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Re.: A6097 Crown Height
  The two recent responses written by Peter Webster, Director of Environment, and Richard Hunt, Minerals Review Officer, are both noted.

  In respect of the overall issue I think there might be a need to reinforce our position which is that GEFAG has established the adverse impact of the road and that this has been formally acknowledged at a technical level: firstly in the TRA report c. 1981 and more recently the TFS of this year by B&V on behalf of the EA..

  The requirement is that the 2 identified locations are lowered as part of the scheme to alleviate floodrisk.  One of those locations coincides with the location proposed initially within the Tarmac Central Limited planning application for a connecting service road to the proposed quarry site.

  The challenge is that GEFAG asserts that for those flood events deemed between a 1 in 20 and 1 in 75 (ABI insurance threshold) the excess height creates an adverse flood level:  for the properties in the Marlock / Cottage Pasture Lane location this means that water is forced towards and into those properties before being able to flow over the excess road crown height.  For those in the remaining section Holly Farm to Fullers either an excessive height of water is created adversely affecting properties on the upstream side or a head of water adversely affecting the downstream side properties is created despite the potential advantage of the road height in this section acting as a barrier.

   There may be argument that it is important to maintain a high road level in order to avoid excessive depth of water on the A6097 but if that were the argument then GEFAG asserts a liability to offer alleviation and protection exists on the Highway Authority.

   GEFAG asserts that in the section Cottage Pasture to Holly Farm there is a lack of adequate under-road culvert to transfer flood flow from upstream to downstream side of the highway – and that the responsibility of that flow is directly with the Highway Authority.  The Highway Authority has been notified of this issue and should now take steps to rectify the problem without delay.

  It has been argued that a limiting factor may exist due to the various services such as gas, water, telephone and optic fibre installations running both sides of the A6097.  Whilst these undertakings may have certain installation rights it is not established that such undertakings are exempt from relocating their services if it is shown that they have not sufficient depth after re-adjusting the road / verge height.  It must be noted that TCL will themselves find this an issue anyway at the time of installing any junction solution which may be permitted.  It is felt that this argument is a red herring issue.

  In respect of the above matter therefore GEFAG regrets that the response received is not acceptable.

  Turning to the secondary – but important – issue of junction proposal and design I must advise that I have not been given the full details inferred:  what I saw was a copy of an internal memo which indicated the preference of a roundabout to the previously promoted traffic light arrangement as advanced following public consultation with the community by TCL.  Furthermore it seemed to me that the argument related to financial constraints on the long-term maintenance factor and not one of effective and safe traffic management.  Perhaps a further copy of that memo can be provided.

  The question asked in the first letter to you required the full explanation of who asked who for that change of recommendation:  this requires copies of all meeting notes and correspondence between TCL, TCL consultants and the Highway Authority.

  The issue of vehicle speed reduction is an inadequate response since both types of junction offer speed management potential.  The issue of safety is also questioned since I believe that accident rates at roundabouts are actually substantially greater than a well designed traffic light junction:  and it must be borne in mind that the proposed roundabout is actually within 100 metres of a curve in the road with exceptionally poor sightline of approach.  Furthermore there are numerous domestic and commercial access points immediately adjacent to any slip lane.

   Current early morning and late afternoon traffic flows are displaying saturation level:  movement onto the highway at these times is already virtually impossible unless either the traffic has a cohort gap or an oncoming driver concedes a space voluntarily – this latter not being an acceptable traffic flow management technique and highly dangerous.

   Unless there are supplementary traffic signals within a roundabout design it is felt that the potential quarry traffic leaving the site will be forced  to queue within the quarry access road for significant periods.

   From a noise value point of view there is opinion that a roundabout will unnecessarily create unacceptable noise levels at all times even when the quarry is not operating:  that noise is created by deceleration and acceleration of vehicles – and the proximity of houses in the area of deceleration / acceleration will mean unacceptable deterioration of environment.  A managed time function for traffic lights dependent upon quarry operational activity allows free traffic flow through the junction during evening / night and weekend periods.  Traffic lights will modify flow speed as road furniture.

