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Executive Summary

Pucklechurch Parish Council believes that the consultation process is flawed, that no
case has been effectively made to support the delivery of any of the options and it
remains resolute in its opposition to the Eastern options: these options simply do not
deliver the outcomes that the cross-party campaign fought for. Furthermore, if either
of the two Eastern options are enacted this would have potentially devastating and
irreversible consequences for our community identity, multiple designated heritage
assets, our industrial and archaeological heritage, two conservation areas, the
character of the local landscape (including the setting of the Cotswolds AONB) and
its biodiversity, as well as residential amenity, traffic and air quality. One likely far-
reaching consequence will be the creation of new rat runs and traffic congestion over
a much wider regional and rural road network (induced traffic) that has not been

appropriately analysed as part of this study.

The detail ed demonst r asdppmositiorotd thetEasern &éond sh Cou
should not be read as tacit approval of the Western option as an alternative or

appropriate solution.

This response covers Pucklechurch Parish Councild s t hr ee main areas o

that form the basis of its objections:

1 The consultation process and its failure to provide appropriate detailed and
accurate information on which anyone can make a well-informed comment

1 The efficacy of providing a junction at all in light of the fact that no alternative
options have been explored against which the proposed options can be tested

1 Evidence that demonstrates why neither of the two eastern options are

appropriate



Introduction: the lack of accurate detail and opportunity for analysis

A number of documents were provided to members of the public that were meant to
provide key facts upon which they could make a considered opinion i these
documents have been examined by PPC and found to be well below the standard

we expect to be delivered, as demonstrated below.

It is not possible to comment at all on the accuracy of the figures or assumptions
made in the main Consultation Document as no proper data is provided within it. No
detail is offered, for example, with reference to air quality or noise levels and traffic
data is reduced to a series of highly stylised comparative diagrams that offer no
possibility of understanding the specifics of current or predicted traffic flows in terms
of the number of vehicles or journeys. Equally there are many impacts that are
overlooked or downplayed especially with regard to the historic, environmental and
human costs and the figures relating to expenditure required to achieve each option
are only provided as high-level estimates. PPC believes that some cost elements
relevant to the Eastern options have not been included and so the figures provided
for each option are unlikely to reflect the true cost of delivery and furthermore do not
appear to be comparing like with like. Th e &6 Be n e f isdare fresented & at i o
state me nt o devoill bf any tedail that supports the calculations. Consequently,
we, and others, have not been provided with a satisfactory opportunity to interrogate
or challenge any of these figures and assumptions as they are not supported with
adequate information relating to their determination. South Gloucestershire Council
also has a duty of to manage expectations and the consultation should be based on
the assumption that residents have a real chance of affecting the outcome. Several
people have reported that CH2M reps were very clear that work would likely continue
to develop the Eastern options even if the if Western option was eventually preferred

but this is not made clear in the documentation.



Reports & Data

Pucklechurch Parish Councillors specifically requested that the technical detailed
reports written in support of the @ptioneeringdprocess be made available for public
scrutiny when it met with South Gloucestershire Council Officers on 19t July 2017.
It is clear from the questions asked at public exhibition as well as letters that
residents have addressed to SGC and shared with us, or published via social media,
that they have been frustrated by the sheer lack of data that has been provided: it is

not good enough to be repeatedly told

| evel conceptsd when t hbesome readitytbaetpréatenswi | |

their community, homes and local area. Given that £375k has already been spent on
the feasibility study to date, PPC would expect these reports to exist and to be
available to share. Our residents do not appreciate being patronised, as many
reportedly felt they were at the public exhibitions, when being told that some of the
spreadsheets and diagrams would be too complicated for members of the public to

understand:

Afat this stage of a consultation of
balance between putting enough information on diagrams to make them
useful, but not so much as to make them unreadable to the general public. If
we were to include every home, building and environmental feature on the
diagrams then they would not be easily readable. In addition, if we make
diagrams too detailed we would be at risk of giving the possible impression
that route option alignments are fixed, whereas in fact if the project were to
progress and an option taken forward, alignments could alter depending on
the outcomes of ongoing and further technical work and the results of the

current public donsultation. o

Finding the right balance and presenting an accurate and detailed picture for
consultation purposes are not mutually exclusive objectives. The information has
been presented in a highly selective and subjective way: when a member of CH2M

was challenged by a Pucklechurch Parish Councillor as to why some environmental

! https://www.facebook.com/groups/1940588919512554/permalink/19735119962202A46itten response
by Ben McGee Principal Transport Planning Officer
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https://www.facebook.com/groups/1940588919512554/permalink/1973511996220246/

constraints relating to the Eastern options were not included on the Constraints Map,

the answer was that that member of staff had made a conscious decision not to

include them and therefore not because they
guestion as to how many other details have been deliberately chosen not to be

included?

Failures in Public Engagement

Adopting a 06def au lcdnsuldatiog may be clheapergopthedagat h t o
authority but it is not an effective way of reaching, informing or engaging with the

vast majority of people who will be impacted by these proposals. Providing access to
consultation materials in a non-digital format at libraries and one stop shops by

request is irrelevant if people for whom they are most appropriate do not know they

exist in the first place or cannot get there. In this respect it is also not the role of the
parish council to make up the shortfall in terms of the dissemination of information

about the consultation. We are led to understand from comments made by a CH2M
representative that this is the biggest public response they have ever experienced to

a concept consultation but this cannot be attributed to what can only be described as

the minimal effort made by SGC to publicise the process.

No attempt was made to specifically engage with or assess the impact on humerous
smaller business owners prior to the consultation 1 it is unacceptable to expect

farmers and bed and breakfast owners and many others to realise that a regular
Osustainable travel roadshowd held at the Sc
them or to their future or to even know that they ever took place. Emails and other
documents supplied via FOI show that SGCo6s of fi
gather views from businesses but it would seem that this was only with a view to

inform the economic case in support of the junction rather than assessing potential
impacts.?

No effective attempt has been made to engage with hard to reach communities.

Whilst it may be deemed to be standard practice to rely on emails being sent to

umbrella groups there is no evidence to show that this has had any appreciable

effect on the dissemination of information and these umbrella groups will not

necessarily have contact with or have knowledge of the specific needs of individuals

2 https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/416845/response/1023910/attach/html/4/Emails.pdf.html



in our local community. There is no evidence as to the efficacy of this approach and
this appears to have been a routine exercise with no appreciable outcome.

The public exhibition and its staffing proved to be less than satisfactory - just 15%
of attendants that provided feedback to PPC reported that they were satisfied with
the information they received.?® Staff often did not know the answers to questions and
provided opinions rather than fact and several had not worked on the project at all.
Some answers that were given by different staff members contradicted each other.
No record of residentsd ¢ 0 n was made by SGC at the time of the public
exhibition other than the number of people that attended. Feedback forms were
supplied by PPC and the responses collated by subject matter. Many people
reported the maps were hard to understand with no landmarks and/or street names

and people couldnét identify who they were t

Study Area

Whilst the Phase 1 Study Report has been shared, it is clear that the work
undertaken by the time it was produced concentrated its efforts on the area in and
around Emersons Green East: thishas,i n P P C0 s resuled in ananbalance in
the information made available to the public and underplayed the impact of the
Eastern options. Pucklechurch and Siston are referenced just once each in this 60-
page document and only with reference to through traffic (p13 and p16 respectively).
In fact, Pucklechurch appears to have been so insignificant as far as the Phase 1
Study was concerned as to have been completely obscured by the legend on the

6Constraints Map6é, a map upon (asvdhowodbnp@®.i st on d

The apparent lack of detailed work on the Eastern options until relatively recently is
also evidenced by other documentation released under FOI requests including one
made to the Environment Agency. The latter shows that no detailed information was
either sought or received about the areas covered by the Eastern options and that

Environment Agency representatives did not attend a stakeholder meeting.> ¢ The

3 A summary of tis feedback can be accessed via the PPC website at
http://pucklechurchparishcouncil.weebly.com/uploads/2/0/0/5/20059023/qg___as_plus_comments.pdf
4ibid

5FOI57815WX: 170822/nw04 M4 Jct 18 a and link road study

6 https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/416845/response/1023910/attach/html/4/Emails.pdf.html



map supplied by the Environment Agency (show
Junction Apprai sal Studyo6é and was supplied t
preliminary opinion: no concomitant map was sought or supplied relevant to the

Eastern options. This may explain why several water courses affected by the

Eastern options are not referenced, in particular Siston Brook, as well as a number

of other environmental factors.

Area of Study March 2017

Constraints Map Phase 1 Study Report. March 2017

Environment
LW Agency
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M4 Junction Appraisal Study (Environment Agency)



Consultation descriptions and language

There are examples of value laden comment throughout the Consultation Document

that read as opinion rather than fact and this introduces a level of subjectivity and

bias to the information that is presented. For example, with regard to the area of

search and route options, there is an imbalance between the descriptions of the two

remaining options: we are told of the Eastern option that fa new motorway junction

could be accommodatedwi t hout t he n e e evhehtbe feantoreseof bbtihh e M4 0
options should best have been objectively described. The summary of the

environmental issues for the Eastern options makes mention of loss of areas of

vegetation but does not mention that that will entail taking many hectares of currently

productive agricultural land out of production (aside from the destruction of habitats)

and it doesndét appear to give any weight to
through designated conservations areas (see p 26 below).

The Consultation Questionnaire should have been completely neutral. This
sentence:

ATwo options have been identified that se

environmental sites.o
carries with it the implication that they do when as shown below they most certainly
do not. Q1 is designed purely to gather data about road usage and not to elicit a
view on the scheme options: to promote it as the first question may have led some
respondents to believe that a weighting would be attached to their views dependent
on driving habit. Q2 is designed to gather data to help inform the case for a junction
and not to gather a view. The word @nvironment6can be interpreted in more than
one way and so should have been qualified with a definition. At no point is a question
asked about whether the respondent thinks there is a need for a junction or what the
impact on people/community/heritage might be or what they think about the costs.
The opportunity to comment in any detail is curtailed by the extremely small amount
of space allowed for comments. It is also a failure of the questionnaire not to provide
the opportunity for respondents to comment on the whether or not they believe the
scheme options will achieve the objectives and to what degree, or for them to offer

an alternative. No questions were asked about public transport usage.



Scope of the Study
Section 1.1 of the M4 Junction 18a Link T Phase 1 Report says:

AThis study involves t hmewanmtsrway gpimteomt of op
between the M4 Junction 19 and M4 Junction 18, and provision of a Link to

t he A4174, north Bristol.o

And that amongst other things the study will:

Al dentify options for increasing capacity
tansport network across all surface transpc
It is PPCO6s understanding that this study sh

appraisal of the role that public transport has to play in meeting the scheme
objectives yet residents were told multiple times by CH2M staff that the task of the
feasibility study was only to identify options for a new junction. It is not acceptable
for public transport, walking and cycling to be solely considered within scheme option
design and it is a failing of this consultation to only refer to a generic list of
complimentary transport measures identified in the emerging Joint Transport Study
with no details on how these would link together.

The vision for the Joint Local Transport Plan 3 (JLTP3) is to provide an:

Afaffordabl e, | ow c ar b offitient and reliabte srangporte | i nt e
network to achieve a more competitive economy and better connected, more

active and healthy communitieso
with one objective being:
AA transport system where both bus and ra

serve the movements around and within towns, cities and rural communities.

Where rail serves both short and |l onger |



The impact that an attractive public transport system could have on resolving the
issues identified in the study can be demonstrated with survey data gathered to

i nform t he dRPRarhiussrhc ho fCoRucukni ty P thattherg(is2 00 7))
a significant opportunity to attract people onto buses if the service goes to the right
destinations and they are frequent and reliable.” There was a statistically significant
response rate to this survey (1273 individual respondents) and although this data
was collected in 2007, there is evidence that many of the opinions expressed at that
time have not changed since they correlate well with information gathered as part of
the initial phase of the current Neighbourhood Planning process. Table 2.1 of the
Phase 1 Study Report displays Census data from 2011 which showed high
dependency on cars for travel to work in South Gloucestershire: it is suggested that
this is associated with the lack of alternatives available in the area. This being the
case, comparison with the 2011 Census data for Pucklechurch showed that there
were 640 commuter trips each way to destinations of 10km or less, i.e. the trips most
likely to be candidates for bus travel. It would seem reasonable to assume that our
resi dent sniightebe dpplitabledt@adl population centres along the eastern
fringe and that the provision of an attractive bus system could result in a significant
shift from local vehicle traffic to bus journeys. This would potentially free up network
capacity on a scale greater than that assumed for a new junction 18a but has not
been factored in an option within this study®. This is largely because there is an
assumption throughout the documentation provided to support the consultation that
increasing capacity by building a new junction and link road is the best way to solve
the problems that have been identified yet no detailed evidence has been provided
to the public to support this assumption. Whilst references are made to the emerging
Joint Transport Study, the final draft document has only recently been made
available to the WECA Voluntary Joint Scrutiny Committee (22nd Sept 2017).
However, although this document is available within the public domain, its existence
has not been widely publicised so as to enable it to be fully considered by
respondents to this consultation and this is clearly a major failure of timing, process

and co-ordination.

7 http://www.pucklechurch.org/Final_Plan_for_Printing_plus_cover_v8_web_normal.pdf
8 Community Plan data compiled by Martin Smith
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It should be noted here, that at the time of writing this response PPC is awaiting a full
written explanation as to how particular assumptions and estimated costs were
determined for the purposes of the Joint Transport Study Final Report since it
appears to pre-empt the outcome of the public consultation process and the final
feasibility study report before it has been delivered. This public consultation,
regarding three alternative route options for the proposed new junction, does not
conclude until October 16th 2017 and the final feasibility study report is not due to be
presented until March 2018. It would seem logical therefore that the Joint Transport
Study Final Report should allow for the estimated cost of the most expensive option
not the cheapest if no option is currently preferred. This is in spite of caveats relating
to the conceptual nature of the proposals, reviews of route length, potential

specification and therefore cost.



Traffic impact

11

The Frequently Asked Questions document identifies a list of considerations for how

the scheme options will be assessed includes traffic volumes and capacity. Section

1.1 of the M4 Junction 18a Link i Phase 1 Report says:

AThe full i mpact of the scheme on

be reported in detail. The impact on connectivity to the east, west and north

will be determined in addition to connectivity into Bristol to the south. The

impact of travel in the wider areawillal so be consi dered?©é

t

PPC does not agree that the documentation presented in support of this consultation

demonstrates the full impact of any of the schemes: CH2M representatives

confirmed this to Pucklechurch Parish Councillors and other residents at its public

exhibition in Pucklechurch when they admitted they needed to do more studies

relating to, for example the main commuter routes emanating from east Bristol (as

highlighted with blue arrows below). The maps provided suggest there will be no

change at all in daily flow in spite of these being the most populated areas relative to

the schemes.

Traffic impact: lack of detail, figures and modelling
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The use of relative terminology to describe the changes in daily flow does not enable

anyone to properly understand the accuracy of the traffic modelling and is also highly

mi sl eadi ng:

as one vehicle as no vehiclesc a n

t he

0l ar ge

currently

ncr e as eobld = hsitien

travel along

It is not possible to properly compare or quantify the relative increase from a starting

point of zero. PPC disputes the fact that there would be a decrease in traffic flow as

shown here along the B4465 as all traffic that wanted to travel to the Science Park

and Lyde Green would be likely to use the Dramway roundabout as the nearest

access point to the new link road. Furthermore, PPC believes there will be large

increases in the volumes of local traffic travelling along less suitable roads including

those rural roads to both the north and south of the M4 that are not considered at all.

This would have significant environmental impacts on the communities along these

routes but this has not been accounted for. There is, for example, no apparent

provision for what will happen to the predicted 'medium increase' in traffic after it

leaves/enters Siston Lane, which has a narrow carriageway, single track bridge, a

7.5-ton weight limit and is already a rat-run. Several examples are given below that

demonstrate

How to avoid the A46 and still get to the M4

wh e ereu nésadl

tweorunl adt iovcec urra.t

How to avoid A4174 to get to M4 from Keynsham

How to avoid the A46 and still get to the M4
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The only detail provided with regard to actual numbers of car journeys appears in the
FAQ document which references them as follows:

AThe traffic predictions show t hat

around 2%° ess ti meo

This statement makes no sense at all since we are not appraised of the period of
time over which these journeys actually take place or where from and to. Irrespective
of this, the actual time saved over a one-hour journey would equate to just 72
seconds and this would no doubt be negated when measuredon a 6édoor
basis. This figure represents a negligible time-saving that can hardly be used to
justify the proposed expenditure.

Answers provided to residents after public exhibition meetings demonstrate that
numbers relating to predicted traffic levels along the eastern link road do exist but

were not shared as part of the consultation:

o

t

n

(0]

av e

do

Al f constructed, the new eastern option |

around 1600 vehicles in the off-peak period, 4200 in the morning peak period
and 3000 in th® evening peak?o

That is about 8,800 vehicles per day but this number is in and of itself meaningless
since we have been provided with no indication of the numbers of cars that travel
along the current road networks and therefore cannot make comparisons.

Two of the objectives for the schemes proposed by the feasibility study are listed as:

1 Relieve congestion to M4 Junction 19 and M32 Junction 1, and on the A4174
1 Improve safety by reducing congestion related collisions on M4 Junction 19
and M32 Junction 1, and on the A4174

All the scheme options are presented as having the potential to achieve these

objectives but not to what degree and conversely all scheme options are also

9 FAQ Document Q42 detail
' Respmse provided by Ben McGee, Principal Transport Planning Officer posted 13/9/17
https://lwww.facebook.com/groups/1940588919512554/
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deemed to result in increases in congestion elsewhere. As shown above PPC does
not agree that sufficient work has been undertaken to understand the consequences
of induced traffic in other parts of the road network. Members of staff at the public
exhibitions were unable to supply any answers to questions about collision data,
projected traffic data or transport network resilience/journey time reliability data: one

resident was told that:

fCollision data for the wholeoft he UK i s availabl e o

and was expected to try and research this for himself. This lack of information and
inability to provide it has led residents to question the transparency of the whole

process.

In 2006 the Greater Bristol Strategic Transport Study said:*!

A6. 76 A hanbwM4dgom41i74 Link Road scheme has a strong
economic case, mainly derived from travel time savings for journeys from
outside the study area, it is not being recommended by the study. The new
link would alter flow patterns in the congested M4 J20 and M4 J19, M32 J1
and the northern stretch of the A4174 Avon Ring Road, putting additional
strain on the A4174 and causing congestion problems on the M4 to the east
of the new junction with the strong likelihood that widening of the M4 between
Junctions 18A and 18 would be necessary. The improved linkage to the M4 is
likely to encourage long-distance commuting to and from developments in
Emersons Green and Pucklechurch, which would go against the principles of

sustainabl e devel opment . o

PPC therefore rightly questions what has changed.

The Campaign to Protect Rural England commissioned consultants Transport for

Quality of Life toproducei The | mpact of Ro adrepBrtwhichect s

11 Seehttp://www.westofengland.org/transport/gbsts

he

n
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examined 86 official studies of completed road schemes. 2 This study drew upon
evidence published by Highways England through its Post-Opening Project
Evaluation (POPE) process, supplemented by long-term evidence from four road
schemes that were completed between 13 and 20 years ago. The report provides
clear evidence to show that road schemes generate traffic in the both the short and
long term rather than reduce it.

What makes the scheme options proposed by this study any different to those that
were evaluated by Highways England itself? Why would these succeed when so

many others didno6t?

The Economic Case

The Consultation Document states that one of the scheme objectives is to:

AUnl ock the economi easpBoidtoernrige, palticularty t he nor

within Science, Technologyandl nnovati on sectors. o

No evidence is offered in support of how this will be realised, what the benefits will
be and for whom, other than that provided in the Phase 1 Report Section 2.4.2
Gateway2Growth: this is reduced in summary in the Consultation Document to how
well each scheme provides direct access between the M4, the Science Park and
Lyde Green.

Whilst the Western route would provide good direct access between M4 and Science
Park and Lyde Green businesses, this would certainly not be the case with the
Eastern routes. In fact, the proposed Eastern routes would be less direct that the
existing A4174 to M4 route or via the Westerleigh Road to Tormarton.

Surprisingly no account has been taken of recent research that questions the
credibility of driving economic development through the building of roads and that in

reality the economic gains are likely to be marginal.

2 http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/transport/roads/item/4542he-impactof-road-projectsin-england
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The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) reporti End of t he Road?
Challenging the road building consensusoreviewed the economic impacts of 25 road
schemes that had been justified on the basis that they would benefit the local

economy. 2 The following is an extract of the report:

Aln 76% of these schemes, the evidence ra
to non-existent. Only 5 had any direct evidence of economic effect at all and

even then, there was no evidence that the road was responsible for them, or

hadnét simply moved economic activity fro
Only 24% had evidence of economic uplift, but this was mixed. In most cases

this statement needs to be qualified, because any economic improvement

was probably the result of changes incidental to the road scheme. There is

also no evidence on whether new economic activity associated with these

road schemes was genuinely additional, or simply a displacement of

economic activity from el sewhere. o

PPC has found no evidence in the materials provided for the purposes of this
consultation that would lead it to believe the economic case for a junction and link
road has been made. The weakest argument is clearly that which is made is for the
Eastern options. It is also of great concern that the Consultation Document does not
address the negative impact on existing, long established businesses in and around
Pucklechurch and Siston. Among the many businesses that will be hit are:

Westerleigh Crematorium, Westerleigh Rd

St Aldam®& Ash Farm, Westerleigh Rd (nursery and pick your own farm)
Companions Haven, Westerleigh Rd (pet crematorium and garden of rest)
The Rose and Crown, Parkfield Rd (public house)

A H Britton & Sons Transport, Parkfield Rd (haulage company)

Fern Cottage, Shortwood Hill (award winning B&B)

=4 =/ 4 A4 A - -2

Gin g e IFdrnd and multiple others across Pucklechurch and Siston parishes.

13 http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/transport/roads/item/4543he-end-of-the-road-challengingthe-roac-
buildingconsensus
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1 Multiple stable and livery yards in and around Parkfield Rank and Coxgrove
Hill.

In particular the impacts of, and on, Westerleigh Crematorium on the surrounding

road network appear to have been entirely overlooked. Over 2000 cremations take

place there annually and a newly opened chapel offers the potential for 20 more

cremations a day: this equates to high numbers of funeral corteges and additional

vehicles carrying those attending the cremation services. It was recognised when it

opened in 1992 that it was best-placed to service the whole of the needs of what is

now South Gloucestershire and it has grown substantially in response to need. The

grounds were specifically arranged to exploit areas of unspoilt natural beauty and to

create a tranquil atmosphere in which to remember loved ones. |l t6s clear the
that the predicted increase in traffic on the approach to the Crematorium would be

detrimental to both its purpose and setting.

Furthermore, funeral corteges generally drive at no more than 20mph along these
roads and often cause huge queues of traffic to accumulate behind them through
Pucklechurch itself and from Yate to the junction with the B4465. This means there
would be a direct effect on all traffic trying to access the M4 at the proposed new
motorway junction especially as traditionally, it is common for drivers to grant funeral
processions the right of way when driving. The Crematorium itself would therefore
have a large impact on the efficient flow of traffic approaching the new junction from
both the A4174 and Yate that has not been accounted for.

Assessing Scheme Impacts

The FAQ document provides a list of other impacts that will be considered when
assessing the merits or otherwise of the different options. Unfortunately, the
Consultation Document and supporting papers provide little or no information on
many of these:

Air quality

No information has been provided at all in any of the documentation provided (see

further comments p. X below)

4 Information collated byAlderman Mailyn Palmer
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Noise

No explanation is provided about what a noise important area is and contrary to what

i s stated on SGCO6s c on s unarked onithe GongirairgseMap t h e s e
which has been provided.

Water Resources

No details are provided with regard to the impact on multiple water resources that

are relevant to the Eastern options not least of which is Siston Brook that rises in the

area of the roundabout proposed to be situated south of Shortwood Road. Similarly,

the route of Bristol Mbahwatetngain @ushdvheaelyur ch t o
is not referenced at all on the Constraints Map™®.

Flood Risk

As mentioned above no detailed information was either sought or received about the

areas covered by the Eastern options.

Greenhouse gas effects

These are not mentioned in the documentation anywhere at all.

Other impacts that should have been considered in more detail and especially in

relation to the Eastern options are discussed below.

post-medieval
fieid drainage/ditch

post-megieval
field drain containing
coramic pipe

Route of Bristol Waterd sipelme

15 Map sourcehttp://reports.cotswoldarchaeology.co.uk/content/uploads/2014/01/18Fucklechurcko-
TolldownMain-ReplacementWB-Rpt04163complete.pdf
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Environment

It is a major failing of this consultation that no information has been provided that
enables respondents to gain an appreciation of the potentially catastrophic and
permanent effect these proposals would have on the local environment. This is
especially clear with regard to the Eastern options (shown below) where the
consequence of the construction of a motorway junction and the driving of almost 3

miles of dual carriageway through 35 hectares of open productive countryside is

summari sed as 0l os s toxdnstraction@EasteonfoptioneAy et at i on

|l ndeed, throughout the consultation this | an

is not, it is mainly productive agricultural land that forms an important part of the

green belt.

It is impossible to see how either of these two options in particular could be mitigated

to such an extent so as to meet the requirements of the scheme objective which is

to:
AMIi ni mise the 1 mpact of traf fmndewherenf rastru
possi bl e, deliver opportunities for envir

It is also impossible to understand why the environmental impacts of the Eastern
options were downplayed in the Consultation Document when documents obtained
under FOI request describe them as needing a significant amount of Green Belt land

and having:

A Enificant impact on the natural environment, which will require mitigation. 1

Furthermore, the language used to describe these impacts introduces bias: why
should the impact on visual amenity for Eastern Option A be referenced solely to
local residents? All options will impact on visual amenity for everyone whether they

are local residents or not.

6 gSlide 31
https://www.whatdotheyknow.com/request/416845/response/1023910/attach/7/M4%204tian%2018a%2
O0Workshop%202%20Final%20Draft%20Presentation%20May%202014.pdf?cookie_passthrough=1
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With regard to the potential visibility of Eastern Option A from the Cotswolds Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, PPC can confirm this would be the case because two
Councillors bothered to go there to check: Parkfield Rank is clearly visible from
several points along the Cotswolds edge.

FAQ 53 summarises the apparent minimal amount of environmental assessment
done to inform the study as it is currently presented. It is shocking to learn that in

spite of the fact that:

ANo specialist environment al surveys have

options devel opment . 0

the project teambs environmental specialists
development and selection. It is simply not acceptable to be told that a desk-top
study along with a walkover of some areas of publicly accessible land is all that is

required at this stage, nor is its acceptable to expect that:

AThe public consultation wil/ provide fur

l mpacts of the scheme options. o

when CH2M are being paid vast sums of money to do this work.

The result of the work that was done does not manifest itself in the consultation
documentation and by a CH2M representativeods
environmental impact were selectively chosen to be removed from the Constraints

Map to avoid it becoming too visually cluttered. The Constraints Map itself does not

provide a clear and adequate representation of the environmental character of the

landscape that would be devastated, but drone film footage of the Eastern route

shows exactly what would be lost and this would involve rather more than the doss of

areas of vegetationt o const’'ruction. 6

To address this imbalance, PPC commissioned a number of environmental datasets

from Bristol Regional Environmental Record Centre, which demonstrate that contrary

" May be viewed online ahttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NG_1B4L 3izY&feature=yobe



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NG_1B4L3izY&feature=youtu.be
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to the impression provided by the Consultation documents, the areas that would be
impacted by the Eastern options support a wide array of wildlife in a variety of
different habitats. In addition to this the datasets highlighted important considerations
not included on the Constraints Map which include:

1 Two Sites of Nature Conservation Interest: Mangotsfield Golf Course Marsh
sits at what would be the junction of the proposed new link road with the
A4174 and the Verge of the M4 near Burbarrow Lane would be impacted by
slip roads

1 Phase 1 habitats, ponds, important hedges and veteran trees®

1 LGSD i Pucklechurch Woodland and allotments

1
These are summarised in plan form below and on page 21.1°

BRERC Data for Eastern Option Routes

G Veteran tree

erminate at )18 17 SNCI mccime2s>

® Pond S

*X Important hedge |Zmiewmn
& Geological site e

Wick Wick ’ frosed ekemsen & koo
Roundabout

" WESTERN
Rosary 5 OP.TION
Roundabout (
EMERSONS
GREEN

« ¢

18 Absence elsewhere on the plan does not indicate they do not exist, merely that the area has not been
surveyed.
1 PPC is indebted to Jacki Berry for her analysis of the environmental and air quality data
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LGSD Pucklechurch Woodland & Allotmen

The datasets acquired from Bristol Regional Environmental Record Centre detail the
presence of 23 red listed plant species, 10 red listed animal species and 6 amber

listed species along the line of the Eastern option routes.

As mentioned above no consideration of Siston Brook which rises in two places to
the north of Siston village has been made on the Constraints Map: it also supports
wildlife in the nature reserves it runs through. Similarly, no detail is provided as to the
mitigation measures that would be employed to offset the damage caused to the
environment. Recent research that examined road-building schemes over the last 20
years has, however, found clear evidence that road schemes lead to permanent and
significant environmental and landscape damage.?° 80% of these road-building
projects had an adverse impact on the landscape and damaged the environment
because the:

1 Right measures were not identified

1 Measures were identified but not implemented
1 Measures were poorly implemented
1

Measures were implemented but not maintained

20 SeeCampaign to Protect Rural England (CRRELJ2Z NII a9y R 2F GKS w2l RK / KIffSy3
O 2 y & S httasdaivéw.cpre.org.uk/resources/transport/roads/item/4548he-end-of-the-road-challenging
the-road-buildingconsensus



