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Having been provided with a draft Statement of Common Ground from National Highways,
members of the Messing and Inworth Action Group and the Messing cum Inworth Parish Council
have reviewed the draft and noted comments on it in the attached/submitted SOCG Response
document.



Private and Confidential — Privilege Communication

13" February, 2023.

Messing and Inworth Action Group Limited (MIAG)

Messing-cum-lnworth Parish Council (Mcl PC)

Position paper and response to documents received from

National Highways Limited (NH)

Generalities in order to reach agreement

The overarching objective for both Mcl PC and MIAG is that the Main Alternative be adopted. The
failure of NH to properly consult, consider and review that Main Alternative lies at the root of the
issues for discussion. The Gunning Principles have been ignored and Mcl PC has been marginalised
by NH. This needs to be conveyed to Examining Authority (ExA) - either through this Statement of
Common Ground (SOCG), or through direct input when these documents are submitted or under
discussion.

NH have manifestly attempted to take the high ground, both strategically and evidentially, and have
in this draft SOCG document presented a biased and self-serving paper.

%k %k Kk %k

a. For the purpose of this position paper, MIAG and Mcl PC shall be referred to simply as MIAG,
unless the matter is more directly and specifically related to Mcl PC - nothing shall be construed to
diminish or set aside each position:

b. MIAG does not believe the SOCG document as presented is an attempt to seek the common
ground required by ExA and is, instead, an historical analysis of NH position:

c. As such MIAG believe this is an invalid document and should be struck away:

d. MIAG acknowledges the need for swift resolution, but protests that after several months of
opportunity for dialogue NH have left so little time to agree this. It came to the ExA attention only on
11* Jan, 2023, and only then did NH seek to establish this document by a series of hurried and very
late email exchanges:

e. MIAG believes this, in addition to all items and matters herein, is further proof of the institutional
attitude of NH and its advisors to the campaign groups, other interested parties and elected
representatives of the villages affected by NH plans for Junction 24:

f. MIAG recognises the benefits of a true and ‘best endeavours’ approach from both sides to this
SOCG, and has made genuine attempts to facilitate the ExA process and requests:

g. MIAG is concerned at the use of language in the SOCG NH submissions, which is neither neutral
nor objective, and attempts to create by implication an ‘acceptance by insinuation’ of matters that
are agreed, where in fact they are not:

h. It is noted that at no time has a representative of NH actually engaged with any part of this
process, and all communications have been via paid beneficial sub-contractors of NH;

%k 3k %k 3k %



List of contents and Introduction:

1.1. ‘List of contents’. MIAG does not accept that any appendices as presented by NH are acceptable.
They are purporting to be of ‘presentations’ made to various participants in this SOCG but several
such presentations were, in fact, never made. It is also true that these presentations demonstrate an
unchallenged position for NH, and many statements made are unfounded, unsubstantiated and
incorrect.

Appendix A, Nov 2020: the first detail of Junction 24 is introduced and outlined. NH quotes
several non-attributed sources for comment, and fails to refer to, or engage, with the note that Mcl
PC already strongly cautioned that B1023 could not handle any more traffic. NH then state their
‘preferred route’ and all documents aim to support that. The traffic statistics show 2027 levels which
have already been met. The document is biased and invalid;

Appendix B, March 2021: NH opine, in this document, again as an unchallenged
presentation, that B1023 is of sufficient quality to ‘cope’ with increased traffic. Despite
acknowledging a ‘significant’ increase in traffic — contradicting earlier notes. The situation of Inworth
Church is used to dispel the Main Alternative. This is contradicted as events prove the NH plan failed
to realise the significance of the unsolvable ‘pinch points’. Subjective language is used to describe
the Main Alternative which was determined as ‘marginally’ better in several respects to the NH plan,
and yet this is still sufficient for NH to determine the Main Alternative is not acceptable. NH equate
distance of new road construction to cost, which is untrue and unsubstantiated, but is used by them
to further justify dismissing the Main Alternative. MIAG is minded to refer to the actual
documentation and commentary on Stonehenge — a view erroneously dismissed by NH Kings’
Council (KC), at the Open Floor Hearings (OFH). This dismissal is part of the statistical conformational
bias and false narrative created by NH;

Appendix C, April, 2021: Again an unchallenged and factually incorrect document. NH opine
that their plan puts ‘the right traffic on the right roads’. This plan clearly and palpably does not. NH
believe flows on B1023 are ‘suitable’ despite acknowledging large increases which will result from
their plan. Pinch point mitigations and suggestions are invalid and unworkable;

Appendix D, Sept, 2022, ‘Update’: A very poor initial presentation creating alarm at Essex
County Council (gv) before being presented to Mcl PC, resulted in this lengthy, unpresented
document. It largely reviewed history from the lens of NH and gave no sustainable value to the Main
Alternative. With less than 7 days’ notice, NH submitted over 2,700 pages of information for Mcl PC
to review. As such the meeting could not rationally go ahead with any meaningful purpose. This
document is therefore and effectively an NH ‘internal’ one as it was not presented. If it had been,
Mcl PC would have challenged new traffic figures and their source/accuracy, statements about
origins of new traffic in Tiptree, unsubstantiated and illogical cost projections and forecasts made
without basis or justification. This continues the created false narrative and obsessive determination
by NH to only present favourable statistics;

Appendix E, July, 2022: This is no more than a historic rerun of all information presented by
NH and contained no new or important information. NH were in fact so fearful of the possible
reaction from Mcl PC that this presentation was not made.

It is clear to MIAG that in adding these ‘presentation’ appendices, NH are attempting to
portray a steady diet of consultation and dialogue with the Mcl PC — this is evidently not the case.
The presentations from NH have been marked by their myopia, fear, incompetence and a disregard
for truthful analysis of the history of their consultation, which in reality is less than 2 years, and is
laden with error and mistake;

Within the time frames of these appendices, there have been no meetings between Mcl PC, MIAG
and NH despite repeated requests from MIAG and Mcl PC.



NH have cancelled a meeting at short notice (5 hours), failed to adequately prepare for meetings,
and failed to adequately notify contents and intent. It is inappropriate that they should attach these
documents.

Position 1 - all NH appendices are deleted;
Position 1a - appendices are replaced with MIAG reports and details as annotated;

1.2. The list of contents is unacceptable from, and including point 3, and will need to be taken into
discussion when the entirety of the document is considered;

Position 2 - the list of contents is not accepted;

1.3. Purpose of the Document. This document is not intended to consider the entire ‘scheme’ and is
prepared to seek only to identify issues relevant to an SOCG between the parties appending their
signatures. This SOCG is exclusively in relation to Junction 24 and the interests of MIAG;

1.4. Point 1.1.4 will suffice for the entire clause to read up to the word ‘disagreement’;
1.5. Clauses 1.1.1, 1.1.2 can be deleted in their entirety. Clause 1.1.3 should follow 1.1.4;

1.6. A new 1.1 should simply state the intended aims of the identified parties in respect to Junction
24;

Position 3 - the purpose and description of this SOCG should be more brief, concise and accurate
for its sole purpose;

Parties of this SOCG:

1.7. Clause 1.2.2 can be ended after ‘road network’. It is known to the ExA who NH are, and this is
simply an exercise in dismissive power;

1.8. Clause 1.2.3 needs to explain that Mcl PC are the elected representatives of the two villages and
represent the residents of those villages through the electoral process. The current explanation
needs to be extended to emphasise its role;

1.9. There is no descriptor of MIAG. Full detail of its purpose and operation need to be added,;

Terminology:

1.10. Clause 1.3.1. This needs to simply say ‘agreed’, ‘not agreed’ and ‘under discussion’. There is no
need for amplification and it is an obscuring tactic;

1.11. Clause 1.3.2. This clause is to be deleted in its entirety. NH cannot have agreement to matters
not raised herein, nor for any future positions that may become visible as the process continues.
This is a defining document valid only within matters expressly referred to, and dealt with, by it;

Record of Engagement:

2.1. The opening paragraph is unacceptable. NH have taken the opportunity to appear to have
consulted over tracts of time with the specific parties hereto, when, in fact, this is not the case;

Status - not agreed;
2.1.2 This record should only show emails, forums and communications between MIAG/Mcl PC;
Status - not agreed

Table 2.1. From 10.08 2016 up to and including 24.08 2020, must be deleted. The first
‘communication’ specifically for Junction 24 is thus identified at 11.11.2020;



The table breaks into columns, and the heading for the 3™ column is incorrect. ‘Key outcomes’ is not
recognised nor acceptable. All of the subsequent dates and communications are aimed, slanted and
confirmationally biased to NH. This is not language of ‘best endeavours’.

Status - not agreed;

Communication dates are matters of fact, and this table should be used only to illustrate those dates
and demonstrate to ExA the depth and longevity (or otherwise) of communication. This table is not
the SOCG. All notes annotations and other observations should be deleted;

Mention of Appendices is also to be deleted. See extensive notes (above).

2.1.7. This is not correct. The communication should extend into 2023, and also include the
agreement of Mcl PC as they are expressly named in several communications. MIAG believe this
should not be part of the working document, and is simply an agreed record;

Issues:

General; NH have noted contemporaneous views and positions. This need for a division between the
two shared positions is not clear to MIAG and Mcl PC. All matters are germaine to both parties;

3.1 Clauses in NH document 3.1.2, 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 can, and should be, merged, as this is an
exploration towards an SOCG. It is the view of MIAG that this is disingenuous on the part of NH;

Now using NH table references as ‘ref’ point:

As per note 3.1 (above) this should not be captioned as ‘one’ of the parties. In generality therefore, a
note to keep Mcl PC and MIAG advised will suffice;

2.1. All documents prepared by MIAG in relation to Main Alternative are sited and included here by
reference to new appendices.

Status — to be agreed when all matters are agreed;

MIAG does not believe NH have consulted clearly and produced clear, unambiguous designs.
(Appendix D, E, F, G, H and L). MIAG does not believe NH have undertaken fair and open discussion
and dialogue (Gunning Principles), (appendix H and L), and have sought to justify a pre-determined
position. NH have provided no plausible explanation for increases and variable forecasts in traffic
flow through Tiptree (TPA report). Tiptree Parish Council (TPC) do not accept the findings or traffic
survey details of NH in this regard;

MIAG through its Road Design and Traffic Engineers, (appendix C and TPA report), dispute the
costings attached to NH calculations which we believe are unfounded and demonstrate persistent
confirmational bias;

MIAG dispute the calculation for more land acquisition from NH and have repeatedly demanded
accurate figures for both their Junction 24 Plan and the Main Alternative, (appendix G). Explanations
of the need to ‘move’ the A12 in the Prested Hall area, following the failure of the Marks Tey
development, the original justification for this, have not been forthcoming.

Status - not agreed;
2.2. Generality note refers:

MIAG disputes all traffic figures presented by NH which have varied in frequency, vehicle type and
traffic times as NH have moved to justify their own shifting arguments. (Appendix L and TPA
report).The complete abrogation of responsibility for mitigations of known areas of major difficulty
is unacceptable;



This statement is incorrect. MIAG have responded, and ECC, in their representations, have noted
their concerns at suggested outline mitigations. MIAG does not believe that mitigations are possible
in almost all instances and therefore NH are avoiding discussion on matters that directly affect the
community. (Appendix H).

Status - not agreed;
3.4. Generality note refers;
3.5. Generality note refers;

4.1. MIAG disputes the methodology and will demonstrate failings of NH through further Relevant
Representations and expert analysis (TPA Report);

Status - not agreed;

MIAG disputes the traffic flow figures between 3.5 as noted and 2.2 as noted, and believes NH have
ignored readily available evidence of the errors in their figures;

Status - not agreed;

NH attempt to ‘address’ concerns is not accepted. Many concerns remain unanswered or
unsatisfactorily dealt with. (Appendix L). MIAG believe this is in breach of the requirement for fair
and reasonable discussion and open minded attention to concerns;

Status - not agreed

MIAG note that NH has failed to provide adequate explanation and is now seeking to redraft earlier
explanations which are not yet available. MIAG protests in the strongest terms at this repeated
failure.

MIAG would ask the ExA to clarify how an SOCG can be achieved in such a short time with
inadequate preparation from NH;

Status - not agreed;

4.2. A typo exists that does not clarify the attachment of the ‘refinement of the initial...". It would be
appreciated if this was clarified;

Status - under discussion;

4.2 In its entirety is not accepted by MIAG. The Applicant has not undertaken a fair and reasonable
analysis and nor has it approached the Main Alternative (appendix A, C, D, E, F and G), objectively
for its assessment;

Status - not agreed;

4.3. MIAG do not accept the ‘small’ observation and believe the traffic figures presented by NH are
incorrect. This will be detailed in the Relevant Representations made by MIAG technical experts (TPA
Report), and legal representatives;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG challenge this statement and NH are incorrect to comment on ECC position. Further ECC are
not signatories to this document. MIAG believe the NH position to be incorrect;

Status - not agreed;



Pinch Points; MIAG has concerns. This is not ‘also’, as the connotation demeans and
derogates the seriousness of this, and all matters. MIAG challenges the language and use of
implication implicit in NH phraseology, and will seek to amend and correct this throughout
the document. (qv; g - Generalities);

Status - not agreed;

Assessment of noise and Vibration; MIAG are not seeking confirmation of work done
anywhere but within the confines of their remit;

Messing; MIAG do not accept that adequate research and investigation by NH of
these issues has been undertaken, especially with specific reference to building
foundations and historic monuments (Appendix K);

Status - not agreed;

MIAG believes that the scope of NH enquiries and research of these matters was
limited to an extremely small geographic area with NH failing to account for the
wider impact to Messing and Inworth from the plans put forward by NH. This will be
detailed in MIAG technical reports, and modelling of ‘swept path’ issues (appendix
E), which NH have failed to address;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG does not accept ‘Residual Effects’ as justification for NH to avoid the
consequences of the actions in creating Junction 24 as their plan indicates.
(Appendix D, E, F, G and L). MIAG firmly believe, and technical evidence will show,
(TPA Report), that many of the anticipated problems and faults of the NH plan will
be avoided by the adoption of the Main Alternative (appendix J);

Status - not agreed;

Noise and Vibration annotation; MIAG does not accept that adequate research and
analysis of the Junction 24 plan by NH has reviewed the ‘ripple effect’ of damage by
noise and vibration caused by vastly increased volumes of traffic, as well as its speed
and scale. (Appendix D, E, F and L). MIAG believe that the narrow vision of road
responsibility shows NH blinkered to the consequences of their plan which will cause
actual harm, damage and destruction;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG disputes the traffic figures and disputes the generality of the findings which it
believes have been amended to suit a pre-determined view. Technical reports (TPA
Report), and legal representations will clarify the position of MIAG;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG notes that the figures cited by NH at this point differ from those already cited
and that this creates an ‘illusion’ of ‘small’ increases. The traffic flow and
consequent issues are substantially higher that NH have incorrectly stated;

Status - not agreed;

No similar research of comparable data has been compiled by NH for the Main
Alternative. MIAG believe this illustrates the position of fixation from NH and
statistical leger de main it has persistently engaged in;

Status - not agreed;



Inworth; NH again uses the pejorative term of ‘just above’ (qv; g - Generalities). In
the view of MIAG it is either above or it is not. This use of language is deceptive and
unacceptable. The treatment of the householders concerned is of very grave
significance, and MIAG are deeply concerned at the flawed rationale and inadequate
consultation undertaken by NH with those specific homeowners;

Status - not agreed;

Messing and Inworth — NH cites DMRB matters and MIAG will firmly dispute the
rationale behind all design codes used by NH (appendix L), which are inconsistent,
illogical and incorrect. MIAG technical reports will highlight this, especially in
relation to the integral decisions made by NH in regards to the proposed Inworth
Roundabout, its position radii and approach road definitions especially the
‘segregated left turn lane’ (SLTL), (appendix D, F, G, and L);

Status - not agreed;

MIAG see the closing statements of NH in 4.4 to be self-serving and unnecessary.
They are of no value. This further adds to MIAG view that this is an invalid
document. This must be deleted in its entirety;

Status - not agreed;

4.5. This is neither a statement or position analysis. NH need to clarify what they intend by this
statement;

Status - under discussion;

Allowing for the lack of clarity and need to resolve, MIAG state once again that scheme wide
observations are of little value to the SOCG and as such all 3 paragraphs of general activity and all
NH document references need to be deleted;

Status — not agreed,;

Air quality assessment- Messing and Inworth; This paragraph is contradictory and non-specific. It
does not aid in the understanding of this situation, and MIAG feel that NH work in this matter is
inadequate and ‘general’ in nature and bears no direct relevance to the SOCG. No specific details
have been calculated for Messing and Inworth, especially the PM2.5 impact at Messing School,
which borders the roads subject to substantial increases in traffic type and volume;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG do not accept the premise and statement of the penultimate paragraph. MIAG will further
detail this in their technical reports, (appendix A, C, and L), and expect NH to approach this matter
with the specific seriousness it deserves and which they have so far failed to do by hiding in
generalities;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG do not accept that ‘there will be no significant effects to human health’ and demand to know
the medical qualifications for the basis of this assessment from ‘general observation’ and ‘desk top’
modelling which is cited by NH as justification for this statement. NH are not medical experts and
thus cannot cite unattributed medical evidence;

Status - not agreed;



MIAG does not accept the validity of the justification based on ‘scoping criteria’, and challenges NH
to define their terms of reference and statistical basis for their assertions, together with details of
full medically qualified assessments

4.6.

4.7.

4.8

4.9.

Status - not agreed;

Road Safety; MIAG point to the generality of incorrect traffic flow statistics used by NH, and
to the lack of research done for non-vehicle road users on all surrounding roads into
Messing. At no point have statistics been used to question NH by MIAG in relation to fatality
numbers. This is in part because volumes of traffic have been low. Historical analysis is not
the prime concern for safety, and NH have studiously and continuously ignored the
increased safety hazards. MIAG have, however, through its expert engineers at Transport
Planning Associates (TPA report), detailed the nature of Road Traffic Accidents in this area.
NH have disregarded the nature of the roads that will inevitably lead to increases in traffic
collisions, (appendix A, D, E, and L), RTA’s and possibly personal injury. MIAG believe NH are
misunderstanding MIAG;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG believe this spurious use of fatality and traffic incident statistics is designed to mislead
the ExA, and bears no relevance to matters raised by MIAG. This entire view of NH should be
deleted;

Status - not agreed;

This is a NH SOCG draft. This apparent statement from MIAG which is not recognised, makes
no sense in this format. NH need to explain/clarify. All further comment on this reference is
thereby in abeyance until NH clarify;

Status - under discussion;

Flooding on local roads; MIAG do not believe any adequate analysis has been undertaken by
NH in regard to the benefits of the Main Alternative in this regard. (Appendix J). MIAG
believe that NH research and determinations are inadequate. Technical reports (TPA
Report), will illustrate the benefits of the Main Alternative and cost savings associated with
the adoption of that plan;

Status - not agreed;

This is totally inadequate and without substantive merit as a mitigation proposal. This is a

site of ancient historic value, and ‘replanting’ trees alone is totally unacceptable. Again, MIAG point
to the Main Alternative to protect and save not just the church, (appendix J and K), but its
immediate historic setting and environment;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG also note that NH has failed to make contact with the guardians of Messing All Saints Church,
another ancient site. This building is on a bend with inadequate ‘swept path’ room and will face
damage to its walls and infrastructure. (Appendix E and K). No one from NH has made any attempt
to investigate this matter;

4.10.

Status - not agreed;

MIAG have made it clear to NH that this element of the legal analysis will be provided in due

course to the ExA by the appropriate deadline.

Status — under discussion;



4.11. The Main Alternative has not been adequately examined as a viable alternative to this
element to the NH Junction 24 plan, and NH continue to assume that no further justification is
required for their activities. (Appendix A, C, D, E, F, G and L). MIAG strongly dispute the need,

validity of argument and the approach taken by NH;

Status - not agreed;

4.12. The detailed engagement has been as a direct result of NH failures in this regard. All of the
Gunning Principles have been breached, (appendix H), as have the NH own codes of conduct in
regard to transparency and open minded fair review (gv codes of conduct request from MIAG). The
lists of communication cited at 2.1 and 2.2 above show the scale to which MIAG felt ill advised, ill
consulted and ill informed. Officers of NH attempted to arrange secret private meetings, (gv written
representations of oral presentations at OFH 1 and OFH 2), and resolutely refused to give workable
information either to ECC or MIAG;

The MIAG strongly disputes the NH ‘painted picture’ of reasonable dialogue, and instead points to
failed meetings from inadequate preparation, contradictory traffic information and statistics,
allegations about ECC senior officials, marginalisation of Mcl PC, specifically but not limited to, and
as illustrative in intent, in the ‘information event’ on Friday 21 October 2022. (Appendix H). This
was in contravention of a direct request from Mcl PC that this meeting should not go ahead without
prior agreement and information being supplied. This marginalises and minimises the vital role of
the elected representatives of the villages. (Appendix B);

NH figures, which are disputed, indicate that 26 people attended. MIAG figures, which are accurate,
note 22 attendees. All but 3 left in a state of considerable confusion and upset caused by the
inadequate and ill prepared NH attendees. (Appendix B and H);

NH repeatedly note meetings arranged and ‘faux consultations’ prior to their own release of any
detailed plan of Junction 24. As noted above, this should be deleted;

Status - not agreed;

MIAG note that NH felt the need to comment on membership/directorship of the Mcl PC and MIAG.
This further illustrates the complete lack of knowledge of NH in dealing with two relatively small
villages and their populations. Most committees throughout the communities share members or
personnel - this is the only way small villages work. The legal position of Mcl PC should be well
known to NH, as should the perfectly legal structure and full declarations made by any member of
both MIAG and Mcl PC. This focus is unacceptable and distracting from the core failures of NH;

MIAG note once again the patronising and derogatory use of language employed by NH and its
advisors;

At no time have Mcl PC nor MIAG been unwilling to attend or establish meetings with NH. On
several occasions request and parameters were required as a pre-condition of meeting. These were
largely in terms of presentation materials and reasonable time to study them. (qv Written
representations following OFH 1 and OFH 2). At no point have Mcl PC nor MIAG, cancelled a meeting
at short notice, nor failed to attend any established meeting. As the communication table at 2.2
shows, both those parties hereto have always remained active and diligent in pursuit of truthful,
honest and open answers from NH;

Status - not agreed;
4.13. MIAG disputes this opening paragraph as factually inconsistent and incorrect.

Status - not agreed;



Once again NH are using pejorative language and MIAG disputes the use of the words ‘very small’ in
relation to effects on vehicle speeds. NH have failed to cite relevant traffic enforcement statistics
available from Essex Police, and this failure inures to the continued bias that NH seek in all their use
of statistics;

Status - not agreed

4.14. NH will know that MIAG has consistently raised concerns about the Inworth Roundabout,
including submitting a detailed technical review to both ECC and NH. (Appendix D, F, and G). It is
clear that whilst some amendments were made to the NH design following those submissions, no
acknowledgement was made by NH as to the source. It is also noted that MIAG Transport and Road
Engineer reports will again detail failings in the NH plan — failings that have been repeatedly pointed
out. (Appendix L);

MIAG notes that the implication in NH statement that ‘comments were made at hearings on 12"
January’, were as if this was the first time such comments have been made. This is both
disingenuous and misleading;

Status - not agreed;

4.15. MIAG has raised consistent concerns over the NH plans and it is disingenuous and misleading
to indicate that these were only made at the hearings on 12 January. (Appendix A, B, C, D, E, F, G,
H, J,Kand L);

Status - not agreed;

4.16. Again, NH are using assumptive clauses to indicate that the EXA has granted approval for the
DCO. (Appendix H). This is clearly and evidently not the case, and MIAG object to these notes. Once
again, it is noted they are neither objective nor reasonable and are obviously biased;

Status - not agreed;
Observations about A556 are fatuous and a waste of ExA process. This should be removed.

Status - not agreed;



List of Appendices;

Appendix A; MIAG - Initial Report on Messing Roads, Feb, 2022;

Appendix B; MIAG - Combined paper and electronic Petition;

Appendix C; MIAG - Report on Main Alternative, May, 2022;

Appendix D; MIAG - Report on existing access roads into Messing, June, 2022;
Appendix E; MIAG - Report into HGV swept paths July, 2022;

Appendix F; MIAG - Report on Inworth Road and Roundabout, May, 2022;

Appendix G; MIAG - Report on technical aspects of Inworth Road widening and proposed
roundabout, May, 2022;

Appendix H; MIAG - document prepared for Village Hall meeting, October, 2022;
Appendix J; MIAG - Benefits of Main Alternative;
Appendix K; MIAG - Friends of Messing Church;

Appendix L; MIAG - Comments on NH response to MIAG, September, 2022

Acronyms: additional;
BSC — Beneficial Sub contractors;
NH — National Highways Limited;
SOCG - Statement of common ground;
SOS/DfT — Secretary of State, Department for Transport;
TPA — Transport Planning Associates, Limited

TPC — Tiptree Parish Council.



Appendix A; MIAG — Initial report on Messing Roads, Feb, 2022;

Compiled and researched by the Messing and Inworth Action Group
Overview

This report is to review the effect of the National Highways (formerly Highways England)
proposal for the improvement of the A12 and the construction of a new junction 24
connected to the B1023 (see the map in Appendix A). The report summarises the existing
layout and condition of the lanes leading to and within Messing village. The area covered by
this report is from the proposed feeder roundabout on the Inworth Road (near the short red
arrow — see map in Appendix A), along the Kelvedon Road through the village at The Old
Crown Public House and School Road, New Road, Lodge Road and Harborough Hall Lane.

It is our belief that this scheme, as proposed, will create increased and unsustainable traffic
flows through our tiny ancient village. This report has identified dangerous road conditions,
unsuitable road surfaces and hazards for all the roads surveyed and identifies substantial
safety issues, as well as structural problems. We believe the proposal will endanger
residents, local road users, (both motorised and non-motorised), to extreme hazard and life
threatening risk and danger. Our report will show the impossibility of implementing the new
Highway Code, which we believe will exponentially increase the danger to all road users.

National Highways Proposal for Junction 24

The Proposal, from National Highways, (NH), which this report extensively references, was
to ‘Construct a New Junction 24 on the A12, south of Inworth Road. (To) Provide slip roads
terminating where the Messing Road meets Inworth Road so that all traffic joining or leaving
the A12 would use the Inworth Road’. Refer to the map in Appendix A. The consultation
documents make no referral to the effects of the proposed scheme on the lanes leading to
Messing or any other surrounding lanes.

Effect of Proposals on traffic through Messing

Messing is a small village with a number of listed buildings, some of which date from the
16th and 17th centuries. The centre of the village is a Conservation Area, and many
properties are directly on the street with narrow or no pavements. Many of the older
buildings will have minimal foundations and can be more prone to damage from vibration
caused by heavy traffic.

National Highways initially denied having any figures for traffic forecast through Messing,
and asserted that the forecast traffic increase was ‘slight’. Following multiple complaints
both to them, and the Department for Transport, the following figures were provided

Kelvedon Road (between Messing & Inworth Road)

AM peak PM peak
Without scheme | 38 45
With scheme 133 109
Change 95 64




The roads through Messing are already struggling to cope with the significant increases in
traffic seen in recent years arising from developments to the east of Messing, which use
Messing as a cut through from the B1022 Maldon Road to Kelvedon station and the
westbound A12. More developments, not all of which have been considered by National
Highways (e.g. Middlewick Ranges), will further exacerbate the problem. It is inevitable that
the increased traffic on the B1023 and congestion in Tiptree will force drivers to seek
alternative routes and satnavs will direct traffic into the narrow lanes as a shortcut to the
main Maldon-Colchester road.

NH have only recently admitted that they forecast that morning peak traffic (defined as
vehicles, which means multi axle and HGV as well as cars and vans), on the Kelvedon Road
out of Messing will increase by a factor of 3.5x, and evening peak traffic by a factor of
2.5x. It should be noted that the lanes do not meet the standards required for single track
roads, have very few passing places and there are a number of blind bends and junctions.

Survey of Existing Roads

The report contains a breakdown, road by road, of all the matters of concern that we wish
National Highways to consider. Refer to the street map in Appendix B for the locations of
individual roads. The surveys can be found in the Appendices to this report and start from
the T-junction at the centre of the village outside the Old Crown public house, unless noted
otherwise. Pictures have been used to show examples of the extent that the dangers
already exist and will be made far worse by this proposal.

The lanes around Messing are widely used by walkers, cyclists and horse-riders. The new
Highway Code gives priority to horse-riders, cyclist and walkers over all other vehicles.
Specifically, the new Code requires a minimum gap of 2m when vehicles are overtaking or
passing pedestrians or horses and 1.5m when passing cyclists. This cannot be achieved for
large lengths of the lanes other than in isolated passing places.

No roads have ‘Passing Place’ signage. No roads have signage which warns that the
roadways are not suitable for multi-axle or HGV traffic. Lodge Road is prone to flooding and
snow drifting. It is not gritted by Essex Highways during the winter months, and there are no
warning signs. Kelvedon Road has a number of blind bends and hazardous conditions for
non- vehicle road users, as well as motorised traffic, with widths as narrow as 2.8m for
hundreds of metres. No road surveyed has “safe haven’ or “refuge points’. There are no
marked and safe crossing points.

The Main Alternative

Messing Cum Inworth have put forward a proposal for an alternative to Junction 24 that
joins the B1023 south of Inworth village, and also north of the A12. (Refer to the map in
Appendix B). This proposal would divert all traffic away from Inworth and Messing villages,
greatly reducing the problems of increased traffic through the villages and rural lanes. The
route would for the most part follow the line of the former railway and pass to the west of
Inworth village before re-joining the B1023 south of Inworth. This alternative route would
have the effect of diverting traffic away from Inworth itself where road widening and
drainage works would be required under the NH proposal to bring the road up to standard.



The roads through Inworth and Messing would therefore only serve local traffic and could
be signposted as only such.

It is understood that NH have not considered this proposal in any detail at this point in time.
Actions Required by National Highways

1. Full review of the traffic impact of the current published proposal on all surrounding
roads and the capacity of these roads.

2. Full consideration of the alternative route proposed by Messing Cum Inworth Parish
Council including traffic predictions and costings

3. In the event that the National Highways proposal is adopted and construction begins,
how will National Highways and Essex Highways address the following matters:

a. Pedestrian and non-vehicle safety as there are no pavements, no safe havens and

the road speed is derestricted, i.e. 60mph

Blind bends and unsighted oncoming traffic on a single lane road

Concealed entrances and accident blind spots

Width of roads at 2.4m to 4.5m with no passing places and no signage

Absence of legally required passing places in sight of each other

The possibility of face to face HGV or multi-axle traffic with no possibility of reversing

and unable to pass due to inadequate road width bordered by deep ditches and gul-

lies

Verge erosion, trespass and damage as traffic ‘forces’ passing places

Weight limits on narrow bridges to be assessed. There are currently no warning signs

after vehicles are on these roads, with no turning points, and no alternative to avoid

these bridges

i. The centre of Messing is a conservation area — how will the structural safety of build-
ings and walls be maintained?

j. Buildings, houses and telegraph poles are within 25cm of road edge. How will their
safety and integrity be guaranteed?

k. How will the safety of children be ensured where there are no pavements in most of
the roads, no crossings, and the road is blind to on-coming traffic?

I.  How will pollution and air contamination especially at the school and village playing
area, be controlled and kept at low levels?
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Conclusions

As the attached surveys clearly demonstrate, all the roads leading to Messing village are for
the most part well below the 5.5 metre width recommended as the absolute minimum for
two cars to pass in safety at low speed. There are many pinch points where the roads are
well below the recommended width of 3.5 metres for a single-track road. From a safety
perspective, the roads are in many places between 3.5 and 5.5 metres, giving rise to the
increased risk of uncertainty about whether two vehicles can pass each other over a length
without passing places, and leading to the extensive damage to roadside verges and
significant encroachment on private land that we have seen and illustrate. Messing
residents report numerous instances of lost wing mirrors and more serious collisions along



these narrow roads, not to mention near misses. Major problems already arise whenever a
car meets a bus, HGV or tractor coming in the opposite direction.

The research also revealed how close the road edge is to old and historic properties. There
are concerns about vibration damage and associated problems to these buildings.

Air pollution is of special concern from the roads in close proximity of the village primary
school and of the children’s playground outside the village hall.

The subsequent increase in danger to all road users is a direct consequence of this proposal.
It is evident that the proposed increases in traffic and vehicle flow will additionally further
deteriorate the condition of the roads. The safety of the roadway is already compromised
and the proposal will cause further extensive erosion of land and inevitable trespass onto
private property.

List of Appendices

A) Map of Area showing main traffic routes and new proposals
B) Map of Area showing the alternative proposal

C) Map of Messing showing road names

D) Survey of Kelvedon Road from the junction with the B1023 to the junction with New
Road

E) Survey of Harborough Hall Road

F) Survey of Kelvedon Road from the junction with School Road to the junction with New
Road Survey of The Street

G) Survey of Lodge Road

H) Survey of New Road from the junction with Kelvedon Road to the junction with School
Road

[) Survey of New Road from the junction with School Road to the junction with the B1022
J) Survey of The Street to Kelvedon Lane (Burial Ground)

K) Survey of School Road



Appendix A

Map of Area showing main traffic routes and new proposals

Appendix B

Map of Area showing alternative proposal




Appendix C

Map of Messing showing road names
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Appendix D
Survey notes for Kelvedon Road from Junction of B1023 to New Road Triangle.
Research conducted on Monday 14th February 2022

The mouth of the entrance to Kelvedon Road from the B1023 is obscured by dense hedges
to each side. It is 9.20m wide.

By 8m there is a broken illegible street sign, hidden in hedges.
By 25m the road has narrowed to 4.15m, there are no signs or passing places.

By 86m the road is 4.5m with high dense hedges and embankments obscuring all sight of on
-coming traffic.

By 134m there is extensive damage and trespass to private land as vehicles are forced to
drive up banks and destroy verges.

By 174m the road is 4.15m wide with no road markings on either side as the road
approaches the bridge.

By 181m there is a private drive that is used as a passing place.



By 194m the narrow bridge, unsigned for weight or width restriction is 5.7m wide. It is
bordered by concrete and metal posts with telegraph poles at 60cm and 30cm of the edge
of the road. There is a telegraph pole within 25cm of that road edge.

By 242m the road is bordered by high hedges and steep verges.

By 277m the blind ‘S’ bend starts and the road is 4.4m wide. There are no road markings nor
warning signs of danger.

By 410m the ‘S’ bend has 1.2m deep ditches to either side.
There are no passing places for over 400m.

By 535m there is access to private land that has been extensively eroded and damaged by
vehicles forcing a passing place.

By 535m there is an entrance for East Anglian Farm Ride. This is extensively used by horse
riders crossing the road.

By 579m the road has been forced wider to allow passing and has extensively and
substantially damaged land.

There are no pavements and no safe havens for horse riders or pedestrians.
By 630m the road is 4m wide and bordered by high banks and blind to all on-coming traffic.

By 672m the road is 3.25m and drops down to a blind bend. This is already an accident black
spot.

By 712m the road is 4m wide with a telegraph pole set in land that has been eroded and
damaged and is now 50cm from road edge.

By 733m the road rises to an unsighted blind and brow.
By 790m the road is 2.9m wide and blind to all on-coming traffic.
By 808m there is a destroyed illegible road sign.

By 820m Yew Tree Farm entrance is used as a passing place. This is private property and at
severe risk of damage and trespass.

By 844m the road is 3.4m wide and is bordered by high hedges and banks.
By 870m the road is 3m wide.

By 881m there is a concealed farm entrance with extensive damage caused by vehicles
trying to pass.

By 908m the road is blind to on-coming traffic with an unfenced pond 3.5m from road edge.
There is a deep drainage culvert under the road with no weight or width warning signage.
By 930m the farm entrance has extensive traffic damage.

By 930m there is an East Anglian Horse Ride trail. This is accessed on the blind bend.

By 942m the road is eroded on the bank of the bend, and is blind to oncoming traffic. This is
already an accident black spot.



For the distance from 242m to 998m the road is prone to deep snow drifts and can be
impassable.

By 998m the road is 3.8m wide and is bordered by high banks and hedges. The road is blind
to oncoming traffic.

By 1105m the road is 3.8m wide. There are no passing places and a sign facing ‘west bound’
traffic indicates a sharp bend. It is overgrown and obscured.

By 1135m there are a series of concealed entrances with obscured vision and access.

By 1222m there is a concealed access to Parsonage Farm House which is on the triangle
junction.

1. This is the approach to B1023 from 2. This is facing towards Messing, and
Messing Village. High hedges and no illustrates blind narrow bend
passing places



3. Damage to verges and unsighted road 4. Illustrating extensive damage and
destruction to verges and edges

5. Further evidence of the already massive 6. Extensive damage and destruction to
damage to road edge and verges road edge




7. East Anglian Farm Ride access 8. Extensive damage to private access as
traffic uses this as a passing place

9. Blind rise to brow of hill. High verges and 10. To show narrow road and difficulty of
hedges, no passing places passing. Road verges damaged and unsafe for
all road users




11. Blind bend and obscured vision 12. Road damage to high verges and blind
bend

13. Further extensive damage caused by 14. Blind bend, deep pond, concealed farm
existing traffic access

15. In only one direction, 16. High sides of banks and verges showing
acknowledgement of dangerous bend extensive damage to land



17. This is facing back down Kelvedon Road near the junction with
New Road and shows the narrow blind bend.

19. Photo of junction showing entrance opposite



Appendix E

Survey Notes for Harborough Hall Lane.

Research conducted on Friday 10th February 2022
Width of road at T junction -7.30ms.

By 25m road narrows to 4.65ms and is edged to roadway by historic solid brick wall. Hedges
to the other side.

For a further 112ms road is narrow and bordered by walls and concealed driveway access.
There are no passing places and the road bends to obscure all view.

By 137m road has subsided and deep troughs have been forced into traffic making a passing
place on private land.

By 180m, road curves to a blind bend and is 4.15ms wide. There are no passing places.

By 224m deep ditches on left side prevent passing. Road surface is breaking up and potholes
are severe.

By 258m there are still no road markings and the road is bordered by ditches.
By 295m telegraph pole abuts roadway which is 4.05m wide.

By 320m a raised manhole is 25cm from road way with a deep ditch on the other side. There
are no passing palaces, and the road is obscured.

By 343m there speed restriction signs, and the road narrows to 4.3m.
There are no passing palaces at any point from T junction.

By 350m a raised manhole cover has already been damaged. It has a concrete surround
which is a substantial tyre damage risk.

By 372m there is a hidden gully opposite another raised manhole.

By 392m the road is 4.45m wide and the gully protector has collapsed into the roadway,
narrowing it to 4.2m.

The road is bordered and crossed by low hanging wires.
By 416m blind bend starts, deep pond to one side, no passing places.

By 474m there are 3 farm entrance gateways, all with obscured access and site lines. They
are all damaged from existing traffic using this private land as the only viable passing place.

By 500m from T junction there are still no passing places. Such places as have been created
by existing traffic have broken down side margins, and created damage and erosion to
private land.

By 565m the road is 5.4m wide and has a concealed water hydrant that abuts the road way.



By 584m the road is bordered by a metal fence which protects an unmarked blind bend
from traffic falling 2.2m into a deep pond.

By 616m the road has a steep drop directly on road edge and a deep ditch facing it. This
runs for 71m, and is unmarked.

There are no passing official or adopted places.

By 641m the road changes at traffic speed signs and narrows to 4.2m and single track. There
are no road markings

By 648m the road is bordered by deep surface cut trenches to handle water run off to
ditches each side.

By 681m the road is 3.85m wide.
By 750m the road crosses a culvert. There are no weight limit or warning signs.
By 771m private land is being eroded and destroyed by traffic attempting to pass.

By 828m there is a passing place. This is the first since the T junction at the centre of the
village. This is 70m from a narrow bridge and is unsighted to the other side.

By 868m the road is edged by 2m trenches, less than 0.40m from the road edge.

By 899m the road is 3.65m wide. The narrow bridge is badly damaged, has no weight or
warning signage, and has 2m drops each side.

By 973m the road is 3.35m wide, unsighted from either passing place and unsigned.

By 1020m the passing place is badly damaged and full of holes. The positioning means that
neither place is in sight of the other.

By 1069m the road crosses the major gas pipe. There are no weight or warning signs.

By 1153m there are a series of concealed entrance and exits from private homes. These
driveways are already badly damaged as traffic destroys verges and private land.

By 1240m the request bus stop obscures the view of traffic in both directions.



20. Looking up Harborough Hall Lane showing the brick wall outside
the Bell House

21. Looking back towards The Street




23. Extensive edge of road deterioration 24. Blind bend
and damage



27. Low hanging wires, blind bend, no 28. Blind bend near Harborough Hall Farm
signage



30/31. Deep pond on bend

ing sign

29. Hidden warn




32. Extensive damage already caused by 33. Damage already existing to narrow
traffic forcing passing places bridge

34. To show extensive verge and road edge
damage



Appendix F

Survey Notes for Kelvedon Road from Junction with School Road to Junction with New
Road outside Parsonage Farm.

Research on conducted on Friday 10th February 2022

This survey and research is from the turn of School Road at 256m, where Kelvedon Road
continues straight ahead.

By 277m there is a direct access to a cemetery. This is 2m from the road edge. There are no
road markings or signage. Funeral corteges block the roads in both directions:

By 296m the road is 4.70m wide with a manhole in the verge to the edge of the road.

By 298m the road widens for farm access and a Public Footpath. Both are directly onto the
road with no signage or warning signs.

By 363m the road is badly damaged and eroded as traffic has forced back the verges and
destroyed the embankments.

By 397m the road narrows to 3.00m with no passing places and high embankments on each
side.

By 459m there is an adopted passing place. This is the first since the T junction at The
Crown.

By 464m the road is bordered by 2.5m deep ditches and high verges.

By 610m the road is 3.35m wide with substantial damage to farm land and destruction to
verges.

By 822m the road is 3.5m wide and for this whole length of road there is extensive damage
to verges and edges, with ground broken down to enable passing.

By 822m the culvert is unsigned with no weight or warning signage. Less than 0.40cm from
road edge is ditching which is 2m deep.

By 879m the road narrows to 3m as it approaches the blind triangle junction with New Road
and Kelvedon Road.



35. To show deep hidden ditches within 36. To show extensive damage to land as
50cm of road edge traffic forces a passing place

37. Blind bend, no safe haven or refuge. To 38. Obscured view of junction
show danger to all non-vehicle road users —
especially horse riders and pedestrians



39. Junction of Kelvedon Road and New
Road. No signs in New Road. Road is
bordered by deep ditches

40. Additional photo of junction



Appendix G

Survey Notes for Lodge Road.

Research conducted on Tuesday, 1st February 2022
Width of road at T junction — 7m.

Distance to White House is 4.3m, where there is a telegraph pole 25cm from edge of road
way.

The road is 43cms from houses.
By 53m there is a hidden Public Footpath with access directly onto road:

For 112m the road is 3.3m wide and is bordered by houses, gardens and driveways. There
are no passing places.

Distance from T junction now total 128m and the road width has been no more than 3.3m.
By 175m there is extensive land destruction and forced ‘widening’ by traffic.

By 196m there is a blind bend. The road 3.6m wide and unsighted in both directions.

From 196m to 250m the road is 3.3m wide, bordered by hedges and walls, no passing places

By 300m the road narrows to 3.1m wide. There are no passing places and the roadway is
bordered by deep ditches within 25cm.

There are several concealed entrances and dangerous blind spots.
By 300m in total from T junction, the road is now 3.2m wide.
By 322m the road is 3.5m wide, no passing places and no signage.

By 357m there is a concealed entrance/exit for the village pumping station, which requires
24 hour access and is used by traffic as the only possible passing place.

By 379m, there are 2m deep ditches within 25cm on either side of the road edge.
For this whole stretch the damage, land erosion and destruction are already severe.

By 400m from T junction, the road is without any passing places, there is no sighage and no
danger or warning information.

By 541m, there is a narrow bridge over a culvert, which has no weight or danger signage and
is already showing signs of severe damage.

By 654m there is a blind bend, with no visibility and no sight lines for traffic in either
direction or there are deep 1.5m ditches on either side.

By 700m the road passes ‘Messing Lodge’ and narrows to 2.8m wide. The road crosses farm
land for 800m at this width and with high hedges and walls on the road edge for this entire
distance



This road leads to East Thorpe. There are no passing places.
792m at Footpath sign, road narrows to 2.8m wide.
Total fully surveyed road 800m, with a further 800m visually surveyed.

There is only one unmarked ‘passing’ place, on the entire distance surveyed.

43. Looking back towards the “white house”

44, Looking back — showing properties directly on the
road



46. To show hidden deep drainage ditch, 47. To show deep ditches within 20cm of
and road edge erosion road edge. No signs, no warning



48. To show extensive damage to verges 49. To show massive damage caused by
and edges caused as traffic forces a passing existing traffic. No safe havens no

place pavement and no refuge

Appendix H

Survey Notes for New Road from Junction with Kelvedon Road outside Parsonage Farm to
junction with School Road outside Messing Primary School.

Research conducted on Friday, 10th February 2022
By 10m towards the village School Road is 4.10m wide.

By 55m the road is now 3.5m wide, with no signage for narrow roads, or signage that would
indicate not suitable for multi axle or HGV vehicles:

By 68m the road bends and narrows to 3.00m with high trees and hedges on each side
completely obscuring road.

By 124m the bend ends and the road is 3.4m wide. There is extensive destruction and
damage to the verges on either side, with no passing places.

By 188m the road is 2.90m wide, the degradation to verges and edges is extreme, and the
road has subsided into the potholes.

At 280m from the ‘triangle’ junction the road is 3.65m wide. There are no passing places, no
signage and several house access drives that are broken and eroded by traffic.

At 287m the bend ends with the road 3.80m wide. This road is now approaching the village
school, which is partially unsighted.



By 375m the road warns of a school, there are no speed restrictions and no signage.

By 479m the road speed indicator advises reduction to 30mph. This is within 74m of actual
school entrance, which is directly from this road, with no protection between the road and
children.

By 520m the road markings indicate two way traffic, and is 3.85m wide, there are no passing
places.

By 550m the school entrance opens directly onto the road, there are no safety barriers or
protections.

By 560m there are zig zag yellow lines — these are after the school entrance.
By 583m the road arrives at the triangle junction signposted for the village and Tiptree.

For the entire stretch surveyed, the road has no passing places, no signage and no warnings
of safety issues for the school and children.



50. To show extensive damage to land and
road edge. No safe haven, no passing places
and no refuge point for non-vehicle road
users

51. Showing extensive road deterioration
and damage, no signage warning of school
and no safe haven for pedestrians and
children

52. Showing erosion and damage to road as
traffic forces a passing place

53. Vision obscured approach road to
school. No signage and no haven or refuge
for children or other non-vehicle road

users



Appendix |
Survey Notes for School Triangle to ‘Maypole’ Junction with B1022.
Observations on 14th February 2022

There is extensive tree root damage to large sections of the road making the surface unsafe
and unstable in the approaches to the school.

The road has multiple access points for horse riders and walkers, and has no warning
signage.

The road is subject to constant and severe flooding, forcing traffic into the middle of the
road, and into on-coming traffic.

The junction from New Road onto B1022 is blind and obscured. Within 10m of junction the
road is less than 3.5m wide.

Traffic turning onto B1022 is unsighted to left. This is already an accident black spot.



55. Blind junction from B1022 with narrow

54. To illustrate extensive damage already

made as traffic

places

hted lane

unsig

is forced to make passing




56. Extensive damage already done to low 57. Towards B1023 junction showing
hanging trees — no warning signage narrow 2.8m width

58. Accident black spot for obscured right 59. Blind bend, no signage, no passing
turn places except by destroying private land



Appendix J
Survey Notes for The Street to Kelvedon Lane (Burial Ground)
Research conducted on Friday, 10th February 2022:

At the white line on the T junction, the road is 16m wide. The view to both sides, Lodge
Road and Harborough Hall Lane is obscured. The road width reduces to 11m immediately.

By 58m the ancient wall retaining the church burial ground starts and the road reduces in
width to 5.6m. There is a narrow pavement here for pedestrians for part of the length, but
does not continue around the corner. The wall curves to the church gates and is a blind ‘S’
bend, passing the village hall and children’s playground. This is unsighted in both directions.

By 125m the village war memorial abuts the road which is 5.25m wide and in the middle of
the ‘S’ bend, unsighted in both directions.

By 238m a raised and obscured Fire Hydrant has no warning signage.

By 250m there is the junction with School Road. This is a blind T junction for any traffic
emerging to turn left to continue on Kelvedon Road, or right into the village.



60. To show angles and difficulty of T junction 61. To show difficulty of unsighted T
for all traffic junction and rapidly narrowing road
bordered by houses

62. To show proximity of ancient wall, blind 63. Blind corner outside the Village Hall
bend and over-hanging tree. This is corner for

War memorial, children’s playground and

village hall



64 Looking back at the blind corner outside 65. To show proximity of war memorial and
the Village Hall village hall entrance and entrance for
children’s playground

66. Raised manhole, within 25cm of road 67. Road narrows as it leaves village, no
edge, already substantially damaged by signage, no markings then single track
existing traffic road. No passing places, no safe haven

for non-vehicle road users



68. Traffic congestion caused in The Street by a single lorry and tractor.

Appendix K

Observations on the current state of School Road

School Road is for the most part of sufficient width to cope with local
traffic. The road has residential properties on both sides for the majority of
its length. The only section with a footpath is on the bend by Messing
Green where the road turns sharply right and the remainder of the road
has no footpaths. This road is used by children attending Messing School.
The majority of the road is of adequate width for two vehicles to pass. A
detailed survey was not considered necessary for this road.

The junction with Kelvedon Road is blind and extreme care is needed at
this point.






Appendix B; MIAG — Combined paper and electronic petition and

Full lists of email supporters;

This document contains details of all supporters of the petition and
supporters groups. This includes personal addresses, email addresses and
telephone numbers. MIAG are mindful of both Data Protection requirements
and the ExA own cautions in this regard.

As such, MIAG feel this document should be reserved for EXA or NH review if
requested.



Appendix C; MIAG — Report on Main Alternative

Report on the Design of the Main Alternative for Junction 24.

1.0 Overview

This report is to discuss the technical aspects of the Main Alternative for Junction 24 as
proposed by Messing-cum-Inworth Parish Council. The Main Alternative has been produced
to replace the National Highways (formerly Highways England) (NH) proposal for the
construction of a new junction 24 connected to the B1023.

It is our belief that the original NH proposal will create increased and unsustainable traffic
flows through the narrow lanes leading to Messing and through Inworth village itself. The
Main Alternative Proposal seeks to reduce the impact of these changes by moving the
connections to the B1023 to outside the limits of Inworth village. This report demonstrates
that the provision of the alternative proposal is technically feasible and would achieve the
required objectives.

This report is supplementary to the report produced by MAG on the impact of the Junction
24 proposals, and should be consulted for further information.

2.0 National Highways Proposal for Junction 24

The Proposal, from National Highways, (NH) was to ‘Construct a New Junction 24 on the
A12, south of Inworth Road. (To) Provide slip roads terminating where the Messing Road
meets Inworth Road so that all traffic joining or leaving the A12 would use the Inworth
Road’. Refer to the map in Appendix A. The technical design of this proposal is the subject of
a separate report by MIAG.

3.0 The Main Alternative Proposal

Messing-Cum- Inworth Parish Council have put forward a proposal for an alternative to
Junction 24 that joins the B1023 south of Inworth village, and also north of the A12. (Refer
to the map in Appendix C). This proposal would divert all traffic away from Inworth and
Messing villages, greatly reducing the problems of increased traffic through the villages and
rural lanes. The route would for the most part follow the line of the former railway and pass
to the west of Inworth village before re-joining the B1023 south of Inworth. This alternative
route would have the effect of diverting traffic away from Inworth itself where road
widening, surfacing and drainage works would be required under the NH proposal to bring
the road up to standard. The roads through Inworth and Messing would therefore only
serve local traffic and would be signposted as such.



The Main Alternative Proposal has been the subject of a detailed design review by the
Messing and Inworth Action Group (MIAG), and this review is the subject of this report. The
proposal is a concept design only to demonstrate that the route is a viable proposal and will
need a full design if adopted by NH.

The Main Alternative has the backing of Priti Patel MP, Essex County Council, Colchester
District Council and the local Parish Councils.

It is understood that NH have not considered this proposal in any detail at this point in time.

4.0 Assessment of Messing Action Group Main Alternative Proposal
4.1 Overview

The Main Alternative route would start to the south of Inworth and run west before
following the route of the former Tiptree to Kelvedon railway line until it connected with the
proposed south roundabout of A12 Junction 24. The route would continue across the
proposed Junction 24 to the north roundabout. A further link road from A12 Junction 24
north roundabout connecting to the B1023 would then be necessary. This route could allow
for a road alignment which would be compliant with National Highways design standards.

4.2 Detailed Assessment

From a new roundabout junction on the B1023 to the north of Perrywood Garden Centre
car park a new link road alignment would run to the west before intersecting with Windmill
Hill close to where the entrance to Bunting’s Nest and Inworth Hall Farm is currently
positioned. At the start of the new link, it would run through an area identified for flood
plain compensation works, these works might need to be re-positioned. By using a design
speed of 85kph for the whole alignment (since the existing B1023 is currently subject to a
50mph speed limit in this area) a design compliant with DMRB standards could be achieved.
The horizontal alignment would be a simple straight of 200m length with a 1% gradient.

Where the proposed alignment would intersect with Windmill Hill, there is an access track
which follows the route of a dismantled railway line and provides access to Bunting’s Nest
and Inworth Hall Farm. The Main Alternative link road could run alongside this track, the
access track would need some realignment.

A roundabout at the intersection of the alternative link and Windmill Hill would be useful to
change the direction of the alternative link alignment without using sharp horizontal curves.
It could also provide for a revised entry to the access track off the roundabout. A short
connection to Windmill Hill on the west side of the roundabout would also have to be
provided. Windmill Hill to the east of the roundabout could be stopped up.

From the new Windmill Hill roundabout, the alternative link would follow approximately the
route of the former railway line until crossing a private road from Inworth Hall. Another
junction would be needed at the intersection of the private road from Inworth Hall and the
alternative link. A roundabout would provide the best option here since the flows of
vehicles along the private road would be considerably less than on the alternative link road.
A roundabout would give the best opportunity for vehicles, which would include farm
vehicles, from the private road to access gaps in traffic to cross the alternative link road.



The horizontal alignment of the alternative link between Windmill Hill roundabout and the
roundabout at the intersection with the private road from Inworth Hall would be straight.
The length of this section would be about 725m long and would allow sufficient length for
an overtaking section. The existing ground profile is on the crest of a hill but is reasonably
flat and would allow for a Crest curve with K value of 285 or greater to be used which would
allow full overtaking sight distance.

From the roundabout at the intersection with Inworth Hall private road the alternative link
would follow approximately an existing field boundary and tree line before connecting to
the south roundabout of A12 Junction 24. This section would be approximately 350m in
length, which would not be long enough to provide an overtaking section. It would also go
into cutting so that it could tie in vertically with the NH proposed A12 Junction 24 south
roundabout. The alignment would need to use horizontal radii of less than 360m to make it
clear it was not an overtaking section. It is usual to reduce the vertical alignment crest curve
K values by 1 step for a non-overtaking section but in this case the vertical curve would fall
within the “immediate approach” to the junction at either end of this section of the link. In
that case the desirable minimum crest K would be needed in order to maintain forward
visibility on approaching the junctions.

From the north roundabout of the proposed A12 Junction 24 a new link would be required
to connect to the B1023 on the north side of the A12. This should be a relatively simple
alignment across open fields. In order to discourage overtaking on this relatively short
segment it is proposed to adjust the horizontal alignment by providing a straight, transition
(L =V24R), circular curve R = 360m (a 1 step relaxation), transition (L = V24R), straight.
Because the R = 360m curve with a 1 step relaxation would not be within the “immediate
approach” to the junctions at either end of the alighment a reduction in stopping sight
distance of 1 step would also be allowed. The link would have to cross Domsey Brook and
therefore need a new structure to carry the link over the brook. A pre-cast box type
structure would probably be sufficient for this purpose. To connect to the B1023 at the
northern end of this link another roundabout would be required. As the B1023 has a
longitudinal gradient of approximately 7% north of where the A12 crosses this would not be
a good position for a roundabout. The gradient is flatter where there is an entrance into
Threshelfords Rural Business Park. This would be a suitable place to site a new roundabout,
which could include an arm providing access into the business park.

5.0 Conclusions
5.1 Design

The Main Alternative Proposal has been assessed and can provide a route that is fully
compliant with the required design standards and achieves the objectives of removing
through traffic from Inworth and Messing villages. The proposal avoids the problems of the
pinch-points of Hinds Bridge and various locations within Inworth itself and avoids impacting
local businesses.

5.2 Costs

The cost of the Main Alternative has not been fully evaluated at the time of this report.



This proposal would have a longer alignment than the NH proposed link from B1023 to A12
Junction 24 south roundabout. The NH proposed link would be about 500m long, but the
alternative would be about 1435m on the south side of the A12 Junction 24 and a further
685m for the link on the north side. It would also require three more roundabout junctions
than the NH proposal. That would increase the cost of a link from B1023 to Junction 24.
Additional land would need to be purchased and there could be objections from any land
owners affected.

The alternative proposal would remove the requirement for road widening works on the
B1023 through Inworth. There is also a large area identified in Inworth village for an
attenuation pond and flood plain compensation, which might have to remain in place in
order for the proposed drainage design to work.

6.0 List of Appendices
6.1 Map of Area showing National Highways proposal for Junction 24
6.2 Map of Inworth showing National Highways for road improvements

6.3 Map of Area showing the alternative proposal

6.1 Appendix A

Map of Area showing National Highways Proposed Junction 24
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6.2 Appendix




Appendix D; MIAG - Report on existing access roads in to Messing

Report on the Feasibility of Road Improvements to Kelvedon Road and Harborough Hall Lane in
Messing to current DMRB standards.

1.0 Overview

The public consultation documents that National Highways published in 2021 proposed siting
Inworth Road roundabout close to the existing junction of B1023 Inworth Road and Kelvedon Road.

With the roundabout in this position access from the proposed A12 Junction 24 to Kelvedon Road
would be relatively easy. This would make it more attractive for traffic wishing to reach the B1022 to
rat-run through Messing village than if the roundabout was sited further away from the Inworth
Road/ Kelvedon Road junction. By taking this route traffic wishing to reach the B1022 Colchester
Road would then be able to avoid passing through Tiptree.

Traffic predictions indicate traffic flows along Kelvedon Road, through Messing village and then
along Harborough Hall Road to connect to B1022 Colchester Road could increase by as much as 3.5
times current volumes. Assuming Inworth roundabout would stay in the position proposed by
National Highways this report will investigate the effect of improving both Kelvedon Road and
Harborough Hall Road to cope with the predicted increases in traffic volumes.

Since Inworth roundabout as proposed at the time of the public consultation has many design faults
and does not comply with National Highways design standards this investigation is purely a
theoretical exercise. The design and positioning of Inworth roundabout is the subject of another
report.

2.0 Conclusions

Providing a DMRB compliant highway design for the roads leading to Messing village would have a
high construction cost and is unlikely to provide any substantial benefits. There would be a high
environmental impact due to the land take required for the improved alighment from prime
agricultural land and the loss of mature hedgerows and trees on existing property boundaries. The
cost of diverting statutory undertaker’s services would also be significant. By improving the road
network leading to Messing village it would attract more traffic onto that network, particularly as a
through route between the B1022 and B1023.

Since it would be very difficult to improve roads within Messing village from increased traffic
volumes, gridlock will occur in the village centre. In addition, as road surfaces in the village centre
are also substandard they will not be able to withstand the increase in traffic volume including
higher truck usage. As a result, regular road closures for maintenance and repair can be expected
along with a high risk of damage to properties / property boundaries, particularly those properties
not benefitting from a footpath separating their property or boundary from the road.

3.0 Design Philosophy

To begin the design assessment for the improvements to the existing Kelvedon Road, through
Messing village, continuing along Harborough Hall Road, the design speed for these roads was
assessed. Once the existing design speed was determined an improvement of these roads to DMRB
(Design Manual for Roads and Bridges) standards was investigated. Since the proposed design would
be to a higher standard, the design speed would then need to be re-assessed. The design would be
checked using the revised design speed to ensure it was still compliant.

The calculations in Appendix 1 below demonstrate this process. The design speed for the existing
alignment was found to be 60kph, category A. To determine this value required some interpolation
since values of its current average carriageway width and verge width were below those values given



in CD 109 (Highway Link Design). Following the design of improvements to provide a 7.3m
carriageway with 2.5m verges and improvements to horizontal curve radii, the design speed was re-
calculated. Normally a rural 7.3m carriageway would have 1.0m hardstrips each side but this was
thought to be an excessively high standard in this case. Kerb lines would need to be provided to
protect the edge of carriageway and as part of a highway drainage system, using gulleys.

Improvements to the alighment gave a design speed on the border between 70kph category A and
85kph category B. 70kph category A was used to re-assess the design since this would have a shorter
desirable minimum stopping sight distance than for 85kph and smaller horizontal radii could be used
with shorter transition curves. Less verge widening for visibility would be necessary. In some areas it
would not be possible to provide a compliant design to even 70kph and these areas would require
some departures from standards and mitigation works, so 85kph was not considered appropriate as
a design speed.

In designing these improvements an attempt was made to follow as closely as possible the existing
alignment of Kelvedon Road and Harborough Hall Road. This proved to be quite difficult, with
geometric requirements of CD 109 forcing the compliant design away from the existing alignment.
Certain combinations of radius, transition length and angle turned through could not be
accommodated. For example, a 90m radius (the lowest value permitted) would require a transition
length of 272m either side of that radius. It is possible in some circumstances to use half-length
transitions (ie. 136m long) but these too could not always be accommodated. Sometimes the
transition length would be too long to allow the circular arc to be position as required. In some areas
using a 90m radius would still be the preferred but to accommodate that radius would require
departures from standard.

4.0 Assessment of Specific Locations

A reference point (“Chainage 0”) has been taken from the B1023 Inworth Road/ Kelvedon Road
junction. Distances are in metres.

Key for screen shots :

ba
road edge (L)

sight line

road edge (R)

back of verge (R)




4.01 Chainage 0 to Chainage 60

The improved alignment would follow the existing but an increase in road and verge widths would
require removal of mature hedgerows on both sides of the road and some mature trees. At
Chainage 60 the proposed verge would be only 1.33m from an existing building in the property on
the south side. Overhead cables and poles are present on both sides of the road, these would need
to be moved to the back of the proposed verge. It is not known what other services, if any, are
present. There appears to be no drainage gulleys or inspection chambers present.

4.02 Chainage 60 to Chainage 150

Verge widening for visibility on the south side puts the back of verge approximately 5.0m into the
property on the south side. Reducing the stopping sight distance would be a departure from
standards since this would be within the immediate approach to the junction at Inworth Road. The
verge widening above the normal 2.5m width would not be significant in any case. Due to an existing
small radius curve at Ch.280 the alighment improvement starts to deviate from the existing
alignment. The increase in road width would require removal of mature hedgerows on both sides of
the road and some mature trees. Overhead cables and poles are present on both sides of the road
and would need to be moved. No drainage gulleys or inspection chambers are visible.



4.03 Chainage 150 to Chainage 350

Requirements for a compliant alignment design result in the road improvement being pushed away
from the existing alignment. The back of the proposed verge would be up to 26m offset from the
original road edge into a field on the north side. Verge widening would be needed to provide the
desirable minimum stopping sight distance on the immediate approach to property and field
accesses. An existing culvert at Chainage 195 carries a ditch or water course under the existing road.
This would need to be replaced by a longer culvert to allow for the increase in width of the proposed
road improvement. Some mature hedgerow and trees would need to be removed.

Overhead cables and poles would need to be moved. Some of the cables cross the existing road
before Chainage 170 then travel perpendicular to the road from that point.

4.04 Chainage 350 to Chainage 440

Following the small radius left hand curve (at Chainage 280), the alignment would return to its
existing position for a short length. The increase in width would require some vegetation to be
removed and existing ditches to be filled and replaced by new ditches at the back of verge.
Overhead cables and poles would need to be moved.



4.05 Chainage 440 to Chainage 680

The use of a 180m radius left hand curve (at Chainage 280) followed by a 180m right hand curve (at
Chainage 490) forces the improved alignment “offline” by up to about 16.5m from the existing road
edge. Some mature hedgerow would need to be removed and overhead cables and poles moved.

4.06 Chainage 680 to Chainage 880

This section would be a straight alignment and would follow the line of the existing road for most of
the length of the section. A proposed verge width of 2.5m would come close to one of the farm
buildings but this should not cause any particular problem. Existing mature hedgerow would need to
be removed from both sides of the road as well as a mature tree. Overhead cables and poles would
need to be moved. The existing vertical alignment through this section appears to have a vertical
crest curve with a low K value, which reduces forward visibility. This section of the road would need
to have the vertical alignment improved to provide desirable minimum stopping sight distance since
there are a number of accesses in the vicinity.



4.07 Chainage 880 to Chainage 1000

This section of the alignment presents a problem in that the existing radius here is only about 40m.
The lowest value for a CD 109 compliant horizontal radius is 90m but as stated previously this radius
would require very long transition lengths for a 70kph design speed. The design speed calculated for
this road improvement (see Appendix 1) was 70kph, category A. For a category A design, a relaxation
in horizontal radius of up to 3 steps is permitted. A 90m radius is a 4-step relaxation and is therefore
a departure from standards. It would also require a considerable amount of verge widening to
accommodate a stopping sight distance of 120m appropriate for a 70kph design speed. This would
push the back of verge on the inside of the curve approximately 25m into the property on the south
side, measured from the existing road edge. A reduction in stopping sight distance would also be a
departure since there are accesses in this area.

A compromise in the design standards would therefore be necessary to provide a solution that
would reduce the impact on properties but still provide a reasonable standard of design. Departures
from standards would need to be applied for and could be mitigated by applying a lower speed limit
over the length of alignment where the departures occur.

One possible solution would be to provide a 90m horizontal radius curve with transition curves of
49.6m length (ie. half-length) and a stopping sight distance of 70m. This would comply with a design
speed of 50kph and with an advisory speed limit of 20mph applied would be a reasonable
compromise. However, it would still encroach into the property on the south side by up to 14.5m
from the existing road edge. There would still be a considerable impact on mature trees and
hedgerows. Overhead cables and poles would also need to be moved.

4.08 Chainage 1000 to Chainage 1160




This section would be straight since CD 109 geometry requirements would not permit the existing
reverse curve alignments to be replicated. The improved alignment would be pushed into the fields
to the north east of the alignment. There should not need to be any intrusion into properties on the
south west side. Some existing hedgerow would need to be removed and an existing ditch filled and
relocated to the revised back of verge. Overhead cables and poles would also need to be moved.

4.09 Chainage 1160 to Chainage 1300

The existing horizontal radius of this section is as low as approximately 35m. To replace it with a 90m
radius (the minimum permitted by CD 109) would push the alighment into fields to the north of the
existing road. A 90m radius is a departure from standards for a 70kph category A design speed but to
use a larger radius would intrude even further into the field. Transition curve lengths preceding and
following the 90m radius would have to be quite short for this alignment to work, which could also
be a further departure from standards. There is a junction with New Road on the outside of this
curve.

As with the section of re-alignment between Chainage 880 and Chainage 1000 a compromise in
design standards would be needed. A possible solution is to provide a 90m radius with transition
lengths of approximately 50m (ie. half-length for 50kph). This would be to a compliant standard for a
50kph design speed but would require an advisory speed limit of 20mph to be applied. The desirable
minimum stopping sight distance for 50kph is 70m and by designing verge widening to provide this
the width of the verge could be reduced (when compared with a 70kph design). If a 20mph speed
limit was applied, providing any longer stopping sight distance than 70m would encourage higher
vehicle speeds, so 70m would be appropriate. As the junction with New Road is on the outside of the
curve visibility for vehicles approaching the junction and exiting the junction would be good (ie.
greater than 70m).

Road improvement works along section would require the removal of some trees and ditch
reconstruction. Overhead cables and poles would need some changes where they cross over
Kelvedon Road but they then continue along New Road away from the improved alignment.



4.10 Chainage 1300 to Chainage 1750

A relatively simple section following approximately the route of the existing Kelvedon Road but with
a width increase. The increase in width would require the removal of several small trees. There are
overhead cables crossing at approximately Chainage 1650 but it might be possible to leave these in
their current position, with one of the poles in the proposed verge.

4.11 Chainage 1750 to Chainage 2110

This section of Kelvedon Road and The Street pass through to the centre of Messing village. To
provide an improved road alighment to DMRB standards would have a substantial impact on
properties within Messing village. There would simply be insufficient space to allow for a compliant
horizontal alighment, even to the lowest standards of CD 109. A carriageway width of 7.3m would
also be impossible to accommodate without extensive intrusion into property boundaries. The
proposal in this concept design would therefore be to leave the road alignment through Messing
village untouched. From Chainage 1750 to Chainage 1820, on the approach to Messing, the
proposed road width would be tapered from 7.3m to the existing width, which would then continue
through the village. Currently there is a 30mph speed limit through the village but it might be
appropriate to lower this to 20mph since the existing road geometry is of a quite low standard.



4.12 Chainage 2110 to Chainage 2400

This section of the alighment passes along Harborough Hall Road starting from the centre of Messing
village. As with the section from Chainage 1750 to Chainage 2110, an increase in carriageway and
verge widths would have a substantial impact on properties over the first 100 metres or so of this
section. The proposal in this concept design would therefore be to leave this section of the road
alignment untouched. After the first 100m (circa Chainage 2200) of Harborough Hall Road there are
no properties on the north side of the road. There is an existing curve in the road with a radius of
approximately 20m at Chainage 2300. From Chainage 2200 to Chainage 2400 it would be possible to
widen from existing width to 7.3m and upgrade the horizontal alignment to replace the existing 20m
radius curve with a 90m radius. The 90m radius would be required to have short transition lengths
but if the 20mph advisory speed limit proposed through Messing village could be extended past this
curve the alignment would comply with a 50kph design speed. With verge widening to allow a 70m
stopping sight distance the alignment would be much improved over the existing alignment. It would
intrude into fields on the north side but would move the road away from properties on the south
side. Some trees and hedgerows would need to be removed. Overhead cables and poles would also
need to be moved.



4.13 Chainage 2400 to Chainage 2650

As with the centre of Messing village this section of alighment would be difficult to improve because
any realignment or widening would have a severe impact on adjacent properties. The current road
widths are between 4.0m to 4.5m wide through this section. It might be possible to widen to 5.5m
or 6.0m without too much impact on properties but there would be little space for verges. Up to
Chainage 2500 visibility looks to be quite reasonable, providing at least 70m stopping sight distance.
At approximately Chainage 2550 there is an existing curve with a radius of about 28m. To increase
this radius by even a small amount would have a substantial impact on the property to the south.
Visibility through the 28m radius is also quite limited, with a stopping sight distance of only about
18m. To provide even an urban standard of 33m stopping sight distance would require a verge width
of about 3.5m on the inside of the curve. This would mean removing a considerable length of post
and rail fencing from the property to the south.

If this section of road functions satisfactorily in its current state it might be prudent to leave it as it is.
If there are currently any issues with accidents the hierarchy of improvements would be 1. Verge
widening to increase stopping sight distance. 2. Increase the horizontal radius and verge width for
even greater visibility. Both these measures would take a considerably amount of land from the
property to the south. There is currently a 30mph speed limit applied but the advisory limit of
20mph suggested through Messing village could be applied beyond the 28m radius curve.



4.14 Chainage 2650 to Chainage 2750
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This section would allow for a 90m radius with short transitions to be used. With a stopping sight
distance of 70m this would still only be suitable for a 50kph design speed, so the 20mph advisory
speed would need to be continued to this point. There is an existing ditch on the inside of this curve
which would need to be replaced with a new ditch at the back of verge.

4.15 Chainage 2750 to Chainage 3340

The final section of the improved alignment would follow the existing Harborough Hall Road
alignment as closely as possible but geometric constraints prevent the existing reverse curves being
replicated. Some hedgerows and trees would need to be removed and moving some overhead
cables and poles would be necessary. Some sections of existing ditch would need to be filled and
replaced. Improvements to Harborough Hall Road would not need to intrude into properties to the
east of the alignment on the approach to the B1022 in a final design.



5.0 Summary

Kelvedon Road and Harborough Hall Road are likely to have originally been farm tracks and probably
do not have a construction depth or strength that would meet current standards. This would need to
be determined by taking core samples and deflectograph readings. It might be that overlaying the
original road pavement would give it an acceptable strength. However, due to the increased width of
the improved alignment and those lengths of carriageway that are offline a considerable amount of
new full depth construction would be needed.

Within Messing village no road improvements have been proposed since providing compliant
geometry and widths would cause substantial impact on existing properties there.

Currently there appears to be no existing highway drainage system but some field ditches may also
serve to drain surface water from the road. A highway drainage network would need to be added to
an upgraded road since the impervious area of the widened carriageway would be increased over
the existing and it follows that surface water run-off would also increase. Attenuation ponds would
most likely be needed to prevent large amounts of surface water run-off directly entering existing
water courses.

The only visible signs of existing statutory undertaker’s services are overhead electricity and possibly
telephone cables. These follow quite closely to the existing road edge for quite long lengths and
would need to be moved in many areas.

There is a great deal of mature vegetation along the length of these roads. Widening and re-aligning
the roads would require a substantial amount of this vegetation to be removed. Whilst it would be
replaced it would be many years before it could provide the degree of screening that the current
vegetation gives to properties along the route.

The Vertical alighment has not been considered in any detail since existing ground level information
available is limited to 10metre contours. An accurate vertical alignment could not be designed but
from the limited information available the ground looks to be mostly quite flat and should not
present any problems in regards to gradients and vertical curve values.

6.0 Conclusions

Providing a DMRB compliant highway design for the roads leading to Messing village would have a
high construction cost and possibly not provide any substantial benefits. There would be a high
environmental impact due to land take required for the improved alignment from prime agricultural
land and the loss of mature vegetation on existing property boundaries. The cost of diverting
statutory undertaker’s services would also be significant. By improving the road network leading to
Messing village it would attract more traffic onto that network, particularly as a through route
between the B1022 and B1023.

Since it would be very difficult to improve roads within Messing village from increased traffic
volumes, gridlock will occur in the centre. In addition, as road surfaces in the village are also
substandard they will not be able to withstand the increase in traffic volume including higher truck
usage. As a result, regular road closures for maintenance and repair can be expected along with a
high risk of damage to properties / property boundaries, particularly those properties not
benefitting from a footpath separating their property or boundary from the road.



APPENDIX 1

Assessment of alignment geometry of existing Kelvedon Road and Harborough Hall Road

Kelvedon Road from junction with B1023 Inworth Road to Messing village.
To determine existing design speed:

From CD 109

282 The harmonic mean visibility for existing roads should be calculated using an empirical relationship
given in Equation 2.8.2.

Equation 2.8.2 Empirical relationship

Log, WIS§ = 2.46 + 2_\-"\.: = %
where:
W = Average verge width (averaged for both sides of the road)
B= Bendiness (degree per km - minimum length of 2 km)

NOTE 1 Eguahon 2 8.2 is applicable up o VIS! = 720 metres,

Assume average verge width, VW = 0.5m

Bendiness, B (° per km):

B1023 Inworth Road through Messing village to B1022 Colchester Road (angles turned through)

10 (B1023) 4 59 8
20 4 14 40
8 62 (Messing village) 9 (B1022)
5 22 94

33 5 31

28 13 20

20 50 79

7 6 7

3 25 29

8 18 58

9 5 49

17 9 21

4 46 25

Bendiness, B = 984°/3.34km

Bendiness, B =294.611°/ km




From equation CD 109 2.8.2:

Log1oVISI = 2.46 + VW/25 — B/400
Log1oVISI = 2.46 + 0.5/25 — 294.611/400
Log1oVISI =1.871

VISI = 55.335

Alignment constraint, Ac:

From CD 109
Equation 2.2b Single carriageways
VISl 2B
Ae=12— — 4 —
iy} 45
where:
B= Bendiness degrees / km.
VIS = Harmaonic mean visibility (metres)

Ac=12-VISI/60 + 2B/45
Ac=12-55.335/60 + (2x294.611)/45

Ac=12-0.92225 + 13.0938

Ac=24.17155

Layout Constraint, Lc:

From CD 109

Table 2.3 Layout constraint (Lc)

Road type 52 Ws2 WS2+1 D2AP D3AP D2M D3M D4am
Dual Dual 7.3 Dual 11 Dual 14.7
Carriageway width {excluding hard | 115 Dual 7.3 | 11m- | meles & melres & metres &
strips and hard shoulder) Gmetres. | 7.3 meires: | 10 metres metres metres elres hard hard hard
shoulder shoulder shoulder
Frequency of commercial
accesses, lay-bys and junctions H M M L M L M L M L L L L L
Standard verge width 29 26 23 21 19 17 19 17 10 g 5] 4 ] 0
1.5 metre verge 31 | 78 | 5 | 23 : Z - : E £ : 2 E
0.5 metre verga 33 [ an . - - ) - - - = - - - -

L = Low number of commercial accesses, lay-bys and junctions, less than or equal to 5 per km

M = Medium number of commercial accesses, lay-bys and junctions, between & to 8 per km

H = High number of commercial accesses, lay-bys and junctions, greater than or equal to 9 per km

Estimated Lc for average road width = 4.2m, average verge width = 0.5m, high number of accesses.

Lc =37




Determine design speed:

Design speed (kph)

NOTE 1

igure 2.1 Selection of design speed (rural roads)

Sirgle cfways Ac<B.6ie.
only possible on long straight
roads or where there is
extersive visibility cutside

the highway.
120 | i TN
1208 |~ el Teee T Tl g
= — - 1.5 =
T - e e =
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1003 -'-__‘__L 1_'-.__ -H""'--..,__‘_ -“-H“_-\-._ ""-h_.15 E
85A 2 S
858 e e [ 20 'a
— 30
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2 4 € 8 10 12 14 1B 1B 20 i
Alignment constraint Ac

an B fndicate the highar and lower categones of each hand,

NOTE 2

wowld gve a design speed of 1004,

CAMAgGEWAYS And sngle CAImAgews s respactively:

Existing design speed interpolated from Table 2.1 = 60A

Re-assess design speed for improved road alignments

Aligrment constraint (Ac) shall ba caleulated using Eqsation 2.2a and Equation 2 2b for dual

it Fgeare 2.1 the design speeds ane smanged in bands (e, 120k0h, 100kph, Bhkph, &ic). Sufixes 4

As an example usng Sigure 2.1 10 oenve a design speed, an Acvalue of 12 and and Lc value of 15

Kelvedon Road from junction with B1023 Inworth Road to Messing village.

To determine design speed after improvements:

From CD 109

2.8.2

NOTE 1

The harmonic mean visibility for existing roads should be calculated using an empirical relationship

given in Equation 2.8.2.

Equation 2.8.2 Empirical relationship

Log,, VISI = 2.46 + % = %

where:

Vil = Average verge widih (averaged for both sides of the road)
B= Bendiness (degree per km - minimum length of 2 kmy)

Eguahon 2 8.2 is applicable up o VIS! = 720 metres,

Average verge width, VW = 2.5m



Bendiness, B (° per km):

B1023 Inworth Road to Messing village to B1022 Colchester Road (angles turned through)

11 (B1023) 62

12 13

51 (Messing village)
18 94

13 31

52 54

65 74

12 41

10 11

13 38 (B1023)
9

5

54

Bendiness, B = 743°/3.327km

Bendiness, B = 223.276°/ km

From equation 2.8.2:

Log1oVISI = 2.46 + VW/25 — B/400
Log1oVISI = 2.46 + 2.5/25 — 223.276/400
Log1oVISI =1.9218

VISI = 83.521

Alignment constraint, Ac:

From CD 109
Equation 2.2b Single carriageways
VIS 2B
Ar=12— — + —
i) 45
whers;
B= Bendiness dagreas | km.
VIS = Harmonic mean visibility (metres)

Ac=12 — VISI/60 + 2B/45
Ac=12 — 83.521/60 + (2x223.276)/45

Ac=12-1.392 +9.923



Ac=20.531

Layout Constraint, Lc:

From CD 109

Table 2.3 Layout constraint (Lc)

Road type 52 ws2 Ws2+1 D2AP D3aP D2m D3m D4am
) Dual Dual 7.3 Dual 11 Dual 14.7
O opo andhard shouen | @meves. | Tamenes | tometes | (G8 | DETS | Ton| MRS | R | M
shoulder shoulder shoulder
accesces, iy bysandjuncions | M [ M [ M| LM M| m || L - ] L
Standard verge width 29 | 26| 23 | 21 (19|17 | 19|17 | 10| 9 ] 4 [v] 0
1.5 mealre verge 31 28 | 25 | 23 - - - - - - -
0.5 metre verge 33 30 = = - - - = - - - -
L = Low number of commercial accesses, lay-bys and junctions, less than or equal to 5 per km
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Appendix E; MIAG — Report into HGV swept paths, July, 2022

Report on Heavy Goods Vehicle Swept Path analysis

within Messing village
Messing village T junction — swept path analysis for 16.5m long articulated HGV

The 16.5 m long “Design Vehicle” has the worst case swept path for vehicles permitted to
use UK highways.

Swept paths shown are theoretical and would vary slightly dependant on the driver of a
particular vehicle.

1.0 From Kelvedon Road into Harborough Hall Road assuming no vehicles parked.

The design vehicle would be able to approach the T junction without impeding vehicles trav-
elling in the opposite direction, on Kelvedon Road. After turning right into Harborough Hall
Road, the design vehicle would occupy nearly the full width of the road and therefore re-
quire vehicles travelling in the opposite direction to give way. Harborough Hall Road is quite
narrow making it difficult for vehicles travelling in the opposite direction to find somewhere
to give way.




2.0 From Kelvedon Road into Harborough Hall Road assuming with vehicles parked.

On approach to the T junction the design vehicle would be forced into the opposing carriage-
way by parked vehicles thereby forcing vehicles travelling in the opposite direction on Kelve-
don Road to give way. At the give way line of the T junction the design vehicle would need to
occupy the opposing carriageway to avoid the trailer colliding with parked vehicles near to
the junction. After turning right into Harborough Hall Road, the design vehicle would again
occupy nearly the full width of the road and therefore require vehicles travelling in the op-
posite direction to give way, but as before this would be difficult due to the narrow width of
Harborough Hall Road.

3.0 Harborough Hall Road to Kelvedon Road assuming no vehicles parked.

On approach to the T junction along Harborough Hall Road the design vehicle would occupy
nearly the full width of that road. Where the road widens at the junction the design vehicle
would need to occupy most of the opposing carriageway before turning left into Kelvedon
Road, to allow for the swept path of the trailer. Vehicles travelling in the opposite direction
would need to give way but with no parked vehicles there would be space to do this. On en-
tering Kelvedon Road the design vehicle might need to cross into the opposite carriageway
slightly. This would not leave much width for vehicles travelling in the opposite direction and
most likely they would need to give way to the design vehicle.
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4.0 Harborough Hall Road to Kelvedon Road assuming with vehicles parked.

On approach to the T junction along Harborough Hall Road the design vehicle would occupy
nearly the full width of that road. Assuming there were vehicles parked on the west side of
Harborough Hall Road the design vehicle would need to move over to the opposing carriage-
way earlier than if no vehicles were parked. This would allow a better approach into Kelve-
don Road by bringing the trailer further away from the nearside road edge before making
the turn. Vehicles travelling in the opposite direction on Harborough Hall Road would again
need to give way while the design vehicle was completing its manoeuvre but there should be
enough space available. The design vehicle would be able to avoid vehicles parked on the
north side of Kelvedon Road. Vehicles travelling on Kelvedon Road towards the T junction
would need to give way to the design vehicle.



Appendix F; Report on Inworth Road and Roundabout, May, 2022

Inworth Road Roundabout design checks:

Please Note:
Design checks have been based on the scheme as shown at Public Consultation November 2021.

Design checks have been carried out on pdf files which are likely to have suffered some distortion
from the original engineering drawings. However, the comments made below would not change if
the original engineering design model was checked.

Google Maps screen shots have been used as a background. This is permitted by Google Maps
terms.

Reference documents used:

al2chelmsford-to-a120-widening-Engineering Plans

Al2chelmsford-to-A120-widening-General Arrangements

DMRB CD 109
DMRB CD 116

DMRB CD 123



1. Inworth Road Roundabout arm to B1023 in the direction of Feering and Kelvedon

Key:
120m long sight line approaching roundabout

120m long sight line exiting roundabout

PARK FARM '

Ma ping bbmurtesmy

oogle Maps

Not to scale
Horizontal alignment

Design speed has been assumed to be 70 kph based on the vertical crest curve K value of 30 used.
The B1023 Inworth Road in this area is currently subject to a 50 mph speed limit which equates to an
85 kph design speed. Does the designer intend to lower the speed limit to 40 mph to suit a 70 kph
design speed? Horizontal alignment consists of 3 elements:

Straight, Length = 3.922m
RH curve, Radius = 65.0 m, Length = 63.660m
Straight, Length = 28.972m

(No transition curves have been used between elements)



e The value of 65m for a horizontal radius does not comply with DMRB standard CD 109 High-
way Link Design, para. 2.11 which states:

“Values for stopping sight distance, horizontal curvature and vertical curvature shall not be less than
those given in Table 2.10 for 50kph design speed regardless of permitted relaxations.”

e No transition curves have been provided between horizontal elements. This does not comply
with CD 109, para. 4.12 which states:

“Transition curves shall be provided on curves with radii less than shown in Table 2.10 (minimum R
with adverse camber and without transitions).”
Visibility

For a design speed of 70 kph the desirable minimum stopping sight distance (SSD) is 120m as given
by CD 109 Table 2.10 Design speed related parameters.

e Forward visibility on approach to the roundabout will not comply with CD 109 unless the
sight line passes outside the Red Line boundary into the property “Park Farm” (or
“Stonefield Farm”?). Visibility would be further impeded by proposed tree planting.

No relaxation in SSD is permitted on the immediate approach to a junction as defined by CD 109
para. 2.13 note 6): “for roundabouts, those lengths of carriageway on the approach to the junction
between a point 1.5 times the desirable minimum stopping sight distance from the give way line and
the give way line itself”.

e No verge widening has been provided in the design to allow for uninterrupted visibility for
vehicles entering or leaving the roundabout.

CD 109 states that “The stopping sight distance shall be free of obstructions by fixed objects with the
exception of:

1) A fixed object with a width / length less than or equal to 550mm;
2) A group of fixed objects with a combined width / length of 550mm or less
3) Those obstructions covered by the relaxations below.

Note 1 Isolated slim objects less than or equal to 550mm in width / length, such as lighting
columns, sign supports, or slim footbridge support, only result in intermittent obstructions to
sight lines.

Note 2 On horizontal curves where the road is in cutting, or at bridge crossings, verges and
central reserves can be widened or bridge clearances increased to ensure the appropriate
stopping sight distance is not obstructed.

Note 3 Verge and central reserve widening is sometimes required on horizontal curves to
provide stopping sight distance in front of VRS.”

e As with the approach to the roundabout, forward visibility on exiting the roundabout would
not comply with DMRB CD 116 Geometric Design of Roundabouts unless the sight line
passes outside the Red Line boundary into the property “Park Farm”.

CD 116 para.3.50 states:
“On the circulatory carriageway, the exit visibility shall conform to Table 3.43.

NOTE Once a vehicle has crossed the inscribed circle at the exit from the roundabout, the SSD is
to follow the requirements and advice provided in CD 109 “



Vertical Alignment

The alignment is not long enough to make a judgement about visibility in the vertical plane. It would
need to be extended further along the B1023 in order to see what the existing carriageway
geometry is. The use of a vertical crest curve with K = 30 would indicate a 70 kph design speed since
no relaxations are permitted on the immediate approach to a junction (CD 109 table 2.10, CD 109,
para. 2.11). The sight line would most likely be impeded by property boundaries where it passes
outside the Red Line boundary.

The vertical alignment is made up of 4 elements:
Straight gradient at +4.140%, length = 10.329m
Crest curve with K = 30, length = 64.183m
Straight gradient at +2.001%, length = 1.374m
Straight gradient at -2.281%, length = 8.769m

(The last 2 elements show a roundabout crown line hence no vertical curve between
two gradients)

2. Inworth Road Roundabout arm to Kelvedon Rd. in the direction of Messing

Key:
70m long sight line approaching roundabout

70m long sight line exiting roundabout

'MESSING

[

Mapping b courtésy'
of Google Maps

Not to Scale
Horizontal alignment

Design speed has been assumed to be 50 kph based on the vertical crest curve K value of 10 used.
Kelvedon Road is currently subject to a national speed limit, which varies from 40mph to 60mph
dependant on vehicle type. It would be interesting to know why a 50kph design speed has been
chosen.

Horizontal alignment consists of 3 elements:

Straight, Length = 11.809m



RH curve, Radius = 50.0 m, Length = 40.059m
LH curve, Radius = 40.0m, Length = 48.885m
(No transition curves have been used between elements)

e The value of 50m and 40m for horizontal radii do not comply with DMRB standard CD 109,
para. 2.11 which states:

“Values for stopping sight distance, horizontal curvature and vertical curvature shall not be less than
those given in Table 2.10 for 50kph design speed regardless of permitted relaxations.”

e Sharp curves are not good practice on the approach to a roundabout.

CD 116 para 3.6.9 NOTE 3 states that: “Reverse curves (to the right and then to the left on the
approach) can be effective in providing additional deflection on poorly aligned existing roundabouts,
but sharp curves are not good practice and could induce HGV rollover or accidents involving
powered two wheelers (PTW)

e No transition curves have been provided between horizontal elements. This does not comply
with CD 109, para. 4.12 which states:

“Transition curves shall be provided on curves with radii less than shown in Table 2.10 (minimum R
with adverse camber and without transitions).

e |t appears that no curve widening has been allowed for on the horizontal radii of 50m and
40m

For horizontal curves with a low value of radius the carriageway should be widened to allow for the
swept path of long vehicles. CD 109 gives values for radii as low as 90m, the minimum radius that
should be used for a highway (CD 109 para. 2.11). For radii lower than 90m CD 123 Table 5.10 “Lane
widening on curves of 90m radius or less” should be used. A swept path analysis for a 16.5m long
articulated heavy goods vehicle (the design vehicle) should be made.

Visibility

For a design speed of 50 kph the desirable minimum stopping sight distance (SSD) is 70m as given by
CD 109 Table 2.10 Design speed related parameters.

e Forward visibility on approach to the roundabout will not comply with CD 109 unless the
sight line passes outside the Red Line boundary on the north side of Kelvedon Road. Visibility
may be further impeded by proposed tree planting.

No relaxation in SSD is permitted on the immediate approach to a junction as defined by CD 109
para. 2.13 note 6) : “ for roundabouts, those lengths of carriageway on the approach to the junction
between a point 1.5 times the desirable minimum stopping sight distance from the give way line and
the give way line itself; ”

e No verge widening has been provided in the design to allow for uninterrupted visibility for
vehicles entering or leaving the roundabout.

CD 109 states that “The stopping sight distance shall be free of obstructions by fixed objects with the
exception of:

4) A fixed object with a width / length less than or equal to 550mm;
5) A group of fixed objects with a combined width / length of 550mm or less

6) Those obstructions covered by the relaxations below.



Note 1 Isolated slim objects less than or equal to 550mm in width / length, such as lighting
columns, sign supports, or slim footbridge support, only result in intermittent obstructions to
sight lines.

Note 2 On horizontal curves where the road is in cutting, or at bridge crossings, verges and
central reserves can be widened or bridge clearances increased to ensure the appropriate
stopping sight distance is not obstructed.

Note 3 Verge and central reserve widening is sometimes required on horizontal curves to
provide stopping sight distance in front of VRS.”

e As with the approach, forward visibility on exiting the roundabout would not comply with
DMRB CD 116 unless the sight line passes outside the Red Line boundary into the property
“Park Farm”.

CD 116 para.3.50 states:
“On the circulatory carriageway, the exit visibility shall conform to Table 3.43.

NOTE Once a vehicle has crossed the inscribed circle at the exit from the roundabout, the SSD is
to follow the requirements and advice provided in CD 109 “

Vertical Alignment

The alignment is not long enough to make a judgement about visibility in the vertical plane. It would
need to be extended further along Kelvedon Road in order to see what the existing carriageway
geometry is. The use of a vertical crest curve with K =10 would indicate a 50 kph design speed. Since
no relaxations in vertical curvature are permitted on the immediate approach to a junction 50kph
would be the highest value of design speed for a crest K value of 10 (CD 109 table 2.10, CD 109, para.
2.11). The sight line would most likely be impeded by property boundaries where it passes outside
the Red Line boundary.

The vertical alignment is made up of 3 elements:
Straight gradient at +2.028%, length = 19.382m
Crest curve with K=10, length =6.781m

Straight gradient at +1.350%, length = 68.365m

3. Inworth Road Roundabout arm to B1023 in the direction of Tiptree

Key:



70m long sight line approaching roundabout

70m long sight line exiting roundabout

Mapping by courtiesy
of Google Maps

THE LAURELS

Not to Scale
Horizontal alighment

Design speed has been assumed to be 70 kph to be consistent with the design speeds of the arm
connecting to the link road to A12 Junction 24 south roundabout and the arm to B1023 to Kelvedon.
The B1023 Inworth Road in this area is currently subject to a 50 mph speed limit which equates to an
85 kph design speed. Does the designer intend to lower the speed limit to 40 mph to suit a 70 kph
design speed?

Horizontal alignment consists of 3 elements:

Straight, Length = 30.212m



LH curve, Radius = 90 m, Length = 62.452m
Straight, Length = 49.241m
(No transition curves have been used between elements)

e No transition curves have been provided between horizontal elements. This does not comply
with CD 109, para. 4.12 which states:

“Transition curves shall be provided on curves with radii less than shown in Table 2.10 (minimum R
with adverse camber and without transitions).”
Visibility

For a design speed of 70 kph the desirable minimum stopping sight distance (SSD) is 120m as given
by CD 109 Table 2.10 Design speed related parameters.

e Forward visibility on approach to the roundabout will not comply with CD 109 unless the
sight line passes outside the Red Line boundary into the property “The Laurels”. Visibility
may be further impeded by proposed tree planting.

No relaxation in SSD is permitted on the immediate approach to a junction as defined by CD 109
para. 2.13 note 6): “for roundabouts, those lengths of carriageway on the approach to the junction
between a point 1.5 times the desirable minimum stopping sight distance from the give way line and
the give way line itself”.

e No verge widening has been provided in the design to allow for uninterrupted visibility for
vehicles entering or leaving the roundabout.

CD 109 states that “The stopping sight distance shall be free of obstructions by fixed objects with the
exception of:

7) Afixed object with a width / length less than or equal to 550mm;
8) A group of fixed objects with a combined width / length of 550mm or less
9) Those obstructions covered by the relaxations below.

Note 1 Isolated slim objects less than or equal to 550mm in width / length, such as lighting
columns, sign supports, or slim footbridge support, only result in intermittent obstructions to
sight lines.

Note 2 On horizontal curves where the road is in cutting, or at bridge crossings, verges and
central reserves can be widened or bridge clearances increased to ensure the appropriate
stopping sight distance is not obstructed.

Note 3 Verge and central reserve widening is sometimes required on horizontal curves to
provide stopping sight distance in front of VRS.”

In addition to the roundabout entry the segregated left turn lane (SLTL) should provide for
stopping sight distance of 120m. This would also cross the Red Line boundary into the property
“The Laurels”.

CD 116 para. 6.24 states that “The desirable minimum SSD for the SLTL shall be the lesser of:
1) The SSD obtained from CD 109 for the design speed of the approach; or

2) The SSD given in Table 6.27 of this document appropriate to the maximum nearside curve
radius.



The maximum nearside radius of the SLTL in this design appears to be about 90m, which falls
within the Table 6.27 range 80m-100m radius. This gives an SSD of 120m, which is the same SSD
as for the approach alignment.

e As with the approach to the roundabout, forward visibility on exiting the roundabout would
not comply with CD 116 unless the sight line passes outside the Red Line boundary into the
property “The Laurels”.

CD 116 para.3.50 states:
“On the circulatory carriageway, the exit visibility shall conform to Table 3.43.

NOTE Once a vehicle has crossed the inscribed circle at the exit from the roundabout, the SSD is
to follow the requirements and advice provided in CD 109 “

Vertical Alignment

The alignment is not long enough to make an exact judgement about visibility in the vertical plane. It
would need to be extended further along the B1023 in order to see what the existing carriageway
geometry is. The sight line would most likely be impeded by property boundaries where it passes
outside the Red Line boundary.

The vertical alignment is made up of 1 element:

Straight gradient at -0.281%, length = 138.393m

Appendix G; MIAG — Report on technical aspects of Inworth Road widening
and proposed roundabout, May, 2022

Report on the Technical Design of the National Highways Proposal for Junction 24




1.0 Overview

This report is to discuss the technical design of the National Highways (NH) (formerly
Highways England) proposal for the improvement of the A12 and the construction of a new
junction 24 connected to the B1023. It is our belief that the original proposal does not
comply with National Design Standards and does not address the problems of capacity of
the surrounding roads.

This report is supplementary to the report produced in February by Messing Action Group
on the impact of the Junction 24 proposals on Messing and Inworth, and should be
consulted for further information.

2.0 National Highways Proposal for Junction 24

The Proposal, from National Highways, (NH) was to ‘Construct a New Junction 24 on the
A12, south of Inworth Road. (To) Provide slip roads terminating where the Messing Road
meets Inworth Road so that all traffic joining or leaving the A12 would use the Inworth
Road’. Refer to the map in Appendix A. The consultation documents make no referral to the
effects of the proposed scheme on the lanes leading to Messing or any other surrounding
lanes.

The proposal also allows for significant road improvements to the B1023 through Inworth
village to bring it closer to the required standard to handle the increased volume of traffic.
These works are highlighted in the NH document “A12 Chelmsford to A120 widening,
Supplementary Consultation, November 2021” and shown on the plans Sheets 14 and 20 in
Map Book 3: Updated General Arrangements (Set 3 of 3). The proposals are also shown in
Appendix B of this report.

3.0 Comments on the Design

The design has been examined closely with respect to horizontal and vertical alignment,
sightlines and stopping distances and found not to comply with National Design Standards.
Specific issues are discussed in detail in the following paragraphs. It must be stressed that
this is not an exhaustive list and there may well be other aspects that do not comply.

3.1 Kelvedon Road, Messing

The siting of the proposed Inworth Road Roundabout near to the existing junction of B1023
Inworth Road and Kelvedon Road gives a relatively easy path for vehicles leaving the A12 to
access Kelvedon Road leading to Messing village. This may provide opportunity for drivers
tempted to “rat run” through Messing village to connect with the B1022 at the south end of
Harborough Hall Road. Siting the proposed roundabout at a location further away from
Kelvedon Road would make this route less attractive. MIAG are rightly concerned regarding
the suitability of roads in the vicinity of Messing village to cope with the significant increases
in traffic volumes predicted. As demonstrated in the Messing Action Group Report these
roads are sub-standard in respect of width, horizontal curvature, possibly vertical crest
curvature, stopping sight distance, forward visibility to junctions and accesses and an
absence of formal passing places. These roads are not wide enough to cater for motor
vehicles passing pedestrians, cyclists and equestrian users under recently revised Highway
Code rules.



As stated in the report these roads fall short of the minimum road width of 5.5m that would
be necessary to allow two vehicles to pass at low speed. Manual for Streets shows that 5.5m
is sufficient for a heavy vehicle and a car to pass but this would be for a straight section of
road alignment in an urban area. When horizontal curvature falls below a 90m radius, as it
frequently does on these roads, there would be a requirement for widening above 5.5m
width on curves to allow for the swept path of heavy vehicles.

3.2 Effect of NH Proposal on traffic through Inworth

Inworth is a small community of around 30 properties, including a number of listed
buildings, with All Saints Church in the centre. The majority of the properties are directly
fronting the B1023, with driveways onto the road. A few properties are set back from the
road, with longer driveways from the road. The B1023 through Inworth is currently
substandard with a number of pinch points and is poorly drained, with frequent instances of
flooding following heavy rainfall. At certain points the carriageway is not wide enough to
allow two HGV’s to pass. There is a 30mph speed limit through the village, but there have
been numerous reports of speeding.

NH propose to carry out certain road improvements through Inworth Village, including
limited road widening. These improvements require land-take from a number of properties,
but will not bring the road up to the required design standard.

3.3 Hinds Bridge

The NH proposal does not address the pinch point at Hinds Bridge on the B1023. NH traffic
forecasts indicate that traffic flows over this bridge are expected to be around 900 vehicles
in the peak hour. Hinds Bridge is narrow and only just wide enough for two cars to pass. A
considerable number of HGV’s use this road and hold-ups occur frequently. The road is also
used by buses, both for the service that connects Tiptree to Kelvedon and Witham and also
for school buses serving Thurstable School.

Congestion caused by HGV’s 04 May 2022 at 10:20am
3.4 Inworth Road Roundabout

Referring to the consultation drawing HE551497-JAC-HSR-S3_J24-DR-C-0002 revision P02,
the proposed Inworth Road Roundabout itself is badly designed in certain respects. It is



guestionable if it could be built to compliant standards in the location shown by the
consultation drawings, even if the design was further developed.

The horizontal alignment of the arm from Kelvedon Road to the roundabout incorporates a
short straight followed by a 50m right hand radius immediately followed by a 40m left hand
radius, there are no transition curves provided between these elements. National Highways
document CD 109 Highway Link Design para. 4.12 states that “Transition curves shall be
provided on curves with radii less than shown in Table 2.10 (minimum R with adverse
camber and without transitions)”. There also appears to be no widening allowed for on
these small radius curves for the swept path of heavy vehicles. No verge widening has been
provided to allow for stopping sight distance on the approach to the roundabout from
Kelvedon Road.

For vehicles leaving the roundabout stopping sight distance should follow the requirements
of CD 109 once a vehicle has crossed the inscribed circle diameter of the roundabout, as
stated in the note below para. 3.50 of Document CD 116 Geometric Design of Roundabouts.
No relaxation in stopping sight distance would be permitted in combination with the
relaxations in horizontal curvature (CD 109 para. 2.12). Proposed tree planting in the verges
would further impede visibility.

CD 116 para. 3.6.9 Note 3 advises that right-left reverse curves on the approach to poorly
aligned existing roundabouts can be effective in providing additional deflection but also
notes that “sharp curves are not good practice and could induce HGV rollover or accidents
involving powered two wheelers (PTW) “. Although not an existing roundabout the
reference to “sharp curves” is still relevant and the 40m and 50m curve radii used for this
approach are “sharp curves”. They do not conform to the requirement of CD 116 para.
3.36.1 Note 2 which states that “in advance of the entry flare, approach curvature follows
CD 109 [Ref 3.N] requirements on horizontal radius”. The vertical alignment of this
roundabout arm uses a crest curve with a K value of 10, which is the desirable minimum for
a 50kph design speed. Therefore, assuming this arm has been designed for a 50kph design
speed the minimum value for horizontal radius given by CD 109 Table 2.10 is 90m, which is 2
steps below the desirable minimum radius of 180m. CD 109 para. 2.11 states that “values of
stopping sight distance, horizontal curvature and vertical curvature shall not be less than
those given in Table 2.10 for 50 kph design speed regardless of permitted relaxations.”

As noted previously, no verge widening has been provided for visibility on the approach to
or exit from this roundabout. Desirable minimum stopping sight distance of 70m should be
provided for vehicles approaching the roundabout from 105m in advance of the give way
line. Due to the small horizontal radii used, verge widening would be quite substantial to
provide compliant stopping sight distance. Proposed tree planting would also need to be
moved back behind sight lines. By providing an alignment with 90m radii in place of the 40m
and 50m radii and with appropriate transition curves the alignment would be pushed into
the property to the north east side of the existing B1023/ Kelvedon Road junction. The red-
line boundary given on consultation drawing HE551497-JAC-HCN-SCHW-DR-C-0014 revision
PO5 would not allow for this.

The arm connecting the proposed roundabout to Inworth Road north of the roundabout
(consultation drawing HE551497-JAC-HSR-S3_J24-DR-C-0003 revision P02) has similar issues
to the Kelvedon Road arm. The vertical alignment has a vertical crest curve with a K value of



30, which would suggest a 70kph design speed (40mph) has been used. It is worth noting
that this section of Inworth Road is currently subject to a 50mph speed limit, which is the
equivalent of an 85 kph design speed. The radius of the horizontal alignment approaching
the roundabout is only 65m (the desirable minimum radius for 70kph design speed is 360m)
and again does not have any transition curves between alignment elements, nor does it
show any verge widening for visibility. For vehicles approaching the roundabout this would
be a right-hand curve. The line of forward visibility would therefore cross into the opposing
lane and would be obscured by vehicles exiting the roundabout, this is poor design. For a
70kph design speed the stopping sight distance is 120m and this should be available from
180m in advance of the give way line. This is a mandatory requirement (CD 109 para. 2.13
Note 6) but the proposed alignment would not be able to accommodate the stopping sight
distance without passing through the property boundary of Park Farm on the west side of
the B1023. The red-line boundary given on consultation drawing HE551497-JAC-HCN-SCHW-
DR-C-0014 revision P05 does not allow for this. If a CD 109 compliant horizontal radius was
used for this alignment the intrusion into Park Farm would be even greater. The position of
proposed tree planting should also be considered and placed behind sight lines to avoid
impeding visibility.

The arm connecting the proposed roundabout to Inworth Road south of the roundabout
(consultation drawing HE551497-JAC-HSR-S3_J24-DR-C-0002 revision P02) is assumed to
have the same 70 kph design speed as the arm to the north. This section of Inworth Road is
currently subject to a 50mph speed limit, the equivalent of an 85kph design speed. The
vertical alignment has a longitudinal gradient of -0.281% which is insufficient to allow
effective drainage of the carriageway. Care would need to be taken to ensure there were no
flat-spots where changes in superelevation occur. The horizontal alignment approaching the
roundabout consists of a straight element followed by a 90m radius left hand curve, then
another straight element. No transition curves have been used between elements. As
already noted for other arms of this roundabout CD 109 Highway Link Design para. 4.12
states that “Transition curves shall be provided on curves with radii less than shown in Table
2.10 (minimum R with adverse camber and without transitions)”. Proposed verge widening
would be insufficient to allow compliant forward visibility on approach to the roundabout
give way line. No relaxation in stopping sight distance is permitted on the immediate
approach to a roundabout as defined by CD 109 para. 2.13 note 6. Widening the verge to
allow compliant visibility would encroach into the property “The Laurels” and would be
outside of the red-line boundary. Proposed tree planting would also impede visibility unless
moved back behind sight lines.

In addition to the roundabout entry the proposed design shows a segregated left turn lane
(SLTL) for Tiptree to A12 Junction 24 bound traffic. Stopping sight distance of 120m should
be provided for the SLTL based on the maximum nearside radius, which appears to fall
between 80m — 100m. For radii in this range CD 116 Table 6.27 requires a 120m stopping
sight distance, the same as for the approach road. CD 116 para. 6.24 states that “The
desirable minimum SSD for the SLTL shall be the lesser of:

1) The SSD obtained from CD 109 the design speed of the approach; or
2) The SSD given in Table 6.27 of this document appropriate to the maximum nearside
curve radius.
Forward visibility for vehicles exiting the roundabout would also pass outside the red-line
boundary into the property “The Laurels” in order to comply with CD 116 para. 3.50. No



relaxation in stopping sight distance could be permitted due to relaxations in horizontal
curvature (CD 109 para. 2.12).

The position of the link road between A12 Junction 24 south roundabout and Inworth Road
Roundabout severs a large area of land between the link road and the A12 southbound exit
slip road. This area has been identified as being permanently acquired by NH and as a
possible location for a site compound, soil storage area and haul road during construction.
There does not appear to be a use defined for this land after completion of the works.

35 Road Improvements through Inworth village

The alighment of the Inworth road through the village is considerably below current design
standards in respect of horizontal radius, stopping sight distance and width. It also has
numerous private properties with direct access onto Inworth Road. Stopping sight distance
should not be relaxed where there are so many accesses. NH have proposed to widen
Inworth Road through the village to bring the width to current standards (Appendix B).
However, this would not address the geometry of the alignment, which currently has
horizontal radii of about 75m in front of All Saints Church and 145m to the north of the
village. To provide compliant stopping sight distance would require significant verge
widening and intrusion into residential properties. For example, opposite All Saints Church
verge widening of up to 6m would be required to provide compliant stopping sight distance.
At the northern end of the village, where there is a 145m radius curve, there is no verge on
the inside of that curve. A verge of up to 3.5m width would be required to provide for
compliant stopping sight distance. Widening for sight lines would have a considerable
impact on private properties.

Google

B1023 approaching All Saints Church (looking south) — shows frequency of accesses, narrow
verges, low radius (approximately 75m) curve and limited visibility.



B1023 north of Inworth village (looking north) — Approximately 145m radius with no verge
to allow compliant stopping sight distance

4.0 Conclusions

The National Highways proposed Inworth roundabout does not comply with National
Highways design standards in its current form and position. It would require further land
take from adjacent properties to allow for a compliant design, if the roundabout was to
remain in this location. It is evident that a full redesign of this roundabout will be needed
and unlikely that the proposal can be carried out within the NH red-line boundary.

The proposed road improvements in Inworth Village are insufficient to bring that section of
road up to the required design standard. They do not deal fully with the pinch-points in this
section of road and will not alleviate the problems of increased congestion.

The issue of the pinch point at Hinds Bridge has not been addressed in any of the
documentation and remains a serious problem, even with the current traffic levels.

5.0 List of Appendices
5.1 Map of Area showing National Highways proposal for Junction 24

5.2 Map of Inworth showing National Highways for road improvements

5.1 Appendix A



Map of Area showing Network Highways proposal for Junction 24
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Map of Inworth showing Network Highways proposed road widening
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Appendix H; MIAG — document prepared for Village Hall meeting, October,
2022




Messing and Inworth Action Group

Messing-cum-Inworth Parish Council

In regard to; National Highways ‘public meeting’ 21.10.22

Definition of ‘consultation’;

‘Deliberation, or a meeting for deliberation’

Definition of ‘deliberation’;

‘To consider, or think about carefully’

MIAG and Mcl PC do not believe that National Highways have either ‘consulted’ or ‘deliberated’ the
Main Alternative. The A12 - Junction 24 has only been available to review and consult since late
summer of 2020. We believe that National Highways have created a false narrative around their plan
for this Junction, and denigrated without substantive reasoning, and through their confirmation bias,
the Main Alternative.

Despite the false illusion created by statements from National Highways, the Planning Inspectorate
has MADE NO DECISION. The substantive design and engineering proposals for the MAIN
ALTERNATIVE HAVE NOT YET been reviewed by the Planning Inspectorate, nor any challenges made
to National Highways as a consequence.

There will be a full legal challenge to the Development Consent Order, which we believe to have
been poorly drafted. We also believe it seeks wide ranging and excessive powers arrogated to
National Highways, with no justification or need, for years to come.The Gunning Principles have
been established to attempt to ensure proper process is followed and proper consultation and
deliberation surround the decision making process.

1. Proposals are still at a formative stage;
A final decision has not yet been made, nor predetermined, by the decision makers;
2. There is sufficient information to give ‘intelligent consideration’;

The information provided must relate to the consultation and must be available, accessible,
and easily interpretable for consultees to provide an informed response;

3. There is adequate time for consideration and response;

There must be sufficient opportunity for consultees to participate in the consultation. There
is no set timeframe for consultation, despite the widely accepted twelve week consultation
period, as the length of time given for consultees to respond can vary depending on the
subject and extent of impact of the consultation;

4. ‘Conscientious consideration’ must be given to ...... responses before a decision is made;

Decision makers should be able to provide evidence that they took consultation responses
into account; WE BELIEVE THAT NATIONAL HIGHWAYS CONTINUE TO BREACH ALL
OF THESE LEGAL PRINCIPLES.

Appendix J; MIAG — Benefits of Main Alternative

The villagers of Messing and Inworth are facing a dramatic change to their quality of life and to their
right to enjoy the quiet peace of the countryside.



However, they also recognise that the UK transport infrastructure is a vital part of modern life and it
is necessary for this to be constantly upgraded and maintained to the highest possible standard. This
is why, despite the changes and challenges to be faced by the two villages, there has been no
opposition to the development of the A12 corridor. The villages and their representatives fully
acknowledge the need to upgrade that major arterial route and new entry and exit junctions are a
necessary part of this. The villages of Messing and Inworth are not opposed to the creation of a
junction on the A12 at point 24 but safety is paramount.

The concerns of the villagers, expressed through the actions and endeavours of the Messing and
Inworth Action Group, (MIAG), are to ensure the best possible standards of safety for those living in
the villages, and, equally importantly, for the road users on the A12 and surrounding roads. This
includes horse riders, cyclists, pedestrians and school children. The concerns voiced by all
stakeholders, from Essex County Council, Parliament and the MIAG about the National Highways
proposal for Junction 24 are dealt with in great detail in other reports and will not be addressed
here.

This document is solely to review the benefits of the Main Alternative, (MA), and no mention has
been made of the concomitant negatives.

On the stated basis that Essex County Council ‘will never have enough money’ to bring all roads
surrounding the proposed Junction 24 up to minimum Highways Standard levels of safety, the Main
Alternative (MA) offers the following solutions and benefits;

1. The route of the MA new road system across land that does not create land ‘islands’ surrounded
by roads. The dangers of access and egress for farmers, or subsequent house developments, are
clear and obvious. The MA follows, for large part, the old “Cockle line” route. This means that much
of the gradient and shaping work has already been outlined.

2. The substrate of the MA route would be constructed to Highways Standard, whereas the route
today is of a substandard construction incapable of supporting high volumes of traffic and heavy
goods vehicles.

3. Road safety standards would be intrinsically woven into the MA route design, whereas today
these roads are dangerous in multiple respects including the fact that they are not sealed, no kerbs,
have no formalised passing places, inadequate road surface drainage, causing the B1023 to be
flooded on a regular basis.

4. Major disruption to traffic flow would be avoided, as the connections to B1023 and A12 would
only need to be completed when all the other parts of the road building are finished.

5. Construction of the MA route would provide a safe working environment for road construction
staff and residents, eliminating all safety hazards / risks associated with working on a “live road”
(existing B1023).

6. The route of the MA avoids bottle necks and pinch point issues that would require major land
acquisition and massive disturbance to residents and road users on the B1023 (Inworth Road). The
difficulties of Hinds Bridge and Kelvedon Road would be completely negated;

7. The B1023 stretch of road serving Inworth is already a Royal Mail ‘no go’ area as postal services
will not deliver to properties on the road as it is deemed too dangerous. The MA allows normal
expected delivery services to operate safely, and this would include food delivery and parcel
services. Safe access and egress from private properties is also assured with the adoption of the MA;

8. The need to conduct major upgrade works on all local roads that would act as feeder and ‘rat run’
routes to Junction 24 would be obviated by the creation of the MA;



9. Ancient village buildings, including the Church in Messing and the Conservation Area at the heart
of Messing would be preserved, as there would be no material advantage for traffic to use these

roads. The original Messing Action Group report highlights all the dangers of this anticipated traffic
flow. The corollary rational is that by adopting the MA all these issues and safety risks are removed.

10. The safety of schoolchildren whilst both walking to and from school on the existing roads, and
their wellbeing from breathing clean air, is also maintained by the benefits of adopting the MA.

11. Safety is an absolute priority for NH and the MA enables the safety of all road users, motorised
or other, to be maintained to the highest possible and practical levels;

12. The adoption of the MA route would provide NH with a “Right First Time” culture. There would
be no additional expense in rectifying deficiencies associated in an attempt to modify B1023 road
configuration and roundabout improvements.

13. Design and construction of the MA road will provide better sound proofing/barriers mitigating
noise levels from increased traffic volumes.

14. Road speed can be increased as the road will no longer be residential. (*Special road surface
material can be used to reduce noise, no benefit under 30mph)

15. Point 13 will improve and protect historical buildings from vibrations caused by increase of traffic
volumes.

16. Sustainability — MA will be purpose built to accommodate future increase in traffic volumes from
surrounding developments in Tiptree, Tolleshunt D’arcey, Maldon and other villages and
communities.

17. Adoption of MA by ECC — Because the road will be constructed to latest specifications and
regulations, the maintenance of the road and its surface condition will provide financial relief for
ECC/Essex Highways for a considerable period than if the B1023 was amended.

18. The MA will permit the B1023 to return to being a village road, allowing walkers, cyclists, and
horse riders to use the entire length of B1023 (from Feering boundary to Perrywood Nursery) with
confidence and safety.

19. Traffic calming measures could be deployed along B1023 making point 14 safer for walkers,
cyclists and horse riders.

20. If MA is required to be maintained or due to a vehicle accident the road is closed, the B1023 can
provide temporary relief for traffic to access Jct 24. If the NH B1023 plan was to experience the same
scenario, there would be no alternative route (e.g. Hines Bridge Closure).

21. Adoption of the MA plan will improve resident’s wellbeing and enjoyment of their properties.



Appendix K; MIAG - Friends of Messing Church

FRIENDS OF MESSING
CHURCH

Friends of Messing Cor<®

14" July 2022
To: Messing and Inworth Action Group,

We are very concerned that we were not consulted by National Highways about the risks of
damage caused by vastly increased traffic numbers, and vibration, to our Grade H* listed
church and churchyard, parts of which date back to the thirteenth century, if NH plans for
Junction 24 feeder roads go ahead.

We would like to thank you for bringing the results of the vibration and sweep tests to our
attention. Please convey our thanks to Essex County Council for carrying out some of these
tests although, surely these should have been completed by National Highways?

Our church is located in the conservation area in the centre of the rural village of Messing.
It is very much the centre of village life, together with our village hall and pub. Local people
work hard to raise money throughout the year to try and ensure our church is maintained
for future generations and it appears that National Highways are intending to put this
historic and valued village asset at risk without even giving due and proper consideration to
the Main Alternative route proposed by our Parish Council.

Our narrow local roads are not designed to take large, articulated lorries. They are currently
used by pedestrians, cyclists, joggers, horse riders and a small amount of local traffic.
Maintaining safe access to the church and graveyard is essential, as well as ensuring that the
very fabric of this church and its surrounding wall are not affected in any way. The failure of
National Highways to consult on the risks of vibration damage and the reduction in safe
access routes that their plans may cause is undeniably a breach of their statutory duty.

Kindest Regards,

Jan Barker

Chair of Friends of Messing Church



Appendix L; MIAG — comments on NH response to MIAG, September, 2022

Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

Application of relevant design standards

Section 3.4 of the Report on Technical Aspects of Junction 24 Proposals and supporting
design check document (the Report) makes reference to details supplied on
consultation drawing HE551497-JAC-HSR-S3_J24-DR-C-0002 revision P02 and has
incorrectly assumed that the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges is the appropriate
standard to use. As this road will be designed for adoption by Essex County Council,

the County Council’s own Highways Technical Manual was consulted as part of the

design process. Fee-euxisting lnworth-Hesd-s-most accurately describod as-a TypeB

NH have incorrectly assumed that because Inworth Road will be the responsibility of Essex County
Council the design standards used will not be to DMRB standards. In fact, the design standards used
by Essex County Council are dependant upon the vehicle speeds. The Essex Highways Technical
Manual refers to both Manual for Streets and DMRB standards. Referring to the use of Manual for
Streets, Paragraph 6.125 (copied below) states that if values of Stopping Sight Distance from this
document are used then “Appropriate speed-restraint measures must accompany any layout
promoting the use of these values”. Such speed-restraint measures have not been provided in the
NH design for Inworth Road and Inworth Road Roundabout. For speeds in excess of 37 mph the
Essex Highways Technical Manual, paragraph 6.125 advises using DMRB criteria for Stopping Sight
Distance. To provide DMRB standards of Stopping Sight Distance would necessitate the use of DMRB
values for horizontal and vertical alignments in order to accommodate the appropriate Stopping
Sight Distances.

On the section of Inworth Road north of Inworth village, where the proposed Inworth Road
Roundabout is to be sited, vehicle speeds were found to be in excess of 37 mph. An Average Daily
Speed (7 days) was found to be 39.3 mph and the Average Daily 85% Speed (7 days) was found to be
45.1 mph. This section of Inworth Road is currently subject to a 50 mph speed limit.

Extracted from “22261-01 . B1023 Inworth Rd (N) KELVEDON . MAY 2022 (ATC)”:

SITECODE 22261-01

LOCATION ATCO1- B1023 Inworth Rd (N, Kelvedon }MAY ﬁ
LOC, DESC. TP, 200m N of A12 overbridge s Essax County Councl
START DATE Tue 10 May, 2022

END DATE Mon 16 May, 2022

SPEED LIMIT 50mph 7-DAY AUTOMATIC TRAFFIC COUNT

SURVEY TYPE 7-day ATC, 15min periods, 10 veh. classes

A 7-day automatic traffic count on B1023 Inwarth Rd (N), kelvedon,
commencing Tue 10 May 2022, recorded a total of 64,039 vehicles. The
posted speed limit of 50mph was exceeded by 3.8% of vehicles, and the

SUMMARY seasonally adjusted, combined AADT value is 9,405 (see 'Equipment &
methodology’ below).

COMBINED NORTHWEST- & SOUTHEASTBOUND

Total recorded volume 64,039 The combined summary on the left shows the totz! volumes, average
Avg daily volume [based on 7 days) 91454 speeds, AMDT and 85%iles recorded in both directions from all the recorded
Average daily speed (7 days) 39.3mph data, plus the Mon-Fri peak periods. Speeding vehicles are defined as those
Average daily 85%ile (7 days) 45 1mph travelling 51mph and above.
AADT (annual average daily traffic) 9,405
} The summaries below provide directionalised details including speeding

Avg weekday volume (Mon-Fri, 24hrs) 97270 i 2

: percentages and weekday daytime details.
Avz weekday speed (Mon-Fri, 24hrs) 39.1mph
Aug 12hr weekday volume (Mon-Fri, 0700-1900) 82600
Avg 12hr weekday speed (Mon-Fri, 0700-1300) 38.4mph




From Essex Highways Technical Manual:

Forward Visibility

6.121 At all points on a development's street system (except parking squares and mews courts), there must
be sufficient forward visibility to allow the driver of a vehicle to stop comfortably and safely. The forward

visibility distance is related to vehicle speed, which in turn depends an alignment. The following
standards should be applied:

6.122  Fortype A roads with speed limits over 3omph, Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRE) standards
will apply.

6.123  For streets with speed limits of 3omph or under in particular type B, Cand D roads, Manual for Streets
standards will apply.

6.124 Fortype E and F roads, Manual for Streets standards will apply unless a bend is introduced with a
deflection angle of 70 degrees or more. In such cases, the forward visibility may reduce to the centreline
radius of the bend down to a minimum length of 11m.
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6.126 Derived stopping sight distances (55D) for streets:

metres per 20 24 25 30 32 A0 45 48 50 60

12 15 16 19 20 25 28 30 31 37
50D (metres) 14 17 18 23 25 33 39 43 45 59

6.127 The minimum forward visibility required is equal to minimum 55D, based on the design speed at the
location being considered. It is checked by measuring between points on a curve along the centreline of
the inner traffic lane,

Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

-design process. The existing Inworth Road is most accurately described as a Type B
Link Road, which “Links neighbourhoods and also serves non-residential or industrial

n
=0 = bz TALRIN SHRTREmE AT LTTWelY 5 u g sl i) i -

The statement by NH above is not correct as the extracts (copied below) from Essex Highways
Technical Manual in relation to a Type B Link Road demonstrate.

Under the ‘Street Type Table’ heading ‘Carriageway width, cycle and pedestrian requirements width,
cycle and pedestrian requirements’ there is a requirement for a 6.75m carriageway and 1 x 2m
footway + 1 x 3.5m cycle/footway cross-section. In addition, under ‘Comments’ there is also a
requirement for minimum 3m wide verges. Under the heading ‘Comments’ it is stated that “Street
lighting will be provided in accordance with ECC Operational Plan.”



Street Type Table

6.1 The table below outlines the key design features of streets and the numbers of dwellings they should

serve.

Street
type

Street de-
scription

Guide to
num-

ber of
dwellings
served

Carriageway
width, cycle
and pedes-
trian require-
ments width,
cycle and
pedestrian
requirements

Target
maxi-
mum

driver
speed

Maxi- Centre
mum line
gradient radius

Kerb
radii

Comments

B Link

n'a Gpsmand1 | 3omph  |5% LM 10m Links neighbour-
% zm footway hoods and also
+1X3.5M Cy- SErves non-resi-

cle/footway.

Buses to use

dential or indus-
trial uses.

half laybys Public transport
or stop on route.
carriageway.

Minirmum 3m
Padestrian wide verges,
and cycle
Crossings to Mo parking unless
be provided off carriageway
on identified provision is made.
desire lines,

Built frontage

but no frontage
access within 15m
from junctions.

Egress in forward
gear only within
15 - 30m from
junctions.

A straight section
of carriageway to
be provided from
the entrance junc-
tion for 22 metres.

Street lighting will
be provided in
accordance with
ECC Operational
Plan.

In the extract below from The Essex Highways Technical Manual there is a description of a Type B
Link Road and an illustration of a typical cross section. Paragraph 6.19 states that “These are streets
which link neighbourhoods within a large residential area.” The NH “Response to MIAG” has quoted
part of this text but has omitted “within a large residential area”, which Inworth Road is clearly not.
Paragraph 6.19 continues with “Again, built frontage is required.” The illustration bears little
resemblance to the majority of the existing Inworth Road cross section, which has long sections
without any ‘built frontage’.




Type B Link Road

6.19 These are streets which link neighbourboods within a large residential area. Again, built frontage is
required. This street type may take access from an existing county route or a type A or B street. The

design of a junction with an existing county route should be in accordance with the requirements of the
Highway Authority.

Tvpe B Link Road

a. 2.5m Foolway/ cycle route
b. Carriageway 6.75m

. Verge 2m minimum

d. Fooiway 2m

e, Tuming space in front

The two Google Maps extracts below highlight the general lack of ‘built frontage’ along Inworth
Road between Feering and Tiptree. There are mostly open fields alongside Inworth Road and the

“built-up” section within Inworth village, with residential property on both sides of the road, is only
approximately 100m in length.




In summary, the features that describe Inworth Road, in NH words, as “most accurately” a Type B
Link Road are not currently present and are not planned to be provided under the NH scheme
proposals.

e No footway is to be provided

e No cycle/ footway is to be provided
e No 3m wide verges to be provided
e No street lighting to be provided

e Thereis no “built frontage” for the majority of its length



Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

#8e5" As reported to the Parish Council and the Highways Authority, a speed limit of
30mph has been proposed to be applied to Inworth Road from the existing place-setting
sign just south of Brick Kiln Farm, to the southern extent of the proposed improvement
works, just north of Perrywood Garden Centre. As well as this, the approach to the
roundabout from Kelvedon Road is proposed to be subject to a 30mph limit.

Regarding visibility, which is explored further in Section 3.4 of the Report, the Essex
County Council's Highways Technical Manual states that “For streets with speed limits
of 30mph or under in particular type B, C and D roads, Manual for Streels standards will
apply.” Manual for Streets is comprised of Manual for Streets, 2007 (MfS1) and Manual
for Streets 2, 2010 (MfS2) and is national guidance for local roads commissioned by the
Chartered Institution of Highways & Transportation, acknowledging that the “Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges [DMRB] is the design standard for Trunk Roads and
Motorways (that is, roads owned and operated by National Highways and equivalent
bodies across the UK, as part of the Strategic Road Network) in England, Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland. The Manual for Streets package states that, “a street is
defined as a highway that has important public realm functions beyond the movement of

traffic.... Most highways in built up areas can therefore be considered as streefs”. It also
states that, “many of its key principles may be applicable to other types of streets, for
example high streets and lightly trafficked lanes in rural areas’. The strict application of
DMRB to non-trunk routes is rarely appropriate for highway design in built up areas,
regardless of traffic volume. Indeed, following the feedback from the community’s
reports of historical speeding, it wouldn't be appropriate to design these elements
against standards that have not been developed specifically for local roads. Hre-existiaer

From the above extract it is apparent that NH have wrongly assumed that the speed limit is the same
as the design speed. Basing their design of the approach roads to Inworth Road Roundabout on a 30
mph design speed then justifies their use of Essex Highways Technical Manual and Manual for
Streets. As earlier noted, by using Essex Highways Technical Manual or Manual for Streets values for
Stopping Sight Distance, appropriate speed-restraint measures must accompany any layout
promoting the use of these values. NH have not done this. Knowing that current vehicle speeds
exceed 37 mph, as demonstrated earlier, the correct process for determining the design speed for a
Rural Highway as detailed in CD 109 (DMRB) Chapter 2. Design Speed should be used. Design speed
should be determined from Alignment and Layout constraints. This assessment would include the
new works and sections of existing highway either side of the new works for a combined minimum
distance of 2 km.

Referring to Manual for Streets, the statements that “Most highways in built up areas can therefore
be considered as streets” and “many of its key principles may be applicable to other types of streets,
for example high streets and lightly trafficked lanes in rural areas” whilst true do not apply to
Inworth Road. The majority of Inworth Road is not within a built-up area, nor is it lightly trafficked.

The statement that “The strict application of DMRB to non-trunk routes is rarely appropriate for
highway design in built up areas, regardless of traffic volume is largely superfluous since, as
previously stated, the majority of Inworth Road is not within a built-up area.

With regard to Inworth village specifically there is a statement that “Indeed, following the feedback
from the community’s reports of historical speeding, it wouldn’t be appropriate to design these
elements against standards that have not been specifically developed for local roads”. The reports of
“historical speeding” relate to the section of Inworth Road through Inworth village and further



demonstrates that vehicle speeds are related to Alignment and Layout constraints and not to the
posted speed limit. The NH plan is in fact to widen Inworth Road at certain pinch-points through
Inworth village to allow for the easier passage of HGVs. This widening will further exacerbate the
problem of speeding vehicles within Inworth village. This section of Inworth Road should be
considered separately from the section of Inworth Road where Inworth Road Roundabout is
proposed to be sited. If Manual for Streets standards for forward visibility are to be applied to the
section of Inworth Road through Inworth village then speed-restraint measures should also be
introduced.

Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

dethat haverotbeens-de 36 saty-faria ds. The existing
Kelvedon Road does not easily fall into any of the categories for new roads described
by the ECC Highways Technical Manual, but it is equally inappropriate to use design
standards for the Strategic Road Network to appraise historic “country lanes”.

Works on Kelvedon Road would be limited to a short length (100m to 120m) of realignment to
connect to the proposed Inworth Road Roundabout. Using DMRB standards for this short length will
provide a better approach alignment and a good standard of visibility to allow road users to
comprehend the layout and to approach the roundabout safely. The same is true for vehicles exiting
the roundabout into Kelvedon Road. With good visibility on exit from the roundabout and a
relatively straight horizontal alignment connecting to the existing Kelvedon Road a driver’s
perception of the nature of the existing road would be good. Consistently using DMRB standards for
all approaches to Inworth Road Roundabout, rather than a mixture of differing standards for each
approach would be less confusing and therefore safer for road users.

Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

Horizontal Alignment, stopping sight distances. swept paths and verge widening
on Junction 24 approach roads

As the DMRB is not appropriate for the design of the roundabout or the Inworth Road
and Kelvedon Road approaches to the roundabout, the report’s references to CD 109
and CD 116 are not correct. The low speed, in combination with the residential setting
means that transition curves are not needed. Widened lanes for swept paths and verge
widening for stopping sight distances will be included at the detailed design stage and
the necessary land for this has been assessed as part of the development consent
order under the limits of deviation.

The above statement is incorrect, Inworth Road Roundabout itself has been designed to DMRB
standards by NH. The statement does, again incorrectly assume that imposing a 30 mph speed limit
on the Inworth Road and Kelvedon Road approaches will give a design speed of 30 mph. The current
speed limit of 50 mph along this section of Inworth Road and national speed limit on Kelvedon Road,
together with results of ATC results of actual vehicle speeds on Inworth Road should point to DMRB
standards as being the correct standards to use. That together with a correct evaluation of design
speed, using the method from CD 109 Chapter 2 previously mentioned, will give a design speed of 70
kph for Inworth Road.

Mention is made of “the residential setting” of the proposed roundabout, but this is not correct
since the NH design proposal has the roundabout positioned in a field.

With regard to carriageway widening for vehicle swept paths. Widening would need to be
considerable for the Kelvedon Road approach, due to the small values of horizontal alignment radii



used. This will present a problem with a desirable value of entry kerb radius encroaching onto the
adjacent exit. In the current NH design, currently without widening for swept paths, the entry kerb
radius of 10m cannot be tangential with the roundabout inscribed circle diameter. This situation will
be worsened when widening for swept paths has been applied. If a smaller entry kerb radius were to
be used there would be a risk of HGV trailers running over the kerb lines as they entered the
roundabout from Kelvedon Road.

Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

As mentioned earlier, the design of the approaches to this roundabout are against the
principles set out in MfS rather than DMRB CD 109. Table 8.1 of M{S2 details the
minimum radii for streets based on the design speed. In the case of the approach roads
in question this is 48kph, which requires a minimum curve radius of 41m. There is some
merit in applying para 3.36.1 Note 2 of CD 166 which states "in advance of the entry
flare, approach curvature follows CD 109 requirements on horizontal radius”to infer
where link road standards regarding horizontal alignment and stopping sight distance
are appropriate to begin. The proposed approach to the roundabout from Kelvedon
Road begins to flare from the location of the existing t-junction and as such it is not
appropriate to design the horizontal alignment of the approach as a link road, against
Manual for Streets or otherwise. The main barrier to stopping sight distance on the exit
of the roundabout onto Kelvedon Road is the existing northern boundary hedge.

Again, the NH design of the approach roads is based on the incorrect assumption that the speed
limit of 30 mph (or 48 kph) is the same as the design speed. If NH were to follow the correct method
for determination of design speed they would find it is 70 kph for the Inworth Road approaches. CD
109 would require a desirable minimum horizontal radius of 360m and a stopping sight distance of
120m, which would need to be available from 180m (i.e. 1.5 x 120m) in advance of the give way line.
These values are far in excess of the values provided in the NH design but would make the
roundabout clearly visible to drivers approaching the roundabout and therefore much safer.

The long flare length on the approach of Kelvedon Road appears to have been contrived in order for
the centreline horizontal radius of 40m to be considered under CD 116 rules, rather than under link
road alignment rules, where a 40m radius would not satisfy even Manual for Streets requirements.

The main barrier to stopping sight distance on the exit of the roundabout to Kelvedon Road is not
the existing northern boundary hedge, it is the poorly designed horizontal alignment of that exit.

Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

Kelvedon Road is narrow in nature and does not meet the standards within the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges and providing excessively widened verges on the exit of
the roundabout may give drivers the impression that the road is suitable for high speed
beyond the roundabout. To pursue this would be entirely irresponsible. This matter is
explored further in response to comments made in Section 3.5 of the report regarding
the improvements to Inworth Road.

As stated previously, the arm connecting the proposed roundabout to Inworth Road
north of the roundabout is subject to a speed limit of 30mph and a design speed of
48kph. The minimum requirements of stopping sight distance of 43m (including bonnet
length), and horizontal curvature of 41m in advance of the entry flare are met. The case
is identical for the arm connecting the proposed roundabout to Inworth Road south of
the roundabout, including the proposed Segregated Left Turn Lane.

Providing “excessively widened verges” would not be necessary if the tie in to Kelvedon Road had
been designed to DMRB standards, with an alignment using desirable minimum or greater horizontal
radii. The tie in would only be 100m or so long and contrary to the NH belief that the impression



would be of a high speed road, if good visibility was available over that length drivers would clearly
be able to perceive the narrow nature of the existing Kelvedon Road as they approached it. What is
irresponsible is to provide inadequate forward visibility which would not allow road users to react to
unforeseen situations.

The alignment of Inworth Road to the north of the roundabout is the most worrying aspect of the
NH design for Inworth Road Roundabout. NH remind us again that the design speed they have used
is 48 kph, based on the speed limit. With this design, drivers approaching the roundabout from the
north will be faced with a 65m radius RH curve and 43m forward visibility, the roundabout itself will
initially be hidden from the approaching driver’s view by an existing brick wall, which is at least 1.5m
high. The sightline for a driver approaching the roundabout will encroach into the opposing
carriageway. If a large vehicle is exiting the roundabout as a driver is approaching, the give way line
will not be visible, nor will vehicles that are queuing at the give way line. In this case there will be a
risk of rear end collisions caused by the poor forward visibility. Furthermore, the visibility for
vehicles exiting the roundabout onto Inworth Road north of the roundabout will be less than the
43m forward visibility provided to drivers entering the roundabout. There are accesses to a property
on the west side of Inworth Road, just to the north of the roundabout which will be obscured by the
previously mentioned brick wall. Stopping sight distance for vehicles exiting the roundabout will fall
to about 25m in places approaching these accesses. CD 116 requires that once the roundabout
inscribed circle diameter has been crossed on the exit, CD 109 Stopping Sight Distance requirements
should be followed.

If Inworth Road realignment north of the roundabout was to be designed to CD109 standards it
would provide a much safer design. Horizontal radii of 360m or greater on the approach would allow
for 120m forward visibility for vehicles both approaching and leaving the roundabout.

The realignment of Inworth Road to the south of the roundabout is of a slightly better standard than
Inworth Road north realignment and Kelvedon Road. The minimum horizontal radius used here is a
90m LH curve, which would be 4 steps below desirable minimum CD 109 standards for a 70A kph
design speed and therefore a departure from standards. 120m forward visibility would not be
available for the current design within the DCO boundary. A Segregated Left Turn Lane (SLTL) has
been provided on this approach road. Since there is only a single lane available for the SLTL to merge
into downstream it will require a give way line at the merge. Priority will be given to vehicles exiting
Inworth Road Roundabout in the direction of the link road to Junction 24 south roundabout.
Normally it is desirable for an SLTL to be free flowing with no give way line at the merge, otherwise
there is little advantage in providing it. For a free flowing SLTL there needs to be two lanes
downstream of the SLTL merge. This makes the SLTL of the NH design somewhat redundant since
drivers could proceed to the roundabout, turn onto the link road and have priority over vehicles
merging from the SLTL, resulting in queuing at the SLTL merge. There is an error in the NH design in
any case since the merge angle of the SLTL they have designed is approximately 5° but for this type
of arrangement, with a give way line, the merge angle should be 20° This is to allow drivers to look
over their shoulder to check for approaching traffic on the link they are merging into.

The NH design of Inworth Road Roundabout does not appear to have considered how
superelevation would be applied to or removed from the approach roads. Manual for Streets does
not go into great detail with regard to superelevation, since it was originally intended as an urban
design standard. It does however make reference to DMRB standards for superelevation, in which
case the NH horizontal alignments would require 7% superelevation at some point on all approach
roads with the exception of the new link road to Junction 24 south roundabout. To apply and
remove 7% superelevation at the correct rate of change takes a considerable length of the
alignment. The change in superelevation is usually carried out over the length of leading and trailing



transition curves, but these have been omitted from the NH design. Due to the short lengths of the
horizontal alignment elements, the NH design would not allow the full application of the required
amount of superelevation, which could result in vehicles leaving the road in slippery conditions,
particularly if the NH assumption of a 30 mph design speed is incorrect and vehicle speeds are
actually higher.

Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

Improvements through Inworth Village

The improvements south of the proposed Inworth Road roundabout seek to resolve
historic pinch-points and drainage issues, and as detailed previously, a self-enforcing
30mph speed limit is proposed throughout the length of these improvements. Again,
references to the DMRB are not appropriate; research carried out in the preparation of
MfS1 (TRL Report 661) considered the influence of geometry on vehicle speed and
casualties in 20 residential and mixed-use areas in the UK and found that improved
visibility was found to correlated with increased vehicle speeds, and the horizontal
alignment is in accordance with the minimum standards for the design speed of 48kph.
The project team is in discussion with Essex County Council regarding these
improvements, which offset the increase in desirability of Inworth Road caused by the
strategic location of the proposed Junction 24.

It is highly unlikely that the introduction of a 30 mph speed limit throughout the length of these
improvements will create a “self-enforcing” speed limit. The current 30 mph speed limit through
Inworth village does not limit actual vehicle speeds to 30 mph, as the extract from the ATC survey
below shows. NH have not proposed any speed restraint measures here, as required by Manual for
Streets.

Extracted from “22261-02.B1023 Inworth Rd(S) KELVEDON.MAY 2022 (ATC)":

SITE CODE 2226102 =
LOCATION ATCO2 - B1023 Inworth Rd (S}, Kelvedon 2 BINGYAY -
LOC. DESC. TP, 65m N of j/w Windmill Hill it Essex County Counci
START DATE Tue 10 May, 2022

END DATE Mon 16 May, 2022

SPEED LIMIT 30mph 7-DAY AUTOMATIC TRAFFIC COUNT

SURVEY TYPE 7-day ATC, 15min periods, 10 veh. classes

A 7-day automatic traffic count on 1023 Inworth Rd (5), Kelvedon,
commencing Tue 10 May 2022, recorded a total of 61,150 vehicles. The
posted speed limit of 30mph was exceeded by 64.1% of vehicles, and the

S U M MARY seasonally adjusted, combined AADT value is 8,982 see 'Equipment &
methodology' below).

COMBINED NORTH- & SOUTHBOUND

Total recorded volume 61,150 The combined summary on the left shows the total volumes, average
Avg daily volume [based on 7 days) 87357 speeds, AADT and 85%iles recorded in both diractions from all the recorded
Average daily speed (7 days) 31.7mph data, plus the Mon-Fri peak periods. Speeding vehicles are defined as those
Average daily 85%ile (7 days) 35.8mph travelling 31mph and above.
AADT (annual average daily traffic) 8,982
: The summaries below provide directionalised details including speeding

Avg weekday volume (Mon-Fri, 24hrs) 9,283.8 i .

- percentages and weekday daytime details.
Avg weekday speed (Mon-Fri, 28hrs)

Avz 12hr weekday volume (Mon-Fri, 0700-1900)
Avgz 12hr weekday speed (Mon-Fri, 0700-1300)




Extract from NH Response to MIAG document:

Conclusion

In conclusion, incorrect assumptions regarding the design speed and appropriate
design standards have been used throughout appraisal of the proposed J24 approach
roads and improvements through Inworth Village. Were these design standards to be
applied, the proposed 30mph speed limit would not be self-enforcing due to the
generous horizontal alignment and visibility splays which would give the impression to
drivers that higher speeds would be appropriate. The preliminary design achieves the
standards set out in the Essex Highways Technical Manual, and Manual for Streets.

Inworth Road through Inworth village and Inworth Road Roundabout design should be considered as
two separate entities.

Whilst it would be desirable to reduce vehicle speeds through Inworth village the NH proposal to
widen the road at certain pinch points will only exacerbate the problem by allowing vehicles to flow
more freely. NH have omitted to provide any speed restraint measures, as required by the Essex
Highways Technical Manual and Manual for Streets. It therefore does not, as claimed, achieve the
standards set out in the Essex Highways Technical Manual and Manual for Streets.

Conversely the NH design for Inworth Road Roundabout seeks to reduce vehicle speeds by providing
sub-standard horizontal alighnments and very short lengths of forward visibility. The design speed for
Inworth Road, if calculated from Alignment and Layout constraints, including the NH proposed
realignments, will be 70 kph. NH have therefore made incorrect assumptions regarding design speed
and hence the appropriate design standards. They have wrongly made the assumption that applying
a 30 mph speed limit to the sections of Inworth Road that currently have a 50 mph speed limit will
reduce vehicle speeds to 30 mph. On this basis they have chosen to use 30 mph/ 48 kph as the
design speed for their Inworth Road Roundabout approach road design. If using Essex Highways
Technical Manual paragraph 6.125 values of Stopping Sight Distance, appropriate speed-restraint
measures must accompany any layout promoting the use of these values, which they have not done.

They have implied that the proposed 30 mph speed limit would be “self-imposing”. As residents of
Inworth village are aware, a 30 mph speed limit does not mean actual vehicle speeds will be 30 mph.
The design standards NH have used are more suited to Urban highway design and they have wrongly
implied that the entire length of Inworth Road is a “residential street” in order to justify this.

A design for Inworth Road Roundabout to DMRB standards would be far safer than the NH design
with its dubious visibility, tight horizontal radii, no transition curves and probable sub-standard
superelevation. A design to DMRB standards would have near straight horizontal alignments on the
approaches, with adequate visibility and without the need for high levels of superelevation. For
drivers approaching Inworth Road Roundabout, with approach roads designed to DMRB standards,
there would be a clear view of the layout. This would allow drivers plenty of time to comprehend the
layout and react to queuing or any other unforeseen situation.

Unfortunately, the DCO boundary based on the flawed NH design would give insufficient space to
allow for a roundabout to DMRB standards to be positioned at this location. A roundabout at this
location, designed to DMRB standards, including approach roads would have a much more severe
impact on properties within the vicinity.

The Main Alternative proposed by MIAG would locate the Inworth Road Roundabout to a more
suitable position, allowing it to be designed to DMRB standards without affecting adjacent



properties. The Main Alternative would bypass Inworth village completely, thereby reducing the
impact of increased traffic volumes on the village and the need for widening at pinch-points.





