a copy of the comments for consideration at this stage.

Existing Footpath 182
1. What is tha current position with the Temporary Diversion Order for Foolpath 1827

2. What is the current position with the Permanent Diversion Order for Footpath 1527 Please show the diversion
route on the relevant agreement plan?

Existing Footpath 153 Crossing of the Relief Road

1. Existing Foolpath 183 is going to be converted to a shared use cycleway following construction of the relief
road and will form part of the Barnham to Bognor Regis Cycleway. Your Client is not being asked to
undertake this work because the majority of the alterations will be on third party land, however, the central
rafuge island has o be designed to accommodate the future cycleway (planning condition), Please remove
the cycleway sign / line slc detaills from the drawings, as these will be installed by the County Council in
conjunction with the fulure cycleway conversion works - the dropped kerbs / tactile paving details ete should
remain though, as cater for the pedesirians using the footway,

Safety Audit / Designers Response

1. The ialest Stage 2 Safety Audit needs o be reviewed for acceptability by our internal Safely Auditor as the
authors of the report were not from the County Councils” Accepted List of Auditors. Before | arrange this the
following issues need to be addressed. -

e The Safely Auditors need to be fold about the two Depariures from Standard and the report needs to be
revised io reflect this situation. | am particularly concerned about Problem 2.5 of the Previous Stage 1 Safety
Audit (May 2008}, as the report stales the Dasign Team advised the Safety Auditors the full overtaking sight
distance of 185 melres is available over the viaduct structure, when 480 metres is required to meet the
standard in this respect. This stuation needs to resclved.

» The Designers Response Report (January 2012} is not acceptable because the document has not baen
signed and Problem 2.5 of the Previous Stage 1 Safety Audit and Problems 2.3 and 2.4 of the Previous

7
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Siage 2 Safety Audit (October 2009) and Problems 3.3 and 3.4 of the Current Stage 2 Safety Audit
{December 2011} do not have a Designers Response.

¢ In connection with the solution o Problem 2.1 of the Pravious Stage 1 Safety Audit, please submit evidence
that demonstrates the smaller 76mm diameter posis are able to support the traffic signs or alternatively
design these a5 passive posis and foundations.

¢ A Safety Audit Exception Report is going to required because Recommendation of Problem 3,2 of the Stage 2
Safety Audit (December 2012) is not being addressed. The document will be prepared and issued to our
Senior Management for acceptance once the revised Safety Audit / Designers Response is submitied.

Departure from Standard

1. Approval to the two Departures from Standard will be soughi from my Senior Management once the
commentis in this email have been addressed, as a number relate o the design of the Departures from
Standard themselves.

Please review the situation in accordance with these comments and submil 3 copies of each of the revised drawings
{ documents for further consideration, together with an appropriate response to each of the comments mads.

if any clarification of these comments is required, please do not hesitate to contact me.

| look forward to matters proceeding accordingly.

Kind regards harvey.

§Harvev Regers E Principal Enginger (S38/278 Agresments), Implernentetion Team, Strategic Planning, Cormmunities and Infrastruciure,
/ Waest Sussex Sounty. Councll
Location: Second Floor Northielg

R AN PRI I IS

Think sustainably. Do you have to print? Can you double side? Do you need colour?
----- Forwarded by Harvey Rogers/SUMWSCC on 31/05/2012 13:52

"Guile, Stephen” <Slephen Gulle2@amey so.uk> To “Harvey Rogers (harvey.rogers@wastsussex.qov.uk)"”
<harvey.sogers@wesisussex.qov.iutke
01/05/2012 16:38 c¢ "Nicholson, John" <dghnNicholsengiSamey.co.ue>

Subject TRIM: 300412 - 807130 BRNRR Felpham DD - submission dated 10th April 2012

Harvey

With reference to your letter dated 10" April 2012 regarding the latest submission for the Viaduct Section
of the Felpham Relief Road please find my comments below.

Wilson Bailey GI Report — No Comment
Atkins — Geotechnical Diesign Report — No Comment

MIJIA Pavement design calculations — Please supply a legible copy.
8
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Stage 2 Road Safety Audit ~ No comment

Highway Ponds H, 1 & k~
4276:71 and 72 - There is no indication as to which pond is H and which s J. Please advise.
Pond § exceeds the allowable SUs flow for the 1{80yr + 30%. Please advise.

Pond K has an allowable discharge of 2Vs. However, all the hydrobrakes on the drawings discharge
at Sifs. Please advise,

The Hyvdrobrake featured at the end of the bookdet does not mateh any of those requived for the
project. Please advise.

Technical Note ~- HRRRAP — The design report is satisfactory.
Highway Specification
Page 85— There is no specification for capping layer in section 6, only general fill.

Technical Note ~ Departures from Standards — This not a full report in line with the DMRB. Has this level
of detail been agreed with WSCC as they have to sign of Departures.

Technical Note ~ General Design Clarification — No comments.
Technical Note — Drainage Design — Design satisfactory
 Drawings

S084455-RLS BNR-CBR-03001 & 2 -~ There are no detatls for culverts 3, 11, 12 & 13 with the
access road over the top

F084455-RLS BNR-CBR-{3001 & 2 — Please advise what protection is o be provided for vehicles
at the culvert crosaings.

S5084455-RLS BNR-CHR-03001, 2, 3 & 4 Drawing 5084455-RLS _BNR-CBR-03010 guoted in
the General Key has not been provided. Please advise.

SOB4455-RLS BNR-CBR-04002 - Safety fence does not tic into the parapet on the south side of the
road. Please revise,

3084455-RLE BNRACBR-04019 — Transition offsets do not match terminal offsets, on both sides of
the road.

5084455-RLS BNR-CBR-04020 — Transition offsets do not match terminal offsets on the south side
of theroad

S084455-RLS BNR-CBR-04024 — Is there continuity between the drainage ditch shown on this
drawing as ‘designed by others’ and the design for the Felpham end of the road, Please advise,

There are no gradients shown on verge behind the footpaths on the cross-sections. Please advise,

The culveris are not shown on the long sections. We have no indication as to thelr proximity o the

9
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formation/ base of capping layer. Please inchude the culverts, and with their invert and soffit levels, on the
long sections.

There are no issues with any of the other drawings.

This concludes the assessment of the Submission. There is nothing that should impede the approval
process we just need some clarification.

If you have any comments or gueries please contact me on my mobile or on 01403229974 at County Hall
North.

Regards

Stephen Guile

Sentor Engineer ~ Consulting
Amey

South Fast Hub| Explorer 11 | Fleming Way | Crawley | West Sussex] RH10 9GT

Amey [Service 18 our passion. People, our strength

Amey: 2010 Winner and 2011 Finalist of the NCE/ACE Consultanis of the Year - Major Firm award

COMPANY PARTHULARS: For particulars of companies within the Amey Group, please viait

The Shersrd Building, Edmund Halley Road, Oxford OX4 454, Registered in England: 4736639

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message and accompanying dala ave for the sole use of the
intended recipient{s) and may contain information that is confidential, If you are not the intended recipient,
you are notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or copying of this message or data is prohibited. If
you received this emall message in ervor, please notify us immediately and erase all copies of this message
and attachments.

Please note that Amey monitors incoming and outgoing mail for compliance with its Ematl Policy. This
inchudes scanning ematls for computer virusea.
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L - P Archacology

£ - ¥ Archacology is the trading name of L - P Heritage LLP Registered in England and Wales
QU366545
Registered office address: Amela House, Crescent Road, Worthing, BN1T QR
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