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What we are consulting on

Since announcing our preferred route for the project in 2019 we have been working to refine the design for the new road and develop more detail on our plans than we have shown at previous consultations. We now want to know what you think about these more detailed proposals.

We have divided the route into four sections:

• M5 junction 25 to Mattock’s Tree Green junction

• Mattock’s Tree Green junction to Griffin Lane

• Griffin Lane to Ashill junction

• Ashill junction to Southfields roundabout
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About you

Providing this information is optional but will allow us to update you on the outcome of the consultation and the next stages for this scheme. If you don't want to share these details please just tell us your postcode for the purpose of analysis. 

	Name:
	West Hatch Parish Council – Chair, Keith Read 

	Postal Address:
	Ripland House, West Hatch, Taunton, Somerset 

	Postcodes:
	TA3 5RN

	Email:
	keith.read44@gmail.com


	Would like to be kept up to date about the project by email?
	 Yes


	Are you an affected landholder?
	 No


	Is this a response to the consultation on behalf of an organisation?


If yes, which organisation?


	West Hatch Parish Council
Representing parishioners’ views



	How did we find out about the consultation? 

	Participated in Forums


NOTE:

· West Hatch believes that the proposed National Highways’ Scheme to dual the entire length of the A358 without first completing the Henlade by-pass and proper graded junctions at the Junction25/Nexus and Southfield roundabouts, thus testing the obvious solution to the A358 congestion problem, is unacceptable. Completing the by-pass and end junctions first would save millions of pounds, preserve the rural environment and take proper account of the needs of the local communities.
· This response to the consultation deals with issues directly affecting West Hatch Parish, specifically Questionnaire Sections 1, 2, 3a, 4d, 7 and 8.
· The answers to the questions at Sections 1, 2, 3a, 4d and 7 are set in the context of the General comments at Section 8 which should be read as a preamble to the consultation response.
· West Hatch is fully supportive of the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’ in the event of full dualling, but takes exception to National Highways equivocation in failing to accept all the Joint Parish proposals. 
Section 1 – M5 junction 25 to Mattock’s Tree Green junction

1a) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals to upgrade M5 junction 25 and the Nexus roundabout? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	
	
	
	X
	


Reasons for response to 1a.

See Para 8.  General.
I. The 1a) proposal contradicts The Preliminary Environmental Information Report (PEIR) which states:
1.2.2. The programme of improvements, as set out in the UK government’s Road Investment Strategy (RIS) made a commitment to “…upgrade all remaining sections of the A303 between the M3 and the A358 to dual carriageway standard, together with creating a dual carriageway link from M5 at Taunton to the A303…”.

c1.2.6. This proposed scheme proposes to upgrade the A358 to high-quality dual carriageway between Southfields roundabout on the A303 and the M5 junction 25 at Taunton to address the traffic issues and long delays currently experienced along the route.

The proposed scheme terminates at both ends of the link at roundabouts, which are the sources of congestion. Consequently, the scheme fails the RIS 1 objective of building an ‘Expressway Corridor’ from the M3 to Exeter and beyond. These roundabout junctions onto the M5 and A303 should be re-evaluated and upgraded.
1b) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for a new bridge over the A358 at Stoke Road?
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	X
	
	
	
	


Reasons for response to 1b.

I. It is essential, as it will provide access from South of the A358 (West Hatch/Stoke St Mary/Thurlbear etc) to Creech St Michael, the A38 and Wellington.
1c) 
Further comments about the plans for Section 1: M5 junction 25 to Mattock’s Tree Green junction.
See Para 8.  General.
i. Pursuance of an ‘Expressway Corridor’ vision has distorted the thinking behind the current A358 improvement.  National Highways attempts to obscure this failure by not including the congestion at the roundabouts in the issues needed to be resolved nor within the road typology (Paragraph 1.2.9).  Rather National Highways transfers blame for congestion onto the link between the roundabouts.  Contrary to what National Highways implies the current A358 and surrounding area has an accident rate lower than the national averages (Paragraph 12.6.69), and east of Thornfalcon there is no evidence of traffic joining the A358 being the cause of congestion.  The rationale for building an Expressway to improve safety and reduce journey time across the scheme lacks evidence.

II. Although the PEIR never mentions Expressways it is designed in part to GD 300 standards, the title of which is General Principles & Scheme Governance, Requirements for new and upgraded trunk roads (Expressways).  GD 300 is within a library named Design Manual for Road and Bridges (DMRB) and as the title suggests provides governance over National Highways design.  GD 300 stipulates that the whole standard must be applied within an Expressway scheme.  A key component of an Expressway is that all junctions are required to be at full-grade separation (Paragraph E/5.2), but the scheme fails this requirement as the link terminates at at-grade roundabouts, one even has traffic lights.  In this situation GD 300 governance directs National Highways to categorise the scheme as an All-Purpose Trunk Road (Paragraph E/5.1) built according to CD 109 standards (Highway link design) with all other design requirements re-evaluated (Paragraph E/1.4).  This governance related directive does not permit a departure from standards (Table E/F.31) and is in place to ensure that schemes are efficient and provide value for money, a mandate placed upon National Highways by its Licence (Paragraph 4.2d).  If governance had been followed the scheme would have followed a simpler, cheaper design, evidenced within the 2019 Scheme Assessment Report (SAR) conclusion that the route could be simplified if Expressway standards were not applied (Paragraph 7.1.8, SAR).

III. GG 101, General Principles & Scheme Governance, states the verb ‘shall’ is an explicit requirement placed on National Highways by DMRB governance.  The scheme encompasses three at-grade roundabouts, which means it fails the junction requirements of an Expressway as detailed in E/5.2 and must be categorised as required by E/5.1. 

E/5.1 
Highway links shall be designed in accordance with CD 109 (i.e. Table A.2).
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E/5.2 
Expressways shall be designed in accordance with the requirements of Table E/5.2.
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An evaluation of the Preferred Route compatibility with GD 300 requirements should have been undertaken at the commencement of Stage 3, at which point DMRB governance should have directed a decision to categorise the route as a D2AP road.  Governing DMRB documents would then be CD 109, CD 127, CD 122 and CD 116, which superseded the Volume 6 equivalents employed during Preferred Route selection.

V. National Highways is proposing to build an Expressway, a sub categorisation of a Motorway, yet does not use the name itself in any documentation presented at the Statutory Consultation.  National Highways only refers to GD 300 standards once, in Table 3.1 to record that the imposition of GD 300 standards is the reason all current at-grade junctions along the A358 are to be closed.  The fly-through video of the scheme has shocked local people by the extraordinary complexity of the dual carriageway and junctions, the excessive scale of the central reserve, the extravagance of the boundary and drainage system and the overall urbanisation of what is a country road.  The build specification of an Expressway has clearly led to a large inflation of the cost of the scheme.  Compounded by the Stage 2 decision to abandon the free-flowing grade separated junction with the M5 the Benefit-to-Cost Ratio is now at the very low level of 1.2 (Paragraph 7.1.3, A358 Technical Traffic Note).  National Highways’ insistence in proposing a high cost Expressway is irrational.

Section 2 - Mattock’s Tree Green junction to Griffin Lane

2a) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for Mattock’s Tree Green junction, including the connections to local roads such as to Henlade via the existing A358, the A378 Langport Road and Ash Road?
	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	
	
	
	X
	


Reasons for response to 2a.
See: Para 8.  General.
As proposed this junction is completely over designed and environmentally unacceptable for the degree of traffic it will carry. The roundabout at Mattocks Tree Green on the Wrantage side of the new line of the A358 should be made oval with a single access point to the old A358 dual Carriageway allowing the second carriageway to be allocated to WCH. This concept was proposed at the informal consultation forum held at Taunton Rugby Club which was agreed by all parties present (including National Highways) as superior to the design presented for the formal consultation. We consider the only reasons that the design for formal consultation was not modified to the oval was time and cost cutting by National Highways.   
The roundabout on the Stoke St Mary side of the Mattocks Tree Green junction is unnecessary as over 95 % of traffic will be transiting from the A378 to M5 J25. An environmentally superior solution which will also dissuade vehicle use of Ash Lane which is a high usage WCH route beyo nd Lime Kiln Cottage is needed. Slewing the bridge and having 2 T junctions for the A358 off Ramp and Special school road will suffice. Ash Lane should be accessed by a T junction off of the special school road. This proposal is less environmentally invasive and with Ash Lane access being 3.5m wide max will result in Ash Land being unappealing as a "rat run" while providing local access for agriculture and Cycle access for the highly popular Ash Lane to Glebe Cottages route.
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The spur off the northern roundabout to Henlade is unwarranted and traffic should flow via the existing Thornfalcon Junction modified to provide the necessary connections.  This would discourage a rat-run developing through Henlade and Creech St Michael.  It would also reduce costs and reduce the impact the junction will have on the local landscape, including light pollution, particularly from the west.  Parishes have similar concerns about a rat-run developing through Stoke St Mary, so any final design must mitigate against this outcome by restricting traffic along Ash Road.

2b) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for a new connection to provide access for the Somerset Progressive School, the Huish Woods Scout Campsite and local businesses at Nightingale Farm Units.

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	X
	
	
	
	
	


Reasons for response to 2b.

I. West Hatch recommended this connection and it is strongly supported by the community of parishes.

2c) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for a new connection linking Village Road to the Mattock’s Tree Green junction to provide access to Hatch Beauchamp for residents and local businesses?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	X
	
	
	
	
	


Reasons for response to 2c. 

I. The community of local parishes recommended this connection and it is strongly supported
. This road is already and will become even more a route for cyclists. WHPC asks 2 important adaptations of this section. Firstly, there be a strong enforceable speed limit of 50mph as it passes though Hatch Beauchamp and until it reaches the old A358. Secondly that a wide separate pathway for pedestrian and cyclists be established on this section of the Village Road. This section of Village Road has already been the site of accidents and many more near misses.
2d) 
Do you have any other comments about our plans for Section 2: Mattock’s Tree Green junction to Griffin Lane? 

I. East of the Mattock’s Tree Green junction the dual carriageway should merge with the existing A358 obviating the need to dual the road towards Southfield. 
II. In the event that the road is fully dualled it should be built as a D2AP road, with governing DMRB documents CD 109, CD 127, CD 122 and CD 116.
III.
Several West Hatch farmers have land on either side of the A358, the proposed dualling means that access across the A358 from Village Road on the north side to and from West Hatch Lane is no longer available to the farmers. The most satisfactory mitigation of this would be to re-join West Hatch Lane across the A358 with a local farmers bridge or underpass.  An alternative but less satisfactory mitigation would be to extend the north end of West Hatch Lane to the west along the south side of the A358 and join into the old railway track and the area of the Progressive school. This should be a hard-core "forestry type" agricultural access track, as it will only be used by farm vehicles.  WHPC strongly urges NH to consider these mitigation proposals to allow for the continued viability of the rural businesses.

Section 3 – Griffin Lane to Ashill junction

3a) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for a new bridge at Bickenhall Lane to provide access for vehicles, walkers, cyclists, horse riders and disabled users? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	
	
	
	X
	


Reasons for response to 3a.
See: Para 8.  General and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
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As explained in Figure 10-1, of the A358 Technical Traffic Note, traffic from Staple Fitzpaine, West Hatch, Curland, New Town and Bickenhall areas will use this new Bickenhall Lane bridge enroute. to and from Mattock’s Tree Green junction.  The National Highways analysis of the impact of this traffic is wrong, as it made a basic arithmetical error in it summations.  The consequence of this bridge over the Expressway will be 600-700 more vehicles a day passing along the narrow Lane and the centre of Hatch Beauchamp, passing the village green, children’s play park and a large care home.  As the Google Streetscene photographs show, the lane is narrow and totally unsuitable for this traffic, which will include large milk lorries, delivery lorries, large farm machinery, besides normal residential vehicles.  It is for these reasons that the Community Mitigation Proposals included a requirement for direct access to the new A358 south of Hatch Beauchamp.  Moreover, without this access additional traffic will also travel along Village Road South enroute to and from Mattock’s Tree Green junction, adding to the traffic from Bickenhall Lane.  In all some 800-900 extra vehicles movements will occur through Hatch Beauchamp centre and Village Road North.  To mitigate this adverse impact, if the road is to be dualled, two alternative proposals have been submitted to National Highways.  

a. The first assumed the Bickenhall overbridge was not present (May ‘21).  As Bickenhall Lane is a busy local route favoured by farm traffic and lorries, the lane needs to be kept open by extending the planned service road from Ashill to Hatch Beauchamp overbridge to Bickenhall Lane.  A taper merge slip road access should be provided onto the westbound carriageway at the western end of this extended service road.  Offset savings will be made by [image: image8.png]


not requiring suitability assessments of the diversionary routes proposed and the improvements that would be required on these routes to make them acceptable.  An example of this type of junction is at the A356/Ringwell Hill/A303 connection at Bower Hinton.  National Highways objects to this proposal on cost grounds, the interest of other stakeholders and the impact on Bickenhall Wood.  Although National Highways insist on calling the wood ancient, it is in fact a replanted ancient wood (Figure 7.1, PEIR).  Furthermore, as slow-moving traffic will be permitted on the dual carriageway the need for a bridge to accommodate all traffic is removed.  Alternative arrangements for walkers, cyclists and horse riders (WCH) are available utilising Griffin Lane, the Hatch Beauchamp overbridge and the proposed extended service road.

b. [image: image9.png]


The second proposal assumed the bridge is built (Sept ‘21).  The western end of the service road should terminate at the existing Staple Fitzpaine junction, from which point a CD 122 Layout A Option 1 taper merge slip road should be provided onto the westbound carriageway.  The service road with this on-slip enables traffic from Kenny, Wood Road, Folly Drove, Meadow View, Staple Fitzpaine Road and Hatch Beauchamp Village Road to efficiently access the westbound carriageway.  Highways England’s 2017 traffic data indicated some 2500 vehicles accessed the existing A358 from roads leading into the scheme’s service road.  This local traffic, which will continue to grow, must retain access to the new A358 rather than the scheme route via Hatch Beauchamp to Mattock’s Tree Green junction and Ashill junction.

c. In both the above 2 proposals from NH, the lack of connections onto and off the A358 in this middle section between Mattocks Tree Green and Ashill means that increased traffic will use the narrow rural lanes parallel to the A358. Additional north facing only on/off access is required to address the significant traffic to and from J25 from the western rural areas cut off by the current design as this is the only safe access road capable of dealing with heavy vehicles and providing good visibility with very tight slow bends that make it safe for WCH. However, no such proposals and no acceptable counter arguments have been given by NH. 

3b) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for Village Road to be diverted via a bridge across the A358? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	X
	
	
	
	


Reasons for response to 3b
See: Para 8.  General – and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
3c) 
At Capland, which option would you prefer to provide a connection between local villages in this area?

Please tick one choice

Reasons for response to 3c.
See: Para 8.  General – and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
3d)
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals between Capland and Ashill on the western side of the A358? To summarise, they would allow the existing road to be converted to a local route, connecting to the new Village Road bridge and providing connectivity between Ashill and Hatch Beauchamp, keeping access to properties along this route. 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	
	
	X
	
	


Reasons for response to 3d.
See: Para 8.  General – and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
3e)
Do you have any other comments about our plans for Section 3: Griffin Lane to Ashill junction?

I. GG 104 defines Other Parties as people living or working adjacent to the road or using the local rural network affected by the scheme.  Clause 2.12 requires National Highways to conduct a safety risk assessment to clearly identify all sub-populations within Other Parties and record how each is or can be affected by the scheme.  Furthermore, GG 104 mandates National Highways to reduce the risk to Other Parties to ‘as low as is reasonably practical’ (ALARP), a higher level of safety than required for actual road users.  National Highways has not mitigated the risks to Other Parties to an ALARP level because of the cost involved, and is using the GD 300 restrictions on access to an Expressway to mask this fact.  The Joint Parish Proposals provide Other Parties with an ALARP outcome at an affordable cost.  Parishes further believe a benefit cost ratio (BCR) analysis as detailed in GG 104 would support the adoption of our proposals.  Besides significantly improving safety within the villages the connections to the dual carriageway provide emergency access and egress as recommended by GD 368

II. National Highways’s conclusions on Human Health, Noise and Vibration highlights the mediocrity of the analysis for the scheme as currently designed.  North Curry and Stoke St Gregory, villages miles away from the direct impact of the scheme, are the sole identifiable beneficiaries.  It is also damming that the Expressway will subject more residential properties to noise and vibration (813) than those that benefit from less (324).  For the rest, National Highways can only point to a ‘likely slight beneficial effect’ on health across the local area, whilst ignoring the adverse impact on communities lying adjacent to the Expressway.  

III.
The loss of historic accessibility to the A358 along Section 3 will necessitate long diversions along unclassified and C class rural lanes and roads.  Experience to date is that these roads are poorly maintained by Somerset County Council, evidenced by pot holes, uncleaned gullies, limited cutting of road hedges and verges.  In autumn and winter the rural network is very dark, often muddy and slippery and in many places flooded or obstructed by pools of water.  These issues already make the rural network precarious.  The increased traffic volume, incompatibility of traffic types (cars, vans, lorries and agricultural vehicles) with each other and with WCH uses will increase mental and physical stress on local communities, and increase the risk of serious injuries. School runs will become more stressful. Businesses will be handicapped. Community severance will increase. The scheme does not consider in any depth these effects nor does it offer any mitigation of substance.
Section 4 - Ashill junction to Southfields roundabout

4a) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for the Ashill junction? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	
	
	X
	
	


Reasons for response to 4a.
See: Para 8.  General – and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
4b) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for a parallel road on the eastern side of the A358 to connect Stewley with the Ashill junction and provide access to the A358?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	
	X
	
	
	


Reasons for response to 4b.
See: Para 8.  General – and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
4c) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for a parallel road on the western side of the A358 to connect Broadway Street and Thickthorn Lane with Ashill junction and provide access to the A358?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	X
	
	
	
	


Reasons for response to 4c.
See: Para 8.  General – and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
4d) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for Southfields roundabout?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	
	
	
	X
	


Reasons for response to 4d.
I. Parishes neighbouring Southfields have used their extensive experience of using the roundabout to review National Highways’ proposals regarding this section of the scheme.  It needs to be repeated that to comply with GD 300 the connection between the A358 (West) and the A303 (East) should be via a free flowing full-grade separated junction.  Although National Highways states this could be in a future RIS programme, the prospects of it happening in the operational life of the A358 scheme is very low. 
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II.
The graphic below shows a 2007 Highways Agency design for Southfields roundabout.  It is truly disappointing that a free- flowing grade separated junction was included in that scheme proposal but not in the 2021 proposal.  National Highways thinking is going backwards. 

III.
The fundamental deficiencies of the current National Highways proposals for the roundabout are that they will:

· Create an unsafe roundabout configuration;

· Exacerbate the already significant congestion on the 5 approach roads;

· Fail to separate local traffic from long distance vehicles at this key change of direction for traffic heading between the South West and the South East.

Instead of the limited current proposals, all the following design changes to the roundabout are essential.

A358 (West) traffic approaching the roundabout

As a strategic route a high proportion of the traffic heading towards Southfields roundabout from this direction would want to use the proposed segregated left turn lane to head east onto the A303 Ilminster bypass. Considering the speed reduction and consequent reduced traffic flow caused by the acuteness of the segregated lane curve at the roundabout, the following measures are needed to alleviate tailbacks on the dual carriageway:

· The addition of a significant length of auxiliary lane (similar to that shown in CD 122 Figure 3.30b Layout A option 2 - Single Lane auxiliary diverge) rather than the taper diverge currently proposed;
· The introduction of speed reduction measures for traffic approaching both the segregated left turn lane and the A358 approach to the roundabout;
· The introduction of real-time congestion warning signage.
A303 (East) Ilminster bypass traffic leaving the roundabout

For the same strategic reasons, a substantial length of parallel merge lane at the end of the segregated left turn lane should be introduced so that east-bound vehicles exiting Southfields roundabout itself can merge with the potentially dominant segregated left turn lane traffic up to and past the first right hand curve of the eastbound A303. 

A303 (East) Ilminster bypass traffic approaching the roundabout

The proposed third approach lane at the roundabout would reintroduce the failed and subsequently amended original design of the roundabout. Additional speed reduction, improved signage and other safety measures should be implemented if this third approach lane were nonetheless to be implemented. 

A358 (South) traffic approaching the Roundabout

The proposed third approach lane should be converted into a segregated left turn lane so that all traffic joining the A358 (West) can merge rather than giving way at the roundabout.  National Highways should address the impact of a third lane on the safety of vehicles leaving and entering the services off the A358 (West) at this point

Additional proposals at the Roundabout

There is already significant congestion at peak times on each of the approach legs to the roundabout. No significant physical change to the roundabout itself is proposed. However, the proposed creation of a third circulatory lane on the roundabout would mean that traffic seeking to enter the roundabout from the B3168 (Ilminster), A303 (West) and A358 (South) approach legs would have to cross in front of 3 lanes of traffic rather than the current 2.  This would create a significantly more challenging traverse of the roundabout for local vehicles than is currently the case with a lower volume of traffic than National Highways project for the future. To cope with this, the following additional measures are needed at the roundabout.

· The permitted speed on the roundabout should be reduced from the current national speed limit to 40 mph, as is the case of the 40 mph limits at the South Petherton and Amesbury roundabouts on the A303.

· In order to give traffic from lower priority roads, namely the B3168 (Ilminster), the A303 (West) and the A358 (South), a safer and fairer opportunity to use the roundabout, traffic signals (either full-time or part-time) should be installed, as is already the case at Amesbury and Podimore roundabouts on the A303.

· Subject to the implementation of the first 2 proposals for the roundabout, the vertical profile of its central island comprising banks and foliage should be lowered so that traffic joining the roundabout has better visibility and consequently longer decision times, compensating to some extent for the increased volume and, potentially, speed of traffic from the A303 (East) joining the A358 (West).

III. To address a fundamental flaw in the scheme proposals, the opportunity should be taken to provide a grade-separated junction at Southfields, permitting A358 (West) and A303 (East) through-traffic to be separated from local traffic.  Without this, the aim of reduced and consistent travel times will not be achieved, even if the design changes proposed above were to be implemented.

4e)
Do you have any other comments about our plans for Section 4: Ashill junction to Southfields roundabout?
See: Para 8.  General – and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
Improvements for walkers, cyclists and horse riders including disabled users

5) 
To what extent do you agree or disagree with our proposals for walkers, cyclists, horse riders and disabled users, including our plans to make use of the local road network and new off-road routes to create a cycle route from Henlade to Southfields roundabout? 

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Don’t know

	
	X
	
	
	
	


Reasons for response to 5.

See: Para 8.  General – and the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
Planning ahead to construction

6) 
Please let us know if you have any comments on our proposals for construction, including the proposed phasing.  
See: the ‘Response from the Community of Parishes’.
The Environment

7) 
Please let us know if you have any comments on the information presented in the Preliminary Environmental Information (PEI) Report.
I. Much of the PEIR relies heavily on aspiration and conditional expectations and there are many statements of doubtful veracity, it consequently lacks credibility as it appears to be selectively supportive of the NH scheme without proper analysis of the regressive effects of the proposals. 
For a full critique of the PEIR see Hatch Beauchamp Parish Council response to the Consultation.
Note: In particular:
II. PEIR ‘Population and Human Health’.  Highways England shows no empathy regarding the effect of the proposed design on the social fabric of the communities through which the road passes.  Access to shops, fuel, surgeries, churches, village halls, recreation, leisure and social venues, is vital to the wellbeing of the local parish communities.  Except for the clear benefits of a Henlade bypass, conclusions reporting the scheme benefits on local communities are weak and subjective (Paragraphs. 12.9.20, 12.9.83, Table 16.1, PEIR), using phrases ‘likely slight beneficial’, ‘considered to lead to slight beneficial effect’, ‘improving the perception of connectivity’.  There is no detailed assessment of the problems the scheme will bring to local society as required by GG 104.  GG 104 defines Other Parties as people living or working adjacent to the road or using the local rural network affected by the scheme.  GG 104 governance requirements arise from statutory legislation (Section 3(1), Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974) that mandates National Highways to reduce the risk to Other Parties to ‘as low as is reasonably practical’ (ALARP), a higher level of safety than required for actual road users.  In spite of this statutory requirement National Highways has not mitigated the risks to Other Parties to an ALARP level.  Neither has National Highways embedded design measures to avoid or reduce the adverse impact of noise and vibration as required by the NPSNN (Paragraph 5.195, NPSNN and Table 11.25, PEIR).  Overall, the scheme imposes adverse noise effects on 813 residential properties with only 324 benefiting.  Disturbingly, National Highways can only anticipate that the scheme will lead to a slight beneficial effect on local human health.  Illustrating the total lack of understanding of the locality, National Highways highlights the positive health outcome in North Curry and Stoke St Gregory, two villages well connected to the A378 some 3-5 miles distant, while ignoring the adverse impact on West Hatch, Hatch Beauchamp, Ashill, Broadway and Ilton, which adjoin the scheme.

III. With the exception of Henlade air quality is generally good in the area.  Because the area is rural the large footprint of the dualling is likely to have a permanent significant adverse effect on the Vale of Taunton Deane and North Curry Sandstone Ridge landscapes and will adversely impact on views across these landscapes (Table 16.1).  Minimising the environmental impact of the scheme emphasises the need to drastically reduce the scheme footprint. Nowhere in the PEIR is this acknowledged.
IV. Since the scheme inception in 2014, the environmental issue of climate change has risen to prominence.  The 2014 focus on building big is out of step with current thinking of building small, the phasing out of petrol and diesel cars, and encouraging seasonal travellers to alternatives like rail; all of these have been ignored in the PEIR.
General

8) 
Do you have any other comments you would like to make about our proposals?
GENERAL

I. The congestion on the A358 would be solved by the provision of a Henlade by-pass and proper graded junctions at the Junction25/Nexus and Southfield roundabouts. No evidence has been provided demonstrating the need to dual the A358 East of Mattocks Tree Green. This would save millions of pounds, preserve the rural environment and take proper account of the needs of the local communities.

II. The RIS strategy is flawed. Creating an urban motorway channelling more A358 traffic onto the M5, the current single main route to the West Country, will increase the overloading and congestion on the M5, which is already unacceptably compromised. The logic of providing a second up-graded main route to the South West A303/A30 via the Honiton by-pass is irrefutable. As a professional engineering organisation held to ethical standards NH should have made this quite clear to Government and sought redress.

III. Much of the thinking behind the scheme design has been remote, desk-top analysis and modelling by a design process that showed little empathy with the locality and the views of local residents and businesses.  Moreover, Expressway ideology has gone against the underlying safety principle that a road network feeds traffic from minor roads onto major roads as quickly and efficiently as possible.  The scheme ignores this principle and rather than provide safe taper merge/diverge slip access to the A358 diverts traffic 2-3 miles along unclassified and C Class lanes and roads, and even through villages, to reach the two junctions providing access to the A358.  Rural lanes and roads are not well maintained by Somerset Highways and with the increase traffic load placed on them by the scheme the situation will worsen.  Furthermore, in winter the rural network is often slippery with leaves and mud and the narrow lanes can be very dark, with overlying shadows.  During seasonal work the network is busy with farm vehicles, which often follow a one-way system for long distance haulage of crops.  The scheme as designed will prevent this occurring causing conflict between farm traffic and between other vehicles.  

IV. The A358 Technical Traffic Note provides some limited data on the performance of the scheme and within the local rural network.  Although journey times are modelled to the second no similar precision is provided regarding the locations at which modelled journeys commence and finish.  The ongoing ComMA modelling should identify start/end points on the M5 500m North and South of Junction 25 and 500m east along the A303.  However, with the data available it is possible to assess that the average speed along the scheme as proposed is a modest 50mph in 2028 and 47mph in 2043.  This is some way below the design speed of an Expressway and is caused by congestion delays at the Taunton and Southfield roundabouts of 3 and 4 minutes in 2028 and 2043 respectively.  As National Highways traffic models are constructed to reflect typical conditions on an average weekday the performance during the holiday season will be considerably worse.

V. For this very modest performance that is far below RIS objectives local residents and businesses have been denied normal A303 type of access.  The Sparkford to Ilchester scheme, that was recently approved by the Secretary of State for Transport, and part of the same RIS 1 programme, was designed to replicate A303 standards whilst following CD 109 requirements and does provide good access to the rural network.  This is not the case for the A358.  Moreover, the modelling of the local road network shows this lack of access increases traffic through Hatch Beauchamp by nearly 1,000 vehicles a day and through Ashill by 2,000+ vehicles a day.  This traffic is funnelled in through local lanes and roads meaning residents, businesses, walkers, cyclist and horse riders will all be adversely impacted not only from the increased traffic but also from an increase in noise and vibration, often above NPSNN tolerance levels.

VI. During the 2021 consultations ten parishes that lie directly within the scheme developed proposals that would mitigate the adverse impact of the scheme to an ALARP level.  The process was complicated by constant changes in scheme design, It is unacceptable that National Highways excluded the Joint Parishes proposals from all statutory consultation material, including DCO preparatory documents like the PEIR.  

VII. The Statutory Consultation exposes serious breaches in the governance of this National Highways scheme.  Unequivocally, governance does not permit the building of a 9-mile Expressway, a sub-category of Motorways, to link roundabouts.  The proposed design is extravagant in land usage, unnecessarily cutting a great, environmentally damaging, swathe through a rural landscape at an unacceptable cost to the tax-payer.  Except for the Henlade by-pass the Expressway gives very little back to the local community, adversely impacting their safety and wellbeing so that commuters and seasonal holiday travellers can speed to, and queue at, a roundabout before joining an already overloaded M5.  The Henlade by-pass and redesign of the two roundabouts should be completed before any consideration is given to dualling east of Thornfalcon.  In that event, mitigation proposals given by local parishes, as an honest attempt to reconcile the adverse impact of the scheme, should be incorporated.  It goes against all principles of governance that Community Mitigation Proposals are dismissed by exploiting compliance criteria within DMRB GD 300, whilst ignoring the non-compliance of National Highways’ own scheme proposals.  If, in the first instance, the Henlade by-pass and redesign of the roundabouts do not deliver the scheme objectives, governance requires National Highways to redesign the scheme as an All-purpose Trunk Road following CD109 Highways Link design criteria.  Incorporating the proposed mitigation, this perfectly adequate specification, will provide a route usable to all travellers, local and distant.  

VIII. The Consultation has provided no response to the question of why an Expressway design was chosen for the route, a decision that goes against National Highways’ own route categorisation governance.  No comparison analysis between a GD 300 Expressway and a CD 109 All-purpose dual lane trunk road has been undertaken.  Consultation webinar questions elicited the admission that speed along the link would not be adversely impacted by a non-Expressway design.  More profoundly was the admission that the Expressway ideology of a mile a minute travel could not be attained across the scheme because of the speed limitation of the Southfields, Nexus 25, and Junction 25 roundabouts. 

CONSULTATION PROCESS
I. The PEIR was not available prior to the consultation. 
It is not possible to review a major document and accompanying data within 6 weeks. A longer consultation period was requested but denied. The consultation date was only published just before the start, contrary to the experience of other consultations which have been given a two  month notice period as well as a two month consultation period.

II. No meetings with the 12 individual parishes involved were factored into planning the consultation process.
III. There were only 3 face to face events, one of which was in a room that was far too small with viewing materials cramped. People had to queue outside and some people left as there was not sufficient parking. Only one event was held outside normal working hours and that event at one end of the route.

IV. Many of the maps used were historic showing inaccurate addresses, incorrect boundaries. Modelling was based on Google maps to the extent that when actually visiting the sites designers were surprised by the actual dimensions of the dualling, questioning the viability of their designs. 
V. Webinars starting with a slide stating ‘The story so far’ – are inappropriate and offensive to the hundreds of people whose daily lives and livelihoods will be adversely impacted by the proposed scheme. The facile statement exemplified the apparent disregard NH seems to have for local communities.

VI. The staff at the face to face events were frequently evasive when asked simple questions viz: ‘Why is the Southfields roundabout not being fully upgraded?’ NH’s answer - ‘Because it will funnel more traffic down the A358.’ This is in total contradiction to the supposed reason for dualling the road. Similarly, when asked to explain why NH thought the environmental damage that full dualling will cause was acceptable, the answer was that we should be looking at what ‘nuclear’ developments were doing to the environment and not questioning NH.

VII. There was no information available on the costs of the project nor details of Cost Benefit analyses and how they were sourced and evaluated. 
West Hatch Parish Council

20th November 2021
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