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Written Submission after OFH 12.1.23.pdf
Stonehenge Tunnel National Highways must justify why alternatives were ruled out New Civil
Engineer.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,
I am in receipt of your below response to the upload of my written submission to the Pl website
on 24 January 2023. This follows my oral submission at the Pl Open Floor Hearing at Witham

Public Hall on 12th January, this oral submission is already viewable on the Pl website, which
presumably legitimises my inclusion (I was welcomed to speak from the OFH speaker’s
designated seat in Witham Public Hall. | therefore trust that the possibility of my written
submission not being allowed because | am not registered as an interested party is complete
nonsense (this possibility is alluded to in the attached email of 23 January 2023 from Steven

Parker, reply to my email of 16t January).

Given that | spoke for several minutes at the OFH and made a meaningful contribution, | fully
expect the Pl to accept my related written submission (I've also attached it here for good
measure — 2 pdfs) and given that there is still a long way to go in this process with the strong
likelihood of me making further contributions, it might be helpful to all parties to properly
register me as an interested party, if this is allowed.

Kind Regards

Mark Tonge

From: NI Mail Distribution <ni.mail.distribution@notifications.service.gov.uk>
Reply to: "nienquiries@planninginspectorate.gov.uk"

<nienquiries@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Date: Tuesday, 24 January 2023 at 19:32

Tos Mark Tong I

Subject: Submission Confirmation

Planning Act 2008: Receipt of examination submission ID : 13615.

Thank you for making a submission in relation to the examination of
the application for a Development Consent Order for the A12
Chelmsford to A120 Widening Scheme.

Valid submissions will be published on the relevant project page on
the National Infrastructure Planning website shortly after the deadline
to which they relate has passed.

Please read our Privacy Notice which, amongst other things, explains


mailto:NIEnquiries@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:A12chelmsfordA120@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-inspectorate-privacy-notices%2Fcustomer-privacy-notice&data=05%7C01%7CA12chelmsfordA120%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7C8460b8f99cf14ef1f53408db021d1c6c%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C0%7C0%7C638106096457561342%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kWVElItYgDwx%2FbUZ%2Fknai3MdVS18AT%2Fms68advyzlfY%3D&reserved=0

RE: Written submission following oral OFH at Witham on 12/1/23

		From

		A12chelmsfordA120

		To

		Mark Tonge

		Cc

		A12chelmsfordA120

		Recipients

		marktonge@hotmail.com; A12chelmsfordA120@planninginspectorate.gov.uk



Dear Mr Tonge,

Thank you for your email of 16 January 2023.

I have checked our records and you don’t appear to be registered as an Interested Party.

The period in which to register as an interested party in the examination ran between 22 September - 4 November 2022, therefore this opportunity has passed.

Persons in certain categories may ask to become interested parties.

If you are an owner, lessee, tenant (whatever the tenancy period) or occupier of the land affected by the proposed development, then you will be considered to have a legal interest in the land.

Those with a legal interest in land affected by a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project and:

•          have not been identified by the Applicant; and

•          did not register to become an Interested Party;

can make a request to the Examining Authority to become an Interested Party under s102A of the Planning Act 2008.

Becoming an Interested Party gives you the right to make representations about the application, attend meetings and hearings, stay informed of the progress of the Examination and be given notification of the final Decision.

Those persons that believe that they may have a legal interest in land should check the Applicant’s Book of Reference document, which lists all land required for the proposed development. Searching this document can be done by holding Ctrl+F and entering relevant search terms into the search box (such as the name of the property, postcode etc).

Those that appear in the Book of Reference can make a section 102A request to the Examining Authority here:

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/interested-party-frm.php?project=TR010060

Those without a legal interest in land affect by the proposal should have registered during the registration period. The Examining Authority has discretionary powers to accept submissions from non-registered parties.

In the event that you are unable to become an Interest Party, any submission you may make would only be accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority.

If you remain unclear as to how the project potentially impacts you, or your property, I would advise you to contact the Applicant (National Highways) directly who may be able to answer any further questions in relation to this matter.

info@nationalhighways.co.uk

Tel. 0300 123 5000 

Kind regards,

 

Steven Parker 
Case Officer
National Infrastructure Planning

Helpline: 0303 444 5000
Email: steven.parker@planninginspectorate.gov.uk

Web: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk (National Infrastructure Planning)
Web: www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate (Casework and appeals) 

Twitter: @PINSgov

This communication does not constitute legal advice.
Please view our Privacy Notice before sending information to the Planning Inspectorate.

 

 

 

From: Mark Tonge &lt;marktonge@hotmail.com&gt; 
Sent: 16 January 2023 18:25
To: A12chelmsfordA120 &lt;A12chelmsfordA120@planninginspectorate.gov.uk&gt;
Subject: Written submission following oral OFH at Witham on 12/1/23

 

For the attention of Deborah Allen,

 

Dear Deborah,

 

We met in the foyer of Witham Public Hall last Thursday 12th January. I was the last speaker to speak in the afternoon Open Floor Hearings sessions, but I was not pre-registered to speak, you may recall that I mentioned to you that I’d like the opportunity to speak which was granted after the last of the registered speakers had spoken and people from the audience were invited.

 

My question is that I now have details that I’d like to upload to the PI web portal, but as I wasn’t pre-registered to speak, I don’t have a registration number with which to upload. Are you able to issue a number or how should I otherwise proceed?

 

Thank you again for your help on the day, especially with solving the Teams video to display the speakers the big screens in the hall as each in turn spoke during the OFH. I think this was a big improvement for the watching audience.

 

Kind Regards

Mark Tonge

Please take a moment to review the Planning Inspectorate's Privacy Notice which can be accessed by clicking this link.

Please note that the contents of this email and any attachments are privileged and/or confidential and intended solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and its attachments, you must take no action based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. Please contact the sender if you believe you have received this email in error and then delete this email from your system.



Recipients should note that e-mail traffic on Planning Inspectorate systems is subject to monitoring, recording and auditing to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. The Planning Inspectorate has taken steps to keep this e-mail and any attachments free from viruses. It accepts no liability for any loss or damage caused as a result of any virus being passed on. It is the responsibility of the recipient to perform all necessary checks.



The statements expressed in this e-mail are personal and do not necessarily reflect the opinions or policies of the Inspectorate.



DPC:76616c646f72
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16 January 2023
Written submission to the Planning Inspectorate examining the A12 Widening Project

This submission relates to the oral submission given by me at Witham Public Hall at the end of the
afternoon session of Open Floor Hearings, that took place on 12t January 2023.

My Name is Mark Tonge, | am a resident of Messing, | am also a Director of Messing & Inworth
Action Group Ltd (MIAG). My oral submission on 12 January and this written submission and
opinions herein are my own and not representing any other party.

The stretch of the ‘new’ A12 between new junction 24 (Inworth) and junction 25 (Marks Tey) is
planned to be located to the south of the existing A12 pathway. Previously this repositioning was
influenced by the land and road connectivity / capacity needs for the new West Tey Garden
Community, which in the meantime failed to get permission and has been scrapped.

The repositioning will bring the A12 physically closer to Messing, literally just a couple of fields
away and at the same time will completely blight the sense of place of Prested Hall (a beautiful 15
century part-moated manor house). Villagers in Messing are naturally unhappy the proposed
repositioning of the A12, its visual impact as well as the increase in noise and air pollution and the
particulate matter it will bring to the village. Villagers however are not nimby’s and can see the
value of a widened A12 as a bigger economic generator for all, however villagers do not agree with
the need to reposition this section of the A12 and whilst it is not our biggest concern, it does raise
several questions that should be pursued by the Planning Inspectorate:

1. Why is the repositioning of the A12 and the extra connectivity and capacity derived from the
de-trunking of the existing A12, still necessary when the West Tey Garden Community will not
be built

2. Why in these straightened economic times isn’t the Department for Transport and the
Chancellor ensuring that the taxpayer gets best value for its money and testing the absolute
need for the repositioning of the A12. The cost to reposition it is extremely expensive and is
most likely not needed. This is an aspect that the Planning Inspectorate needs to consider in its
review

3. All of this begs the question whether it is the case that National Highways is being penny wise
and pound foolish in not being willing to consider the ‘Main Alternative’ (a no or low-cost
increase to reposition the B1023 behind Inworth village and linking to an alternative J24 access
roundabout situated further South-West from that proposed by National Highways). This main
alternative proposed by Messing-cum-Inworth Parish Council and MIAG and supported by Priti
Patel MP, Essex County Council, Kevin Bentley and all the local community would prevent traffic
gridlock on the B1023 and save the blighting of the village of Inworth

Site Visit Request 1
It is imperative that the Planning Inspectorate conducts a walkabout site visit throughout the entire
length of the village of Inworth both during daylight and darkness including at peak times






Moving on to Junction 24. The Junction 24 roundabout design, its connectivity to the local road
network, the limited capability of that road network and the impact on the local area must all be
deeply considered by the Planning Inspectorate. As is the current design and the many assumptions
that go with it means that the Junction 24 and local road network will not be fit for the expected
purpose once built.

As the Planning Inspectorate will learn from various other submissions, the design of Junction 24 is
technically flawed and is a bastardisation of multiple design standards.

The design and its proposed location clearly lack local knowledge and insight. For example, the
extreme pinch point that is Hinds Bridge (located just to the north of the A12 where it passes over
the B1023 between Feering and the proposed Junction 24 roundabout at Inworth) is a significant
shortcoming. On a good day it is only just wide enough for 2 cars to pass one another, larger
vehicles cannot and must give way to one another. Currently with long-term unrepaired potholes
any navigation is dangerous. National Highways has dismissed Hinds Bridge as being Essex County
Council’s problem, not theirs. Yet this pinch-point is clearly incapable of absorbing the explosion of
traffic that will need to pass over it to access from.to the new junction 24. Essex County Council
reasonably contends that it doesn’t have the funding to widen Hinds Bridge, nor to maintain it.
Where is the grown-up strategic view here that considers this issue in its entirety and its high risk to
jeopardise the whole scheme in respect of Junction 24

Site Visit Request 2

It is also imperative that the Planning Inspectorate conducts a walkabout site visit at the location of
Hinds Bridge including at peak times and in the dark as well as in the daylight. The B1023 is unlit
along most of its length including the section between Hinds Bridge and the new Junction 24.

The design of the Junction 24 roundabout also features direct connection and access to Kelvedon
Road, an unmarked, unfinished (no kerb) and unlit single track road with very few passing places
and a 90’ blind bend (which has had 1 fatal traffic accident many years ago) en-route to accessing
Messing Village, its listed houses, its 600 year old church that is located on a S bend that is
incapable of providing the necessary swept path bandwidth for HGV’s to navigate. On the other
side of the village lies a single-track road with similar characteristics, called Harborough Hall Lane
used to access from/to the B1022 (Maldon Road). The link between the new Junction 24 on the
B1023 and the B1022 via Messing Village is at enormous risk of being used as a rat-run as people
living in Heckford Bridge, Birch, Layer Marney, Layer-de la-Haye, Abberton, Mersea Island and some
parts of Stanway etc all seek to seek to short-cut their route.

Site Visit Request 3

It is also therefore imperative that the Planning Inspectorate conducts a walkabout site visit along
the entire length of Kelvedon Road, The Street and Harborough Hall Lane both in daylight and in the
dark and including at peak times






Finally, | would like to comment about National Highways. So far, in this entire process, National
Highways has not, in my opinion or in the general opinion of villagers from the parish of Messing-
cum-Inworth in general, acquitted itself very well. In summary:

e It has failed to communicate

e Above all it has failed to consult properly with the local community

e |t has failed to be consistent in its supporting data, which it has changed numerous times to
be self-serving of its preferences and objectives

e |t has failed to provide a robust design for Junction 24 that fits to a single design standard

e [t has its contractors who have a beneficial interest in the project do its bidding for it, as was
evident with the presence of contractors from Jacobs and Mace representing and
presenting as National Highways in Witham Public Hall

e |t has a complaints process which is not fit for purpose and a complaint count which is
staggeringly high. Why?

| couldgoon..... and on

In short, the local community has not trust or confidence in National Highways in respect of
Junction 24

Given that the local community wants to pursue its proposed ‘Main Alternative’ for the Junction 24
roundabout and B1023 routing, which National Highways has summarily dismissed as unworkable
and too expensive, it is not lost on the villagers of Messing and Inworth that National Highways has
some recent form in this respect, namely the failure to adequately consult on and consider
alternatives for the Stonehenge tunnel underpass. As | am sure the panel is aware, that resulted in
a judicial review which found against National Highways, found against the Department for
Transport and found against the Secretary of State for Transport*

It should already be concerning to the Planning Inspectorate that the local community has found it
necessary to form an action group (MIAG), raise funds and appoint Stephen Humphreys of Ashfords
LLP as its solicitor to represent it, as it did at the Witham Public Hall on 12t January. | trust, indeed
all villagers of the local community trust, that a judicial review for this case, will not be needed.

*At Witham Public Hall on 12t January, Reuben Taylor’s oral reply commenting on my oral
submission as above, indicated that National Highways were not at fault or to blame. However, that
appears to be at odds with the findings of the judicial review into the Stonehenge scheme, which
according to the New Civil Engineer article (from 22" June 2022 by Rob Horgan, copy enclosed)
stated that the Secretary of State’s decision was ‘unlawful’ and as a result the Secretary of State
had asked National Highways to provide greater detail on why it had ruled out alternative schemes.
Clearly if National Highways had done its job properly, this would not be necessary. The article
guotes the Secretary of State’s letters to National Highways as stating “A number of consultees
have raised the issue that it is not clear how the Applicant (NH) has arrived at the conclusion that
the alternative tunnel routes would only have minimal additional heritage benefits over the
Development. The Applicant is asked to explain fully the basis on which they reached this
conclusion.” It continued “The explanation should include full detail of reasoning, the matters
considered and any methodology that was used and, where applicable, be cross-referenced to the
examination material or subsequent information provided to the Secretary of State”. The
judgement also requires the Secretary of State to prove that (he) has considered the environmental
and carbon impact of the scheme. In respect of the A12 widening in general and Junction 24
specifically, | trust that the Planning Inspectorate will automatically hold National Highways
accountable to account for every single one of these aspects as part of its process as well as the all
in important environmental and health impacts from Particulate Matter (PM.s)






LATEST

Stonehenge Tunnel | National Highways must justify why alternatives were ruled out

22 JUN, 2022 BY ROB HORGAN

The Department for Transport (DfT) has asked National Highways to explain why it ruled out alternative

routes to its Stonehenge Tunnel proposal.

It comes after local councils and transport groups complained that it was “not clear” how National

Highways had ruled out alternative options.

The current plans are for a 12.8km dual carriageway, and a 3.2km tunnel underneath the world

heritage site (WHS) closely following the existing A303 route alignment.

Opponents of the scheme have suggested that a longer tunnel would help avoid damaging the historic

site.

However in documents submitted to the Planning Inspectorate January, National Highways said its





position regarding a bored tunnel extension "remains unchanged" and "this option should be excluded

from further development".

The roads operator added: "There is no evidence that the additional investment required to extend the
tunnel length would deliver meaningful additional benefits to the World Heritage Site (WHS) that

would justify the additional cost."

National Highways has also ruled out a series of other alternatives, including a cut and cover tunnel

extension which was due to the "significant additional cost".

National Highways also ruled out alternative routes to the south of the WHS due to their "much larger
footprint" and "greater overall environmental impact than the partially tunnelled options". Meanwhile,
a proposed new route to the south of Salisbury was ruled out over increased habitat loss and a new
proposed route north of the WHS was rejected "on the basis of the harm it would cause to the setting

of the WHS and key assets within it".

Transport secretary Grant Shapps is currently in the process of “re-determining” his decision on
National Highways’ planning application after a High Court judge ruled his original decision to

approve the scheme as “unlawful”.

As part of the process, Shapps must prove that he has considered the environmental and carbon
impact of the proposed scheme in relation to government commitments and legislation, as well as

providing evidence that alternative schemes have been adequately considered.

Consequently, Shapps has asked National Highways to provide greater detail on why it has ruled out

alternative routes.

A letter sent this week adds: “A number of consultees have raised the issue that it is not clear how the
Applicant has arrived at the conclusion that the alternative tunnel routes would only have minimal
additional heritage benefits over the Development. The Applicant is asked to explain fully the basis on

which they reached this conclusion.”

It continues: “The explanation should include full detail of reasoning, the matters considered and any
methodology that was used and, where applicable, be cross-referenced to the examination material or

subsequent information provided to the Secretary of State”

Shapps has also requested further information around the scheme's impact on four newly identified





heritage assets at the site, as well as “issues relating to adverse impacts of tunnelling through chalk

bedrock”. National Highways has until 27 June to respond to the DfT.

Last month, National Highways selected a joint venture comprising Spain’s FCC Construccion, Italian
firm WeBuild and BeMo Tunnelling from Austria to deliver the £1.25bn contract for the tunnel, along

with the main construction work for the A303 Amesbury to Berwick Down scheme past Stonehenge.

The JV will be supported by a design consortium made up of Atkins, Jacobs and Spanish designer

Sener acting as the design joint venture.
The contract is subject to final sign-off on the £1.7bn scheme by Shapps.

Mace has also been appointed as the complex infrastructure programme (CIP) commercial partner on
the delivery of the scheme. Mace’s work will involve delivering commercial services including cost
consultancy and quantity surveying, as well as acting as a liaison between National Highways and its

main contractors.

Like what youve read? To receive New Civil Engineer's daily and weekly newsletters click here.

Related articles

Renewed calls for planned Stonehenge Tunnel to be made longer Mace wins Stonehenge Tunnel job
27 April 2022 15 June 2022












