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1. Introduction  

 

1.1 My name is Barry Nee.   I am a resident of Kelvedon and a father of two young 

children.  I am a member of the óCommunity Groupô which has formed in the local 

community to challenge this application.   I am a management consultant by profession 

and I do not have any formal training or qualifications in the topic area that I am presenting 

to you today.    I am presenting to you today extracts from formal planning strategy 

documents as well as some factual evidence on traffic and accidents along the A120, 

which will be the main access point to the site, should the application be approved. 

 

 1.2 In this evidence we seek to highlight issues and raise local concerns concerning traffic 

and the implications this proposed development may have on the local area. 

 

2. Policy Background 

 

2.1 The A120 is an important arterial road linking Colchester (which is listed in the East of 

England plan as one of the 4 main economic centres in Essex) with Braintree, and in turn 

to Stansted airport.   It is listed in the East of England plan as part of the strategic road 

network, and the Essex Local Transport Plan (2006-2011) lists this road as a priority 1 

route.   The A120 has undergone significant upgrade work in recent years, with the 

dualling of the carriageway from Rayne (nr Braintree) to Stansted airport completed in 

2004.    

 

2.2 The section of the A120 between Braintree and Colchester is single-carriageway and a 

known traffic hot-spot.  The Highways Agency has for a number of years consulted on 

potential new routes for the A120 to link to the A12 South of Colchester.   The Highways 

Agency announced in July 2009 that plans to re-route the A120, have been dropped by 

government.   Given the extensive lead times associated with road development it is likely 

to be many years before the A120 is improved significantly beyond its current condition. 

 

2.3 Essex is already a busy county from a traffic perspective.   Essex County Councilôs 

Local Transport Plan states óEssex has approximately 7,500km of roads and 785,000 
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registered cars, with over 13 billion vehicle kilometers travelled annually by residents, 

visitors to Essex and those travellers passing through on Highways Agency controlled 

roads ï the M25,M11 motorways and the A120 and A12 trunk roads. This corresponds to 

an increase in excess of 7.5% more kilometers between 1998 and 2002 and is forecast to 

increase further to over 14.5 billion kilometers by 2010 (primarily outside urban areas). The 

County has a high level of car ownership at 1.3 cars per household, some 20% higher than 

the national average. Over 38% of households in the County (the UK average is only 28%) 

have access to 2 or more carsôi 

 

2.4 It is clear that these statistics have a major impact on Essexôs road infrastructure.   The 

Local Transport Plan states that óA large proportion of strategic and trunk roads in Essex 

are either operating at or exceeding their capacityôii 

 

2.5 It is clear that the overall East of England plan has a preference for waste to be 

transported by means other than by road óAs communities take more responsibility for their 

waste, waste management is expected to take place near to where it arises. However, 

some waste movements will be necessary to allow for processing and disposal at 

appropriate facilities. Such movements should use appropriate routes and, where possible, 

modes other than roadôiii    We note that the only type of access envisaged by the applicant 

is via road, as there is no other feasible method of accessing the site.   We would also 

wish to question whether, given the information we will present, that the A120 should be 

considered an óappropriate routeô. 

The East of England plan, and specifically the Transport Strategy sets out a number of 

objectives, including  

¶ to manage travel behaviour and the demand for transport to reduce the rate of road 

traffic growth and ensure the transport sector makes an appropriate contribution to 

reducing greenhouse gas emissions; 

¶ to encourage efficient use of existing transport infrastructure;iv 

 

2.6 The plan lists a set of outcomes for the strategic road network, of which the A120 is 

part.  These include  

¶ improved journey reliability as a result of tackling congestion; 

¶ efficient movement of freight which cannot be carried by rail or waterway so as to 

minimise its impact on the environment and local transport networks; 
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¶ improved safety and efficiency of the network; 

¶ mitigation of environmental impacts;v 

Through the photographic evidence we provide below, and information we have obtained 

on accidents on the stretch of the A120 that is local to the application site we hope to 

question whether this application, should it be approved, will contribute to the delivery of 

these objectives and their proposed outcomes. 

 

2.7 Local councils are tasked with responsibility for monitoring air quality, and the Essex 

Local Transport Plan deals with this subject in detail.   In the plan, the county council notes 

that óIn terms of air quality, transport is responsible for around 50% of all nitrous oxide 

(NOx) emissions, 90% of carbon monoxide (CO) emissions and 21% of carbon dioxide 

(CO2) emissions (in Essex). CO2 also has important implications for human health and 

climate changeôvi 

 

2.8 Essex County Council notes that óRecent monitoring in Essex confirms that traffic 

levels are the main cause of air pollution in the County and, as a direct result over 220 air 

quality sites are monitored. The results are summarised and regularly reported to each 

District. Of these sites, approximately 60 have been identified as being at, or close to the 

national threshold levels of NOx and PM10s required for intervention. This has important 

implications for this LTP because a number of these locations are close to major centres 

where traffic levels will need to be managed to ensure air quality levels remain below the 

national thresholdô. vii   The same document goes on to list the junction between the A12 

and A120 at Markôs Tey as having high levels of NOx at present.viii  It is one of 18 air 

quality hot-spots in the county.  It is unclear to us whether consideration has been given to 

the impact of adding a significant number of HGV movements to this junction on a daily 

basis in terms of the NOx levels that would be generated by these movements.   We 

venture that it would be interesting to understand if this additional traffic would bring NOx 

levels at this junction to a level beyond their legal limitation. 
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3. Congestion 

 

3.1 Congestion on the A120 is a recognised phenomenon.  The Essex County Council 

Local Traffic Plan identifies all of the óinter-urban linksô and their current Congestion 

Reference Flow.   As a lay-man I understand that the higher the CRF, the more congestion 

there is on the road.   The plan notes that many of the strategic roads in Essex are under 

severe pressure.ix   It articulates a do-nothing scenario in which it forecasts future 

congestion scenarios ï we are assuming that given the fact that the A120 upgrade has 

been dropped by government, that this scenario is now more rather than less likely.   The 

diagram below, taken from the plan, shows the A120 east of the application site having a 

CRF of greater than 1, and West of the application site as being between 0.8 and 0.99.x   

 

 

 

Figure 1 ï Essex County Council congestion scenario 

 

3.2 We would ask the inspector to consider the current levels and projected levels of 

congestion on the A120.   The Essex Traffic Management strategy outlines a number of 

tools that the county council will use to monitor, assess and mitigate congestion.    One of 

the items listed is óA congestion audit of all major scheme proposalsô.   As a community 

group we would ask whether a congestion audit would be appropriate for an application of 

this scale and nature.xi   The A120 is the responsibility of the Highways Agency. It is 
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evident by the fact that measures were put forward by the Highways Agency to improve 

this section of the A120 that they are aware of the safety / capacity issues. 

 

3.3 The local community group conducted a number of small scale surveys on the A120 at 

peak times on Tuesday the 25th of August.   It should be noted that this is in the school 

holidays, and the week before a bank holiday weekend, so one would expect traffic to be 

greatly reduced as a result.    

 

3.4 Our morning observations were taken between 08:20 and 08:30.  The traffic build-up 

towards the Braintree roundabout (westbound) was back to the boundary hedge of the Bay 

Tree garden centre, a distance measured by us using satellite mapping to be 

approximately 900 metres.   We have included a picture of the end of the traffic queue and 

a satellite image outlining the length of the queue below. 

 

Fig. 2 ï Congestion on the A120 25
th
 August 2009 

The signage for the garden centre is visible towards the back of the picture.   This is the 

end of the traffic queue. 
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Fig 3 ï Satellite picture detailing extent of traffic queue at 08:20 on 25
th
 August 

 

The yellow line below indicates the approximate extent of the stationary traffic.  Again this 

is without any school traffic and is at the height of the holiday period. 

 

3.5 In addition, in order to articulate the volume of vehicles passing the junction, we 

undertook a simple vehicle counting exercise, whilst stopped at the junction of the quarry 

road and the A120.   The table below enumerates the results 

Direction Time Start Time End No of HGVs No of cars 

Braintree 08:25 08:26 (60 secs) 7 27 

Colchester 08:28 08:29 (60 secs) 3 29 

 

3.6 In the six minutes that we were stopped at the entrance to the quarry site in the 

morning there were 4 HGV movements, three inbound from a Colchester Direction, and 

one outbound heading in the direction of Braintree. 

 

3.7 In our evening observation we again undertook a simple vehicle counting exercise, 

whilst stopped at the junction of the quarry road and the A120.   The table below 

enumerates the results. 

Direction Time Start Time End No of HGVs No of cars 

Braintree 17:20 17:21 (60 secs) 3 31 

Colchester 17:22 17:23 (60 secs) 3 28 

Photograph Location 
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The quarry was closed so there were no inbound or outbound movements. 

 

3.8 We conducted further observations on the 28th of August and include here 

photographs of congestion in the East-bound direction, heading towards Markôs Tey.  The 

first photograph shows traffic queuing for the Markôs Tey roundabout, taken from Elm 

Lane.   The photographs were taken at 16:15.   Again it should be noted that this is in 

school holidays. 

 

Fig. 4 ï Congestion on the A120 on 28
th
 August 

 

We include here a representation of the length of the queue on a map to allow for 

measurement.  The white line represents the length of the queue, with the green line being 

the A120 itself.   We estimate the extent of the queue to be just short of 3 kilometers. 
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Fig 5 ï Representation of length of traffic queue on 28
th
 August 

The picture below shows the end of the queue, with the last car represented by the yellow 

marker óEnd of Queueô in the map above.   The image below was also taken at 16:15. 

 

 

Fig. 6 ï Congestion on the A120 on 28
th
 August 

 

 

3.9 We believe that the reality is that this stretch of the A120 is extremely busy and many 

locals would agree is operating close to, if not beyond capacity already.   This photograph, 

from 15:57 on the 28th of August shows both sides of the carriageway through the village 

of Bradwell, facing West-wards towards Braintree.   There is solid traffic on both sides of 

the carriageway as far as the horizon. 
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Fig. 7 ï Congestion on the A120 on 28
th
 August 

 

3.10  We note that there are a number of public rights of way that cross this section of the 

A120 ï we maintain that additional HGV movements will have an adverse impact on the 

ability of users of these rights of way to cross the A120, thereby impacting their amenity. 

 

3.11 Information obtained from the Department of Transport shows the Annual Average 

Daily Traffic flow (AADT) for the Coggeshall Road count point for the years 1999-2008.  

The average AADT for the four years between 2005 and 2008 (inclusive) stands at 24,450.   

The average for the previous 4 years (2001-2004 inclusive) was 18,889.    This is a major 

increase for a stretch of road that has seen limited or no capacity improvement work 

during the 8 year period in question. xii   The results speak for themselves. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



12 
Proof of Evidence 
Ref CG3 
Community Group 

4. Concerns Specific to the Application  

 

4.1 The description by both ECC and the applicants of the highway access fails to discuss 

the fact that to get to the A120 at Bradwell, HGVs and other site traffic would have to use 

connecting roads. Having stated that all site traffic would use the A12/A120, the April 24th 

committee report proposes conditions that do not stipulate such a requirement but that 

further agreement on a traffic management plan might be necessary ñshouldò HGVs be 

found to be using non county/urban distributor roads between the A12 and A120 trunk 

roads.  

 

4.2 This is conditional and fails to deliver certainty that such a traffic management plan 

would be implemented from the start and fails to define which specific roads would be 

considered (ie by using road numbers or the names of villages). There is widespread 

community concern that HGVs will be using roads through local villages to the South and 

East of the site. 

 

4.3 The onus would be on local villagers to police the HGV movements as there is very 

little resource available from the police or other authorities to do this work on a regular 

basis.  Appendix F, F8 states that use of the strategic route network would be ñsecured 

through legal agreementò. xiiiYet this agreement is not in the report. There is only a 

commitment to a plan ñshouldò HGVs be found to be using local roads. 

 

4.4 Given the location of the site, it is inevitable that HGVs will attempt to access the site 

access entrance on the A120 by first using local roads through the villages, particularly 

from the South. The natural route for an HGV from Witham for example would be the 

roads to Braintree though Cressing (the B1018) or through Rivenhall and Silver End. It is 

unrealistic to expect drivers taking waste from close to the site to use the A12/A120. In 

addition, heavy congestion or blockages of the A12 and A120 are routine. HGV traffic will 

divert through local villages such as Kelvedon and Feering under such circumstances, as 

is common local knowledge and regularly reported to Essex County Council via local traffic 

liaison meetings.   We include below a photograph of a large waste lorry set against a 

backdrop of historic buildings and local traffic in Kelvedon High Street.  
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Fig. 8 ï Large waste lorry on Kelvedon High Street 

 

4.5 The applicant states that within a 10 mile radius, direct delivery by local authority 

refuse/recycling vehicles would be expected, ie not using transfer stations. It would not be 

realistic to expect these to divert to the A12/A120 all the time.  

 

4.6 The officers report to the Essex County Council planning meeting on the 24th April 

2009xiv report at page 52 refers to measures required for when the ñexisting A120 is no 

longer a Trunk Roadò. Yet the announcement by ministers in July 2009xv that there was 

now no proposal for this happening makes this out of date. If the ñeRCFò is built, we would 

submit that it can be reasonably assumed that for most or all of its operating lifetime, HGV 

traffic will access the existing congested single carriageway A120 at Bradwell. 

 

4.7 At Appendix F, in F7 is it stated that the ñeRCFò proposal does not propose waste 

collection vehicles serving the site directly, but brought to the site in ñ44 tonne HGVsò. 

xviThis is in direct conflict with the applicant's view that local authority vehicles will be 

accessing the site.  The committee report of 24th April was the first time that a 44 tonne 

lorry size had been mentioned by the applicant or Council as being the usual vehicle 

entering or leaving the site. If they are to be that large, it raises serious questions as to 

local impacts ï these would be the largest lorries allowed on UK roads, accessing the site 
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along a private road that crosses local lanes and open countryside. 

 

4.8 The committee report discusses the crossing of the Protected Ash Lane and states 

that lighting will be installed. This lighting proposal is not found anywhere in the application 

and would be an intrusive development in an unlit rural area that is important for nocturnal 

wildlife.   The committee report at page 43 refers to HGV movements across the Protected 

Ash lane (and also nearby Church Road) as being ñtransientò. xviiWe would submit that this 

is a meaningless description of a very large number of HGVs crossing local lanes at right 

angles over a period of decades. The combined traffic of minerals workings and waste site 

would result in several hundred HGV movements in a working day, in a very quiet rural 

area where local people can currently can walk, ride bikes and horses and enjoy the 

countryside in relative peace. The public roads have already become rutted through HGV 

crossing them.   

 

4.9 At page 53, the committee report recommendation states that a programme will be 

required at 1 and 5 years for the Ash Lane/Church Road access to be monitored as to 

ñwhether there is evidence of conflict with vehicles using the public highwayò and if there 

is, to potentially widen the access road. xviii 

 

4.10 In our view this demonstrates a failure of the Council to understand the very rural 

nature of these local lanes which are not just used by ñvehiclesò but frequently by people 

not using motor vehicles. Changing the access road in the manner proposed by Melanie 

AôLee in her proof of evidence for the Council Group while considered to meet the 

predicted demands of the movements proposed, will result in a more visual/ industrial 

looking access, not quite in keeping with the rural area. 

 

4.11 There is an existing haul road used by the Bradwell Quarry, which the ñeRCFò is 

proposed to use and develop. However, previous consents for the gravel operations are 

conditioned to restore the minerals areas and the haul road to agriculture, woodland and 

grassland (ie ESS/07/BTE). In granting these consents, the County Council were requiring 

restoration to a rural use, not a permanent haul road with an industrial use.   

 

4.12 A key issue for the Inquiry is the ñeRCFò traffic generation figures. We submit that 

these are questionable and the widely held view that they are questionable featured 
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strongly in local objections to the application. The total tonnage movements of the ñeRCFò 

compared to the ñRCFò are approximately 50% greater, yet the HGV movements are 

claimed to be identical at 404.   This area is covered in detail by Ian Gilder and Melanie 

AôLee for the councils group. 

 

4.13 The lorry sizes are assumed (see Regulation 19 response ï eRCF Movement 

Summary ) to all be larger lorries of between 15 and 25 tonnes payload and in response to 

questions about additional waste movements subsequently identified, the applicant has 

frequently stated that ñbackfillingò would be used to keep the total to 404. Yet the applicant 

stated in the application that refuse lorries would be one of the means of transportation to 

the site (contrary to the committee report). In correspondance between the applicant and 

the Council, the applicant states that the estimated numbers of local refuse/recycling 

lorries would raise the HGV movement total by 5%, but gets round this by citing 

ñbackfillingò. 

 

4.14 Braintree District Council have supplied the actual maximum payloads for refuse 

lorries, which actually have capacities of about half those quoted for each of the waste 

types in the eRCF Movement Summary and presumably could not be ñbackloadedò.  

 

We submit that the applicant and Essex County Council are ñworking backwardsò on HGV 

traffic numbers. Both the ñRCFò and ñeRCFò propose exactly the same HGV movements of 

404 per day, despite the fact that the total tonnages being moved are now around 50% 

greater. There is a failure to explain clearly how this is possible, a failure to detail how the 

transfer stations would operate in the context of 100% C&I wastes and a failure by the 

Council to report to Members that the application (Appendix 10-4) clearly states that HGVs 

attending the site will include ñrefuse collection vehiclesò which are around half the carrying 

capacity for each of the types listed in the ñeRCF Movement Summaryò that is included in 

the Regulation 19 response.   

 

4.15 In the committee report at Appendix Cxix, there are errors and omissions regarding 

traffic movements. 

Firstly. There is no analysis of the inputs should the site be served by entirely C&I wastes. 

The first three rows relate to municipal wastes. 

Secondly, the total input movements per day figure is clearly in error. 
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Thirdly, the assumed vehicle payloads on input are inaccurate. The applicant has stated 

that some refuse vehicle will be included in the deliveries. The payloads listed are about 

double what a large modern refuse vehicles could deliver for each of the types of waste 

listed. 

Fourthly, on the output figures, the ashes and residues figure is 10,000 tonnes higher than 

in the application Regulation 19 response. No account has been taken of the increased 

movements due to this. 

Fifthly, the recycled paper pulp output is grossly in error, shown as being 331,000 tpa. This 

is presumably the input figure, entered in error. 

 

4.16 These are serious errors given the complexity of the application and the need to give 

Members reliable information. It again underlines the lack of certainty about the real HGV 

movements that the plant would generate. 

 

4.17 There is also no policy reference to the main body of Government policy advice on 

transportation, PPG13 which contains key matters such as the proximity principle and the 

need to reduce traffic overall. 

 

4.18 The Primary Care Trust states that the facility will result in increased HGV traffic in 

the area and increased emissions, which could impact on transport and air quality. 

Mitigation is proposed. Yet there is no mitigation possible for the access from the A120. 

The road is already over-capacity (around 25,000 vehicles per day) and the villagers of 

Bradwell in particular will be exposed to increased noise, vibration and lower air quality.  

 

4.19 The report discusses the A120 and the desire of the applicant to secure a direct 

access to a new A120. The Highways Agency has stated (Source: Letter to Essex County 

Council 30th August 2005) that it would not accept a private access from the site on to a 

new A120 for safety reasons. But in addition, these is no likelihood in the next decade or 

more of a new A120. The current estimate of cost is over £400 million, which under current 

funding arrangements would need to be provided regionally, a highly unlikely scenario. To 

achieve national funding, both the funding regime and the status of the road would need to 

change and even then the planning delivery would indicate an opening of not until the 

early 2020s. Recently it has been announced that previous options that were the subject of 

public consultation have been abandoned. Therefore it can be assumed that the ñeRCFò 
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will rely on the existing A120 access at Bradwell, a road already over capacity and 

frequently congested.     

 

4.20 At Appendix D of the committee report, the statement that ñthe additional traffic on the 

A120 would have no impactò on existing conditions,xx we would submit, is demonstrably 

false. Increasing the number of HGVs, particularly carrying waste and slow moving 

through the village and along this stretch of the A120 can only add to identified impacts. 

 

4.21 There is an inaccurate assessment made on flows and noise at the foot of Appendix 

D, D6.xxi The increased flows are not less than 1% annual average weekday traffic, but 

nearer 2% (400/25,000) and almost all the site traffic would be HGVs, which have a 

significantly greater impact than cars on a road already over capacity.  

 

4.22 At page 54,xxii the proposed planning consent conditions (6) state that only the A120 

access will be used. But the applicants propose another access, off the Kelvedon Road via 

Woodhouse Lane, which is shown on the application drawings. This is currently used for 

traffic to the Polish Camp and Allshots Farm, as well as the Airfield and could easily be 

used by HGVs accessing the waste site if the A12 or A120 became blocked. There is 

currently a 7.5 tonne limit on the road from Kelvedon, which is already disregarded by 

HGV traffic on a daily basis.    Who would police this alternative access not being used? It 

would again be down to local people who would bear the brunt of the huge increase in 

HGV movements in the area. 
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5. Accident data 

 

 5.1 The information contained in this document has been obtained by the Community 

Group via a Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request to Essex Police.   The information 

covers the period from 01/08/04 to the 31/07/2009. 

 

5.2 Essex police have kindly provided the Community Group with accident information 

covering a 3 kilometer section of the A120, from approximately 850 meters to the East of 

the junction with the Quarry road, and to a point approximately 2.15 kilometers to the West 

of the junction with the Quarry road.    Although we do not wish to discuss accidents in 

detail at such a wide distance from the actual junction with the quarry road, we felt that the 

information provided by Essex police was an important and compelling data set. Given the 

already high volume of accidents on this road, we believe that strong consideration should 

be given by the Inquiry to the impact of the large number of additional HGV movements on 

this stretch of road that is envisaged by the application under discussion. 

 

5.3 It is clear from the Essex Police map that this stretch of the A120 is a high-frequency 

accident area, and indeed there has been loss of life along this already busy road in the 

period in question. A total of 30 accidents causing 54 casualties, one of them fatal, have 

been recorded by Essex police during the 60 month period along this 3 kilometer stretch of 

road.  This gives an average of almost one casualty per month along this short stretch. 
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Fig. 9 Map from Essex Police showing accident locations in and around the village of Bradwell  

The following key should be used in assessing the map 

Ƹ Slight 

ǒ Serious 

    Fatal 

From the map evidence provided by Essex Police, the area in proximity to the junction of 

the main proposed access road (currently used by the quarry) and the A120 is a multiple 

accident site, with 2 serious and 5 slight accidents occurring during the period in question. 

 

5.4 The Community Group will limit detailed discussion of accidents to those that took 

place in a limited area around the junction between the current quarry access road and the 

A120.   The specific area in question begins 100 meters to the East of the Junction with 

Doghouse Lane and ends 550 meters to the West of the quarry access road.    We have 

also included an additional accident that took place at the junction of Church Road and the 

main access road to the quarry in our analysis, for completeness. 

 

5.5 The area of the A120 in question is approximately 650 meters in length and is 

represented by the yellow line on the map below. 


















