Messing-cum-Inworth Parish Council
POINTS FOR RESPONSE ON APPLICATION 26/00119/0UT

Messing-cum-Inworth Parish Council (MCiPC) has concerns relating to the proposed
development of 835 houses, commercial and retail space at Feering, particularly given
the severe pressure that the local roads are already subject to. This scheme would be in
addition to the hundreds of already consented new homes in local villages, and the
proposed Kings Dene allocation for 5,000 houses to the west and south of Kelvedon.
Quite simply, we do not have the surrounding infrastructure to cope with this
development proposal. The locality will become grid-locked.

Without the A12 improvements, Kelvedon has two junctions to the A12. Both of these are
restricted, resulting in large volumes of traffic already having to pass through Kelvedon
High Street. The High Street contains numerous historic and Listed Buildings and has
many pinch points due to the lack of off-street parking. Long queues already form on the
High Street and this will be escalated by such a significant increase in traffic. The
development appears to have been designed on the assumption that all traffic will need
to travel northbound on the A12 or that the A12 improvement works have been
completed. Several of the supporting documents do not appear to have been revised to
reflect that the A12 improvements will not be implemented, including the illustration on
Page 37 of the Site Wide Design document referring to the new A12 junction (24 to the
south). This supports the view that the proposal has simply been adjusted in an attempt
to make it acceptable without the A12 development works originally planned. It is simply
not acceptable, for the many general and specific reasons described in this objection.

In particular, the proposed Coggeshall Road junction with Area A is very concerning. It
will be the sole point of access for Phase 1 of the development but is not of sufficient size
for fire engines and dustbin lorries to access safely. Added to this, the junction is just
30m from the STOP line of the railway bridge traffic lights, with the Primary School located
at close proximity to the other side. This is anillogical scheme that would be shoehorned
in without consideration to the environs and the existing road network.

MCIiPC specific concerns :

e Hinds Bridge -

o This narrow historic bridge is located on the boundary of the development
area, on the Inworth Road. Within the submitted documents there is no
mention to upgrade or improve this bridge. In 2018 the bridge was closed
for several weeks for emergency works due to structural issues. This
resulted in very long detours for local residents and businesses. The bridge
is only 5 meters wide and so creates a pinch point. The plan on page 34 of
the Design and Access Statement identifies the bridge as an
“Undesignated Structure of historic importance”. If consent is to be



granted for this development, it should include a commitment by the
developer to undertake mitigation works to protect the structure and
improve width of this bridge.

e Inworth Road

o The traffic volume calculations appear to use historical data and therefore
take no account of recent or planned developments beyond the immediate
location. In particular, Tiptree is only 1.4 miles from the proposed gyratory
system. 200 houses currently have planning permission on the north
eastern edge of Tiptree, with a further 800 included in the local Plan
currently being developed and adopted by Colchester City Council. Traffic
statistics for these developments are not included in the calculations
supporting these proposals. Indeed, the growth of Tiptree and the traffic
that this will generate receives no mention whatsoever. The Inworth Road
is a key A12 access route for traffic originating in Tiptree. As an example, we
note that the Gore Pit junction will be operating over design capacity, even
after the extensive mitigations proposed. Add the additional traffic
generated by the Tiptree developments and we are likely to see the major
queues currently seen every day at the Gore Pit junction join with the queue
of traffic waiting to get round the proposed gyratory system. National policy
states development should be refused where cumulative impacts are
severe. That threshold will certainly be breached by these proposals.

o Whilst the Parish Council acknowledge the improvements to create a
continuous footpath to the side of the road near the Gore Pit junction, and
banning HGVs along the northern section of Inworth Road, itis concerning
that the road proposals will simply relocate the current traffic queues to
the southern point of the new gyratory system (the design of which is likely
to make it very slow for larger vehicles to traverse — see comments below),
shifting the queue further back along the Inworth Road towards Tiptree.
The same traffic will then queue again either at the Gore Pit junction or at
the junction of the relief road with London Road. There appears to be no
proposals to use traffic lights or instal a roundabout at this road junction.

o Inorderto comply with ECC local transport plan LTP3 and Braintree LPP42
sustainable transport to ‘promote accessibility and integration into the
wider community and existing networks’ the proposed pedestrian footpath
should be extended to the farm shop at Inworth as this is the only outlet
supplying fresh local produce.

o The Design and Access Statement states that the relief road must be
constructed prior to the Inworth Road works. This must be a condition of
the planning consent —the link road in its entirety needs to be open AND
the Gyratory roundabout system also open and completed.



o The Parish Council notes that the Gyratory roundabout system is located
on a relatively steep slope. We believe there is a risk that high sided
vehicles could topple on the southern bends of the Gyratory system. As
the south end of the Gyratory has been designed on a much smaller
radius (due to the Tree Root Protection Zones), the tracked vehicle
analysis illustrates very little margin for error by large or long vehicles
navigating around this bend that is located on sloping ground. The
Gyratory is not of a sufficient size to allow long vehicles to safely navigate
the southern section of the Gyratory without a risk of falling off the edge.
THIS IS AN EXAMPLE OF THE SCHEME BEING SHOE-HORNED INTO AN
AREA THAT IS NOT CAPABLE OF ACCOMODATING IT.

e The Coggeshall Road Junction / Community Hub Gateway

o The main road through Parcel A is shown on the plans as a Primary Route
junction and Type 2 Road. The swept path analysis on page 54 of the
Environmental Statement Appendix 6.1 for the road junction onto
Coggeshall Road is based on only a 7.5m long rigid HGV. Despite being
such a short vehicle, the Swept Path Analysis still shows “minimal
carriage over run”. Although there is reference in one document to the
possibility of a bus route being located in Parcel A of the development,
this junction would not be large enough to accommodate a bus or even
dustbin lorries. With no bus route through Parcel A, sections of the
development will be greater than 400m in radius from a bus stop. In
reality, this would involve a walk of over half a kilometre resulting in a
greater dependency on cars.

o The diagram on Page 176 of the Chapter 6: Access & Movement
document identifies a future bus route through Parcel A, using the
Coggeshall Road junction that could not safely accommodate even a
mini-bus. Page 177 quotes the following from the Essex Design Guide
“Within a larger development, the walking distance between any dwelling
and a bus stop should be in the order of 200 metres”.

o The Coggeshall Road junction is not of a sufficient size to allow safe entry
by a fire engine. This is very poor planning, especially for a junction
located opposite a Primary School, which is already congested at school
drop off and collection times. It also limits safe access by a fire engine to
255 houses, a Community Hub and Sports Facilities to just one entrance.

o The new proposed junction is located just 30m away from the STOP line at
the traffic lights before the narrow railway bridge. Coggeshall Road is also
very narrow. The primary school is staggered but almost opposite this
junction. This section of road already experiences long queues for the
traffic lights. This junction will become significantly congested, and very



dangerous at school drop off and pick up times. The junction of Phase 1
is likely to become congested as vehicles of 7.5 meters + will need to
swing into stationary queuing traffic in order to exit the development.

As the Coggeshall Road junction appears to be the only access into Phase
1at the commencement of the development, the Parish Council strongly
object to the design of this junction being used as the sole entrance into
the development serving 145 houses and the Community Centre planned
for Phase 1. There is no consideration as to how fire engines, dustbin
lorries or large delivery lorries will access this first phase of the
development. ITIS NOT FIT FOR PURPOSE AND WOULD BE HIGHLY
DANGEROUS

e Health and schools

©)

©)

There is no Secondary School provision in the scheme. The Environmental
Statement Vol1, Chapter 14 Socio Economics and Human Health
statement identifies only 80 spaces available in the two local secondary
schools, with 87% of these spaces being in Tiptree. Based on the
Department for Education figures, 835 new homes is likely to create a
need for 109 secondary school places. The new proposed Primary School
is not a definite addition and is allocated in Phase 6. The relief road to
access the school is phased later in the development (Phase 4). There is
no provision if the early housing phases 1-3 of the development create too
much demand for the existing primary schools.

Whilst space is provided in Parcel B (Phases 3 & 4) of the development for
a healthcare facility, this needs to be brought forward to Phase 1 of the
development. The supporting documents acknowledge that local
healthcare is already at over capacity. NHS funding for the health care
facility (including an NHS dental service) must be secured before any
planning permission is granted.

e Kelvedon High Street

o

Page 64 of the Planning Statement refers to improvements to the Feering
Hill / Swan Street / Station Road junction with a three arm round about. It
is not clear whether this would be implemented as part of the scheme.
The Parish Council urges mitigation works (including sufficient additional
car parking) for Kelvedon High Street to be made a priority of any planning
consent for this development scheme.

Kelvedon railway station is the nearest station to this proposed
development but car parking there is already at capacity. Provision must
be made for extending this.



Conclusion

Itis clear that application 26/00119/0UT was originally conceived at a
time when the A12 was to be redesigned and, as part of the redesign, a
new junction (junction 24) was to be provided very close to Areas B and C.
The A12 rebuild was cancelled in 2025 and is no longer in plan. The
current application is clearly an attempt to retain the development
without what was a key element of the supporting infrastructure. In
particular, the Gyratory system proposed to serve Areas B and C on the
Inworth Road is a dangerous attempt to shoehorn the scheme into an
area not capable of accommodating it, but there are many other aspects
of the application that mean it will poorly serve the locality and the wider
district. The existing and proposed infrastructure are such that the
application should be refused.



