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Executive Summary
The A120 between Braintree and the A12 is one of the most important east to west
roads in Essex, yet has become one of the most congested. This has led to poor
levels of service for drivers, including poor reliability and queueing traffic. To begin
the improvement process, we are undertaking a feasibility study that looks at
potential solutions include a favoured route.
To aid the selection of a favoured route option, a non-statutory consultation was
carried out between 17th January and 14th March 2017.
This summary report outlines the findings from the consultation on five options for
long term improvements on the A120 between Braintree and the A12.
Methods
A questionnaire, containing closed and open questions, was used to gather the views
and opinions of stakeholders about a series of route options for improvements of the
A120 from Braintree to the A12. The questionnaire was made available in electronic
and hardcopy formats and responses were also accepted in other formats.
The consultation was promoted through direct and indirect channels, including leaflet
and letter distributions, posters in local areas, newspaper and online advertising, and
also a series of public information events.
Outcomes and response profile
2795 responses were received, the majority (88%) via the online response route,
primarily from the Braintree and Colchester areas.
Most respondents answered on their own behalf (94%), with responses from
businesses, councils, voluntary and community sector organisations and other
organisations making up just less than 5% (4.6%) of responses.
The majority of respondents were between 31 and 70 (69%), with 6% of respondents
below 31 and 11% above 70. 3% preferred to provide this information, while 11% of
respondents did not provide any information.
Of those who responded, slightly over half were male and a third female (52% male
and 34% female). Three respondents (0.1%) stated ‘Male and Female’ where a
response was received from two people, 3% preferred not to give a gender and 11%
gave no response.
Most respondents were married (62%), 13% were single, 3% were widowed and 1%
indicated ‘Other’. 5% stated that they preferred not to say and 16% gave no
response.
Half of the respondents (50%) identified themselves as Christian and almost a
quarter as having no religion or faith (23%). Other religions or faiths made up less
than 2%. 11% indicated that they preferred not to say and 14% gave no response.
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Over three quarters of respondents (78%) identified themselves as ‘White’ or ‘White English/Welsh/Scottish/Northern Irish/British’, other ethnicities made up less than 3%
of the respondents. 8% preferred not to provide a religion or faith and 12% gave no
response.
4% of respondents stated that they had a physical or sensory impairment, a learning
difficulty or disability or mental health needs. Just over 6% of respondents stated that
they had caring responsibilities.
Just under two thirds of responses (63%) were received from the Braintree and
Colchester areas with almost 50% of r those providing postcodes in Coggeshall,
Braintree, Colchester, Stisted and Kelvedon. 9% of respondents were from other
areas in Essex and 16% of were from localities outside Essex. 12% did not provide a
response to the question.
Closed questions
Most respondents felt that some level of change was needed, with 82% favouring a
complete upgrade and a further 10% that some changes were required to meet
current and future demand.
Through agreement to a series of statements, respondents indicated that they
strongly agreed or agreed that they would like to see upgrades which would: reduce
queuing at junctions (86%), reduce HGVs’ need to travel through villages (85%),
improve journey times (82%) and upgrade the A120 to dual carriageway (80%). 46%
also agreed or strongly agreed that pedestrian, cycling and equestrian facilities
should be improved.
Respondents were asked to rank the five options presented from 1 to 5, with 1 being
the first preference and 5 being the last preference. Option C received the most
responses as first preference when compared across options with 29%, closely
followed by option E with 27% and then option A (17%), option D (14%) and option B
(13%).
When first and second preferences were added together, option C was still the most
preferred with 25%, followed even more closely by option E with 24%, options D and
B with 20% and option A least preferred with 11%.
Option A was the least popular option, receiving the highest number of ‘5’ rankings
(62%), where respondents provided ‘5’ rankings.
Open questions
Analysis of the open questions identified a series of trends:



There is significant agreement that action is needed to address congestion
and improve connections in this area, and that this is needed promptly.
East/west connections, and particularly those that facilitate traffic flowing more
freely from the wider area, ports and Stansted Airport, are considered key to
the area.
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Separating local and through traffic and reducing traffic passing through
villages, HGV traffic in particular, would be a desirable outcome from any
scheme.
The countryside and wildlife of the area is highly valued both for its
environmental importance but also for its amenity value, such as rights of way
and rural nature. As such there is a desire for any route to minimise impacts
on the countryside, wildlife and habitats and in particular areas of particular
sensitivity such as the Blackwater and Brain River valleys.
There was a general feeling that the ‘southern’ routes had lower environmental
impacts than the ‘northern’ routes, primarily due to those routes being shorter:
Routes D and E were felt to have the least environmental impact, primarily
because they were the shortest. Routes B and C, as the longer routes, were
generally felt to have larger environmental impacts. Route A received the
largest number of comments about negative environmental impacts, often
related to noise, pollution and visual impacts on villages rather than impacts
on wildlife and habitats.
Respondents felt that impacts on local communities from any new route
should be minimised. In particular Stisted, Kelvedon, Feering, Coggeshall,
Silver End, Bradwell, Cressing and areas around these villages are raised as
areas of potential impacts, including noise and air pollution in addition to visual
amenity.
Respondents commented that many communities in the area have close ties,
and the impact of routes on the interaction of these communities should be
considered, in particular Stisted, Pattiswick and Bradwell for route A,
Coggeshall, Kelvedon and Feering for routes B and C, Cressing and Tye
Green for routes C and E, and Cressing and Braintree for route D. In particular
the impact on smaller roads joining communities should be considered, as
these provide access to amenities such as schools and transport.
There is a very strong view that Galleys Corner is a significant issue that
needs to be addressed, either by removing traffic from it or by upgrading it.
Freeport is often identified as a cause of congestion and also an area where
accessibility needs to be maintained.
With regards to potential junction locations, the most frequent response was
for an additional junction on Options B, C, D and E to provide access to
Bradwell Quarry and the Integrated Waste Management Facility to reduce the
number of HGVs on the existing A120 that pass through villages.
It is frequently noted that congestion on the A12 through Kelvedon and up to
Marks Tey is a significant issue and that traffic should not be added and,
ideally, should be offered alternative routes. There was a general preference
for any route to join the A12 to the north of Kelvedon, towards Marks Tey and
Colchester, which was felt would address this issue. Those who preferred
connections to the south usually mentioned this issue, but tended to suggest
that a southern connection to the A12 would better manage traffic from Tiptree
and the east and south.
A prevailing view was that every effort should be made to ensure that traffic
can flow freely, this often underpinned support for options B, C, D and E where
the number of junctions is lower.
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There is a good level of recognition amongst respondents that being cost
effective can be more important than being cheaper, and that the balance of
benefits and costs should be considered.
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1. Introduction
The summary report outlines the findings from the consultation on the options for
long term improvements on the A120 between Braintree and the A12.
The findings have been collated from responses to the consultation carried out
between 17th January and 14th March 2017.
1.1

Background

The A120 is an important strategic route between the M11 motorway in the west and
the port of Harwich in the east, forming part of the Trans European Road Network
(Dublin to Brussels). The section under consideration is situated between Braintree
and the A12. It is a single carriageway road with numerous junctions and direct
accesses.
Essex County Council (ECC) is leading a study, following Highways England’s
processes, with the aim of demonstrating that there is a viable scheme with
supporting business case and stakeholder support for the improvement of the A120
between Braintree and the A12. ECC will submit the results of its A120 study to the
Secretary of State for Transport in autumn 2017 with a recommendation that the
scheme is included in the Road Investment Strategy (RIS2) programme, which is for
schemes commencing construction after 2020.
The figure below shows the five option alignments that were consulted on:

1.2

Consultation aims and objectives

The aim of this non-statutory public consultation was to gather views from the public
and stakeholders to inform the selection of a favoured route option recommendation
between the A120 at Braintree and the A12.
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2. Research Methodology
2.1

Sample

The target population for consultation and engagement were the following
stakeholders:











2.2

Internal (Department for Transport and Highways England)
Local authorities
Emergency services
Strategic traffic generators
Business community
Local residents
Freight and passenger transport
Statutory environmental bodies
Statutory bodies and utilities
Road users
Equalities and vulnerable user groups
Questionnaire

A questionnaire was used to gather the views and opinions of key stakeholders about
the long term improvements of the A120 from Braintree to the A12.
The questionnaire used a combination of open and closed questions. Respondents
were given the option to complete the questionnaire online or on paper to ensure that
the consultation was accessible to the full target population.
The questionnaire was available online on the dedicated A120 website:
http://a120essex.co.uk/. This website also provided information about the proposals
and access to the consultation documents in electronic formats.
The questionnaire was also included in the consultation document (“A120 Braintree
to A12, Consultation on Route Options”). This provided information about the project
in addition to a hardcopy of the consultation questionnaire. The document was
disseminated at all of the consultation events and at selected community information
drop-off points, such as Colchester Library. The consultation brochure was also
available at community locations, libraries and council offices. A freepost address
was set up for respondents to return hardcopy responses.
Responses were also accepted in other formats, for example email and letters, which
did not use the questionnaire format.
The response form can be found in Appendix A.
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2.3

Promotion of the consultation

The consultation was promoted through a range of direct and indirect channels to
ensure wide awareness of the consultation and the opportunity to comment:
2.3.1

Residential letter

A leaflet informing people about the consultation events was issued in advance of the
consultation events. The leaflet contained details of public information events, the
consultation and where to find further information.
The leaflets were distributed through Royal Mail door-to-door delivery to 27,757
addresses in selected post codes.
A separate letter was issued to residents and landowners within 50 metres of each
proposed route. The mail out informed the landowners of the consultation process
and next steps, and invited them to book appointments at one of two additional
events specifically for potentially impacted landowners. These letters were to inform
landowners about the process of consultation and timeframes for any decisions. No
new or different information was presented that was not made available during the
consultation period.
2.3.2

Key area mailout

Leaflets, posters and consultation documents for reference were sent out to a
number of people and locations across the study area. Examples include elected
representatives, libraries, local council offices, business organisations, schools,
leisure centres and community centres. It was hoped these organisations would help
communicate the details of the consultation to their constituents/customers/clients.
2.3.3

Poster campaign

A3 and A4 posters were produced to advertise the time and location of the
consultation events. The posters also provided the A120 website address and the
closing date of the consultation.
Two metre static displays were provided in the following locations:



2.3.4

Colchester Leisure Centre
Braintree District Council offices (Causeway House)
Colchester District Council (Rowan House)
Advertising campaign

The consultation was advertised in the newspapers below:




Braintree and Witham Times (Print: 19th January; Online: 19th, 23rd, 25th,
26th January)
Colchester Daily Gazette (Print: 20th January; Online: 23rd, 31st January)
East Anglian Daily Times (Print: 21st January)
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Newspaper advertising followed the style of the poster advertising.
In addition, excerpts were placed in the Parish Council newsletters/magazines to
inform readers of the consultation.
2.3.5

Online advertising

Events were publicised on the dedicated website www.a120essex.co.uk and through
Essex County Council’s social media sites, throughout the consultation period.
2.4

Information events

Eleven public information events were held, with some being combined with
Highways England’s A12 consultation. The A12 Chelmsford to A120 Widening
consultation was also at the options stage, and both schemes would eventually affect
one another based on their alignment. These events provided information about the
proposals and allowed visitors to speak to the project team to understand more about
the proposals, to ask questions and gain greater clarity and to discuss any concerns
about the proposals.
2.5

Confidentiality and anonymity

The following confidentiality statement was included in the online and paper
response forms to inform respondents how their responses would be treated;
“The reporting of the data provided by all respondents is confidential and
anonymous. The equality monitoring questions in the consultation questionnaire
in the ‘About you’ section are used for solely monitoring purposes and are
anonymous in the reporting of the consultation findings. The contact
information provided by respondents is used to perform internal checks to
ensure the validity of responses, such as identifying a duplicate response where
responses have been submitted via several routes.
Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal
information, may be subject to publication or disclosure in accordance with the
access to information regimes. These are primarily the Freedom of Information
Act 2000 (FOI), the Data Protection Act 1998 and the Environmental
Information Regulations 2004.
Under the FOI, there is a statutory Code of Practice with which public
authorities must comply and which deals with our confidentiality obligations
among other things.”
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3. Respondents: who provided their views
We have reported a total of 2,795 responses, however not all respondents provided
information in each case.
3.1

Age

Over half the respondents (68.6%) are between the ages of 31 to 70. Of all age
groups, the highest proportion of responses at 37.5% is from the 51 to 60 and 61 to
70 age groups. The smallest proportion of responses were from 16-20 (0.8%) and 91
and over (0.1%) age groups.

Number of responses: 2,795

3.5% of respondents preferred not to give their age and 10.8% did not respond to the
question.
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3.2

Gender

Number of responses: 2,795

Of 2,795 responses, just over half (51.6%) were from male respondents and 33.8%
were from female respondents. 0.1% responded as both male and female as they
had responded as a couple. 3.1% preferred not to give their gender and 11.4% did
not respond to the gender question.
3.3

Religion/Faith

Number of responses: 2,795

49.9% of respondents identified themselves as Christian and 23.2% as having no
religion or faith. 0.2% stated that they were Hindu or Buddhist and 0.1% that they
Page 10
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were Muslim or Jewish. Three respondents stated ‘Other’, giving their religion or faith
as agnostic, humanist and Church of England. 11.1% stated that they preferred not
to say. Of the 14.4% who did not provide any response to the closed question, some
went on to list religions or faiths including ‘agnostic’, Bahai, Humanist, Odinist,
Wiccan and Pagan, Spiritualist, Vegan Environmentalist and other Christian
denominations (Methodist, Catholic). Others questioned why this information was
relevant.
3.4

Ethnic Group

Number of responses: 2,795

The majority of the respondents, 78.7%, self-identified their ethnic groups as either
‘White’, ‘White- English/Welsh/Northern Irish’, ‘White-Irish’. Less than 1% (0.8%)
identified themselves as from ‘White-any other background’ and one respondent
identified them self as Irish Gypsy or Irish Traveller.
A small proportion of respondents self- identified as ‘Asian/Asian British’ (0.1%),
‘Asian/Asian British – Chinese’ (0.1%), ‘Asian/Asian British – Indian’ (0.2%). One
respondent identified themselves as ‘Any other Asian background’. No respondents
identified themselves as Pakistani or Bangladeshi.
In each case, one respondent identified themselves as
‘Black/African/Caribbean/Black British’ and ‘Black/African/Caribbean/Black British –
African’. No respondents identified themselves as either ‘Caribbean’ or ‘Any other
Black/African/Caribbean background’.
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0.2% identified themselves as ‘Mixed/multiple ethnic groups’ or ‘White and Asian’.
One respondent identified themselves as ‘Mixed/multiple ethnic groups – White and
Black African’, one as ‘White and Black Caribbean’ and two as ‘Any other
Mixed/multiple ethnic background’.
Of those who stated ‘other’, none gave any further details of their ethnic group.
7.5% preferred not to give their ethnicity and 11.8% did not respond.
3.5

Marital status

Number of responses: 2,795

Of 2795 respondents, 61.6% of respondents stated that they were married, 13.5%
identified themselves as single and 3.3% as widowed. 0.5% indicated that they were
of ‘other’ marital status which comprised of respondents being either divorced or in
long term partnerships. 5.4% preferred not to state their current marital status and
15.8% did not respond.
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3.6

Physical/sensory impairment, learning difficulty/disability, mental
health needs

Number of responses: 2,795

3.9% reported that they considered themselves to have a physical/sensory
impairment, learning difficulty/disability, or mental health need. 77.9% stated that they
did not and 6% preferred not to say. 12.2% did not respond to the question.
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3.7

Caring responsibilities

Number of responses: 2,795

6.2% of respondents stated that they have responsibilities as a carer, 75% did not
report having caring responsibilities and 6.2% preferred not say. 12.6% did not
respond.
3.8

Locality

Number of responses: 2,795
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Respondents were provided with a list of localities from which to select across the
Essex County constituency. 46.7% of respondents reported that they were in
Braintree, 16.7% in Colchester, 2.3% in Chelmsford and 2.7% in Tendring. 1.8% of
residents were local to Uttlesford. 1.7% of responses have been provided by
respondents that live in Basildon (0.6%) and Maldon (1.1%). Less than 1% of
respondents are local to Brentwood, Castle Point, Epping Forest, Harlow and
Rochford. 16% of respondents are from ‘other’ localities and 12% did not provide a
response to the locality question.
The map below shows this information.
Locality map: proportions of responses by locality within Essex County

Epping Forrest
response - 0.1%

Uttlesford
response - 2%

Braintree
response - 47%

Colchester
response 17%

Harlow
response
- 0.2%

Maldon
response
-1%

Tendring
response - 3%

Chelmsford
response - 2%

Brentwood
response - 0.3%

Rochford
response - 0%
Basildon
response - 1%
Castle Point
response - 0.3%
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Responses by postcode
An analysis was also carried out on the postcodes that respondents provided in their
response. The 20 postcode areas from which the most responses were received are
shown below. Almost 50% of responses were received from respondents providing
postcodes in Coggeshall, Braintree, Colchester, Stisted and Kelvedon.
Location
Coggeshall
Braintree
Colchester
Stisted
Kelvedon
Feering
Cressing
Marks tey
Great Notley
Witham

Number of
Responses
390
365
235
210
166
131
125
83
77
57

Location
Silver End
Chelmsford
Bradwell
Halstead
Earls Colne
Clacton-on-Sea
Great Tey
Rivenhall
Dunmow
Black Notley

Number of
Responses
45
44
43
36
29
23
23
22
20
20

The map below shows the postcode data overlaid on a map of the area around the
proposed routes, with bar height indicating the volume of responses.
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4. Responses: the types of responses received
4.1

Respondent Type

The majority of responses were received from individuals responding in their own
behalf, with a small percentage responding on behalf of a friend or relative.
Responses from businesses made up just over 2.5% of responses. Responses from
District, Town or Parish Councils made up just less than 1% and responses from
voluntary or community sector bodies less than 0.5%. Those who responded ‘other’
included councillors, a cycling organisation, a landowner and a landowner’s agent
and a further education college.
Respondent Type
Yourself

Number
2621 (93.8%)

Responding on behalf of a friend or relative

35 (1.3%)

District, Town or Parish Council

21 (0.8%)

A Voluntary or Community Sector Organisation

9 (0.3%)

Business

73 (2.6%)

Other

26 (0.9%)

No response

10 (0.4%)

Total

2795

Number of responses: 2,795
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4.2

Response Method

The majority (88%) of responses were received via the online route. 12% were
received via post or email routes, many of these being in formats other than the
response form, such as letters, reports or emails.
Questionnaire method
Numbers of responses

Online
2,447 (87.5%)

Postal
250 (8.9%)

Email
98 (3.5%)

Number of responses: 2,795
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5. Data Analysis and Interpretation of Data
The data analysis consists of quantitative (closed questions) and qualitative (open
questions).
5.1

Quantitative Analysis

Quantitative data is reported in graphical and text form, providing a summary of the
responses received.
5.2

Qualitative Analysis

The qualitative data was analysed using a code frame (see Appendix B). The code
frame was developed by the analysis team in discussion with the project team and
was driven by the responses received. This approach was taken to ensure that the
themes and issues identified were drawn from the responses and to remove any bias
in developing the themes and areas of interest. The code frame was reviewed and
piloted by the analysis team before being rolled out to the wider coding team.
Coding responses to a consultation involves identifying the themes and issues within
the response to an open question and assigning an identifying ‘tag’ to each theme
and issue raised. These tags are then used to guide the reporting of the themes and
issues which have emerged across all responses. They are not intended as a means
to ‘count’ issues, but can be used to identify some comparative levels of comment, as
has been done in this report.
During the coding process and following the completion of the coding phase, quality
assurance processes were carried out to ensure the validity and consistency of the
coding which had been applied.
5.3

Considerations

It should be noted that those who respond to a consultation are a self-selecting
sample, made up of those who have chosen to respond. As such, the findings from a
consultation are not necessarily indicative of the views of the wider population.
Responses provide a picture of views and issues of those who respond. This
provides an invaluable insight into concerns and issues around a proposal, but these
views may be biased and should not be considered a representative sample of the
population.
5.4

Campaigns and Petitions

Two ‘campaigns’ were identified from the responses. A campaign is considered to be
groups of five or more responses which use identical or near identical text, usually
submitted via the same route. Campaigns may represent a wider group of feeling on
certain issues. These views are incorporated in the examination of responses below.
5.4.1

‘Say no to Routes B & C’

Twelve campaign responses were received of this type. These recommend that
Essex County Council consider only options A, D and E and rank them in order of
Page 19
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preference as: D, E and A. These respondents do not consider options B and C to be
acceptable, giving a wide range of reasons for this view:










5.4.2

There may be bias towards options B and C, based on statements made by
the Haven Gateway Partnership which they feel suggests potential
predetermination of the outcome.
Impacts on historical assets and monuments.
Poor benefit cost ratio.
Higher risk of uncertainty and volatility for these options.
Limited benefit to journey times for the cost.
Uncertainty involved in the use of Bradwell Quarry and potential impacts on
cost.
Perceived links between these routes and supporting proposed developments.
Impacts on agricultural land, the environment and landscape, in particular the
Blackwater Valley.
Impacts on health due to noise, vibration, odour, dust, steam, smoke and
artificial light.
Impacts on Rights of Way.
‘Strong preference for option A’

Six responses made up this campaign, expressing a strong preference for option A.
They rank option A as ‘1’, ranking E as ‘2’ and D as ‘3’. This is based on their view
that option A:








Makes best use of existing infrastructure (in line with the National Planning
Policy Framework) and recognises the value of existing assets.
Could be completed in stages, minimising disruption.
Reflects the desire line for travel.
Has capacity for further development.
Can address safety issues, such as the current crossing of the B1024.
Limits impacts on the countryside and local communities.
Has good value for money and the potential to provide economic benefits.

Regarding Options D and E, they comment briefly that they feel these options will
make a smaller impact on the environment and avoid river corridors, have lower
delivery costs and offer better value for money.
Regarding options B and C, they feel that these options are expensive, will result in
increased traffic due to a new route, spread impacts on the environments and
communities to a wider area and have a greater impact on historic buildings.
5.4.3

Petition

One petition was received from the Stisted Action Group, containing 566 signatures.
Although the petition did not have an accompanying statement of the petition terms,
this group opposes option A due to the impacts that they feel this route will have on
Stisted and accompanied the petition with a considerable volume of information to
support their position in opposing option A.
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6. Quantitative Insight
6.1

Q5 – Which of the following statements best reflects your opinion?

Respondents were asked to indicate which of three statements regarding the need to
upgrade the A120 best reflected their opinion.

Number of responses: 2,795

Of 2,795 respondents, 82% (2293) believe that the A120 needs to be completely
upgraded.10.5% (293) believe only some changes are required and 3.6% (101) do
not believe anything should be done. 3.9% (108) did not respond to the question.
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Q6 – When thinking about your current experiences of the A120
between Braintree and the A12, to what extent do you agree/disagree
with the following statements?

6.2

This question set out five statements, against which respondents indicated their level
of agreement:






6a: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to reduce queuing at junctions
6b: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to improve
pedestrian/cycling/equestrian facilities
6c: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to improve journey times
6d: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to reduce HGVs’ need to travel
through villages
6e: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to a dual carriageway

Number of responses: 2,795

6a: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to reduce queuing at junctions
87% either strongly agreed or agreed that they would like to see the A120 upgraded
to reduce queuing at junctions. 4% either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the
statement. 3% neither agreed nor disagreed. 1% expressed no opinion and 6% did
not respond.
6b: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to improve pedestrian/ cycling/ equestrian
facilities
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47% either strongly agreed or agreed they would like to see the A120 upgraded to
improve pedestrian/cycling/equestrian facilities. 13% either strongly disagreed or
disagreed with the statement. 28% neither agreed nor disagreed. 5% expressed no
opinion and 7% did not respond.
6c: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to improve journey times
82% either strongly agreed or agreed they would like to see the A120 upgraded to
improve journey times. 4% either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement.
7% neither agreed nor disagreed and 6% did not respond.
6d: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to reduce HGVs’ need to travel through
villages
85% would like to see the A120 upgraded to reduce HGVs travelling through villages.
3% either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement. 5% neither agreed nor
disagreed. 1% expressed no opinion and 6% did not respond.
6e: I would like to see the A120 upgraded to a dual carriageway
81% either strongly agreed or agreed that they would like to see an upgrade of the
A120 to dual carriageway. 7% either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the
statement. 6% neither agreed nor disagreed. 1% expressed no opinion and 6% did
not respond.
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6.3

Q7 – Five route options, A, B, C, D and E have been presented as part of
this consultation. Please tell us your preferences for the five options.

Respondents were asked to rank the five options under consultation in order of
preference, ranking their most favoured option as ‘1’ and least favoured as ‘5’.
Responses received to this question varied in how the rankings were completed and
not all respondents provided a 1 to 5 ranking for all five route options, with some
providing only their preferred option, some providing rankings for only some options,
for example their top three, and others providing a single preference across all
options (for example ranking all options ‘5’).
87 respondents indicated that they did not favour any route, although 15 of these
also provided rankings of the route.
198 respondents did not provide any ranking, either choosing not to complete this
section or having submitted a response in another format and not indicating a ranking
of the route options.
The graph below shows the number of responses where a ranking was provided for
each option, and the number of responses where no ranking was provided for that
option.

Ranking by Route Option
3000
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Number of responses
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Number of responses: 2,795
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The table below shows the number of respondents ranking each option. The highest
proportion for each preference is shown in green and the second highest in yellow.

Ranked 1
Ranked 2
Ranked 3
Ranked 4
Ranked 5
Ranked 1 and 2
Ranked 1 to 3
Ranked 4 to 5
Total providing
a ranking
No response

Option A
428
44
341
29
1016
472
813
1044

Option B
323
583
225
551
103
906
1130
654

Option C
742
358
483
242
112
1100
1583
353

Option D
355
548
361
443
119
902
1263
562

Option E
673
419
242
290
292
1091
1333
582

Total
2521
1952
1652
1555
1642
4471
6122
3195

1858

1785

1937

1826

1916

9322

937

1010

858

969

879

4653

Number of responses: 2,795

6.4

Comparison across route options

Preference 1: Option C has the highest number of respondents who provided a
ranking identifying this as their most preferred option, with 29% of those who
provided a rank ‘1’ option. Option E was the next highest, with 27% of respondents
followed by option A (17%), option D (14%) and option B (13%).
Preference 2: 30% of those who provided a ranking gave Option B a rank ‘2’, the
highest proportion, followed by option D, which was given a rank ‘2’ by 28% of
respondents who provided a ranking.
Preference 3: Option C has the highest number of respondents who provided a
ranking giving a rank ‘3’ option at 29%, followed by option D where 22% of
respondents who provided a ranking ranked this option as ‘3’.
Preference 4: Option B was ranked ‘4’ by 35% of respondents who provided a
ranking, this is followed by option D, where 28% of respondents who provided a
ranking identified this option as rank ‘2’.
Preference 5: Option A has the highest numbers of respondents identifying this
option as rank ‘5’, with 62% of those who provided a ranking, followed by option E,
where 18% of respondents who provided a ranking ranked this as rank ‘5’. The
difference is notably larger than other rankings in this case.
Comparison by groupings
When rankings one and two are considered, the same grouping emerges, however
there is very little difference between those ranking option C (25%) and those ranking
option E (24%). Options D and B both have 20% with option A again the least
preferred on this basis with 11%.
When the top three preferences are considered, 26% of respondents preferred option
C, followed by option E (22%), option D (21%), option B (18%) and option A (13%)..
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When the bottom two preferences, rankings four and five, are examined, 33% of
respondents who provided a ranking ranked option A in their bottom two preferences.
Route options B, D and E follow with 20%, 18% and 18% of respondents
respectively. Route option C has the lowest proportion, 17% of respondents who
ranked the route in their bottom two preferences.
6.5

Comparison within route options

When the results are compared within each option, the following observations can be
made:
Option A
23% of those that provided a ranking ranked option A as their most preferred route
option. 2% ranked option A as their second preference, the lowest proportion within
the second preference group. 18% ranked option A as their third preference, 2%
ranked this route option as their fourth preference and 55% ranked option A as their
least preferred route option. This was the highest proportion of the least preferred
option group.
34% of respondents did not provide a rank for option A.
Option B
18% of respondents of those that provided a ranking ranked option B as their first
preference. This was the lowest proportion ranked in the first preference group. 33%
ranked option B as their second preference. This was the highest proportion in the
second preference group. 13% ranked option B as their third preference and 31%
ranked this route as their fourth preference. Although, route option B had the highest
proportion of respondents in the fourth preference group. 6% ranked option B as their
fifth preference, their least preferred option.
36% of respondents did not provide a rank for this route option.
Option C
38% respondents who provided a ranking ranked option route C as their first
preference. This was the highest proportion in the most preferred option group. 19%
of respondents chose route option C as their second preference, 25% ranked option
C as their third preference and 13% as their fourth preference. 4% ranked option C
as their least preferred option.
31% of respondents did not provide a rank for option C.
Option D
19% of those who provided a ranking ranked option D as their most preferred option.
This was the second lowest proportion ranked in the first preference group. 30% of
respondents ranked route option D as their second preference and 20% ranked
option D as their third preference. 24% of respondents ranked option D as their fourth
preference. 7% ranked option D as their least preferred option.
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35% of respondents did not provide a rank for option D.
Option E
Option E followed option C as first preference, with 35% of respondents who
provided a ranking ranked option E as their most preferred option. 22% ranked option
E as their second preference. 13% ranked option E as their third preference and 15%
ranked this route as their fourth preference. 15% ranked option E their least preferred
option.
31% of respondents did not rank this route option.
6.6

Respondents who did not provide a ranking

Around a third of respondents did not provide a ranking of one or more of the options.
This includes those who did not provide a ranking for all options, those who chose
not to provide any ranking, those who indicated that they did not prefer any of the
routes and also those who did not respond in the questionnaire format and did not
indicate a preferred option.
Route option The number of respondents who
did not rank the route option
(number)
Option A
Option B
Option C
Option D
Option E

937
1010
858
969
879

The number of respondents who
did not rank the route option
(percentage)
34%
36%
31%
35%
31%
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7. Qualitative Insight
In addition to closed (quantitative) questions, respondents were asked for their views
in open (qualitative) questions. Respondents were not required to provide additional
comments, and where respondents did not submit their response in the questionnaire
format their comments have been assigned to the relevant question where possible
or included under question 8, which asked for any additional comments.
This section summarises the comments made in the open questions. Across all open
questions, just over 9000 comments were made.

Question

Number of comments received

7a
7b
7c
7d
7e
8
9
Total

1519
1077
1237
1140
1247
1602
1352
9174

Use of comparative terms in reporting qualitative data
In reporting qualitative information, it is usual not to quantify the comments using
numbers or percentages. As discussed above, responses to open questions are
coded to identify the themes and issues that they raise, and these codes are used to
guide reporting and to give an understanding of the comparative regularity and
frequency of themes and issues being raised. As such, in place of numbers, terms
such as ‘most’, ‘many’, ‘several’ ‘some’ and ‘few’ have been used to give guide to the
proportion of respondents’ comments within responses to each question or subquestion (such as sub-questions 7a to 7e). These terms have been applied in the
following ways:

Term

As proportion of times the
code had been used

As a proportion of total
responses to the question

‘Most’

75% to 100%

7.5% or greater

‘Many’

50% to 75%

5% to 7.5%

‘Some’

25% to 50%

2.5% to 5%

‘Several’

10% to 25%

1% to 2.5%

‘Few’

Less than 10%

Less than 1%
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Two different approaches have been used in assessing the responses in order to
illuminate any differences between references to that theme or issue as a proportion
of the times that a code has been used and references as a proportion of responses
to that question. This has then been used to assess the significance of a theme or
issue against other issues and themes and also the significance within the range of
comments received for that question.
Where there was a difference between these two approaches (for example resulting
in one approach suggesting ‘many’ whilst the other suggests ‘several’) an
assessment has been made on the appropriate term to use, either using one or other
of the terms or an intermediate term (for example ‘some’ where the assessments
were ‘many’ and ‘several’), determined by comparison across other uses of the terms
in the document.
However, all comments are valid and a more popular theme or issue does not
necessarily suggest that it is more important, as small numbers of people may raise
key and important points or put forward new information. Although the aim of this
section is to summarise the comments, comments which may be less frequent are
drawn out where they add to the narrative and consideration of the issues.
7.1

Key Findings

Across all responses to the open questions (7a-e, 8 and 9), there were a number of
trends which emerged.









There is significant agreement that action is needed to address congestion
and improve connections in this area, and that this is needed promptly.
East/west connections, and particularly those that facilitate traffic flowing more
freely from the wider area, ports and Stansted Airport, are considered key to
the area.
Separating local and through traffic and reducing traffic passing through
villages, HGV traffic in particular, would be a desirable outcome from any
scheme.
The countryside and wildlife of the area is highly valued both for its
environmental importance but also for its amenity value, such as rights of way
and rural nature. As such there is a desire for any route to minimise impacts
on the countryside, wildlife and habitats and in particular areas of particular
sensitivity such as the Blackwater and Brain River valleys.
There was a general feeling that the ‘southern’ routes had lower environmental
impacts than the ‘northern’ routes, primarily due to those routes being shorter:
Routes D and E were felt to have the least environmental impact, primarily
because they were the shortest. Routes B and C, as the longer routes, were
generally felt to have larger environmental impacts. Route A received the
largest number of comments about negative environmental impacts, often
related to noise, pollution and visual impacts on villages rather than impacts
on wildlife and habitats.
Respondents felt that impacts on local communities from any new route
should be minimised. In particular Stisted, Kelvedon, Feering, Coggeshall,
Silver End, Bradwell, Cressing and areas around these villages are raised as
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areas of potential impacts, including noise and air pollution in addition to visual
amenity.
Respondents commented that many communities in the area have close ties,
and the impact of routes on the interaction of these communities should be
considered, in particular Stisted, Pattiswick and Bradwell for route A,
Coggeshall, Kelvedon and Feering for routes B and C, Cressing and Tye
Green for routes C and E, and Cressing and Braintree for route D. In particular
the impact on smaller roads joining communities should be considered, as
these provide access to amenities such as schools and transport.
There is a very strong view that Galleys Corner is a significant issue that
needs to be addressed, either by removing traffic from it or by upgrading it.
Freeport is often identified as a cause of congestion and also an area where
accessibility needs to be maintained.
With regard to potential junction locations, the most frequent response was for
an additional junction on Options B, C, D and E to provide access to Bradwell
Quarry and the Integrated Waste Management Facility to reduce the number
of HGVs on the existing A120 that pass through villages.
It is frequently noted that congestion on the A12 through Kelvedon and up to
Marks Tey is a significant issue and that traffic should not be added and,
ideally, should be offered alternative routes. There was a general preference
for any route to join the A12 to the north of Kelvedon, towards Marks Tey and
Colchester, which was felt would address this issue. Those who preferred
connections to the south usually mentioned this issue, but tended to suggest
that a southern connection to the A12 would better manage traffic from Tiptree
and the east and south.
A prevailing view was that every effort should be made to ensure that traffic
can flow freely, this often underpinned support for options B, C, D and E where
the number of junctions is lower.
There is a good level of recognition amongst respondents that being cost
effective can be more important than being cheaper, and that the balance of
benefits and costs should be considered.
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7.2

Option A

7.2.1

Access and Connectivity

A direct route
Several respondents felt that route A was the most direct route; however this was a
less common comment for route A than for other route options. Respondents who
believed that this was the most direct route commented that route A has better
connections to the A120 for traffic in surrounding areas and improved access to local
villages and new developments in locations such as West Tey and Pattiswick, with
some referencing the larger number of junctions on this route as the reason for this.
Braintree connection
A few respondents commented that this route would address congestion at Galleys
Corner. Braintree District Council supported the replacement of the roundabout with a
grade separated junction.
However, more respondents commented that Galleys Corner should not be used due
to existing congestion.
A12 connection
The connection with the A12 was also identified as a positive element of this route by
several respondents, primarily because the junction would be closer to Colchester
whilst reducing traffic pressure at the Marks Tey junction and also around Kelvedon
and avoiding existing issues between Chelmsford and Witham.
Bradwell Quarry and the proposed waste management site
Several respondents raised the issue of access to Bradwell Quarry and the proposed
waste management site, commenting that this route lacks a direct link to the quarry,
which they felt would leave HGV traffic travelling through villages and using local
roads.
A few however provided positive comments regarding the interaction of the route with
the quarry, noting that HGVs would have access to the proposed full movement
junction.
7.2.2

Traffic and Congestion

Reducing traffic in villages
Several respondents commented that route A would serve to reduce through traffic in
local villages, particularly Coggeshall, Bradwell and Kelvedon, reducing congestion
and improving safety within villages.
Disruption during construction
A notable concern expressed by many respondents in relation to route A, in contrast
to other route options B, C, D and E, is traffic disruption during construction as this
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route involves online upgrades. Respondents were concerned that the lack of
alternative routes would result in disruption and congestion during construction in
addition to the impact of traffic diverted onto unsuitable local roads and through local
villages.
The number of junctions on this route was also raised as a potential cause of
congestion and delays by some respondents, who felt that fewer junctions should be
included.
A few respondents suggested that this route could be less disruptive during
construction, as it uses the existing route, and that it would offer the opportunity to
deliver the route in stages, according to need, available budget and to manage
disruption.
Network resilience
Network resilience was a particular concern for this route, with respondents
commenting that the route did not provide the additional network resilience, in the
form of an alternative route that the other options provide. This was often identified as
a significant shortcoming for this route, with respondents expressing concerns that,
should the route be closed, there would be significant impacts, including safety, on
local villages as traffic would be forced onto unsuitable roads.
Separating local and long distance traffic
A similar concern, expressed by some respondents, was that this route would not
allow local and longer distance traffic to be separated, resulting in congestion in
populated areas and not delivering benefits for local communities that other route
options would provide by removing long distance journeys from the existing A120.
In addition, a few respondents also raised concerns that traffic would be increased if
the proposed new housing and industrial developments go forward.
7.2.3

Heavy Goods Vehicles

A few respondents identified the benefits for HGVs accessing the Earls Colne
business area and using the B1024 that route A provides. A few also felt that this
route would allow HGVs entering and leaving Bradwell Quarry to use the proposed
full movement junction which could remove vehicles from other roads, such as the
A120 Coggeshall Road. A few respondents supported maintaining a route north of
Kelvedon for traffic travelling from Harwich to Braintree to avoid increasing traffic on
the A12 south of Kelvedon.
In common with all routes, respondents expressed concern specifically about the
impacts of HGVs and in particular around traffic and safety.
Whilst a few respondents noted that route A would remove HGV traffic (along with
other traffic) from Bradwell and Coggeshall, others felt that the route would not
reduce HGV traffic through villages in the area, with Stisted, Bradwell and Coggeshall
being identified, and with particular mention of HGV traffic travelling to and from
Halsted and wider areas (including Harwich).
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Some noted that the roads through villages are unsuitable for heavy vehicles and
that any increase in traffic of this type would negatively impact on safety, disruption
and congestion and quality of life for those living in the villages.
A few commented that during construction HGVs could contribute to traffic disruption.
7.2.4

Route Design

Making good use of existing infrastructure
Many respondents who supported this route do so because it makes use of the
existing route infrastructure, and so was felt to offer the potential of lower costs and
reduced construction time as well as minimising wider impacts from a route in a new
area. This point underpins many of the positive comments about this route.
Longer and less efficient route
Many respondents felt that route A was a longer and less efficient route. Of all route
options, more respondents referred to route A as being less direct, longer and less
efficient, generating higher mileage and greater fuel use.
The inclusion of the curved alignment around Bradwell and Coggeshall also attracted
negative comments from some respondents, and substantially more than other
routes, who suggested that these increase journey times, create larger impacts on
the countryside and the environment and decrease safety. A few respondents also
suggested that the winding nature of the route could increase the likelihood of ‘infill’
development, which they did not support.
Junctions on the route
In addition to the winding route, some respondents also commented about the
number of junctions on this route. They felt that the larger number of junctions
reduced safety and made the route more prone to congestion and delay. However,
some valued the access that the additional junctions would provide for local
communities.
Increased risk of accidents
A few respondents felt that the bends in the proposed route A design would reduce
visibility, making accidents more likely and increasing the likelihood that the route
would be disrupted or closed.
It was also noted that the A120 already has a high incidence of road traffic accidents
and that the new route A could lead to more accidents due to the increase of traffic
on the route.
Alternative design suggestions
A few respondents suggested alternatives and adjustments to the design of the
route.
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A few suggested that the first section of the route should be moved further to the
south and away from Stisted, potentially placing it more equidistant between Stisted
and Bradwell. One respondent suggested that the route should be south of Bradwell
and another that the route should be south of Coggeshall. One respondent proposed
a variation on option A involving a new road, south of the A120, between Coggeshall
and Braintree.
One respondent suggested that the route could be shortened by crossing the A120 at
the bottom of Sandy Hill (between the Dolphin Pub and Hollis Road, then east of Mills
farm, crossing the River Blackwater nearer Bradwell.
Another questioned whether the route could be straightened through Pattiswick.
One respondent felt that a slip road was needed from the Tesco roundabout to the
new dual carriageway to tackle current and potential future congestion and maintain
access to the North side of Braintree.
A few suggested that there is a need for bridges or underpasses around Coggeshall
to allow the A120 to be crossed. One respondent highlighted the Earls Colne
crossing as a particularly dangerous crossing which should be addressed.
A few respondents also suggested wider improvements, including an outer M25 ring
road, a bypass around Halstead, and improvements to the A131.
7.2.5

Local Effects

Reducing impacts on communities
Echoing comments on environmental impacts, a common comment by those that
support this route was that, by largely using the existing route, impacts on and
disruption to new communities which other routes would affect, such as Cressing,
Feering and Kelvedon, would be minimised. A few commented that this route will
entail fewer property demolitions than other route options.
A few also suggested that the route could provide benefits by moving the route away
from some villages, in particular Bradwell, Coggeshall and Marks Tey.
Negative impacts on villages
Many respondents felt that route A would have a significant impact on local residents
and communities and reduce the quality of life for local residents.
The most common concern, and more common for this route than others, related to
the impact of noise, air and light pollution and visual impacts, in particular for
Coggeshall and Stisted but also other villages such as Bradwell and Pattiswick,
resulting from the proximity of the route to villages and the viaduct crossing the
Blackwater Valley. A few respondents comment that Stisted is located in a raised
position, resulting in particularly marked impacts. A few also identified the impact that
the route could have on children in local schools, in particular in Coggeshall and
Stisted, resulting from noise and air pollution as well as safety impacts from
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increased traffic. Others felt that the proximity of the route and the impacts would
make the area less attractive to visitors.
‘This route will change the character of this part of Essex. At present it is
sparsely populated and contained within the boundaries of the A131 and
A120. It contains the award-winning village of Stisted and its golf course, and
several untouched woodlands; all of which are currently enjoyed by the local
populations of Braintree, Coggeshall and Halstead.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131411]
Coggeshall Parish Council carried out an exit poll following the public information
event in the area, asking people visiting the exhibition to state their most and least
preferred route. Of the people who completed the survey and ticked just one route for
each of these options, the Council reported that the majority felt that Option A was
the least preferred. They report that of the 300 completed responses for the least
preferred route 69.3% said Option A was their least preferred. Of the 309 people who
completed the poll for their preferred option, 8.7% said it was their preferred route.
Impacts on property prices
Adverse impact on house prices and the demolition of homes was of concern. One
respondent felt that the publication of the routes for this consultation would result in
their property being blighted. Others raised the impact of the route on the value of
property in the area.
Severance
A few respondents also suggested that the route would create significant severance
for local communities, with Stisted, Pattiswick, Bradwell, and Earls Colne in particular
being identified, impacting on the strong links between communities and reducing
access to amenities.
7.2.6

Environmental Effects

Minimising impacts on new areas
Whilst negative comments about environmental impacts outweighed positive
comments for this route (see below), where respondents, including Cressing Parish
Council, have made positive comments regarding the environmental impacts of this
route, by far the most common reason was that it made use of the existing route and
thus did not introduce impacts into new areas. As such, they felt impacts such as
noise and air pollution, loss of agricultural land and impact on the countryside and
wildlife would be minimised and would not impact in new locations. A few
respondents commented that existing areas are already used to the impact of the
A120 and that the proximity to larger villages, such as Coggeshall, means that the
route will be closest to the areas of highest traffic.
‘Cressing Parish Council’s preferred option is Option A. Cressing Parish
Council considers that Option A is the least disruptive to residents in all areas,
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the countryside, nature and the environment in terms of noise, pollution and
disruption.’
[Cressing Parish Council]
Loss of landscape and habitats
Many respondents made negative comments about the impact of this route on the
environment.
Respondents felt that there would be significant impact on greenfield land,
agricultural land, and the local countryside (which a few respondents felt was the
most unspoilt rural landscape in the area).
Impacts on local wildlife were also a common area of concern, with particular mention
of otters, badgers, deer, kingfishers, owls, egrets, Canada geese, herons, dragonfly
and bats and impacts on habitats and severance of habitat linkages.
Some respondents also identified concerns about the impacts on the Blackwater
Valley and floodplain. These concerns focus on impacts on the wildlife and setting, as
well as potential impacts on the water course from the construction of the viaduct and
pollution resulting from road run-off.
Impacts on cultural heritage
Some respondents identified impacts on Stisted and Coggeshall as historic villages
with conservation areas which would be impacted by this route. These respondents
were concerned both about the direct impact of the route on the villages from noise
and air pollution, visual intrusion (in particular from the viaduct crossing the
Blackwater Valley) and safety and also the impact of increased traffic passing
through the villages that they felt would result from this route.
7.2.7

Non-motorised Road Users and Other Transport

A few respondents commented that they favour this route as it would provide benefits
for pedestrians, cyclists and other non-motorised road users, potentially allowing the
existing facilities on the A120 to be upgraded.
However, more commented that the route would not deliver benefits and, as a result
of a perceived increase in traffic, could have an adverse impact on the use and safety
of areas around the proposed route. Particular reference is made to Stisted, where
the narrow streets and lack of pavements in some areas raised concern about safety.
Some suggested that using the existing route in this way will prevent the road
becoming a local road for cyclists and local traffic.
In common with other route options, there are concerns that the route will cut off
walking and cycling routes and bridleways and make them less attractive due to the
closer proximity of higher levels of traffic. Some comments were also made regarding
the impact on the use of local roads by non-motorised road users should this route
result in additional traffic.
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7.2.8

Local Development and Economic Effects

Benefit/cost ratio
A few respondents commented that this route provides economic benefits, as they
felt that this route had the most favourable benefit/cost ratio and potential for
economic growth.
‘…It gives the best opportunities for economic expansion in the whole area
around the route and extending into the north Essex area.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132396]
However, other respondents questioned the economic benefits, suggesting that the
benefits would not be sufficient for the cost. A few of these respondents suggested
that the other routes would provide additional capacity and network resilience, which
would better support economic growth.
Negative impact on local businesses
Several respondents and more than other routes, made comments regarding the
negative impact that route A could have on local businesses. Respondents raised
concerns that the delays and congestion which they felt would occur during the
construction of the route would impact businesses. In addition they felt that impacts
of the route on the local area, including air and noise pollution, would result in lower
numbers of visitors to the area.
A particular business which was raised by a few respondents was the Braintree Golf
Club, which respondents felt would be particularly impacted and would be seen as a
significant loss to the area.
‘The route will also affect the popular Golf Course which is a centre of the
community and may result in lost membership and possible closure of the
course.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132295]
Housing development
Several respondents commented on the route as facilitating and supporting new
development. Some feel that this is a benefit of the route, as it will provide access for
the new housing and businesses in the area, with references made to areas such as
West Tey and Pattiswick. A few also suggested that funding could be sought from
developers to partially fund the new route.
Others however raised concerns that the route could open up the area to levels of
development that they consider unacceptable, suggesting that infill development
could occur. The villages of Stisted, Surrex, Bradwell, Pattiswick and Coggeshall are
identified as villages which might particularly be impacted by encroaching
development. A few suggested that this route is intended to bolster the case for these
new developments.
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7.2.9

Cost and Value for Money

Reusing existing infrastructure provides better value
A few respondents felt that route A offered good value for money, most often
referencing the route using sections of an existing route as the reason for lower
building cost, with some also suggesting that this could mean the route would be
quicker to construct. A few noted that whilst this is not the cheapest option, the
balance of benefits to cost appears to be favourable.
A few respondents noted that it might be possible to stagger the construction of this
route according to demand and, potentially, to leverage developer contributions to
the construction of the route as the proposed housing and industrial developments
come forward.
‘The enhancements can be staggered alongside the proposed housing
developments and not built all at once. This will enable the council to prioritise
so the most important section of the road gets built first… At a time when the
UK government isn't flush with public money, any developer contributions must
be welcome. It must make sense to choose the route where road funding isn’t
going to all come from the tax payer.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130332]
An expensive route
Some respondents suggested that this is an expensive route. Where explanation was
given, these tended to identify the length and complexity of the route as a reason for
this view. The need to cross the Blackwater River on a bridge was also raised by a
few respondents.
A few respondents made a similar comment that the route was poor value for money,
highlighting issues around ongoing upkeep of the route and some doubt that the
additional benefits identified would be achievable.
One respondent suggested that a comparison of costs between route A and the other
routes is not fair, as route A includes the cost of a larger number of junctions which
the other routes do not.
7.2.10 Other Comments
Subsidence
Of particular relevance to this route were concerns that the existing A120 road on
route A has encountered subsidence and that this may be a continued risk for this
route, introducing higher risk of delays and disruption, traffic being diverted through
local villages and higher maintenance costs.
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7.3

Option B

7.3.1

Access and Connectivity

A good east/west route
Several respondents felt that route B offered the most direct route to link to and from
locations such as the A12, Colchester, Freeport and Braintree. Several respondents
also commented that this route would provide a good east-west corridor with good
links to existing infrastructure, particularly for through traffic between the M11 and the
Harwich port allowing local and longer distance traffic to be separated.
A few respondents also felt that the route provided good access for local traffic.
‘My preferred option as it is the most direct and joins the dualled A12 the
furthest around Braintree which would be thought to clear congestion if
junctions are properly upgraded around Freeport.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130363]
Braintree connection
The treatment of the connection at Galleys Corner was felt to be effective by a few
respondents in alleviating congestion.
However more respondents suggested that this route should avoid Galleys Corner
and Freeport, with some proposing that the route should start further west in order to
avoid the area entirely. One respondent noted that options to alter this junction with
the proposed grade-separated junction would be limited by the development which
has occurred around the junction.
Some respondents commented that this route would cause disruption once
completed, with most again highlighting the connection at Galleys Corner as the
primary reason.
A12 connection
Respondents also commented that the connection with the A12 for route B would
avoid traffic congestion at Kelvedon and cause fewer issues for local traffic and
offered the potential for reductions in journey times
However, a few respondents felt that the route would cause disruption at the junction
with the A12 which is believed will be busy and dangerous, especially if houses are
developed in Marks Tey, Feering and Colchester.
‘Too much disruption to rural countryside. It will bring much noise and
pollution to Feering and Kelvedon, which has already had to deal with A12.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131664]
Several respondents felt that it would be most logical for the route to be north of
Kelvedon and join the A12 near to Marks Tey and Colchester due to the congestion
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issues that are already seen further south on the A12, particularly in Kelvedon and
the existing busy junctions at Hatfield Peverel and Witham.
A few also noted that the route is close to the existing A12/A120 junction which is felt
to be important to existing users.
Suffolk County Council supports the proposed A12 junction and the location,
suggesting that moving it towards Kelvedon could be benefical.
‘The proposed grade separated junction with the A12 is essential. Suffolk County
Council’s preferred location is north east of Kelvedon (as options A, B and C)… If the
A12 junction was to be moved closer to Kelvedon this ought to reduce the scale and
cost of options B and C, without significantly reducing the overall impact and benefit
of these options.’
[Suffolk County Council]
A few respondents also noted issues with congestion joining the A12, which they do
not feel this route will address, with one respondent suggesting that the A12 would
need to be upgraded to 3 lanes. A few also felt that this connection would create 5
junctions within a short stretch of the A12, resulting in traffic disruption.
Others raised concerns about impact of traffic joining the already busy A12, in
particular from a dual carriageway.
7.3.2

Traffic and Congestion

Network Resilience
Unlike route A, but similar to routes C, D and E, route B was felt by respondents to
provide network resilience by providing an alternative route.
Several respondents also felt that in addition to providing an alternative route, which
could improve traffic flows and ease congestion on the existing A120, local journeys
could then make use of the A120.
‘Direct route to A12 with minimum junctions and leaves alternatives for local
traffic.’
[Quote from respondent, 1300208]
Offline construction
Several respondents noted that this option (along with options C, D and E) would
allow the route to be constructed without impacting on the existing route.
‘I think that this option would cause least disruption to existing route while
undergoing construction’
[Quote from respondent 1132462]
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However, some respondents commented that this route would generate traffic
disruption during construction. Of these respondents most suggested that this would
result from the work required at Galleys Corner. A few respondents also commented
that the works required at the two ends of the route will generate disruption to traffic
during construction. Others mentioned the length of the route, feeling that this would
require a longer construction period.
Impact on the B1024
One respondent commented that disruption would result from the route crossing the
B1024 between Coggeshall and Kelvedon. They suggested that this road is well
used and the impact of a dual carriageway would result in both disruption and safety
issues, with commuters travelling through Feeringbury.
Creating new journeys
A few respondents commented that this route will not result in less traffic on the
existing A120, but would serve to increase traffic overall as new journeys are made
using the new route.
7.3.3

Route Design

Good access to Bradwell Quarry and the Waste Management Facility
Several respondents felt that route B offered an opportunity to improve access to
Bradwell Quarry and the proposed Rivenhall Integrated Waste Management Facility.
Several also commented that the route should include a junction for traffic from the
quarry and potentially the proposed waste management facility to access the A120.
Concerns about the use of Bradwell Quarry
A few respondents raised concerns about the route passing through Bradwell Quarry,
citing the risk and potential expense resulting from unconsolidated land within the
quarry.
There were also a few concerns that passing through Bradwell Quarry could cause
an increase in traffic disruption, noise and air pollution especially alongside a
proposed waste management site. A few highlighted concerns that pollution could
impact local residents’ health and that there would be a risk of impacting house
prices and generating blight.
‘…In addition my family and I are already living with the proposal to build a
waste management facility on Rivenhall Airfield with the consequent increase
of heavy good vehicles, noise and pollution this is expected to bring along with
the continuing excavation, traffic and noise from activities of the Quarry
itself...With the announcement of this consultation I consider my property is
already blighted because of the convergence of options B,C,D and F so very
close to my property, the Waste Management Facility and the ongoing
workings of the Quarry.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130428]
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Fewer Junctions
Fewer junctions with grade separation were thought to assist with safety of motorists,
local traffic flows and the preservation of local rural areas by reducing traffic.
A Longer Route
In common with routes A and C, some respondents commented that they feel this
route is too long, with some linking this to higher costs for construction and greater
impacts on the countryside and local communities.
A few respondents questioned why the route loops to the north before joining the
A12, feeling that it would be more logical to have a straighter route.
There are also a few comments that traffic would not use the new route due to pinch
points at either end, or that traffic would increase on the new A120 route without a
reduction in traffic on the existing route.
HGV traffic failing to take the new route was raised, with one respondent commenting
that HGVs would still have to turn at the junction with the B1024, which they consider
to be a dangerous junction.
Alternative design suggestions
Relatively few respondents made specific suggestions for alternative design options.
A few questioned the ‘loop’ around Langley Green, suggesting that a straighter route
might be better in this location. One respondent proposed a straighter version of this
route, connecting further east on the A12.
One respondent made specific comments about the connection to the A12.
‘The horizontal alignment of the A120 as it approaches the A12 to be
improved, by removing the bend and using the roundabout to change the
alignment ... A local access road is to be constructed from the south side of
this interchange to go to Kelvedon this would enable junction 24 on the A12 to
be closed it would also allow Easthorpe road to be connected to the local
access road, such that the junction on the A12 can be closed. There is also
the problem of the A12 this will need to be 3 lanes from this new junction to
Marks Tey.’
[Quote from respondent,1130674]
Another respondent suggested that the route should follow the power lines and
transfer to route A just before Coggleshall, which they felt would allow commercial
traffic from Earls Colne to use the road.
Another suggestion was to align the route with field boundaries where possible.
There were a few suggestions about junctions and slip roads, including a junction
where the route crosses the Kelvedon-Coggeshall B-road, a need for a larger
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junction at Fowlers Farm, ramps onto the Freeport bridge, improving safety for the
Colne Road crossing and the suggestion of a junction to Silver End.
One respondent expressed concern that the route would not provide a bypass for
Bradwell, reflecting that traffic may increase due to planned growth.
A few respondents also felt that the A12 and/or the A120 needed to be widened, in
particular where the two roads join.
7.3.4

Local Effects

Less impact on some villages
The primary reason given by respondents in support of this route is that it is further
from villages, such as Stisted, Tye Green, Silver End and Cressing, and as such will
have less impact on most communities in the area when compared to other options in
terms of environmental impacts and direct impacts such as demolitions and safety.
Whilst the visual impact of the crossing at Blackwater Valley is noted by a few
respondents, it is felt that this will have less visual impact for villages than route A
Severance and isolation
The most frequent comment made about local impacts concerned the route dividing
the communities of Kelvedon, Feering and Coggeshall, with a few respondents
identifying the route crossing the B1024 as a cause. Respondents noted that these
villages and surrounding communities (such as Coggeshall Hamlet) have a strong
connection and also that residents travel between the villages to access amenities
such as schools, healthcare and transport (such as Kelvedon Station).

‘This route will cut Kelvedon/Coggeshall/Feering off from one another, all 3
villages have strong connections with each other.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130513]
A few respondents also suggest that this route would leave villages such as
Coggeshall and Feering as ‘islands’ between the new route and the A12 and that the
proposed development could further impact the villages in the area. A few
respondents also suggest that the route would facilitate the spread of development,
encroaching on the villages of Kelvedon and Feering.
Proximity to villages
There was also concern expressed about the proximity of the road to houses, in
particular in and around Skye Green, Langley Green, Coggeshall and Kelvedon, and
the related noise and air pollution impacts.
Property impacts
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Land take and demolition of properties was also raised as a concern by a few
respondents, with comments regarding the impact of the route in a rural location and
its proximity to homes.
The impact on local house prices was also raised by a few respondents as a serious
concern, with some of these respondents asking if compensation will be provided or
plans to purchase affected properties.
A few respondents commented that they were concerned about the cumulative
impact of the new route in addition to the proposed Rivenhall Waste Site.
Impacting local amenities
Some respondents also raised comments around the route impacting on more
general quality of life by impacting on the rural nature of the area and on amenities
such as footpaths, which are highly valued by local residents. The potential health
impacts, in particular for children, in the area were also raised as concerns.
‘Lots of families are situated in the villages. Several farm lands will be destroyed
and the walks that lots of people and families take will be lost.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130513]
Local businesses
A few business owners have highlighted that their businesses may be impacted by
the route.
Some of these respondents mentioned specific farms and businesses who would
lose land or access should this route go forward, which would make these
businesses unviable.
‘As regards my own business, routes B and C will destroy my livelihood…
making it impossible for me to continue operating at this location. I am sure
that this is more likely to be the case for many businesses, especially in this
particular area, due to the close proximity of the existing A120, A12 and
railway line.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132176]
Others commented that by bypassing villages, impacting on connectivity between
villages and moving traffic away from the existing route, existing local businesses will
be impacted.
A few respondents also felt that disruption during construction may impact on local
businesses.

7.3.5

Environmental Effects

Using Bradwell Quarry reduces environmental impact
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The most frequent comment made by respondents on the positive environmental
aspects of route B was that, by passing through Bradwell Quarry, the impact on the
countryside and agricultural land is reduced. One respondent suggested aligning the
road to field boundaries where possible to further reduce impacts.
Fewer river crossings
A few respondents noted that route B only includes one river crossing, reducing the
environmental impact. One respondent commented that this route would not
introduce any additional water run-off into the river, unlike routes C and E, and so
would not raise additional risk of serious flooding downriver.
‘As this route leaves the existing A120 after crossing the River Brain It will
NOT introduce any additional water run-off into the river which options C and
E would do inevitably causing serious flooding down river in White Notley and
to my residence the village centre and my surrounding river meadows.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131414]
Wildlife site
Two respondents noted that the route is designed to avoid a wildlife site near
Bradwell Quarry, but comment that there is no evidence that this site exists that they
have been able to identify and so question this element of the route design.
Braintree District Council
Braintree District Council offered mixed views regarding environmental effects. They
were pleased that the route avoids the ancient woodlands and Glazenwood historic
park and garden, avoids listed buildings and wildlife sites around Blackwater Valley
and noted the potential to use material from the quarry in construction to reduce
mineral miles. However they also noted potential impacts relating to the proximity of
the route to these same features may mean that there are some impacts (noise and
air pollution) and that there would be visual impacts from the route and the viaduct
crossing the Blackwater Valley.
Impacting countryside
In common with routes A and C, many respondents raised concerns about route B
impacting on the countryside, with many citing negative impacts on the local wildlife
habitats and corridors, such as turtle doves, owls and herons, whilst some identified
concerns about the loss of rich agricultural land.
A few respondents noted that, whilst all options would impact on new areas of
countryside to some extent, the areas that route B will affect are considered less
sensitive and relatively easier to screen.
Impacting Blackwater Valley
The impact of the crossing of the Blackwater Valley and the impact on the wildlife in
that area are also raised by several respondents. Some of these respondents go on
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to identify the potential for noise, air and light pollution from the viaduct and the visual
impact that they feel the viaduct would have on the local area and local villages, such
as Feering and Kelvedon. Another concern raised by a few respondents, including
Coggeshall Parish Council, is the increased risk of flooding as a result of the viaduct.
‘How these two roads would cross near the Blackwater valley. It is a flood
plain hence the long viaduct. A flood plain then changing to area of mineral
extraction would increase the risk of flooding to the road esp. if it is a cut in…’
[Quote from respondent, 1132329]
A few respondents commented that as a result of environmental impacts, the
remaining land could be devalued and become more at risk of development.
Archaeological and cultural heritage
The potential impact of the route on local historical and archaeological elements is
also raised by some respondents, including Coggeshall Hall Farmhouse and Barn
(Grade II Listed), Feering Bury Manor and ancillary building (both Grade II* LIsted)
Feering Bury barn and waterwheel (Grade II Listed) and Threadkells, historic garden
at Glazenwood; Coggeshall Abbey, mills along the Blackwater, Grange Barn; and
Coggeshall as a historic town. A few respondents highlighted the impact on Pantlings
Lane in particular.
7.3.6

Cost and Value for Money

A good balance of costs and benefits
Several respondents felt that this route offered value for money, tending to comment
that whilst not the cheapest route the benefits were such that it offered a better
balance of costs and benefits. A few respondents suggested that as a straighter
route it would be cheaper to build than other options, although this is not supported
by the costs detailed in the consultation document.
Impacts may outweigh benefits
A few noted that whilst they can see the potential for economic benefits from this
route, the impacts of the route (in particular on countryside) mean that they do not
feel it is the most appropriate route.
Some respondents commented that the cost of this route was too high for the level of
benefit delivered, including some who stated that they otherwise favoured the route.
Too expensive and poor value for money
However, more respondents commented that they consider the route too expensive
and poor value for money. Some linked the cost to the route being longer and the
route requiring a viaduct across the Blackwater Valley and railway line. Others noted
that the environmental and local community impacts are too high. One respondent
commented that the likely change is going to be very small for the cost.
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Funding could be used more effectively
A few respondents also felt that local council funding used for new roads could be
used for another area that would benefit their community.
7.3.7

Non-Motorised Road Users and Other Transport

Potential benefits
A few felt that separating local and through traffic might make the route better for
non-motorised road users, such as walkers, cyclists and equestrians.
Potential impacts
However, there were also concerns that route B would cut across a large number of
public rights of way, bridleways and cycle-paths raised by some respondents, with a
few commenting that the route does not mention the upgrade to the existing A120
nor does it include pedestrian, cycle pathways and bridleways and that this should be
considered.
‘…Impact on bridleways, public footpaths, public rights of way with no clear
information about how the planners would mitigate such a significant loss...’
[Quote from respondent, 1132329]
Making provision for non-motorised road users
One respondent commented that consideration should be given to ‘downgrading’ the
existing route to provide an enhanced route for non-motorised road users.
Another respondent felt that this route provided less benefit to using the existing
A120 for walkers, cyclists and horse riders on adjacent paths as the old road would
revert to Essex County Council. They also commented that it offers less opportunity
for modal shift than route A as it does not offer a direct corridor solution for public
transport where buses can use much of the old road or the new where necessary.
7.3.8

Local and Economic Development

Serving proposed new developments
Several respondents commented that route B would have good accessibility and
connections to the proposed new housing developments in the Marks Tey area and
West Tey Garden Town.
A few respondents, including Colchester Borough Council, suggested that
modifications should be made to the proposals in order to optimise the Garden
Community opportunities.
Facilitating unwanted development
Several respondents commented that they feel this route appears to be particularly
focused on strengthening the case for the development of the proposed waste
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management site and, to a lesser extent, the new housing developments and risks
opening up the area to new development, which these respondents oppose.
7.3.9

Other Comments

Previously rejected
A few respondents who commented on this route noted that a similar option from a
2005 consultation was previously rejected on the basis of impact on the countryside
and lack of benefits to local people due to the lack of junctions.
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7.4

Option C

7.4.1

Access and Connectivity

A direct route
Route C is viewed by many respondents who commented on this route as a direct
route which would be more appropriate for most of journeys that would be made,
offering the potential for reduced journey times and a good east/west connection.
‘This is the best option as it follows the most direct line between the existing
A120 and the A12. It also avoids Galleys Corner which would save a lot of
disruption. If this route were chosen, it would make sense to extend the D3
standard A12 southwards from Marks Tey to meet the new junction with the
A120 and open it all at once. As this route completely avoids the present
A120, this road would still be in place as an emergency diversion for Option C
if required.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130135]
Braintree Connection
Supportive respondents frequently referenced the connection at Braintree as a
positive aspect of this route.
There was significant support for the route avoiding Galleys Corner and joining
further to the west, because this would prevent adding to existing congestion that is
currently suffered at Galleys Corner. Respondents supported diverting traffic away
from Galleys Corner and separating local and through traffic. Some respondents also
felt that Galleys Corner was prone to accidents and as such avoiding it would result
in a safer route.
Whilst there was considerable support for route C avoiding Galleys Corner, some
respondents felt that the junction at Galley’s Corner roundabout needed to be
addressed and questioned whether these costs had been considered, although it
was not clear from responses if these respondents had understood that Option C
could lead to a significant reduction in traffic at Galleys Corner.
‘… the proposed scheme does nothing to address the problem of the Galleys
Corner roundabout which is too small to give traffic entering the roundabout
sufficient time to do so safely.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131489]
One respondent suggested that it would be better to improve Galleys Corner, rather
than crossing the River Brain and the railway line, which they feel would be
expensive. Another respondent suggested that an underpass at Galleys Corner
would be beneficial.
One respondent suggested that the junction to the south of Braintree would not be
well used.
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‘Not many would access this from Braintree itself as it’s across the least
populated area of Braintree (or where most industrial estate is built)’
[Quote from respondent, 1130027]
A12 Connection
Several respondents stated that the A12 junction should be north of Kelvedon and
Feering. These respondents commented that this connection would allow traffic to
leave the A12 at an earlier point, which would help to reduce congestion on the A12.
One respondent commented that this would also avoid Kelvedon, where there are
many accidents. Another noted that by joining the A12 further north, this route would
be less impacted by the work planned for the A12.
One respondent also commented that route C would have fewer traffic management
costs as a result of greater network resilience.
‘More importantly Option C allows for the build of a through-route for traffic
traveling East-West from port to Motorway and beyond, with minimal
disruption from slower local traffic (which would continue to use the existing
A120), There would be fewer traffic management costs as a result, as well as
building in route resilience…’
[Quote from respondent, 1131502]
One also commented that the connection to the A12 north of Kelvedon provides an
alternative route should the A12 Kelvedon bypass be blocked.
A few respondents favoured a connection at an existing junction, suggesting that the
A12 is already congested and dangerous and that there were already sufficient
junctions on the A12.
7.4.2

Traffic and Congestion

Less traffic disruption
Some respondents felt that this route would cause less traffic disruption during and
after construction, primarily as a result of the avoiding Galleys Corner and the
construction of an off-line route.
‘This is arguably the best route as it: has the shortest distance from Braintree
to Colchester, having the most direct course of any of the routes; is a
completely new road and hence would not cause disruption to the roads;
avoids Galley's corner, therefore will reduce future problems around there as
the traffic is directed away from it.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131924]
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In common with other routes which do not use the existing A120, this route is felt by a
few respondents to cause less traffic disruption during construction. However, others
suggested that disruption could be caused on east/west and north/south routes as
well as to the railway whilst the route is being built.
Network resilience and traffic flow
Some respondents felt that route C provided more capacity for traffic and increased
network resilience with the new and existing A120 routes providing an alternative.
‘If accidents happen on A120 new traffic can always revert to old A120’
[Quote from respondent, 1130547]
Respondents also commented that this route separated ‘through traffic’ from local
traffic, easing congestion and traffic flows.
‘Option C has a new junction separating traffic travelling north and east before
the Galleys roundabout; the existing road would be for local traffic only could
then remain for local traffic…Option C will take through traffic travelling to the
M11 away from the A12 before it reaches the congestion that will happen with
new developments in Hatfield Peveral and the vast amount of traffic that will
come from the housing around New Hall School.’
[Quote from respondent, 1300238]
A few respondents commented that this route would provide good connections to the
proposed housing development near Marks Tey. One respondent suggested that this
route would remove traffic from the A12 before the point where it might become
congested as a result of proposed housing developments.
Increases in congestion and traffic
Fewer respondents than other routes commented that this route could result in
increases in congestion. One respondent suggested that the connection to the south
of Braintree could create congestion at the interchange with the A131. A few
commented that the A12 would need to be improved to manage the additional traffic
joining at the junction, with some of these respondents suggesting that the existing
junction at Marks Tey should be the connection point. Another respondent suggested
that traffic travelling to Kelvedon Station would be disrupted, whilst another felt that a
new route would cause more journeys and hence do little to reduce traffic.
7.4.3

Heavy Goods Vehicles

Several respondents felt that this option would provide a route for HGVs to access
Bradwell Quarry and the waste management site and the A12, removing them from
local roads.
However one respondent did not feel that the route would bring benefits.
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‘…It doesn’t take the lorries from Bradwell quarry and Rivenhall Digester and
therefore is the least beneficial to the local community.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132417]
7.4.4

Route Design

Fewer Junctions
A few respondents commented that the lower number of junctions on route C was
favourable as it improved safety and traffic flows and helped to protect local areas
from increased traffic.
A few also suggested that the route would create a dedicated route connecting to
and from the Midlands and Stansted Airport and would be important in the future.
‘Option C … does not have as many junctions, which serves long distance
traffic more efficiently and frees up the existing A120 for local traffic. I believe
a trunk road connecting The Midlands, Stansted Airport to the ports makes
more sense for the future...’
[Quote from respondent, 1131654]
A longer route
Some respondents believed that route C was a long route, resulting in higher costs
and greater impacts
‘This is the most expensive option with the lowest ratio of benefits to cost.
Running alongside the A12 for several kilometres, it boxes in the villages of
Feering and Kelvedon. It is also the longest route meaning it will have the
greatest impact on the countryside in particular the attractive rural environment
around Pantlings Lane would be destroyed and the proposed 400m viaduct
over the Blackwater Valley will significantly increase light, noise, traffic and air
pollution.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131891]
Bradwell Quarry
Like options B, D and E, some respondents support the route providing access to
Bradwell Quarry and, potentially, the new waste management site. However, again
like the other routes, there are a few respondents who expressed concerns that this
route would contribute to the case for the waste management site, which they do not
support.
Similarly, respondents also shared similar concerns on the risk and expense of using
this land and the potential impacts on traffic, noise and air pollution.
Alternative design suggestions
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Some similar comments were made about route C as were made about route B, with
a few respondents questioning the ‘loop’ at before the route joins the A12, one
suggesting a junction to Silver End, a few suggestions around widening either the
A12 to accommodate traffic and one respondent commenting that the route does not
provide a bypass for Bradwell. One respondent proposed a variation of this route,
following the power lines as far as Bradwell Quarry before joining route A.
A few commented on the Braintree connection, with one respondent suggesting that
this seems to be a complex link. Another proposed removing the link to Marks Farm
roundabout as in route E.
One respondent proposed a junction with Notley Road, south of existing Galleys
Corner, to maintain access to east Braintree, a junction with the Coggeshall Kelvedon Road where it crosses the new alignment and a restricted slip in to the A12
for eastbound traffic and similar slip off the A12 for westbound traffic.
A few respondents suggested that junctions on the route, or slip roads, are needed to
provide access to the route.
7.4.5

Local Effects

Avoiding local villages
Most respondents who felt that this route had positive impacts for local residents and
businesses based this on the route avoiding villages and residential areas, with some
suggesting that this route would have fewer impacts such as noise and air pollution
for local residents. Coggeshall, Kelvedon and Stisted were identified by some
respondents as villages which might be impacted by other routes which this route
would avoid.
A few respondents commented that this route would reduce traffic on the existing
A120, thereby reducing impacts on those local to the current A120.
Impacting local villages
Whilst a few respondents felt that the route would avoid local villages, more identified
impacts (as stated below). Linked to the connection at Braintree, some respondents
identified the potential for impacts in the areas around Tye Green and Cressing, with
concerns about impacts of traffic and the potential for development around the
junction to encroach on villages in addition to these areas being between the new
route and the existing Witham Road.
Severance
Several respondents also commented that the route would divide villages such as
Coggeshall, Coggeshall Hamlet, Kelvedon, Feering and Tiptree, separating residents
from other villages and also amenities such as schools and the station at Kelvedon.
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‘Severs the communities of Feering, Kelvedon and Coggeshall; affects the
only north south road links between these communities which are used by the
locals to commute via train, attend schools and nurseries and generally live
their lives; footpath, public rights of way and bridleways would be severed...’
[Quote from respondent, 1300228]
Others commented that this route would isolate Kelvedon and Feering between the
new route and the existing A12.
Impacts on quality of life
A few respondents believe route C would negatively affect local residents’ quality of
life, primarily as a result of direct impacts on property and wider impacts on the rural
nature of the area, loss of rights of way and increasing noise, light and air pollution.
Property impacts and compensation
Several respondents raised concerns about impacts on their property, resulting from
the proximity of the route.
‘On a personal note this route will be catastrophic to me and my family. It will
surround our house on three sides with new roads. Less than 150m from my
back garden there will be a major junction and dual carriageway, that road will
then follow round to the right side of our house and then a new single lane
road will be created to the left of our house. We regularly walk our children to
school across the public footpaths at the back of our house. This development
would put four lanes of traffic between us and the school. We chose to buy this
house because it backed on to fields. This would without exaggeration destroy
our quality of life and make it impossible to ever sell our house. Please do not
build the new road here!’
[Quote from respondent, 1130364]
One respondent raised their concern that a hamlet which they suggest would be
impacted by the route has not been identified.
‘…the route would pass within 100 metres of the Halfway Cottages/Coggeshall
Hall cottages, which is a community of 18 residencies. This hamlet is not
identified on the route maps.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130897]
In relation to property impacts, respondents have some concerns that route C would
devalue the price of their home and expressed concern that there would not be any
financial support or compensation from the council.
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‘My biggest fear however is that we will lose so much value on our house, and
that we will receive no compensation from the council or government. We are
both self-employed, hard working parents who have put all our money into this
property. This proposed route could literally ruin us forever.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130844]
7.4.6

Environmental Effects

Positive effects
Fewer respondents made positive comments than negative comments regarding the
environmental impacts of the route. Those that did tended to identify the route using
the quarry, thus taking less greenfield land, and moving traffic away from
communities, reducing air and noise pollution, with a few respondents commenting
that this route would have the least significant impact on communities.
Another comment which was raised by a few respondents was that a direct route with
less congestion would result in lower air pollution by reducing slow moving and
stationary traffic.
‘Has the least significant impact on any village community, and whilst the
Blackwater would be crossed on a viaduct, the elevation of such would not
carry an impact for local villages. Much of the route is through quarry waste
land, and whilst at a higher cost, does not carry the need to create
environmental damage mitigation in the manner that route A does…’
[Quote from respondent, 1131502]
A longer route resulting in more impacts
Many respondents who commented on the environmental impact of this option felt
that the route would result in light, noise and air pollution for areas local to the route
and damage the countryside and agricultural land and impacts on wildlife. Often
respondents attributed this to this route being the longest route, passing through
areas of undeveloped countryside, although some noted that the route does make
use of the quarry.
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‘Entirely new route through open countryside, maximising damage to the rural
environment of this area and causing loss of a substantial area of beautiful
and well used countryside around the River Blackwater. This would cause
devastating, long lasting damage to what is designated as a Special
Landscape Area , also ripping through quiet rural villages and lanes which
would have their character ruined forever- Much bigger potential for huge
visual and noise pollution than Option A- Risk to wildlife which is becoming
less common due to development and chemical agriculture- Will result in two
roads rather than one, as the existing A120 will inevitably continue to be used
as traffic volume and car usage increases over time- More villages will be
affected by the noise and pollution, including Halfway Cottages between
Kelvedon and Coggeshall which will be within metres of the new route…’
[Quote from respondent, 1131625]
Impacts on River Valleys
Some respondents felt that the proposed construction of a 400m viaduct over the
Blackwater Valley would result in negative environmental impacts which could lead to
impacts on the River Blackwater’s ecological and environmentally sensitive nature.
Other concerns were potential for increasing risk of flooding from the River Brain and
impacts on the Brain Valley.
Some respondents also commented that the viaduct would create visual impacts,
reducing the attractiveness of the river valleys.
7.4.7

Cost and Value for Money

Cost Effective
Although fewer, those respondents who commented on the cost of the route in a
positive way acknowledged that it is not the cheapest but feel that it offers a cost
effective solution. These respondents noted that the route delivers a good level of
benefit for the cost and, in a few cases, that the higher cost would offer more options
for the future.
‘The Borough recognises that the cost of option C is the highest but offers the
higher level of benefits in terms of travel time saving and wider economic
benefits.’
[Quote from Colchester Borough Council]
In some cases, respondents noted the cost, but supported investing in this route.
‘This is the most expensive route but there won't be two goes at building this
road, it would be better to get it right than do it on the cheap.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131289]
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An expensive route and poorer value for money
In line with routes A and B, many respondents commented that this is an expensive
route. Some attribute this to the need to cross two rivers and the railway line. Others
noted that this is an expensive route and also that they feel the environmental
impacts are high.
For some respondents, the cost is such that that they do not feel it is matched by the
benefits that the route would provide.
‘Whilst the estimated economic benefits are above the average of all options, the
cost of delivery is the highest and nearly £200m greater than the average cost of
all options. The option therefore offers poor value for money, with delivery costs
significantly outweighing economic benefits. Significant environmental and social
costs which are not monetised only serve to tip this balance further.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132619]
7.4.8

Non-motorised Road Users and Other Transport

In common with other routes, concerns were expressed by several respondents that
this route would impact on cycling and walking routes and bridleways.
7.4.9

Local and Economic Development

Like option B, several respondents favoured this route due its potential to provide
access to proposed new housing developments.
Again, a few respondents questioned the rationale behind this and raised concerns
about increasing the likelihood of new development being generated which will
impact on the area.
7.4.10 Other Comments
Previously rejected
In common with route B, a few respondents commented that a similar option from a
2005 consultation was previously rejected on the basis of impact on the countryside
and lack of benefits to local people due to the lack of junctions.
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7.5

Option D

7.5.1

Access and Connectivity

Connections at Galleys Corner
A small number of respondents felt that the proposed improvements at Galleys
Corner would be beneficial. Some also commented that this treatment of Galleys
Corner will have less impact on villages in the area, in particular Tye Green and
Cressing.
‘Extending the A120 over Galleys corner in this way is far less harmful to Tye
Green [and] Cressing than routes C and E that exit the A120 on a new
Southerly detour.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132427]
One respondent commented that this route would be more practical, providing the
junction at Galleys Corner is modified to avoid the need for traffic continuing along
the A120 to queue at a roundabout or junction.
Other respondents felt that this route would impact on villages in the area, in
particular Cressing and one respondent objected to the impact on existing properties
at Galleys Corner.
In common with routes A and B, several respondents did not support the connection
at Galleys Corner/Freeport due to the existing congestion in the area. One
respondent commented that the changes at Galleys Corner would be too disruptive.
Opportunities from the A12 connection
Although most respondents who commented on the junction with the A12 favour a
connection to the north of Kelvedon, a few do support the proposed location. These
respondents commented that the junction at this location would provide opportunities
to improve the existing junction. Others commented that this would remove the need
to create another junction and reduce land take as a result.
A few respondents suggested that a junction with the A12 in this location could
provide the opportunity for a link to allow traffic from Tiptree and Maldon to join the
A12 at Rivenhall End, with the additional effect of reducing traffic flow on the B1023
and reducing congestion in Inworth, Feering and Kelvedon. It is also suggested that
this interchange could be designed to allow for bi-directional access to and from the
A12 from Kelvedon south, replacing the existing Junction 23. One respondent
suggested that multi directional junctions at Kelvedon would enable road users from
Silver End, Rivenhall and Witham to rapidly access the A12.
One respondent suggested that a junction in this location could have wider benefits
by removing the need for a Chelmsford north east bypass, providing savings which
could be used to improve this route and create free flowing junctions at the A12
connection and at the Braintree connection.
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Others who support a junction in this location suggested that it could alleviate
congestion at the Marks Tey junction and reduce Stansted/M11 traffic going through
Boreham and other villages. There are also a few comments that this junction
location will integrate well with the proposed upgrades to the A12.
A12 connection too far south
The majority of negative comments about this route stem from the connection with
the A12, which respondents felt was too far to the south.
Respondents suggested that this connection would add to existing congestion in this
area, and to traffic passing through Kelvedon (with impacts on noise and air pollution)
and using the Kelvedon bypass. Several noted that the Kelvedon bypass is already
congested and prone to accidents and stoppages and that this connection point
would increase traffic further. One respondent suggested that the A12 would need to
be widened to three lanes or otherwise upgraded if this connection point is used.
Another commented that a new junction would add to existing problems between
Witham North, Rivenhall End and Kelvedon South.
Some respondents felt that the A12 connection would result in the route failing to
attract traffic from the existing route as it would increase journey times for trips to
Colchester and areas to the north and north east. In particular, a few respondents
commented that HGV traffic would continue to use the existing A120 route and the
connection further to the south would make this route a less attractive east/west link.
Access from wider areas
Several respondents commented that this route provided better access for areas to
the east of the A12, such as Tiptree, Maldon and Tollesbury, and areas to the south,
potentially reducing traffic on other routes. A few also suggested that this route would
alleviate traffic on other local routes, with the B1080, B1023 and routes through
Witham being identified. One respondent felt that this route would provide a good
mid-Essex access to an east/west route.
Some respondents also felt that this route would provide good access to Bradwell
Quarry and the proposed waste management site.
‘Provides the option of access to the proposed waste management site at
Rivenhall, together with possible access to the Bradwell quarry and the
proposed new quarry.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131998]
Increased journey times
A few respondents have said that route D is too long and indirect and will not reduce
journey times for journeys between Braintree and Colchester and areas to the north
and east as these journeys would now involve traveling further south. Again, the
connection to the A12 is perceived to be too far south for some respondents.
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‘This route exits onto the A12 too far south and will not have the effect needed
of reducing travelling times between Braintree and Colchester to the degree
that is needed. Some may opt to still take the existing route if gains for those
travelling onwards to the north fail to see much of a time gain. As a frequent
business and leisure user of Stansted, I am not convinced this option would
make substantial difference to journey times to Colchester and further north
from Braintree and Stansted’
[Quote from respondent, 1130238]
A few respondents suggested that the increase in congestion on the A12 would
remove any journey time benefits for traffic travelling towards Colchester.
One respondent, otherwise supportive of the route, commented that the route would
not help residents of Halstead or Earls Colne reach the A12 south.
7.5.2

Traffic and Congestion

Reducing congestion and disruption
Many respondents viewed route D as the most direct route, preventing traffic delays
and causing the least disruption to the surrounding areas such as Witham.
‘This option would offer traffic a much quicker route to Braintree, from the
south, and thus reduce congestion, improve air quality and make the roads
safer in Witham. It is accepted that traffic coming south on the A12 would have
to travel a little further but keeping the A120/A12 junction at Marks Tey will not
achieve anything to improve the current situation in Witham.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130438]
Some respondents have mentioned that route D takes traffic away from the local
villages; Bradwell, Coggleshall, Kelvedon and Marks Tey.
‘I agree with this option because the build will affect less villages in the local
area. It creates a quick route for vehicles from Chelmsford, Witham and
Colchester to go directly to Stansted airport without driving through any of
villages in the area and diverts vehicle pollution away from houses.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130384]
In common with the other ‘off-route’ options, the route is also thought to have minimal
disruption to local traffic and local residents during construction and reduce
congestion and traffic in villages once completed, in particular for routes between
Braintree and areas such as Chelmsford and Witham. One respondent noted that this
route crosses fewer busy roads, thus creating less congestion.
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‘Connects with A12 at southern most point, encouraging traffic transfer from
existing A131/A130 corridor. Minimum disruption to traffic and residents during
construction. Gives opportunity for getting Quarry traffic onto strategic
network with least impact on residents.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130612]
Network Resilience
In common with other routes, other than route A, several respondents suggested that
route D would provide greater network resilience once it was in operation by
providing an alternative route to the existing A120 and ease congestion for roads
such as the B1018.
‘This route will also have the lowest impact on any existing settlements and
does not cross any existing busy roads and as a result requires only three new
junctions to be built. It will also keep the existing A120 road free to be used for
local traffic, hence further reducing the chances of congestion.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131703]
Increased congestion and traffic disruption
Some respondents stated that there would be more disruption or congestion once
completed. Again, this was frequently linked to the location of the junction with the
A12 bringing traffic into an area of existing congestion around the Kelvedon and
Tiptree areas. Others commented that the route would create noise and air pollution
for the Rivenhall End, Silver End and Cressing areas.
‘I find option D and E just unacceptable. It would bring a major amount of
traffic from the A120 (which is very congested now and needs widening) into
an area of the A12 where there is already traffic congestion caused by the
increasing traffic from Tiptree, and the big lorry park that runs to the south and
east of Tiptree’
[Quote from respondent, 1130958]
Several respondents also suggested that there would be significant disruption
caused by the work required at Galleys Corner.
7.5.3

Heavy Goods Vehicles

Respondents felt that route D would provide benefits by removing heavy goods
vehicles from local roads. Some commented that a link to Bradwell Quarry would
help to remove HGVs accessing the quarry and proposed waste treatment site. One
respondent noted that this route might be effective in providing access for waste
transportation between east London and the proposed waste processing plant due to
the connection with the A12 to the south of Kelvedon.
Others suggest that this route would provide an effective route for traffic, and in
particular HGVs, from the coastal ports and locations such as the Witham industrial
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area. This could help to reduce traffic using the B1018 to travel through villages such
as Witham and Cressing.
‘Heavy goods vehicles from Witham industrial area needing access to A120
would be able to access via A12 avoiding B1018 and built up area. Cheaper
and quicker route for business.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130801]
7.5.4

Route Design

Shorter and more direct route with fewer junctions
Many respondents have stated that route D is the most direct and the shortest route
to and from Braintree and the A12 and beyond.
‘This is the shortest route and therefore likely to be completed in the shortest
timescale with least disruption along the existing a A120. It is also the
cheapest to build. This route also offers the opportunity for the shortest link
with the A12 through to Tiptree to negate HGV traffic flow through the centre
of Kelvedon and Feering.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130659]
Respondents suggested that this will result in reductions in journey times, an
attractive east/west route and reductions in air pollution.
Like other routes, a few respondents felt that the lower number of junctions on this
route would create better traffic flows and reduce congestion.
Alternative design suggestions
One respondent, who also commented on route E, questioned the need for this route
on the basis that there is an existing north/south aligned route from Braintree to
Witham which could be upgraded. Similarly a second respondent suggested that a
route further to the east/south east could provide an alternative to the BraintreeWitham road.
Another questioned the purpose of this route, as they felt it does not benefit traffic
from Felixstowe and Harwich. Instead, they suggested a route due south of Braintree
could be built as a relief road for the M11.
Another suggested that the A131 between Great Leighs and Boreham should be
upgraded.
7.5.5

Local Effects

A shorter route with benefits for villages
Similarly to environmental impacts, the shorter route was felt by several respondents
to have less effect on local communities, in particular Bradwell and Coggeshall are
identified by a few respondents, and take less agricultural land.
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‘This route is preferred to A,B & C, as it minimises the disruption caused to
local residents and traffic.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132176]
A few respondents felt that this route would reduce traffic in Witham. Others
supported the route because it did not cause severance of local communities,
although some commented that access for communities north of the route would be
required.
A few respondents also felt that this route could improve access to villages such as
Silver End, Rivenhall and areas of Witham. One respondent noted that this route
could provide opportunities for Silver End to develop into a garden village model, with
the potential for improvements to transport links.
‘Silver end could be expanded to fulfill a garden village principle instead of
WoB where infrastructure is poor. Silver End and Cressing could benefit from
having a rail loop put in to improve the rail service from Braintree to Witham . .
It would increase the value of their properties thus being a direct benefit,
Something that WoB does not have.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130350]
The potential for this route to integrate well with proposed residential developments in
the area, as it provides a local junction to the A12 and improves local transport links,
was noted by a few respondents.
Opportunities for local businesses
Of the small number of respondents who commented on the positive impacts of the
route for local businesses, the reasons given are that the route will provide better
access to the A12 and areas such as Witham industrial area and also that the use of
Galleys Corner will benefit businesses in that area.
A few respondents have commented that route D holds opportunities for new
businesses in Silver End and Cressing.
Impacting on local amenities
Respondents expressed concerns that this route will impact on local amenities, such
as footpaths and bridleways, and create visual impacts which will decrease the
enjoyment of the countryside in this area. In particular the areas around Silver End,
Kelvedon and Rivenhall are identified as potentially suffering visual impacts from this
route.
Impacting on local villages
A key area of concern that respondents raised is the potential to impact on villages
such as Tye Green, Cressing, Silver End, Kelvedon, Feering and Rivenhall.
Respondents suggested that this route would result in an increase in noise, air and
light pollution in these villages. One respondent also felt that the route comes too
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close to Boars Tye Road at the junction with Perry Green, where it passes between
Boars Tye Road and Links Wood. Another commented that this route would sever
Cressing from Braintree.
7.5.6

Environmental Effects

Lower environmental impacts
Respondents who felt that this route had lower environmental impacts tended to base
this on the route being shorter. A few also noted that this route does not cross rivers,
removing the impact on rivers, reducing flood risk and the need for viaducts. A few
respondents also commented that, in comparison to other routes, the areas that route
D passes through are less environmentally sensitive.
In common with other routes which pass through Bradwell Quarry, several
respondents also commented that this would further reduce impacts on the
countryside.
‘Options D is further away from turtle dove nesting sites than Options B and C,
does not pass close to any other local wildlife sites and does not require any
new river crossings, as it uses the existing A12 crossing of the River
Blackwater. As this is a relatively short route it will do less harm to the
environment.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130851]
Whilst respondents noted that as the shortest route, the impacts on the countryside
are reduced, a few commented that the route will require traffic travelling north to
take a longer route which may increase pollution.
Impacting on the countryside
In common with routes B, C and E, the primary concern expressed is the impact on
the countryside of a new route and the resulting impacts on sensitive areas, wildlife
and habitats, in particular around Rivenhall and Silver End.
A few respondents commented that this route uses Bradwell Quarry to a lesser
extent than other options, resulting in more of the route passing through greenfield
land.
Particular areas identified as being impacted are Templeborder Wood, Lanham
Wood, and Glazenwood as well as the proposed native woodland wildlife corridor,
southern edge. Particular species identified were badgers, bats and skylarks.
‘This route is cutting through unspoilt open countryside. Close to a listed
conservation village Silver end. This is not an A120 upgrade it is a totally new
road.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131814]
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Brain Valley and Blackwater Valley
One respondent felt that the route would impact on the Brain Valley. Another
commented that route D would harm part of the northern side of the valley of
Rivenhall Brook. They also suggested that whilst route D does not cross the River
Blackwater, the major junction with the A12 could be damaging to the Blackwater
Valley and the junction would be close to, or over the river. Another respondent
simply commented that this route would impact on rivers and water flow.
Cultural heritage
A few respondents made reference to the historic nature of the area and cultural
heritage impacts. One respondent referred to ancient barrows that the route could
disturb, whilst another rejected this route due to the possibility of Roman remains in
the area. A third identified Rivenhall Place as a historic building which would be
impacted.
7.5.7

Cost and Value for Money

Good Value for Money
As the shortest route, some respondents felt that the route also offers good value for
money and would be the quickest to build, with some also commenting that a shorter
route would require less materials. A few respondents felt that the balance of cost,
benefits and impacts would also result in this route being better value for money. The
lower cost was also identified by a few respondents as making this route more likely
to be funded.
‘Shortest, cheapest route causing least amount of destruction of the
countryside and homes. Some of the land already owned by the council I
believe. Probably the quickest to complete.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130861]
Additional improvements needed, reducing value for money
Whilst respondents generally acknowledged that this route is the cheapest of the
options, some respondents commented that the additional improvements that will be
required decrease the value for money of this option. In particular respondents felt
that this route would require improvements to be made to the A12 between Kelvedon
and Marks Tey to manage additional traffic, with associated costs.
Although not supported by the information provided in the consultation document,
some respondents also suggested that this route is longer than route E and, as such,
would be more expensive.
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7.5.8

Local and Economic Development

Complementing new developments
A few respondents felt that this route and route E would provide access for proposed
new developments, with development at London Road near Kelvedon being
identified.
‘It also gives kelvedon an option for A12 Colchester access from the London
road area.It will then mean that development at the London road end of village
would be easily the best location to develop as no traffic would need to go
through the village to go to Colchester.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130858]
One respondent commented that this route, along with route E, would make sense
only if the proposed developments near Marks Tey were not to go ahead.
Could encourage development
However, a few respondents raised concerns that this route would open up the area
for further development, which would be detrimental to the area. One also suggested
that this option would not allow the existing A120 to be upgraded with footpaths,
cycle paths and bridleways
Poor support for economic development
A few respondents have mentioned that economic development for the local areas is
not supported by route D.
‘I am not in favour…as it goes against the need to support economic
development more towards the East of Braintree and West of Colchester.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130430]
7.5.9

Other Comments

Coordination with the A12 proposals
Comments regarding co-ordination with the proposals for upgrading the A12 were
more common for route D. Some respondents noted that the planning and benefits of
this route should be considered in line with (and in some cases only after) greater
clarity is available on proposals for the A12.
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7.6

Option E

7.6.1

Access and Connectivity

Less Direct route
Although few respondents made this comment, there are some references to this
route being less direct. Some respondents noted that this route is slightly longer than
route D, others suggested that as the majority of journeys are between Braintree and
Colchester, this route is less direct as traffic would need to travel back up the A12.
Other respondents tended to consider this a shorter and more direct route.
Braintree connection
Similarly to route C, respondents who support route E favour the route leaving the
existing A120 further to the west and avoiding Galleys Corner.
Some also commented that this route provides an important bypass for B1018 road
(Witham to Braintree). Motorists travelling to and from Braintree would have better
access to the A12.
‘Galley's corner roundabout is a nightmare at peak times, queuing for miles
and is an accident black spot. This proposal by-passes the roundabout and
gives people from the south of Braintree (Notley) much quicker access to the
A12…’
[Quote from respondent, 1130913]
Whilst most respondents who commented on this route support the junction to the
south of Braintree, a few suggested that they do not favour this junction, citing
impacts in the immediate area, such as Notley, and the complexity of the new
junction and the associated cost.
Connecting with the A12
As with route D, most respondents who commented on this area favoured a junction
with the A12 to the north of Kelvedon. However those who are in favour of the
proposed junction with the A12 for this route identify similar points to those made for
route D of opportunities covering improvements to the existing junction, opportunities
to improve access from surrounding areas, alleviating congestion around the Marks
Tey junction, reducing traffic impacts from Stansted/M11 traffic and integrating well
with proposed A12 upgrades.
A few respondents suggest that a connection to the south of Kelvedon would be
beneficial for traffic travelling south, and might encourage traffic to transfer from the
A131.
Two respondents suggested that a connection at this location would benefit the
community at Kelvedon. One respondent suggested that this location is well placed

Page 67

Consultation Report

between Witham and Marks Tey, whilst another commented that the junction would
bring traffic going south onto the A12 at a good location.
There were also a few references to the potential for this route to encourage traffic to
transfer from existing A131/A130 corridor.
The same respondent who made the point on route D commented that this route
could remove the need for the Chelmsford bypass to provide savings which could be
used on this route.
One respondent felt that the existing A12 access point at Rivenhall End is dangerous
and supported the creation of a new interchange.
Most respondents who commented on the location of the A12 junction felt that the
connection was too far south, suggesting that a connection to the south of Kelvedon
would result in increased traffic and accidents on the Kelvedon bypass section and
through Kelvedon itself, two areas which already suffer congestion and higher
numbers of traffic accidents.
‘Joining A12 below Kelvedon bypass would add to accidents and congestion
on this stretch’
[Quote from respondent, 1130038]
One respondent commented that this junction location would not take traffic away
from Kelvedon
‘…the junction to the South of Kelvedon doesn't really serve anywhere. How
many people are going to use it from villages & developments to get to the
A12 & Braintree. It's just going to be a through road for existing traffic whilst
not alleviating any of the traffic issues that are already in Kelvedon’
[Quote from respondent, 1130218]
Some also commented that existing traffic on the A120, travelling between Braintree
and Colchester and to the north and east, would be less likely to move to the new
route due to longer journey times and, as such, this route would not reduce
congestion on the existing A120.
Others commented that this route would not provide access to the A12 for local
communities.
‘…this option does nothing for Coggeshall people who want to access the
A12…’
[Quote from respondent, 1130575]
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Wider connectivity
More generally, a few respondents also commented that route E, similar to route D,
had good access and connectivity links northbound and southbound from and to
A120 Braintree to the A12.
‘Option E is one of my preferred routes: would be beneficial for traffic to/from
the quarry - would be beneficial [to] traffic to/from the incendiary planned. One
of the most direct routes to flow onto the existing A120 towards Stansted directs traffic away from Braintree and Braintree Freeport’
[Quote from respondent, 1132218]
7.6.2

Traffic and Congestion

Less likely to cause disruption
In common with route D, as a shorter route with few junctions, route E is seen as
more direct and less likely to result in traffic disruption and congestion.
Amongst those who felt this route would be beneficial, many also noted that they
prefer this route to route D as it leaves the existing A120 before Galleys Corner,
avoiding the current congestion and also not adding further traffic.
In common with other ‘off line’ routes, some respondents also noted that the route
could be constructed without impacting existing routes and traffic for much of the
construction period. One respondent also commented that this route would not
disrupt Galleys Corner during construction.
Network Resilience
Route E was also felt to provide good network resilience as it provides an alternative
route in the same way as routes B, C and D.
7.6.3

Heavy Goods Vehicles

A better link between Bradwell Quarry and the A12
Very similar comments were made about this route to route D in relation to HGV
traffic. Respondents favoured the direct link to Bradwell Quarry (with some
suggesting a junction is required) and the proposed waste management facility and a
shorter connection to the A12, taking HGV traffic away from local roads, such as the
B1018, and villages such as Witham (one respondent asks for both route D and E
that the junction moves closer to Witham), Bradwell and Marks Tey. Some also felt
that the route would provide better connections to the wider area, including the ports,
Witham and Stansted Airport.
One respondent with experience of the haulage industry set out a number of reasons
for favouring this route in relation to HGV and haulage traffic.
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‘I have been involved in haulage/logistics most of my life and now semi-retired.
I favour E route for 4 reasons-1 The two large industrial estates in Witham
have many HGV companies operating out of them and many journeys involve
getting to and from the A120 at Galleys Corner then onto the midlands and
other parts of the country. At the moment trucks drive through Witham and
along the B1018. Route E would remove them from the town and smaller
roads. I would not send trucks on routes A, B or C all round Kelvedon then
back down the A12 TO Witham. 2 When the M25 is blocked as it is regularly
trucks can divert along the A120 to the A12 and down to the A130, A13 and
along to the Dartford crossing or Thamesport etc.3 When the new Dartford
crossing is eventually built, I would think it would be close to Canvey Island
and route E is ideally placed to carry traffic from the rest of the country, down
the M11 to the new A120,A12,A130 to the crossing.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130410]
7.6.4

Route Design

Shorter and more direct route with fewer junctions
In common with route D, many respondents commented that this route provided a
short and direct route with fewer junctions and lower impacts on the environment and
communities. The connection to the west of Galleys Corner was identified as a
potential benefit of this route over route D by several respondents.
Alternative design suggestions
In common with route D, one respondent referenced upgrading the existing route
between Braintree and Witham as a potential alternative and another repeated their
suggestion that a route south of Braintree to the M11 should be built instead.
7.6.5

Local Effects

Less disruption to local villages
A common comment on this route, in line with route D, was that a shorter route would
cause less disruption to the villages, including severance, and impacts on fewer local
communities, in particular Coggeshall, Bradwell, Kelvedon and Feering. A few
respondents felt that traffic could be moved to the new route, delivering benefits for
some areas (in particular those around the existing A120).
One respondent commented that avoiding Galleys Corner could reduce air pollution
in the area.
Although generally respondents felt that this route would impact negatively on Tye
Green, one Tye Green resident felt that the route was the best option, with the caveat
that significant efforts were made to reduce noise impacts on Tye Green.
Feering Parish Council expressed their support for route E as their preferred route,
primarily on the basis of its positive impacts for the communities and in preference to
route D due to the connection at Galleys Corner.
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‘Councillors agreed unanimously to support route Options D&E which have the
least impact on communities and PROW. Our preference would be 'E' as this
route would reduce the traffic congestion at Galleys corner. Also to enable
better links for communities such as Cressing and Silver End (this would be
achieved by a 4-way junction which will also serve the communities, the quarry
and other potential developments). It would also be the shortest route.’
[Quote from Feering Parish Council]
Local Businesses
A few respondents suggested that this route could have positive impacts for local
businesses, resulting from less disruption, new areas in which to expand (around the
connection to the Braintree Southern Bypass), a less congested existing A120 route
and improved access and journey times from the wider area.
‘This option appears to have less of an impact to villages, homes &
businesses and will create an additional route so that the existing a120 can be
used for local traffic travelling between villages and small businesses and
creating a safe route for cyclists and pedestrians.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132382]
It is also noted that a shorter route would require less agricultural land.
Some villages could still be impacted
Whilst a common positive comment was that this route avoided villages, some
respondents felt that there would be impacts on some villages due to their proximity
to the route.
‘Not ideal, too close to settlements Silver End and Rivenhall. Joints A12 far too
low. People will still use existing A120 as more direct route even if new road is
built. Makes no link with new 'West Tey' growth area.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130100]
Respondents commented that local residents in areas close to the proposed route,
such as Rivenhall, Rivenhall End, and Silver End, Boars Tye and Links Wood would
be negatively impacted through the noise and air pollution, loss of visual amenities,
impacts on rights of way and bridleways as well as impacts on their ability to enjoy
the rural location more generally.
‘I OBJECT to this option in the STRONGEST possible terms. This route
follows virtually no existing route and will destroy the farmland, public
pathways and beautiful views to the east of Silver End and then to the west of
Kelvedon / east of Rivenhall. This route will surely open the entire area to
future development, thereby effectively destroying this landscape forever. In
addition Rivenhall Place, a Grade II* property will be hugely affected by both
this route and Option E. These areas have been - or will be - hugely affected
by the Bradwell Quarry and the forthcoming Rivenhall Integrated Waste
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Management Facility. Option D and Option E would be an additional, unfair,
large infrastructure development burden on these local villages, dwellings and
communities.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131705]
A few respondents also raised concerns about the impact on house prices.
‘This would run very close to our property and would adversely affect our
views and noise levels and possibly pollution. I am concerned that it would be
going through a beautiful piece of land and would cause significant disruption
to the surrounding houses and villages such as Rivenhall and Silver End.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131701]
As mentioned above, the location of the junction with the A12 also raised concerns
that congestion would increase in and around Kelvedon and Feering and would
increase noise and air pollution in these areas. One respondent suggested that any
disruption of the route would result in increased traffic in Witham.
The proposed junction at Braintree was also felt to impact on Cressing and Tye
Green, due to the structures required and traffic impacts once the route was in use. A
few respondents also suggested that route E would separate communities such as
Cressing, Tye Green and Braintree.
Impacting rail users
A few respondents suggested that the route would also have an impact on rail users
as the route would need to pass over or under the railway as it leaves Braintree and
also as it joins the A12.
‘This route crosses the railway line twice physically making two bridges where
option D already takes the into account’
[Quote from respondent, 1130350]
7.6.6

Environmental Effects

Lower environmental impact
As with route D, some respondents felt that route E has lower environmental impacts,
primarily focusing on the shorter route requiring less greenfield and agricultural land
take, making use of brownfield land and passing through less sensitive areas. One
respondent suggested that countryside lost could be relocated in the disused quarry
to create a nature reserve.
The direct link to the A12 for HGVs, in particular from Bradwell Quarry, is also seen
as beneficial by reducing air quality impacts.
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‘Shortest route, least environmental impact, better than route D which joins the
A120 Braintree by pass more easterly, thus Route E improving traffic flow
better than Route D. Provides a viable local alternative route for network
sustainability. Provides an option to construct a new road safely and with
minimal disruption.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130875]
Impacts on the countryside
Like other routes, other than route A, the most common negative comment on
environmental impacts was that this route passes through currently ‘unspoilt’
countryside and agricultural land, potentially impacting on wildlife and creating
pollution. Particular areas which are identified by respondents as impacted are the
Brain Valley and the River Brain, which would be impacted by the proposed junction
at Braintree, and areas around Rivenhall and Silver End.
‘I would object to new road being built across farmland and affecting wild life
and public rights of way’
[Quote from respondent, 1130431]
One respondent, in line with their comment on route D, suggested that the route will
impact on northern side of the valley of Rivenhall Brook due to the location of the A12
junction
One respondent commented that the route passes close to 5 ancient woodlands.
One respondent stated their objection to this route due to the potential impact on the
settings of grade II listed buildings and conservation areas at Cressing and Silver
End. Another identified a potential impact on Rivenhall Place.
Another respondent raised concerns that due to the crossing of the River Brain, this
route could cause flooding.
‘This option suffers the same potentially devastating problem that is shared
with option C that is that it will cause White Notley and property down river on
the river Brain to flood despite the appropriate water management structures
envisaged.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131414]
7.6.7

Cost and Value for Money

Cost effective
Route E, like route D, was felt by many respondents to be a cost-effective route,
primarily because it is shorter than other routes and was seen to require a shorter
build time and less materials, with a few suggesting that this would make it more
likely to receive funding. Respondents also felt that the route has fewer impacts on
communities and the environment and provide benefits (primarily access to Bradwell
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Quarry and the proposed waste management plant) and as such offered good value
for money.
‘Probably cheapest, quickest to build and very effective.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132272]
A more expensive option than D
Whilst few respondents considered this to be an expensive route, a comment from
those who mentioned cost is that it is more expensive than route D, attributed to the
more complex junction at Braintree, and thus less favourable. A few also questioned
the level of benefit achieved for the cost.
‘Limited economic benefit compared to initial building cost with a benefit of
approx 2 minutes of journey time.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132329]
One respondent suggested that the A12 would also need to be widened or improved,
adding to the cost for this route.
7.6.8

Local and Economic Development

Opportunities for development
Route E and route D shared the highest number of respondents who say the route
could open up development opportunities, including potential associated
improvements.
‘Silver end could be expanded to fulfil a garden village principle instead of
West of Braintree where infrastructure is poor. Silverend and Cressing could
benefit from having a rail loop put in to improve the rail service from Braintree
to Witham. It would increase the value of their properties thus being a direct
benefit, something that West of Braintree does not have’.
[Quote from respondent, 1130350]
New Development
Whilst a few respondents felt that the route provided opportunities for new
development, others were concerned that the route could open up the area for
development along the route and also around the existing A120 route.
‘Enables development of low cost housing infill and industrial development
along the new road and along the existing A120 by 'detrunking', i.e. renaming,
reducing speed and TEMPORARILY reducing traffic which increases capacity
and thus removes a planning argument against the new housing development
feeding onto the existing A120.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132067]
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7.7

Cross-cutting issues

Question 8 asked for additional comments or suggestions. Whilst most comments
made reflected the points outlined above, some overarching and cross-cutting
themes were raised in responses which are discussed in this section of the report.
Take action soon
A very common comment was a call to take decisions quickly and build the new route
as quickly as possible. Reflecting the views that an upgrade was needed, comments
referenced the current delays, congestion and safety issues and that action was
needed to address the existing issues. Some noted that the current impacts in the
wider area of traffic and congestion could be addressed by implementing a new
route. There were also references to previous proposals and consultation exercises
which had not resulted in a project being delivered.
‘I am deeply grateful that something or other will be done to address the mess
of the current route.’
[Quote from respondent, 1300177]
Minimise impacts
Whilst many supported the need for improvements, there was also a call to minimise
the impacts of delivering a new route and considering impacts on local villages and
towns, including minimising compulsory purchases, and on the local environment and
wildlife in any decision. However views varied on which route would best achieve
this. Suggested approaches included putting the route in cuttings, minimising
viaducts, screening with trees and reviewing sites of local wildlife.
A few respondents commented on the potential impact on the quarry and mineral
extraction were the route to pass through the quarry, raising concerns about mineral
sterilisation.
‘This would impact existing minerals resource that is already allocated within
the Essex Mineral Plan and should be protected at all cost. Any development
would sterilise existing and future mineral resources, development over
mineral resources in any other form of development is prohibited. High quality
productive grade 2 land will be lost and severed, this should be protected
where possible. The loss of the quarry would represent a huge loss of local
employment in the area and a number of the estate properties are let to
workers at the quarry.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132479]
Reduce HGV traffic through villages
A common comment referred to the need to address HGV traffic and reduce the need
for such traffic to travel through towns and villages where roads are not suitable for
such traffic.
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Co-ordinate with wider projects and proposals
Many respondents noted the need to co-ordinate the improvements with wider
projects and schemes. Most commonly referred to was improvements to the A12 and
the need to recognise plans for new housing and business developments in
considering the most appropriate route option.
Concerns around adding traffic to A12
Across all responses concern was expressed by several respondents that the
creation of a new route would deliver additional traffic on an already overcrowded
A12, particularly around Kelvedon, and felt this may have a negative impact on
journey times.
Encouraging development
Some respondents raised concerns that the upgrading of the A120 route could
contribute to increased new development or be used to strengthen the case for
development, in particular for the proposed waste management facility.
A particular concern with regard to new development was that this might result in
villages merging or being lost to encroaching development.
Connectivity
Connectivity was also raised by some respondents. This ranged from wider
connectivity, such as access to/from northeast Essex, Suffolk and Norfolk, to more
local connectivity, for example to Freeport.
Construction off-line
Construction of routes B, C, D and E were seen to be beneficial in minimising
congestion during construction as the majority of construction would be offline and
would not disrupt existing routes.
Future-proofing and a wider perspective
Some respondents referred to the need to ‘future-proof’ the route by considering
likely housing, business growth and increases in traffic. Several also suggested that
the routes should be widened now or provision should be made for future widening or
hard-shoulder running. Concerns were also expressed that the new route could
facilitate growth in development and increasing ‘urbanisation’.
Several respondents suggested a wide and holistic consideration should be applied,
accounting for aspects such as traffic from the North to London, the A12 and new
developments.
Non-motorised road users and other modes
Consideration of non-motorised road users (cyclists, pedestrians and equestrians) is
raised across all routes by several respondents. A range of concerns were raised,
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including the severance of rights of way and bridle ways, the provision of facilities
both on new routes and on the existing A120 route and ensuring that the design of
new connections and junctions considered the needs of non-motorised road users
and provided safe routes.
Others also suggested that the use of other modes and promoting modal shift,
primarily to public transport, should be reflected in the proposals.
Safety
Safety was raised in a range of ways by several respondents, both commenting on
the current A120 being a dangerous route and recommending that safety
considerations, such as speed limits and junction design, should be integral to the
design of new routes.
A particular point which was raised across responses was that junctions are
considered dangerous and thus some respondents favoured routes with fewer
junctions. Respondents also highlighted the need for careful planning to ensure that
junctions are both safe and consider the needs of the local community and those
using the area, such as walkers and cyclists.
‘The position of the junction on a120 needs careful thought as children walk
over a footbridge and a bridge over the a120 to access the school ground.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130245]
‘I would like all junctions to be thought about carefully for safety sake but
please ensure a safe junction is installed on the existing A120 with the junction
at B1024 Colne Road, Coggeshall.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130708]
Cumulative Impacts
Respondents raised concerns about the cumulative impacts that may arise from
multiple developments in the area, including the new proposed route. They would like
these multiple impacts to be considered, in particular the potential impact of the
proposed waste treatment site when combined with the route proposals.
‘I live with my family very close to where these four options [B, C, D and E]
cross Sheepcotes Lane before crossing Bradwell Quarry. For this reason and
on health and noise grounds, I strongly oppose the adoption of any of these
proposed routes. In addition my family and I are already living with the
proposal to build a waste management facility on Rivenhall Airfield with the
consequent increase of heavy good vehicles, noise and pollution this is
expected to bring along with the continuing excavation, traffic and noise from
activities of the Quarry itself. With the announcement of this consultation I
consider my property is already blighted because of the convergence of
options B,C,D and F so very close to my property, the Waste Management
Facility and the ongoing workings of the Quarry.’
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[Quote from respondent, 1130428]
Alternative designs and suggestions
In addition to the comments on alternative designs discussed in sections 7.2 to 7.6
above, some overarching and more general suggestions were raised.
Several respondents suggested that better connections were needed to Tiptree and
areas to the east. A few supported the closure of the current A12 access point at
Rivenhall End and the creation of a short link road to Braxted Park Road at the
junction with Nero Road to encourage Tiptree and Maldon traffic to use Braxted Park
Road to join the A12 at Rivenhall End.
There were some suggestions for routes significantly different from those proposed.
One respondent suggested connecting north of Braintree, another suggested a route
south of Witham. Several respondents proposed a connection to the north of
Colchester or to the northeast of Marks Tey, potentially removing the need to use the
A12 at all. Others just questioned whether a route to the north or south could avoid
existing pinch points.
Other suggested alternatives included using the existing A120, but branching off at
Surrex, suggestions to follow power lines for some or the entire route, and following
the railway lines south from Braintree. Another proposed a route across country to
the Football Stadium slip road on the A12 as a more direct route that removes the
need for a new junction to be created at Marks Tey. They suggested that this would
be a less costly option and would take traffic going to Harwich further down the A12.
There were a few suggestions of wider improvements to rail connections as an
alternative to road improvements, and one respondent commented that modal shift to
non-car modes should be encouraged.
Other suggestions included junction design (for example split level and grade
separated junctions) and the placement of junctions, in particular in relation to
junctions with the A12. Overall these tended to focus on ensuring junctions worked
effectively with minimal congestion and also served local needs, with comments
asking that junctions should not be restricted in one direction and others that there
should be exit and entry points on the route.
A few respondents commented on the need to avoid the use of roundabouts, instead
suggesting slips roads or flyovers to avoid congestion.
There were also a few suggestions regarding the existing route and how any new
and old route should be treated. A few felt that the existing route should be
maintained and upgraded, addressing issues such as Galleys Corner. There were
several comments that, if a new route is created, the existing route should be
optimised for local traffic and to encourage cohesion amongst villages. Suggestions
included reducing the speed limit and introducing traffic calming on the existing A120.
Two respondents suggested that HGVs should be taken off the A120 altogether and
routes onto the A12 and A14 and that any link to Bradwell Quarry should be privately
funded.
Page 78

Consultation Report

One respondent expressed particular concerns regarding the impact of the route on
the quarry and mineral reserves. They proposed either a variation on option A,
dualling the route, or a variation on options D or E that moved the route out of the
quarry.
Other respondents suggested particular facilities should be considered, including
electric vehicle charging points, truck stops and services on the route.
Some examples of good practice were also identified that respondents felt should be
followed. One identified the A120/M11 junction as an exemplar of good junction
design. Another felt that the landscaping techniques that have been used on the
western section of the A120 should be followed for this section.
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8. Junctions and Connections
8.1

Connections at Braintree

Many respondents to this question, and across all questions, raised the need to
address congestion at Galleys Corner, Freeport and other junctions in the area, such
as the Marks Farm Junction, whatever route was chosen.
Some suggest alternative options such as a flyover or underpass, whilst others
supported removing the roundabout in favour of a junction.
‘Galleys corner junction needs to be upgraded to deal with the traffic’
[Quote from respondent, 1130472]
Several respondents raised concerns about Freeport relating to ensuring that access
to Freeport is maintained whilst also noting that this area is heavily congested and
needs to be addressed. There are calls to ensure that there is a suitable junction for
Freeport, as well as maintaining effective access.
Across all of the responses, more respondents favoured avoiding the junction
altogether by connecting the new route to the south of Braintree. Some respondents
suggested that this offered the opportunity for the roundabout to cater for local traffic,
whilst others simply felt that the existing roundabout could not cope with additional
traffic.
In many cases where respondents commented on this connection, it was unclear
whether respondents noted that the options starting at Galley’s Corner would remove
the existing roundabout and replace it with a grade separated junction further east
Those who did not favour the southern connection tended to focus on the impacts
that this would have on villages to the south east of Braintree, such as Cressing and
Tye Green, and impacts on other routes such as the A131.
8.2

Connection with the A12

An underlying theme across many of the responses, whether they preferred a
junction to the north or south, was to reduce or avoid congestion through and around
Kelvedon by offering traffic a means to leave or join the A12 before entering
Kelvedon.
Co-ordinate with development of the A12
Some respondents reflected that decisions on the location and nature of the junction
with the A12 should not be made until there was greater clarity on the changes
proposed for the A12.
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Northern connection
Some reference was also made to the A12 and reducing congestion at junctions with
the A12, including the need to ensure that junctions provided better traffic flows and
that the A12 should be widened to accommodate increased traffic.
Across all responses, there was a tendency for respondents to favour a connection
with the A12 which was north of Kelvedon, often resulting from a desire to reduce
traffic travelling through Kelvedon.
There was some variation in the location north of Kelvedon however, with some
respondents suggesting locations as close as possible to Mark Tey and Colchester,
using Marks Tey, others preferring a location further away from Marks Tey.
Several respondents, including Colchester Borough Council, suggested that a
junction to the north of Kelvedon would provide a better link for the proposed Garden
Community.
Southern connection
Fewer respondents favoured a junction to the south of Kelvedon than a northern
connection. Those that did suggested that it would provide more effective access to
areas such as Tiptree and areas to the east and south, including London, and be
better for long distance traffic. A junction to the south was also felt to provide
improved access to areas such as Rivenhall, Silver End and Braxted. Others
suggested an additional junction might be needed to provide a connection to Silver
End.
‘Do not consider a junction should be put between Feering and Marks Tey. It
would be better to put an enhanced junction access roads to Rivenhall, Silver
End and Braxted together with current slip roads on and off A12.’
[Quote from respondent 1300228]
Others suggested that a junction to the south would avoid congestion in the northern
section of the A12 between Kelvedon and Marks Tey and avoid contributing further
traffic around Colchester. Several also suggested that there was more space in this
location to create an effective junction. One respondent suggested that this location
would reduce congestion and HGV traffic through Witham.
Links to Tiptree and surrounding areas
Several respondents mentioned the need to provide a connection to Tiptree and
areas to the east of the A12, irrelevant of the location of the junction to the north or
south of Kelvedon, to reduce traffic travelling through Kelvedon. Some suggested
that a junction could be placed on the Inworth Road.
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‘It would be sensible if the council could take advantage of this project to put
forward a small, and what must be relatively cheap addition to the plan by an
extra A120/A12 link onto the Inworth road. This would take the heavy through
traffic that currently has to go through Kelvedon to get to Tiptree.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132392]
One respondent suggested removing both junctions 23 and 24 on the A12 and
creating a new junction.
‘Do away with junction 24 and create new junction to take A120 TRAFFIC/
Tiptree traffic etc. Possibly do away with junction 23 also.’
[Quote from Respondent 1300090]
Nature of connection
Several respondents commented that the A12 was currently congested and that care
would be needed to ensure that any connection did not create a bottle neck. A few
respondents highlighted a need to consider the existing issues before locating any
junctions and to avoid existing areas of congestion as well as considering potential
future traffic needs of proposed new developments.
Some respondents also suggested that junctions should be designed to allow the
free flow of traffic, for example by using multi-directional junctions, grade separated
junctions and allowing access from south and northbound carriageways.
There were mixed views about whether any connection should join at an existing
junction or create a new junction. Some, including Braintree District Council, favoured
a connection that made use of an existing junction (junction 24) and to avoid adding
additional junctions which could cause additional delays and reduce safety.
Others suggested that current junctions are already busy and a new junction should
be created to avoid further congestion and ensure more free flowing traffic with the
potential to take traffic away from existing junctions.
8.3

Bradwell Quarry

Many respondents across all routes that pass through Bradwell Quarry were
supportive of a connection between the route and the quarry to ensure that traffic
from the quarry and the proposed waste management site could easily access the
new route and would not need to use local roads. A few felt that the cost of this
junction should be included in the cost of these routes, to ensure consistency in the
comparison of costs. One respondent suggested that the cost of any such junction
should be borne by the developer or site owner however.
Some respondents suggested that with a suitable design, this junction might also be
used to improve access for villages in the area, such as Bradwell and Silver End, to
the new route.
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A few respondents opposed such a junction, primarily on the basis that it would
provide support for the development of the waste management site.
8.4

Safety

Across responses, there were multiple references to junctions being an issue for
safety. When discussing junctions, there were frequently calls for any new junctions
to be constructed to be safer and to be carefully planned, with consideration of the
area in which it is set. Additionally, there were calls to minimise the number of
junctions due to concerns about safety,
The junction with the B1024 is raised by several respondents as an area with
particular safety concerns.
‘I would like all junctions to be thought about carefully for safety sake but
please ensure a safe junction is installed on the existing A120 with the junction
at B1024 Colne Road, Coggeshall.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130708]
8.5

Ensure free-flowing traffic

A theme running through all responses is the need to ensure that any option chosen
should result in smoother traffic flows with fewer bottlenecks and reductions in
congestion. Suggestions to achieve this include reducing junctions and making
effective use of slip roads and junction design.
A very common comment on this topic was the desire to remove roundabouts on any
new route, seen as a significant cause of congestion and less safe, and to use
junction designs that encourage free-flowing traffic, such as grade separated
junctions and slip roads, instead.
One respondent suggested that consideration should be given to the impact on
existing bus routes, identifying route 70 in particular.
A few respondents suggested that consideration will be needed for future growth in
housing in the area and the need for access to the route from these new
developments.
8.6

Minimising junctions

Many respondents felt that the new route should have as few junctions as possible
(in some cases, other than a junction to Bradwell Quarry), in order to create a
regional route to take through traffic away from local roads and route it through the
area with as little impact on local roads as possible. A few also noted that this will
reduce the cost of the route.
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‘There needs to be a junction at the Braintree end to allow access to the
current A120. There should be no other junction until the road reaches the
A12.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130400]
Several respondents commented however that access for local people to the new
route would be important and access should be provided for local communities, but in
such a way that it does not create congestion and rat-runs. Particular communities
mentioned were Kelvedon, Feering, Silver End, Bradwell, Halstead and Earls Colne.
Access to Coggeshall was also raised by some respondents for routes other than
route A.
One respondent felt that care would be needed to ensure that, if more junctions were
included, the route was not used for ‘junction hopping’, which would create
congestion.
A few respondents suggested junctions are needed where the route crosses other
key routes, in particular the B1024 and B1018. However, others raised concerns that
this could introduce traffic which the local roads would not be able to manage. One
respondent suggested that this could be managed using a link road between Surrex
and the new route.
‘I feel junctions should be kept to a minimum to reduce the risk of accidents &
confusion. i.e. A single access in the area of the B1024 with, for example, a
flyover with roundabout under would give access to all current locations but a
lot safer’
[Quote from respondent, 1130301]
8.7

Non-motorised Road Users

Several respondents commented on the need to make suitable consideration for the
needs of non-motorised road users (cyclists, pedestrians and equestrians) in the
design of any junctions. Junctions should consider both safety and ease of use as
well as recognise the journeys that these users would need to make across the new
route.
8.8

Minimising impacts

Some respondents highlighted the need to consider the impact of any junctions on
the local environment and local communities. This includes ensuring that any
junctions are located in areas which do not create noise and visual impacts on
communities or increase air pollution.
A few raised concerns that junctions could become built up with retail or services,
referencing the Galleys Corner roundabout as an example. One respondent was
concerned that any junctions do not result in villages being merged by default.
Others commented that junctions should be kept as small as possible to minimise
impacts on the local countryside. A few respondents referred to impacts on a ‘green
wedge’ near to Braintree, this usually refers to a wedge of land for landscaping and
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recreational paths linking an urban area to the surrounding countryside in a wedge
shape rather than a narrow corridor. The term is now not favoured in local planning
documents, and might be more appropriately considered as a reference to areas of
undeveloped land that act as ‘buffers’.
Some respondents made particular reference to Coggeshall, primarily in relation to
route A, and the potential impact of junctions. Whilst some of these highlight the need
to ensure that access is maintained, others raised concerns that there would be too
many junctions and that any junctions should be designed to minimise impacts.
8.9

Route A

Some respondents felt that the larger number of junctions on this route would be
beneficial for local communities in accessing the route,
‘A would appear best to me as it seems to be the only route that has midway
access slip roads on and off it. This will be incredibly helpful in allowing the
local population to access the A120 without having to goes miles on local
roads to access the A120. It also utilises some of the existing A120 so
reducing disturbance to the local countryside.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130915]
However, more respondents suggested that the larger number of junctions would
lead to increased congestion and reductions in safety and had the potential to result
in more traffic travelling through villages. One respondent suggested that an
expansion on the existing A120 will not be of any benefit at all.
‘The existing A120 is listed as one of the most dangerous A roads in the
country and expanding the present route will do nothing to mitigate this. Also, I
feel that widening this road will be at best a temporary measure and will need
to be addressed again within the next 5 years.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132304]
8.10

Route B, C, D and E

The comments on the remaining route options are set out above, focusing on the
benefits and concerns regarding the options for connections at Braintree and with the
A12. Other than these issues, respondents supported the lower number of junctions
on these routes as encouraging free flowing traffic and improving safety, with a few
suggestions regarding access to specific villages or areas.
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9. Consultation Process
Support for the consultation
A few respondents expressed their thanks and gratitude for the delivery of the
consultation and had supported the proposals for the A120 project to begin and for
the upgrade of the A120.
‘We commend the team behind the consultation on the excellent efforts to
inform and involve the public.’
[Quote from CAUSE]
Colchester Borough Council have commended Essex County Council on the A120
Braintree to A12 consultation.
‘The Borough Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on the proposals
and commends Essex County Council for the high quality of the consultation
material, the public events and the for that have been set up to help take the
proposal through these early design stages. These should be continued.’
[Quote from Colchester Borough Council]
Another respondent had viewed the consultation in a positive way but had asserted
that the consultation may have contributed to public bias by providing too much
information.
‘I must congratulate you on presenting a very comprehensive consultation. I
attended the Marks Tey and Feering Events and spoke at length with various
members of your Jacobs’s staff, Mr Lindsay of ECC and Mr Jobling of
Highways England. Everyone was very helpful. However it appears to me by
giving so much information on this consultation you may have unwittingly
influenced the public since, in places, I believe it has not been developed
enough.’
[Quote from respondent, 3200109]
Materials and information
Some respondents provided positive feedback about the materials and level of detail
provided.
‘The consultation document provides a good level of detail and information - I
feel from reading the doc that options have been explored well.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130620]
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‘I congratulate ECC and Jacobs on an excellent consultation document. There
is local consensus that the road must be fixed, and your document provides
some good information to build that into a decision on the detailed route.’
[Quote from respondent, 3200173]
However, others commented that the information provided in the consultation
document and materials could be more detailed and thorough to give consultees a
clearer idea of the proposed changes and allow a clearer comparison of the options.
Particular areas that were highlighted were: greater information about impacts on
footpaths and rights of way, more detailed and specific information about the
environmental impacts of the options (including mitigation), homes which would be
affected, wildlife habitats impacts and more detail about the design of junctions and
their interactions with existing routes.
‘More consultation needed for as no construction detail for impact on
environmental and levels of existing landscapes or new so if no one can
answer how can decision be made on route without all the relevant information
available.’
[Quote from respondent, 1130655]
‘Not enough information available to make an informed decision. Need to see
some traffic flow calculations and modelling results.’
[Quote from respondent, 1131406]
A few respondents felt that the information in some areas had been presented in a
misleading way, for example by presenting journey time improvements out of context.
One respondent commented that the small group of houses in which he lived had
been omitted from the information in the consultation materials and questioned
whether there was awareness of smaller groups of properties in the area which might
be affected.
Accuracy
A few respondents drew attention to inaccuracies that they felt had been included in
the consultation information. Two respondents identify a wildlife site near to Bradwell
Quarry which has influenced route design that they suggest is not a recognised site.
Some respondents did not agree with traffic modelling data, in particular in relation to
traffic in Stisted, where they felt traffic had been under-reported based on their own
investigation. One respondent felt that the A120 should not be upgraded and argued
that the presentation of the consultation was biased in the statements made.
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‘Biased consultation…I take grave exception to your Mail-out leaflet which
states ‘BETTER FOR EVERYONE’ as though that were a fact. It is not and
introduces bias to a consultation where the following statement is an option:
‘C. I do not believe anything should be done to the A120 between Braintree
and the A12 to meet current and future demand, other than normal
maintenance…A consultation should only present facts, not leading, and
misleading, unqualified and subjective statements…Your Mail-out leaflet
states that the A120 ‘is key to businesses in the area.’ Yet many businesses in
the locality are based on agriculture or tourism. Agriculture and tourism cannot
be benefitted by a dual carriageway which either destroys them or passes in
close proximity of them. Furthermore, it has already been demonstrated that
you have no awareness of individual agricultural holdings – some of which you
are rendering unviable.’
[Quote from respondent, 3200096]
Coggeshall Parish Council felt that the consultation questions would not produce
outcomes that would address the problem.
‘Unfortunately Coggeshall Parish Council believes that the questions
themselves fail to address the real problem and the five routes are limited in
being able to provide a true solution. The decision was also difficult to make
given the recent consultation on the A12, as a final decision on changes to this
road have not yet been announced and this is likely to have influenced the
response from Coggeshall Parish Council.’
[Quote from Coggeshall Parish Council]
Influence
There was some concern from respondents that there may be undue influence on the
decision from developers or that decisions might be taken to favour development.
This stemmed from concerns that Councils had a vested interest in further
developments in the area and that developers had a greater opportunity to influence
the process through links with councils and potential for funding contributions. Linked
to these comments, there were also comments that there was a need for
transparency as part of the decision making process.
In particular, a few respondents raised concerns that the Haven Gateway Partnership
had made statements that suggested pre-determination by stating their preference
for options B and C. One respondent also suggested that Haven Gateway had
funded studies which underpinned the routes developed and taken forward.
There were also comments regarding the proposed waste management site, with
respondents who commented suggesting that there appeared to be an assumption
that this would proceed and that the Council was biased in putting forward routes
which favour the site of the potential development.
There were a few respondents who were suspicious of the intentions of the
consultation. They believed that the reasoning underlying the proposed route options
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were not objective because they felt the route options were based on inaccurate
data.
‘I have found that the process for selecting the routes has been opaque and
not open. There are clearly vested interests in choosing certain routes and I do
not believe that the public are being informed as to the driving forces behind
the choice of routes. It is also clear from the quality of information provided
that the proposals are not based upon sound and accurate data’
[Quote from respondent, 1131730]
Transparency of process
Some respondents raised concerns about the transparency of the process
undertaken to develop the options. A few queried why only one option did not pass
through Bradwell Quarry, which they felt suggested that there was a desire to support
the development of the proposed waste management site.
A few questioned the treatment of options B and C. One respondent suggested that
the treatment of Bradwell Quarry’s environmental importance had been inconsistent.
Another suggested that the costs for routes B and C, due to the route using the
quarry, were unreliable and did not contain sufficient optimism bias. This same
respondent also felt that the impacts of routes B and C had not been fully presented,
for example on light pollution and impacts on rights of way.
Another respondent suggested that there was not a clear link between the early
options identified and the five options now being presented for consultation.
Costs
There was some suggestion that the costs information presented didn’t include all
costs for all options, with a few respondents suggesting that additional costs, such as
traffic management for route A during construction or additional junctions for routes
B, C, D and E should have been reflected.
Level of Engagement
Some respondents from Stisted felt they were not engaged or consulted in
comparison to residents from other local villages or areas. Some local residents in
Stisted suggested they were not able to attend the consultation events held outside
of their local village area. Therefore they felt they did not have all the information the
consultation provided.
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‘I am also extremely disheartened that all villages affected by the New A120
have had a consultation, except Stisted - we had to hold our own to get
information on the route which drives into our village. Why was Stisted not
important enough to have a consultation of our own? Some of our villagers are
not able to leave the village however, would want to have this information
delivered to them by one of your representatives, providing all of the
information on all routes.’
[Quote from respondent, 3200077]
Links to A12 Consultation
Comments were made in some responses regarding the interconnection of the
consultations on the A120 Braintree to A12 proposals and the A12 Chelmsford to
A120 widening proposals and the need for co-ordination between them.
‘There seems to be minimal coordination between the consultations taking
place for the A12 widening and the A120 upgrade. I see the two projects as
being closely linked and one decision impacts the other. The research does
little to show the overall pros and cons of combined solutions for the two
roads.’
[Quote from respondent, 1132403]

Page 90

Consultation Report

Appendix A. Consultation questionnaire
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Appendix B. Code frame
Code
AC
AC-1
AC-2
AC-3
AC-4
AC-5
AC-6
AC-7
AC-8
AC-9
AC-10
AC-11
AC-12
AC-999
A12A12-1
A12-2
A12-3
A12-4
A12-5
A12-999
CGCG-1
CG-2
CG-3
CG-4
CG-5
CG-6
CG-7
CG-8
CG-9
CG-999
CNCN-1

Description
Access/Connectivity
Negative impact - general
Positive impact - general
Provides good access to the A12
Consider access to Freeport
Consider access to B1018
Local villages need to be able to access the road between Braintree and A12
Need to provide easy access from north of Essex to Braintree/Stansted and onwards
Does not efficiently aid in connecting Colchester to Braintree
Promotes links to Colchester and Harwich
A120 should start as near as possible to the old starting point
Maintain existing three access points to Coggeshall
Access to railway stations
Access/Connectivity other
A12
The current A12 junction at Kelvedon is difficult to enter
Please close Rivenhall A12 junction now
A12 Kelvedon bypass not fit for purpose
Frequent accidents on A12 Kelvedon bypass
Introduce speed cameras on the A12 Kelvedon bypass
A12 other
Congestion/traffic
Area already bottle-neck
Currently very congested route
Positive impact on traffic flows
Negative impact on traffic flows
Consider wider traffic flows
Alleviate congestion now
Much of the slow traffic and volume occurs around Marks Tey
Reduce traffic on local roads
Congestion at Braintree roundabout
Congestion/traffic other

Consultation/Engagement Process and Materials
Fully support consultation
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CN-2
CN-3
CN-4
CN-999
COCO-1
CO-2
CO-3
CO-4
CO-5
CO-6
CO-7
CO-8
CO-9
CO-10
CO-999
CYCY-1
CY-2
CY-3
CY-4
CY-5
CY-999
DCDC-1
DC-2
DC-3
DC-4
DC-5
DC-6
DC-7
DC-8
DC-999
DODO-1
DO-2

Consultation questionnaire design
Local political influence will determine decision
Decision already made
Consultation other
Cost
Poor value for money
Good value for money
Best value for taxpayer
Keep costs low
Cost effective route
Expensive route
May be least expensive option
Lowest impact on payer
Decide quickly to secure funding
An option north of Kelvedon would have higher economic benefits
Cost other
Cyclists
Need completely separate route so cyclists can safely use existing A120
A120 is dangerous for cyclists
Need cyclepaths
Encourages cyclist
Safety
Cyclists other
Dual Carriageway
A120 dual carriageway should be built as soon as possible
Upgrade A120 to dual carriageway between Braintree and A12
It would help if the A120 was dualled
Improvement to dual carriageway urgently required
Dual carriageway would add to A12 Kelvedon congestion
Use a single wide carriageway rather than dualling
Dual carriage way needs to be built between Marks Tey and Braintree to address
problems
Improve capacity
Dual carriageway other

Design Options
Start A120 nearer to Marks Tey off the A12
New dual carriageway to A12
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DO-3
DO-4
DO-5
DO-6
DO-7
DO-8
DO-9
DO-10
DO-11
DO-12
DO-13
DO-14
DO-15
DO-16
DO-17
DO-18
DO-999
ERER-1
ER-2
ER-3
ER-4
ER-5
ER-6
ER-7
ER-8
ER-9
ER-10
ER-11
ER-12
ER-13
ER-14
ER-15
ER-16
ER-17
ER-18
ER-19
ER-20
ER-999
EVEV-1

New road should link to existing dual carriageway part of A120
Junctions not needed between Braintree and A12
Fewer junctions will reduce accidents
Design proposals
Need to minimise traffic cutting off the corner and using the B1018 from Witham to
Braintree to join from the A12 West of Witham to the A120
Replace roundabouts
A flyover for traffic staying on A120
B1024 would have to be improved and widened
Route too bendy
Concerns about building on/around a quarry
Create completely separate route so local traffic can safely use the existing A120
Does not separate long distance from local traffic
Any option South of Kelvedon seems to be the wrong choice
Build roaming animal culverts to reduce road kills
McDonald's corner needs an underpass which would help with congestion
Do not support option South of Kelvedon
Design Options other
Existing Roads
Concerns about road conditions (general)
The current A120 in need of repair
A120 not fit for purpose
Rivenhall end junctions around A12 poor
A120 needs to be upgraded quickly
Currently use back lanes which are deteriorating and not fit for such heavy usage
Alternative routes currently used to avoid A120
London bound slip road around Silver end congested due to poor design
A120 is chaos on bin days or when delivery truck is present
Silver End is used as a rat run
Current road safety
B1018 Witham to Braintree is a dangerous road
Rivenhall End sliproads dangerous
Sliproads (general)
Coggeshall junction
Road closed 4-5 times a week
Issues with junction at Marks Tey needs resolving not just moving the problem elsewhere
Avoid carving up existing A120
Congestion on A12
Widen existing road
Existing Roads other
Environmental
Positive impact
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EV-2
EV-3
EV-4
EV-5
EV-6
EV-7
EV-8
EV-9
EV-10
EV-11
EV-12
EV-13
EV-14
EV-15
EV-16
EV-17
EV-18
EV-19
EV-20
EV-21
EV-22
EV-23
EV-24
EV-25
EV-26
EV-27
EV-28
EV-29
EV-30
EV-31
EV-32
EV-999
GCGC-1
GC-2
GC-3
GC-4
GC-5
GC-6
GC-7
GC-8
GC-9
GC-10
GC-11

Negative impact
People and community
Disruption during construction
Air quality (including carbon emissions)/Air pollution
Noise pollution
Less impact on the countryside
More impact on the countryside
Minimise loss of countryside
Geology and soils
Loss of rich agricultural land
Landscape
Low Environmental impact
Less environmental impact
Minimise environmental impact
Cultural heritage
Too close to historic village
Nature conservation
Impact on wildlife
Materials
Road drainage and the water environment
Encroachment of the Stisted Conservation area
Topography
Green field
Brownfield land
Flood Plain
Avoid losses of verges and hedges
Mitigation for wildlife
Causes most harm to nature around the Blackwater valley
Will have a high environmental impact on Coggeshall
Negative impact on green field land
Would destroy the countryside
Environmental other
Galley's Corner
Galley's Corner should be avoided
Galley's corner is the best option
Expand existing Galley's corner junction
Galley's corner roundabout is a nightmare
Galley's corner roundabout needs to be upgraded
Construct underpass at Galley's Corner roundabout
Eliminate the need for Galley's corner roundabout completely
Galley's Corner needs a scheme in its own right
Galley's Corner roundabout
Congestion at Galley's corner
Safety
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GC-999
HVHV-1
HV-2
HV-3
HV-4
HV-999
JCJC-1
JC-2
JC-3
JC-4
JC-5
JC-6
JC-7
JC-8
JC-9
JC-10
JC-11
JC-12
JC-13
JC-14
JC-15
JC-16
JC-17
JC-18
JC-19
JC-20
JC-21
JC-22
JC-23
JC-24
JC-25
JC-26
JC-27
JC-999
LL-1
L-2

Galley's Corner other
HGVs
Most efficient option from a traffic and HGV point of view
Apply restrictions to HGVs
Reduce HGV traffic in residential areas
Safety
HGV other
Junctions
Need more junctions
Need new junction at A12
Joins A12 too far south
Additional junctions to old A120
Junction with A12 should be to the north of Kelvedon
Junction location should be to the south of Kelvedon
The current A12 junction at Kelvedon is dangerous
Junctions should be as close as possible to Marks Tey
A12 junction should be north/close to Colchester
Junctions operate from both directions allowing on/off to the A12 and the A120
A grade separated junction at A120/B1024 junction is essential
Join junction close to the railway bridge at A120
New junction at Witham
Junctions should be split level to maximise traffic flow
Junctions should be clearly signposted to avoid confusion
Footpaths should be diverted for safety of walkers and motorists
May be issues with Tiptree traffic if a new A12 junction is not created
Junction near Freeport
Route should offer alternative junction to Braintree
Junction for quarry/incinerator/IWMF/waste site
Concerns about safety at junctions
Too many junctions
A12 Junction location - concerns/comments
A12 junction location - support
New junction(s) proposed
Junction at Braintree - concerns/comments
Junction at Braintree - agree
Junctions other

Location
A1124 (Colchester Road, Halstead)
A12 (General, specific location not specified)
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L-3
L-4
L-5
L-6
L-7
L-8
L-9
L-10
L-11
L-12
L-13
L-14
L-15
L-16
L-17
L-18
L-19
L-20
L-21
L-22
L-23
L-24
L-25
L-26
L-27
L-28
L-29
L-30
L-31
L-32
L-33
L-34
L-35
L-36
L-37
L-38
L-39
L-40
L-41
L-42
L-43
L-44
L-45
L-46
L-47
L-48

A120 (General, specific location not specified)
A131 (general)
A131 (north of Braintree)
A131 (north of Marks Farm roundabout)
A131 (south of Halsted)
B1018
B1024
B1024 Colne Road
Blackwater Valley/River/crossing
Bradwell
Bradwell bypass
Bradwell Quarry
Braintree
Braintree Southern Bypass
Bridge Street
Broad Green
Chappel Road
Coggeshall
Coggeshall Hall
Coggeshall Road
Coggeshall bypass
Colchester
Colchester Road
Colne Road
Cressing
Cressing Lodge
Doghouse Road
Eight Ash
Essex
Feering
Fowler's Farm
Fowler's Farm roundabout
Freeport
Galley's Corner
Glazenwood Park
Great Eastern Mainline railway
Great Tey
Halstead Road
Harwich
Ipswich
Kelvedon
Langley Green
Lanham Wood
Links Wood
M11
Marks Farm
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L-49
L-50
L-51
L-52
L-53
L-54
L-55
L-56
L-57
L-58
L-59
L-60
L-61
L-62
L-63
L-64
L-65
L-66
L-67
L-68
L-69
L-70
L-71
L-72
L-999
LBLB-1
LB-2
LB-3
LB-4
LB-999
LPLP-1
LP-2
LP-3
LP-4
LP-5
LP-6
LP-7
LP-8
LP-9

Marks Farm roundabout
Miles Farm
Millennium Way
Notleys junction
Pantlings Lane
River Blackwater
River Brain
Shelbourn Bridge
Silverend
Stansted
Stisted
Stisted (Back Lane)
Tikey Road
Tye Green
Water Lane
Whiteshill Farm
Witham
A10
Bishops Stortford
Chelmsford
Little Hadham
Marks Tey
Pattiswick
Tiptree
Location other
Impact on local businesses
Negative impact on local business
Positive impact on local businesses
Improvement to dual carriageway will help improve local businesses
Local business in general
Impact on local business other

Local Plan
Scheme will support homes growth
Scheme will not support homes growth
New route needs to plan for future growth
Scheme will support jobs growth
Scheme will not support jobs growth
Negative impact on local villages
Could open up development opportunities along the route
Facilitates economic growth
Does not facilitate Economic growth
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LP-999
LRLR-1
LR-2
LR-3
LR-4
LR-5
LR-6
LR-7
LR-8
LR-9
LR-10
LR-11
LR-12
LR-13
LR-14
LR-999
NDND-1
ND-2
ND-3
ND-4
ND-5
ND-6
ND-7
ND-8
ND-9
ND-10
ND-11
ND-12
ND-13
ND-999
OSOS-1
OS-2
OS-3
OS-4
OS-999

Local Plan other
Impact on local residents
Positive impact for local residents
Negative impact for local residents
Negative impact on house prices
Bad impact on health local residents
has least negative impact on local residents
Less impact on local residents during operation
More impact on local residents during operation
Keep new route as close as possible to old one to avoid upsetting residents
Property blight
What measures have been put in place by council for houses that are devalued
less impact during construction
more impact during construction
Demolition
Mitigate impact on local residents
Local impact on residents other
New Developments
Close to proposed incinerator
Rivenhall Airfield waste management facility
EFW Plant
Combines well with future rail development
Impact of traffic from new developments
Links to new A12 development will be crucial as will link to proposed new housing
development
Unsure how these proposals link to housing developments
Marks Tey Development
Housing development in Feering
Garden Village
Freeport Expansion
Route will facilitate new development - concern/comments
Route will facilitate new development - support
New Developments other
Out of Scope
Our population should be adjusted to reduce congestion
Consider renaming road. Currently two roads with same name which causes confusion
Happy to volunteer my help
Houses finance the road and road finances the incinerators, you get tax and we get
congestion with extra houses
Out of scope other
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PDNC-1
PDPD-1
PD-2
PD-3
PD-4
PD-999
PNPN-1
PN-2
PN-3
PN-4
PN-999
RORO-1
RO-2
RO-3
RO-4
RO-5
RO-6
RO-7
RO-8
RO-9
RO-10
RO-11
RO-12
RO-13
RO-14
RO-15
RO-16
RO-17
RO-18
RO-19
RO-20

Pedestrians
No Comment
Pedestrians
Create a separate route so pedestrians can safely use the existing A120
Need footpaths
Encourage pedestrians
Safety
Pedestrian other

Programme/Next Steps
General comment to build ASAP/long overdue
Build new roads quickly to reduce risk of accidents
Coordinate with A12 upgrades
Coordinate with other transport changes
Programme/Next Steps other
Route Options
Option A favoured
Option A not favoured
Option B favoured
Option B not favoured
Option C favoured
Option C not favoured
Option D favoured
Option D not favoured
Option E favoured
Option E not favoured
Support general
No option favoured
Less direct route/Longer/less efficient/more fuel and mileage
most direct route/shorter/less fuel and mileage
Most direct from Colchester/A12
Positive comment about quarry
Negative comment about quarry
Concerns about going through a quarry site
Would cause congestion/disruption once completed
Would ease congestion/traffic disruption during operation

Page 106

Consultation Report

RO-21
RO-22
RO-23
RO-24
RO-25
RO-26
RO-27
RO-28
RO-29
RO-30
RO-31
RO-32
RO-33
RO-34
RO-35
RO-36
RO-37
RO-38
RO-39
RO-40
RO-41
RO-42
RO-43
RO-44
RO-45
RO-46
RO-47
RO-48
RO-999
TMTM-1
TM-2
TM-3
TM-999
-

Would ease congestion to and from A12 to Stansted
Avoids congestion
Reduce journey times/improve journey times
Increase journey times
No change to journey times
Avoids Galley's Corner
Traffic disruption/congestion during construction
Follows existing route most closely
Land could be made better use of
General support for route options
Not enough space in villages for new routes
Stick to existing A120 route
Following present A120 route to reduce traffic through villages
Cuts across a large number of public and bridle rights of way
Quickest to build option
Unnecessarily carves through rural areas
Concerns about fatalities
Safety general
Provides easier access both north and south on A12
May eliminate congestion on parts of A12
New route needs to provide easy access from north of Essex
Will serve new village proposed for Marks Tey area
Would not be accessed by people from Braintree
Will have a positive impact on local villages
Will have a negative impact on local villages
Does not provide as much/any network resilience
Provides network resilience/alternative routes
Least disruptive during construction/ Existing A120 can be used during construction/
Maintains existing A120
Route Options other
Traffic Management
Need proper signage
Traffic lights
prepare the junction with cable ducts for future traffic lights or smart system
Traffic management other
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Appendix C. Respondents
2795 responses were received to the consultation. This section does not list individuals or smaller businesses
or organisations for reasons of confidentiality; however representative bodies, councils and larger businesses
and organisations who have responded to the consultation are identified below.

Action Groups and Representative Bodies
A12 Villages Traffic Action Group
Braintree District Access Group
CAUSE
Colchester Cycling Campaign
CPREssex
Cycling UK
Essex Bridleways Association
Essex Chambers of Commerce
Essex Wildlife Trust
Frinton Residents Association
Kelvedon and Feering Heritage Society
North East Essex Badger Group
Say No to B & C Action Group
Stisted Action Group
SAGE (Stisted Against Gravel Extraction) Trust

Councils
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Council
Bradwell with Pattiswick Parish Council
Braintree District Council
Coggeshall Parish Council
Colchester Borough Council
Councillor Braintree District Council
Cressing Parish Council
Earls Colne Parish Council
Essex County Council (Deputy Cabinet Member for Highways and Transportation)
Essex County Council (Waste Disposal Authority)
Feering Neighbourhood Plan/Parish Council, Coggeshall Neighbourhood Plan
Steering Group, Stisted and Bradwell Parish Council
Feering Parish Council
Great Tey Parish Council
Great Bentley Parish Council
Halstead Town Council
Kelvedon Neighbourhood Plan
Kelvedon Parish Council
Marks Tey Parish Council
Messing cum Inworth Parish Council
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Rivenhall Parish Council
Silver End Parish Council
Stisted Parish Council
Suffolk County Council
Tendring District Council
Tiptree Parish Council
Tollesbury Parish Council
Uttlesford District Council
Witham Town Council
Other
Environment Agency
London Diocesan Fund
Stisted and Bradwell churches
The Haven Gateway Partnership
Essex Gardens Trust
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