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M25J28 Public Consultation Response (14th November 2016 – 6th January 2017)

This is the formal response to the M25 Junction 28 improvement scheme
consultation submitted on behalf of Essex County Council.  This response has been
developed following discussions with officers who have expertise in the areas of
highways and transportation, strategic planning, economic growth and the
environment, and has been formally agreed by Cllr Kevin Bentley; Deputy Leader
and Cabinet Member with responsibility for and Economic Growth, Infrastructure and
Partnerships.

Essex County Council is the Highways and Transportation Authority for the
administrative county of Essex.  Essex has a population of 1.4 million people and
supports 766,000 jobs, it is home to over 73,500 businesses and generates over
£30bn per year for the UK economy.  The A12 transport corridor is key to the
prosperity and vitality of Essex, connecting the rapidly growing urban centres of
Chelmsford and Colchester with London and the Haven Ports; effective connectivity
between the A12 and the M25 at Junction 28 is therefore essential to Essex.

The County Council supports the proposed Highways England congestion and safety
improvements at M25 Junction 28. These improvements will enhance the connection
between the M25 and A12, and together with the widening of the A12; will assist and
enable the future development and economic growth of Essex.

The Council notes the information provided at the Public Consultation event
summarising the existing conditions at the M25 Junction and the need for
improvements to capacity in light of the existing and future predicted congestion. The
need for these improvements was identified as part of the Road Investment Strategy
(RIS).

All of the options meet the aims and objectives set by Highways England and are
supported by ECC, however since Option 5f offers longer term network resilience
this would be ECC’s preferred option.

The long term network benefits will outweigh any short term construction
inconvenience; however, we highlight the need for appropriate traffic management
and minimal disruption during construction. Option 5B would potentially have the
most impact on the A12 and M25 in terms of short term delay and disruption during
the construction works. Options 5C and 5F in comparison could mainly be built
offline, minimising the day to day impact and disruption to the A12 and J28.



ECC would like to ensure that whichever option is selected, the impact on traffic
exiting southbound from Brentwood on the A1023 Brook Street is carefully
considered. Whilst we appreciate that the improvements at Junction 28 are not
aimed at delivering improvements at this location, we would like to ensure that the
existing traffic congestion at this junction is not compromised as a result of the
scheme. Therefore we request that the introduction of signals at this arm of the
junction and their potential incorporation within the signal phasing for the M25
Junction 28 is considered as part of the detailed design for the scheme.

In addition to the above, consideration  should also be given to the public Byway
which crosses the southern end of the A1023, runs south of the Poplars and then
crosses the M25 slip-road onwards to Putwell Bridge Farm and Oak Farm, to the
south of the M25. This route forms part of ECC and BBC’s ambition to improve and
connect cycling / walking networks across Essex.

There will be a need for ECC and the HE to continue sharing traffic forecasting and
modelling data in the area of the M25 Junction 28; and to work with Brentwood
Borough Council to cater for the future growth proposed in the Brentwood urban
area.

Please find below responses to sections B and C of the Public Consultation
Questionnaire. Sections A, D and E have not been completed since they do not
apply to ECC as an organisation.

We hope this response will assist in the further development of the project and look
forward to working with Highways England as the scheme progresses.



ECC Questionnaire Responses

B1. Do you think there is a need to improve M25 junction 28?

Yes

B2. Which issues around the M25 junction 28 improvements are you most
concerned about (Please tick all relevant)

Very
concerned

Concerned No opinion Little
concern

No concern

Road safety √
Congestion √
Limited
capacity

√

Economic
growth

√

Noise √
Air quality √
Landscape √
Nature
conservation

√

Water
environment
and
drainage

√

People and
communities

√

Historic
environment

√

Impact of
roadworks
during
construction

√



C1. If you think the options will:

· Achieve any of the below, please put a tick in the box
· Not achieve any of the below, please put a cross in the box

Encourage
economic
growth

Reduce
congestion
and delays

Improve the
reliability of
journey
times

Improve
road safety

Reduce
noise and
air quality
issues

Option 5B √ √ √ √
Option 5C √ √ √ √
Option 5F √ √ √ √ √

C2. Which option do you prefer?

Scheme option Please tick one
Option 5B
Option 5C
Option 5F √
No preference

C3 Do you have any comments on any of the options?

Scheme option Comments
Option 5B Most impact and disruption during

construction.
Minimal radius could be a safety concern
Most impact on local business.
Least value BCR
Limited long term resilience

Option 5C Less impact and disruption during
construction
Less impact on local business
High value BCR
Limited long term resilience

Option 5F Less impact and disruption during
construction
Less impact on local business
High value BCR
Long term resilience



C4 Please use the box below to share your views on anything else we should
consider for junction 28 improvements.

ECC would like to ensure that whichever option is selected, the impact on traffic
exiting southbound from Brentwood on the A1023 Brook Street is carefully
considered. Whilst we appreciate that the improvements at Junction 28 are not
aimed at delivering improvements at this location, we would like to ensure that the
existing traffic congestion at this junction is not compromised as a result of the
scheme. Therefore we request that the introduction of signals at this junction and
their potential incorporation within the signal phasing for the M25 Junction 28 is
considered as part of the detailed design for the scheme.

In addition to the above, consideration  should also be given to the public Byway
which crosses the southern end of the A1023, runs south of the Poplars and then
crosses the M25 slip-road onwards to Putwell Bridge Farm and Oak Farm, to the
south of the M25. This route forms part of ECC and BBC’s ambition to improve and
connect cycling / walking networks across Essex.

There will be a need for ECC and the HE to continue sharing traffic forecasting and
modelling data in the area of the M25 Junction 28; and to work with Brentwood
Borough Council to cater for the future growth proposed in the Brentwood urban
area.
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FAO Ms Gail Boyle  
The Planning Inspectorate 
3D Eagle Wing 
Temple Quay House 
2 The Square 
Bristol, 
BS1 6PN 

Our ref: 
 
Your Ref: 
Date: 
 

ECC/M25J28/Scoping 
Opinion 
TR010029-000004 
11 December 2017 

 
Sent by email:  M25Junction28@pins.gsi.gov.uk 
 

 
Dear Ms Gail Boyle, 

RE: Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental 

Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (the EIA Regulations) – Regulations 10 and 11  

Proposed application by Highways England (the Applicant) for an Order granting 

Development Consent for the M25 Junction 28 improvements  

Scoping consultation and notification of the Applicant’s contact details and duty to 

make available information to the Applicant if requested 

Thank you for  the opportunity to respond on behalf of Essex County Council (ECC) defined 

as S43 Local Authority and statutory consultee, to provide comments on the Scoping Report 

to inform the Environmental Statement (ES) for the proposed development for M25 Junction 

28 improvements by Highways England (HE).  

ECC is a Statutory Consultee, as both a host and neighbouring strategic authority within the 

definition of the Duty to Co-operate S110 of the Localism Act 2012 and Section 30 of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2008.  The M25 Junction 28 improvements are a 

strategic cross-boundary matter and ECC wish to engage with this process, with the 

following relevant roles: 

 A key partner and service provider within Essex promoting economic development, 
regeneration, infrastructure delivery and new development for the benefit of Essex and 
the region; 

 The highways and transportation authority for Essex, with responsibility for the delivery 
of the Essex Local Transport Plan;  

 The Minerals and Waste Planning Authority and Lead Local Flood Authority for Essex; 

 The Public Health advisor for the county of Essex; and 

 The Local Education Authority for Essex and as a key partner in the promotion of 
employability and skills. 
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ECC has a long history of close working with authorities within Greater Essex, within 

London Thames Gateway; South East Local Enterprise Partnership (SELEP) and the 

Opportunity South Essex Partnership (OSE).  It will be necessary for HE to have regard 

to the wider regional priorities, as set out by ECC, SELEP and OSE. 

ECC has been actively engaged with HE throughout the process to date including our 

response of 6th January 2017 which supported Option 5F, in which we stated:   

 A12 transport corridor is key to prosperity and vitality of Essex, connecting rapidly 

growing urban centres of Chelmsford and Colchester with London and the Haven 

Ports 

 Effective connectivity between A12 and M25 at Junction 28 is essential to Essex 

 Support HE congestion and safety improvements at M25 Junction 28 

 Option 5F offers longer term network resilience, and will enhance connection 

between M25 and A12, and together with widening of A12; will assist and enable 

future development and economic growth of Essex 

 Long term network benefits will outweigh any short term construction inconvenience 

 Appropriate traffic management and minimal disruption needed during construction 

(Options 5F could mainly be built offline, minimising day to day impact and 

disruption to A12 and J28) 

 Ensure impact on traffic exiting southbound from Brentwood on the A1023 Brook 

Street are carefully considered, and existing traffic congestion at this junction is not 

compromised as a result of the scheme 

 Request introduction of signals at this arm of junction, and consideration of potential 

incorporation within signal phasing for M25 Junction 28 

 Consideration given to public Byway which crosses southern end of A1023, runs 

south of Poplars and crosses M25 slip-road onwards to Putwell Bridge Farm and 

Oak Farm, to south of M25 (route forms part of ECC and BBC’s ambition to improve 

and connect cycling / walking networks across Essex)  

 Need for ECC and HE to continue sharing traffic forecasting and modelling data in 

area of M25 Junction 28; and to work with Brentwood Borough Council to cater for 

the future growth proposed in the Brentwood urban area  

ECC wishes to continue to engage with this ongoing process, to develop the 

Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) and inform the Environmental 

Statement that will form part of the application for the Development Consent Order 

(DCO) application for the M25 Junction 28 Improvements. 

ECC has identified a range of issues and comments regarding the Scoping Report, 

which require further clarification, additional information and actions to be incorporated 

within the Environmental Statement.  ECC’s comments are outlined below. 
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Strategic Approach to HE engagement with ECC on Projects across Essex 

ECC notes that there are a number of significant HE transport projects within and 

adjoining Essex, including Lower Thames Crossing (LTC), A12 improvements and 

A120 Braintree to A12.  This provides a unique opportunity for ECC and HE, to discuss 

and explore a consistent and co-ordinated strategic approach to the development and 

implementation of these projects to provide a cumulative benefit for all parties.  For 

example, the potential benefits for local employment and development of construction 

and engineering skills across the area. 

ECC also welcomes the ‘joined up’ approach HE appear to have been taken with 

respect to the ‘red lines’ of the LTC and M25 Junction 28 schemes, which should 

ensure continuity between the schemes. 

General Overview of the Scoping Report 

The format for each environmental topic, as outlined in section 1.3 and Table 1.1 is of 

assistance and provides some clarity on the topics, emerging data, assessments and 

mitigation proposals to date.  That said the omission of a dedicated “Transport” section 

summary or identification of where transport issues are embedded within the report 

should be addressed. 

The Scoping Report rightly focuses on the immediate environmental issues, but the 

Examining Inspectors will surely wish to see forecast traffic figures upon which to assist 

their judgements.  We understand that final figures are still in preparation but will be 

available for submission with the draft DCO. ECC therefore request the preparation of a 

full Transport Assessment as soon as this information does become available, the 

scope of which should be agreed with ECC as soon as possible. 

ECC would have anticipated a dedicated transport section within this Scoping Report, 

as part of the overall Environmental information. The transport assessment should 

provide this information to enable both HE and ECC strategic networks to be planned 

holistically. 

NSIP Procedural comment 

It is noted that the Planning Inspectorate assigned projects to geographical areas to 

make them “easier to find”, however this project covers two geographical areas on the 

PINS website.  It is recommended that the project is listed with a weblink on the “East of 

England” page as well as the “South East”, to assist with accessibility to the information. 

ECC Comments by Service Area: 

The nature and scope of the consultations responses that follow concern: 

 Highways and Transportation 

 Minerals and Waste Planning  

 Lead Local Flood Authority – Flood and Water Management 
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 Public Health and Well-being 

 Strategic Planning, Economic Growth, Regeneration and Skills 

 Historic Environment and Archaeology 

 Landscape; and 

 Natural Environment 

 
Highways and Transportation  

The operation of the M25 junction 28 has a significant effect on the Essex road network, 

as a result of both peak period delays and in the event of an incident in the network. 

ECC would therefore welcome plans that will robustly ease congestion and provide 

capacity that would serve long term demand. 

As indicated above ECC wishes to be fully engaged in the Transport Assessment to 

accompany this project and would anticipate this being a dedicated section within the 

PEIR.   The issues for ECC are the impact on the Essex community and businesses, 

including all transport users, both directly and connectively to London but also the wider 

transport implications including changes in demand on strategic routes. 

It is the expectation that a Transport Assessment will be supported by modelling and 

that that modelling will include appropriate forecast years.  Modelling results will also 

support the assessment of the air quality and noise impacts of the scheme (Chapter 5 

and 6). 

It is recommended that modelling includes the neighbouring Transport and Highways 

Authorities.  Any transport assessment should include the A12, A120, A127, A130, A13 

and M11. 

The Environmental Scoping Report does not refer to a transport assessment or 

transport modelling undertaken to inform the environmental assessment, including 

Noise and Air Quality Assessments. In view of the importance of the junction, such 

modelling would help to assure ECC that the proposals for the junction are robust and 

would provide the necessary capacity, service and resilience towards a reasonable 

planning horizon. 

A Transport Assessment should also address road safety and accident management, 

including diversion routes to help understand the network impact in the event of 

accidents or other events affecting the junction and the adjacent M25 and M11. 

All Chapters from 5 through 13, refer to the environmental considerations during 

construction but there are no indications that assessment of construction traffic has or 

will be undertaken. 
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Areas of interest will be: 

 Impact of traffic management during construction to assess impact on the wider 

network; 

 Programming of construction work and traffic management to assess the interaction 

with other construction on the wider network, be it the, A13 road widening, 

A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange improvements, the A127 route management 

strategy; M25 junction 28, A12 improvements and A120 Braintree to A12; 

 Routes and programming of delivery and disposal of material and equipment to the 

site, to assess the potential impact on the Essex network; 

 Understanding of employee access to the site, job numbers and expected modes of 

travel, including sustainable access; and 

 Road safety during construction and management of events to minimise wider 

network impact 

The strategic routes referred to above provide connectivity within Essex and connect 

Essex to London and the wider UK and are vital for connecting the economies of Essex 

and London. ECC needs to be satisfied that any impacts on the strategic routes 

connectivity, capacity and resilience are addressed and potential benefits for the Essex 

economy are optimised. ECC requires further data and analysis on the wider strategic 

routes to: 

 Identify the impact on Essex and surrounding areas; 

 Establish the projected increase in traffic arising from the scheme and the 
cumulative impact of current planned growth (and transport projects);  

 Establish the implications, sensitivity and inter-relationship on transport movements 
across the wider strategic network; 

 Understand the timescales for project delivery and the cumulative impacts and 
timing with other major transport infrastructure projects in the vicinity, be it the, 
Lower Thames Crossing, A13 road widening, A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange 
improvements, the A127 route management strategy; A130, M25 junction 28, A12 
improvements (Brook Street to Margaretting Part of RIS 1) and A120 Braintree to 
A12; 

 Understand the sustainable transport provision for employees and freight during 
both the construction and operational phases of the development.  For example, 
how will employees travel to the site?;  

 Understand the impact on traffic exiting southbound from Brentwood on the A1023 

Brook Street, and existing traffic congestion at this junction; and 

 Understand the implications of the scheme on the public Byway which crosses the 

southern end of A1023, runs south of Poplars and crosses M25 slip-road onwards 

to Putwell Bridge Farm and Oak Farm, to south of M25 
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Minerals & Waste Planning 

ECC is the host Minerals and Waste Planning Authority in the two tier administrative 

area of Essex, and is the host authority in respect of the “Brentwood” element of the 

project. 

The Essex Minerals Local Plan - Adopted July 2014 concerns the administrative area of 

Essex only, and seeks to ensure a local supply of aggregates for the County. 

The Essex and Southend on Sea Waste Local Plan - Adopted October 2017 concerns 

the administrative area of Essex and Southend on Sea only. 

Lead Local Flood Authority – Flood and Water Management 

ECC is the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) in the two tier administrative area of 

Essex, and is the host authority in respect of the “Brentwood” element of the project.  

This is incorrectly referenced in Paragraph 8.4.7, with Brentwood Borough Council 

being referenced as the LLFA. 

Any surface water related issues within the boundary of Brentwood should be 

addressed to ECC who are the LLFA for this area. As such any development within this 

area should adhere to ECC’s ECC Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) Design 

Guide. 

Table 8.1 should make reference to the ECC Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) 

Design Guide as part of the list of local policy affecting the site. 

ECC advises that under paragraph 8.4.18 consideration should also be given to surface 

water flood risk in the area. While the majority of surface water flood risk is linked to 

main river flooding, there are also standalone areas of surface water flood risk in this 

area which should be addressed as part of the development. 

Within Table 8.3 the focus on water quality should not be limited to Water Framework 

Directive (WFD) targets but should also more generally try to remove pollutants 

entering into the water environment wherever possible through the use of surface water 

drainage features. Highways Agency Water Risk Assessment Tool (HAWRAT) uses 

less conservative assessments of the impact of pollutants, therefore ECC advises that 

preference should be given to measures highlighted in the CIRIA SuDS manual C753. 

Similarly as above, the 2009 DMRB referred to in Paragraph 8.7.1 does not use the 

most up to date methods for the assessment of the water environment. Where possible 

reference should be made to the emerging document and local criteria for the 

assessment of the impact of surface water flood risk and pollution mitigation. 

Under paragraph 8.9.1 please be advised that at this stage no consultation has taken 

place with ECC as the LLFA for the Brentwood area. 
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Public Health and Wellbeing 

ECC is the Public Health advisor in the two tier administrative area of Essex, and is the 

host authority in respect of the “Brentwood” element of the project.  ECC Public Health 

wish to engage with this process in liaison with colleagues in Public Health England and 

respective Local Authority Public Health advisors (including environmental health). The 

following comments are made. 

 The wider determinants of health, with reference to any potential socio-economic 
benefits, should be explored in more depth i.e. employment opportunities. 

 Issues of severance from this proposal on connectivity with walking and cycling 
needs to be examined in further depth. 

 We would request that Environmental Health colleagues in impacted authorities and 
Public Health England are consulted so to ensure that the potential environmental 
impacts upon human health are raised with a specific reference to include Mental 
Health as part of this analysis. 

 There appears to have been no engagement with Public Health as part of the 
consultation process in Section 13 “People and Communities” which needs to be 
addressed. 

 The current proposals for the human health element of the Environmental Impact 
Assessment would benefit from Public Health input, advice and guidance.  

 A more detailed overarching health element is required as either an extended, 
integrated EIA or a stand -alone health impact assessment. 

 
Strategic Planning, Economic Growth, Regeneration and Skills 
 
In paragraph 15.2.8 reference should be made to the Brentwood Enterprise Park 

proposed in Brentwood’s Draft Local Plan 2016, which is located at M25 Junction 29 to 

the north of the scheme study area.  It should be noted that this strategic allocation is 

within both the permanent and temporary land requirements for the Lower Thames 

Crossing Scheme. 

Reference should also be made to the Dunton Hills Garden Village allocation in the 

Brentwood Draft Local Plan 2016, which is a proposed major housing development 

along the A127 corridor to the south east of the scheme study area.  Whilst it is not 

within the immediate vicinity of the study area, given the quantum of proposed 

development (2,500 new homes and at least 5ha of employment land) it should be 

considered as part of the cumulative impacts. 

Historic Environment and Archaeology 

With regards to the proposed study area set out in paragraph 11.2.1, ECC considers 

that 500m is a sufficient distance for Non-Designated Heritage Assets and Grade II 

listed buildings.  It is recommended that a 250m additional buffer zone is also included 

to enable consideration of the impact of the proposal upon Grade I and II* listed 

heritage assets within the wider environs. 
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In addition to the guidance and policies listed in section 11.3, reference should also be 

made to Historic England Good Practice Advice Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets 

(March 2015). The guidance is clear that contribution of setting to the significance of a 

heritage asset is not dependent on inter-visibility, and this has been clarified in a 

number of recent appeal decisions.  Therefore it is erroneous to conclude, in paragraph 

11.4.6, that there will be no requirement for further, detailed assessment of Listed 

Buildings in the next stages of the EIA process. 

Whilst it is acknowledged that the scheme is to improve an existing junction that has 

already had a significant visual impact on the historic character of the area, ECC 

considers that the assumption in paragraph 11.4.22, that as a result there will be no 

additional adverse impacts, is inaccurate. Any harm caused will be cumulative, in 

addition to the harm already caused, rather than considered independent of it.  ECC 

therefore recommends that the historic landscape should be scoped in, rather than 

excluded, in Table 11.3.  

In addition to the two types of harm identified in paragraph 11.5.1, consideration should 

be given to secondary impacts upon heritage assets, such as the potential requirement 

for secondary/double glazing which may arise as a result of increased noise pollution, or 

the erection of new or taller boundary treatments to screen views.  

ECC considers that it is important that the impact of increased heavy goods vehicles 

associated with construction is assessed, and access/transport arrangements altered if 

there is potential for direct harm.  ECC therefore considers that the conclusion in 

paragraph 11.5.3 that “the operation of the proposed route is not likely to result in 

permanent significant effects on designated heritage assets” needs to be evidenced 

further. 

In respect of section 11.9 ECC seeks assurances that identified stakeholders will not be 

consulted in isolation. Any future meetings regarding heritage should include 

representatives of all areas irrespective of local planning authority boundaries to ensure 

a consistent approach. It would be beneficial for Archaeology, Historic Buildings, and 

Landscape to be considered and consulted together given the interrelation of the 

disciplines. 

It has previously been recommended that geophysical survey work be carried out as 

part of the assessment programme and its results included in the ES (paragraph 

11.10.1), however ECC have past experience that geophysics is not always that 

successful on clay geology.  ECC therefore recommends more extensive trial trenching 

than perhaps the geophysics results suggest may be needed. This will obviously 

depend on the survey results and design of the scheme.   
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Landscape  

In respect of significant landscape impact, ECC advises that in addition to Alder Wood, 

the Grove and Lower Vicarage Wood, there are also a number of other Local Wildlife 

Sites (LoWS) and woodland areas in the local area that will be adversely affected, and 

combined could have the potential to affect the local landscape character. 

ECC considers that it is important that viewpoints are identified at all significant 

landscape areas within the study area. It is recommended that this should include all 

LoWS, Ancient Woodlands and Registered Parks and Gardens. 

Section 9.2 identifies a study area of 1.5km from the site boundary.  ECC recommends 

that this is increased to 2km, at this early stage, in order to identify whether, as stated in 

paragraph 9.11.2, distant views from outside the 1.5km study area are “unlikely to be 

discernible given the distances involved.”  By conducting baseline studies on a larger 

study area, any discernible areas can then be ruled out of future studies with evidence 

to support the decision. 

ECC recommends that once the impact has been measured, and the resulting 

significance on the landscape character and key visual receptors has been assessed, 

mitigation measures should be sourced off site as well as through onsite landscape 

integration. For instance, offsetting mitigation at an external community landscape 

project/site could be funded. 

ECC recommends that the Essex Landscape Character Assessment is taken into 

account, furthermore the assessments should take into account both the temporary 

and permanent implications of the proposal. 

The Thames Chase Community Forest, which is located to the south of the A12 inside 

the M25 should be included in the considerations in Chapter 9 – Landscape and Visual, 

and the Thames Chase Trust should be consulted as part of this process. 

ECC recommend that, given the wooded and hedged landscape surrounding the 

junction, that consideration should be given to the full visual envelope on all sides of the 

scheme in respect of visual intrusion.  This should be in terms of the construction 

phase, but more importantly in terms of the operational phase of the scheme. 

Natural Environment 

ECC considers the approach taken in Chapter 7 – Biodiversity to be fairly robust. 

ECC welcomes the use of the approach set out in paragraph 7.10.1, of “No Net Loss 

and Net Gain of biodiversity”.  ECC recommends that this should be based on the 

‘Biodiversity Net Gain - Good practice principles for development’.  The use of the Defra 

Metric to demonstrate loss and gain is also recommended.  ECC seeks overall 

biodiversity enhancements as a result of the scheme. 
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Under paragraph 7.2.3, please note that Local Wildlife Sites are generally abbreviated 

to LoWS in Essex. 

If you require further information or clarrification on any points raised in this response 

please contact Gary McDonnell or Anne Clitheroe and their details are set out below. 

 

Yours sincerely 
 

Graham Thomas 
Head of Planning Service  
Economies, Localities and Public Health 
 

Enquiries to: Gary Macdonnell  
Project Manager Commissioning Delivery 

 
Or 
Anne Clitheroe 
Principal Spatial Planner 

 

Encs. 
Enc – ECC response to HE M25 Junction 28 Improvements consultation November 
2016 – January 2017 
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Supplementary Consultation ECC Response 1



Brian Gash
Senior Project Manager
Highways England
Bridge House
1 Walnut Tree Close
Guilford
GU1 4LZ

Our ref: MW/G&D/J28
Your ref: HE551519/2019/EC

C
Date: 27 November 2019

Dear Mr Gash

M25 Junction 28 Improvement Scheme.
Supplementary Consultation to Highways England’s Proposed Junction 28
Improvement Scheme (04 November 2019 t 02 December 2019)

Thank you for the opportunity to respond on behalf of Essex County Council (ECC)
to the above as requested in your e-mailed letter to us on the 31 October 2019,
together with the Supplementary Consultation Brochure This explains that since the
last statutory consultation new potential impacts have been identified, together with
changes to the schemes red lined boundary, and this requires the views and
feedback of these changes to be considered prior to the eventual Development
Consent Order (DCO) submission to the Planning Inspectorate.

Please note that out comments relate to the changes as set out in the consultation
only.

As stated in our response to the Statutory Consultation earlier in the year we are
pleased to note that the proposal has considered the latest traffic forecasts for the M25
which includes new developments such as the Lower Thames Crossing to ensure
future traffic levels can be accommodated. This is welcomed by Essex County Council.

However, we want to re-iterate as outlined in our response to the Lower Thames
Crossing consultation that we feel that the traffic modelling associated with this
scheme potentially underestimates the level of future traffic levels as it does not take
enough consideration of future growth plans.



It is recommended that further consideration should be given to the timescales for
project delivery and the cumulative impacts and timing with other major transport
infrastructure projects and general growth in the vicinity, be it the Lower Thames
Crossing, A13 road widening, A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange improvements, and the
A127 route management strategy. All of these projects have moved on significantly
since the statutory consultation.

We flagged in our response to the statutory consultation that whilst we appreciate
that the main aims of the scheme are to improve the capacity of the roundabout
circulation by removing flows from M25 south to A12 north, there appears to be a
strong likelihood that traffic queues and delays from Brook Street will worsen
substantially. Because this is disproportionally worse under the scheme than without
it we would want to flag up the need to examine a solution for this problem as part of
the detailed design of the signal configuration ideally to arrive at a better situation
than forecast either for the Do Minimum scenario but also clearly when the scheme
opens. We note that the project team have been very open to discussing these
concerns, however we are becoming more concerned that the proposal will result in
a shift of congestion further into Brentwood without very strong mitigation measures.
We would encourage the project team to take a proactive lead in tabling solutions to
this issue and co-ordinate discussions between the project team with both
Brentwood Borough and Essex County Councils.

Brentwood Borough Council is finalising its Local Plan and we would recommend
that the next stage of the design considers traffic movements and pressures which
may arise at and surrounding J28 as a result.

Further areas that requiring addressing as the scheme develops:
· Impact of traffic management during construction to assess impact on the wider
· network;
· Programming of construction work and traffic management to assess the

interaction with other construction on the wider network, be it the, A13 road
widening, A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange improvements, the A127 route
management strategy; M25 junction 28, A12 improvements and A120 Braintree
to A12;

· Routes and programming of delivery and disposal of material and equipment to
the site, to assess the potential impact on the Essex network;

· Understanding of employee access to the site, job numbers and expected
modes of travel, including sustainable access; and Road safety during
construction and management of events to minimise wider network impact

The strategic routes referred to above provide connectivity within Essex and connect
Essex to London and the wider UK and are vital for connecting the economies of Essex
and London. ECC needs to be satisfied that any impacts on the strategic routes



connectivity, capacity and resilience are addressed and potential benefits for the
Essexeconomy are optimised. ECC requires further data and analysis on the wider
strategic
routes to:

· Identify the impact on Essex and surrounding areas;
· Establish the projected increase in traffic arising from the scheme and the

cumulative impact of current planned growth (and transport projects);
· Establish the implications, sensitivity and inter-relationship on transport

movements across the wider strategic network;
· Understand the timescales for project delivery and the cumulative impacts and

timing with other major transport infrastructure projects in the vicinity, be it the,
Lower Thames Crossing, A13 road widening, A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange
improvements, the A127 route management strategy; A130, A12 improvements
(Brook Street to Margaretting Part of RIS 1) and A120 Braintree to
A12;

· Understand the sustainable transport provision for employees and freight
during
both the construction and operational phases of the development. For example,
how will employees travel to the site?;

· Understand the impact on traffic exiting southbound from Brentwood on the
A1023
Brook Street, and existing traffic congestion at this junction; and

· Understand the implications of the scheme on the public Byway which crosses
the
southern end of A1023, runs south of Poplars and crosses M25 slip-road
onwards
to Putwell Bridge Farm and Oak Farm, to south of M25

Cycling Connections:

· This area of Brentwood Borough and the M25 is also an AQMA and we would
be interested to learn how the scheme addresses this issue

· We are also mindful of the need for local cycling connections in the vicinity
and would welcome further discussion on this in terms of linkages between
Brentwood and Havering

We attach the AQMA boundary below, currently the levels of No2 are below the
threshold but with the significant lengthening of the queue we would appreciate the
predictions not just in the area of the AQMA but also any data you have on impact
further along Brook Street, especially of relevance if the queueing is to increase in
scale:



There has been series of beneficial meetings held over the previous months with colleagues
from Havering Council and attended by Essex Pace Services who provide them with expert
advice on issues such as but not limited to archaeology, ecology etc. The Council supports
the views as held by Havering Council on such issues and recommends that all methods of
mitigation to lessen the impact of the development on the environment and matters not
specifically referred to in this letter are included in the eventual DCO submission.

If you require further information or clarification on any points raised in this response please
contact Mark Woodger, Principal Planning Officer (Major Development and New
Communities) by email mark.woodger@essex.gov.uk.

Yours sincerely

Graham Thomas
Head of Planning

Contact:  Mark Woodger
Principal Planning Officer (Major Development and New
Communities)

Telephone: 443330322458
Internet: www.essex.gov.uk
Email:
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21st November 2019

Highways and Transportation comments on M25 J28 Non Statutory Consultation

As stated in our response to the Statutory Consultation earlier in the year we are pleased to
note that the proposal has considered the latest traffic forecasts for the M25 which includes
new developments such as the Lower Thames Crossing to ensure future traffic levels can be
accommodated. This is welcomed by Essex County Council.

However, we want to re-iterate as outlined in our response to the Lower Thames Crossing
consultation that we feel that the traffic modelling associated with this scheme potentially
underestimates the level of future traffic levels as it does not take enough consideration of
future growth plans.

It is recommended that further consideration should be given to the timescales for project
delivery and the cumulative impacts and timing with other major transport infrastructure
projects and general growth in the vicinity, be it the Lower Thames Crossing, A13 road
widening, A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange improvements, and the A127 route management
strategy. All of these projects have moved on significantly since the statutory consultation.

We flagged in our response to the statutory consultation that whilst we appreciate that the
main aims of the scheme are to improve the capacity of the roundabout circulation by
removing flows from M25 south to A12 north, there appears to be a strong likelihood that
traffic queues and delays from Brook Street will worsen substantially. Because this is
disproportionally worse under the scheme than without it we would want to flag up the need
to examine a solution for this problem as part of the detailed design of the signal
configuration ideally to arrive at a better situation than forecast either for the Do Minimum
scenario but also clearly when the scheme opens. We note that the project team have been
very open to discussing these concerns, however we are becoming more concerned that the
proposal will result in a shift of congestion further into Brentwood without very strong
mitigation measures. We would encourage the project team to take a proactive lead in
tabling solutions to this issue and co-ordinate discussions between the project team with
both Brentwood Borough and Essex County Councils.

Brentwood Borough Council is finalising its Local Plan and we would recommend that the
next stage of the design considers traffic movements and pressures which may arise at and
surrounding J28 as a result.

Further areas that requiring addressing as the scheme develops:
· Impact of traffic management during construction to assess impact on the wider
· network;
· Programming of construction work and traffic management to assess the interaction

with other construction on the wider network, be it the, A13 road widening, A127/A130
Fairglen Interchange improvements, the A127 route management strategy; M25
junction 28, A12 improvements and A120 Braintree to A12;

· Routes and programming of delivery and disposal of material and equipment to the
site, to assess the potential impact on the Essex network;

· Understanding of employee access to the site, job numbers and expected modes of
travel, including sustainable access; and Road safety during construction and
management of events to minimise wider network impact



The strategic routes referred to above provide connectivity within Essex and connect
Essex to London and the wider UK and are vital for connecting the economies of Essex
and London. ECC needs to be satisfied that any impacts on the strategic routes
connectivity, capacity and resilience are addressed and potential benefits for the Essex
economy are optimised. ECC requires further data and analysis on the wider strategic
routes to:

· Identify the impact on Essex and surrounding areas;
· Establish the projected increase in traffic arising from the scheme and the

cumulative impact of current planned growth (and transport projects);
· Establish the implications, sensitivity and inter-relationship on transport movements

across the wider strategic network;
· Understand the timescales for project delivery and the cumulative impacts and

timing with other major transport infrastructure projects in the vicinity, be it the,
Lower Thames Crossing, A13 road widening, A127/A130 Fairglen Interchange
improvements, the A127 route management strategy; A130, A12 improvements (Brook
Street to Margaretting Part of RIS 1) and A120 Braintree to
A12;

· Understand the sustainable transport provision for employees and freight during
both the construction and operational phases of the development. For example,
how will employees travel to the site?;

· Understand the impact on traffic exiting southbound from Brentwood on the A1023
Brook Street, and existing traffic congestion at this junction; and

· Understand the implications of the scheme on the public Byway which crosses the
southern end of A1023, runs south of Poplars and crosses M25 slip-road onwards
to Putwell Bridge Farm and Oak Farm, to south of M25

Cycling Connections:

· This area of Brentwood Borough and the M25 is also an AQMA and we would be interested to
learn how the scheme addresses this issue

· We are also mindful of the need for local cycling connections in the vicinity and would
welcome further discussion on this in terms of linkages between Brentwood and Havering

We attach the AQMA boundary, currently the levels of No2 are below the threshold but with the
significant lengthening of the queue we would appreciate the predictions not just in the area of the
AQMA but also any data you have on impact further along Brook Street, especially of relevance if the
queueing is to increase in scale:
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