Representations to the Technical Evidence Consultation November 2018 - January 2019
on behalf of Flax Bourton Parish Council.
1. These representations are made by Flax Bourton Parish Council (FBPC) to the Technical
Evidence prepared by the West of England authorities in respect of the Joint Spatial Plan
2036 (JSP). These representations include (a) the Review of Documents Report to Flax
Bourton Parish Council dated January 2018 and prepared by Key Transport Consultants
(Transport Consultant's Report) which is attached at Appendix 1 and (b) the plan and
photographs prepared by FBPC which are attached at Appendix 2. Appendix 1 and 2 should
be read and considered in full in conjunction with and by way of evidence supporting these
representations.
These representations respond to the following evidence;
WED 002 Schedule of Proposed Changes
WED 004 Justification of the requirements for the 12 Strategic Development Locations
WED 007 Transport Topic Paper 8 (Update November 2018)
WED 008 Emerging Findings Transport Report (November 2018)
WED 009 Consolidated Sustainability Appraisal Report (November 2018)
WED 010 Updated Habitats Regulations Assessment (November 2018)
Together referred to in these representations as the Documents.
Flax Bourton is a village of 270 households of Saxon origin in which period the listed Church
which fronts the A370 was built. The village is cut in half by the A370 where the road has
some of its narrowest points and several blind bends. The whole village has a 30mph speed
limit to deal with the road's difficult conditions. There is a pavement along only one side of
the road due to space constrictions and then in many places it has barely one person width.
There are 7 listed buildings fronting the A370 including the Church which has a large stone
buttress wall built to protect it from the traffic which passes close by. There are numerous
concealed driveways and 5 road junctions, access to a children's’ day nursery, a primary
school and a working aggregates quarry and asphalt plant. There are two bus stops in each
direction with no space to pass stopped buses. Please see Appendix 2.
2. These representations raise the following objections, concerns and questions regarding
the evidence which underpins the spatial strategy and policies of the JSP;
2.1 FBPC objects to the release of the Documents which contain strategically important
information after the JSP PD was submitted for public scrutiny. These Transport documents
are the first opportunity that FBPC, the communities and members of the public affected by
the A370 have had to understand the potential consequences of the SDL locations and
transport mitigation on the A370. This is the first opportunity we have been given to make
representations as this information was not made available during the consultation of
January 2018 and limited our representations at that time. We have grave concerns over the
manner in which transport evidence has been assembled and released.
2.2 FBPC objects to the commencement of the public examination of the spatial distribution
of the SDLs within the JSP until the draft of JLTP4 has been completed and the responses
of the Local Authorities are made available for consideration by the JSP Inspectors and
those wishing to make representations. FBPC therefore submits these representations on a
provisional basis reserving the right to make further submissions when the JLTP4 is
released for consultation.
2.3 FBPC objects to the suggestion that detailed requirements for the SDL transport
mitigation measures and the supporting further transport studies can be left until the Local
Plan stage for determination of solutions. The sustainability and deliverability of the SDLs
should be evidenced and justified at JSP stage. The importance of this is highlighted by

North Somerset Council's failure to secure essential infrastructure, particularly for transport,
in areas such as Portishead which now has severe traffic congestion leading to gridlock in
certain circumstances.
2.4 FBPC objects to the technical evidence released in the Documents on the grounds of
lack of clarity regarding model forecasting and consequently to the suitability of the proposed
SDL locations and the sufficiency of the proposed transport mitigation package. The
Transport Consultant's Report at Appendix 1 sets out the full reasons for this objection and
sets out detailed examination of the flaws and implausible findings of the evidence in the
Documents.
2.5 FBPC objects to the commencement of the public examination of the spatial distribution
of the North Somerset SDLs in the JSP until the findings of further studies are released into
the public domain. Further studies include the BRSWEL study and feasibility studies into the
MetroBus routes and railway capacity.
2.6 FBPC objects to both the JSP SDLs in North Somerset and to the proposed transport
mitigation package because both are forecast to increase traffic from the SDLs on the A370
through Flax Bourton significantly, perhaps to a level beyond the capacity of the road and
without appropriate mitigation. As the Transport Consultant's Report at Appendix 1
demonstrates the SDLs in North Somerset have been selected without rational interpretation
of the evidence in the Documents or following the principles of the Joint Transport Plan.
2.7 FBPC objects to the inclusion of the SDLs of Backwell and Nailsea due to the uncertainty
of funding required for the transport mitigation. Please also see the Transport Consultant's
Report.
2.8 FBPC supports deliverable improved public transport proposals such as E6.
2.9 In addition to the concern FBPC has to the proposed transport mitigation in the
Documents evidenced in the Transport Consultant's Report FBPC also notes;
2.9.1 A leading national Bus operator has challenged the location of the Backwell & Nailsea
SDLs. We refer to the submission of Stagecoach West in January 2018 in the JSP
consultation process. They urgently request that feasibility studies on all MetroBus corridors
be carried out, "..which has clearly not been done by North Somerset Council ". A year later
no such studies have been carried out in these transport documents under consultation.
2.9.2 Of the transport mitigation packages in the Documents only E6 improves bus capacity.
This changes the priority of traffic on the Long Ashton bypass to create only an in bound
MetroBus lane BUT AFTER the main congestion hot spots of Backwell Traffic Lights and the
congestion hot spot to be created in the villages of Flax Bourton and Backwell Farleigh if the
SDLs of Backwell and Nailsea are developed.
2.9.3 In Document WED 008 transport mitigation refers to "traffic management on the A370
through Farleigh and Flax Bourton to manage increased vehicular flows and benefit
residents and pedestrians". No traffic management is identified to demonstrate how this can
be achieved. Please see Appendix 2 which shows there is no reasonable possibility of
mitigation on the A370 in Flax Bourton.
2.9.4 This lack of seamless bus capacity together with the absence of feasibility studies on
rail transport means the entire Transport Vision of the JSP has no evidence of deliverability
and sustainability therefore the JSP is unsound.

2.10 The Documents confirm that the selection of the Backwell and Nailsea SDLs were
made without assessment of the effect on the built environment particularly list buildings and
heritage assets. In Flax Bourton there 12 listed buildings 7 of which directly front the A370.
2.11 NPPF 181 stresses the importance of the planning systems environmental role to
minimise pollution. There has been no proper assessment and proposals to mitigate the
environmental impacts and air quality issues of channelling road traffic through small villages
on the A370. The proposed increase in peak hour traffic in the village of Flax Bourton alone
will have a catastrophic effect on air quality and the environment and cannot be left until the
determination of individual development plans once the JSP and LP have been decided. The
SDLs must be justified having carried out a full assessment of the effect on air quality and
the environment in those local areas directly affected by traffic and travel management. The
proposed transport mitigation merely moves the congestion hot spot from Backwell traffic
lights to create a larger one in the villages of Flax Bourton and Backwell Farleigh which
cannot be mitigated.
2.12 The Transport Consultant's Report at Appendix 1 sets out why the NPPF has not been
followed in the preparation of the JSP and that it is therefore unsound. To emphasise this
representation we also refer you to the Secretary of State's decision dated 20th December
2018 refusing consent to develop at Peel Hall, Warrington. This decision confirms the
importance of a sustainable and deliverable transport plan. The Secretary of State upheld
the Inspector's decision to refuse consent for development as it was not proven that the
development would not have adverse impacts upon the safety and efficiency of the highway
network or upon local air quality. He also upheld the Inspector's finding that the development
would have an adverse impact upon the character of the area. The Secretary of State gave
"significant weight" to these factors in reaching his decision.
2.13 In relation to Document 009 Table 4.11 Summary of Sustainability Appraisal. It is
interesting to note the comparison of the possible SDL of Ashton Vale with the selected
SDLs of Backwell and Nailsea. Ashton Vale scores better in terms of Environmental Quality
and generally better for Sustainable Communities. Also, the JSP highlights the advantage of
Urban development in terms of less vehicle travel generated. It seems the only aspect
preventing Ashton Vale to be an SDL is its Green Belt status and in common with other three
Unitary Authorities, we believe this should be reviewed in North Somerset.
2.14 Also in Document 009C, Table A5.1, it is stated in the “Reason for decision making”
column for not selecting the village of Congresbury as an SDL is “lack of capacity on the
A370”. In the same document under Churchill and Banwell, reference is made to “high traffic
volumes on the A370 through Congresbury and Brockley”. This lack of capacity remains, of
course, further eastwards on the A370 until the Long Ashton by-pass is reached affecting
Backwell, Farleigh and Flax Bourton – and will be exacerbated with the SDLs at Backwell
and Nailsea. It cannot be acceptable to anticipate a further 300/600 peak hour vehicles
through the village of Flax Bourton when the road already “lacks capacity”.
2.15 FBPC requests the opportunity to attend and to be represented at the hearings in the
process of deciding the JSP.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

Key Transport Consultants Ltd. (KTC) was first appointed by Flax Bourton Parish Council
(FBPC) in December 2017 to provide professional transport planning advice to assist FBPC in
formulating its response to a consultation on the West of England (WoE) Joint Spatial Plan
(JSP) Publication Document dated November 2017 (PD).

1.2

In particular, KTC were instructed to advise on the proposals for a proposed road, named in
the JSP PD as the Nailsea Corridor Improvement (NCI), focussing particularly on the proposals
in the vicinity of Flax Bourton village. A report on KTC’s findings was produced in January 2018.

1.3

In November 2018 further technical evidence was released in support of the JSP and a public
consultation invited comments on the new evidence.

1.4

Key Transport Consultants is now retained by FBPC with a broader remit, to provide further
transport advice with respect to the transport impacts of the JSP on the village of Flax Bourton.
Purpose of Report

1.5

The purpose of this report is to:
(i)

review the new JSP documents to identify and understand their content of relevance
to transport issues affecting Flax Bourton;

(ii)

comment on the findings of the above investigations and the implications for Flax
Bourton; and

(iii)

draw conclusions and make recommendations to FBPC on its response to the current
JSP consultation.

Format of Report
1.6

The report has been prepared in a format that is intended to be suitable for onward submission,
under FBPC cover, as part of FBPC’s representation to the JSP PD consultation.

1.7

The report continues in section two by briefly setting out some context to the JSP and
selected, relevant national planning policy. New JSP transport documents are reviewed in
section three. A series of questions provoked by that review are set out in section four, along
with commentary on the findings. Conclusions and recommendations from the study are
provided at section five.
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2.

CONTEXT

2.1

This section of the report reviews briefly the evolution of the JSP and highlights selected
paragraphs of the National Planning Policy Framework, published in July 2018 (NPPF2) that
provide important context for the making of all new spatial plans, such as the JSP.
Joint Spatial Plan

2.2

The four WoE Local Authorities (LAs), Bath and North East Somerset (B&NES), Bristol City
Council (BCC), North Somerset Council (NSC) and South Gloucestershire Council (SGC), have
worked together to produce the JSP. The purpose of the JSP is to set out:
•

strategic policies and principles that are to be applied when determining the amount of
new development land for housing and employment in the period to 2036;

•

the requirements for improved transport and other infrastructure; and

•

the distribution of the development between the four LAs, and the most appropriate
and sustainable spatial locations for strategic scale development.

2.3

The JSP PD sets out the WoE LAs’ proposals for sustainable growth to enable the sub-region
of the WoE to meet its housing, employment and infrastructure needs for the period to 2036.
The JSP PD was formally submitted in April 2018. Inspectors have been appointed to preside
over the public examination Hearing Sessions and, since submission, they have written to the
LAs requesting additional evidence. The ongoing consultation provides the public with an
opportunity to comment on new evidence submitted by the LAs in response.

2.4

Of particular importance to the Flax Bourton area, the JSP PD proposed large scale
developments, known as Strategic Development Locations (SDLs), near Backwell and Nailsea,
and in the south of North Somerset, at Banwell and Churchill.

2.5

In support of the JSP PD, the Joint Transport Study Final Report published in October 2017
(JTS FR - EIP document reference SD16B) was a key supporting document because it includes
a Transport Vision looking ahead to 2036. The Transport Vision was intended to tackle existing
pressure on the highway and public transport networks while enabling the sub-region to meet
the increasing travel demand associated with future growth. The Transport Vision identified a
range of transport schemes for delivery within the JSP period to 2036. At the time of the 2017/18
consultation, the JTS presented the most up to date information on the transport strategy
required to underpin the JSP PD. Its status was a consultant report to the WoE LAs on the
findings of the JTS but no document was available to inform the public of the position of the
LAs on the transport strategy required to underpin the JSP PD.
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2.6

To mitigate the impact of the SDLs, the JSP PD identifies proposals for developing a new multimodal road corridor passing south of Nailsea and connecting Clevedon to the western end of
the A370 Long Ashton bypass to the east of Flax Bourton village. This proposed new road is
referred to in supporting documents as the Nailsea Corridor Improvements (NCI).

2.7

To serve the new SDLs in the south, bypasses are proposed passing north of Banwell and
Sandford/Churchill. Together with a new junction 21A on the M5, these roads are intended to
provide a new route from the M5 to the A38, to provide access to the SDLs and Bristol Airport,
and to mitigate the development impacts.
National Planning Policy Framework

2.8

The Government first published a National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in 2012. This
set out national planning policies that have to be considered by local authorities when making
their development plans and in considering determination of individual planning applications.
This first version was referenced in JSP documents published prior to submission of the JSP
PD in November 2017.

2.51

In July 2018 an update of the NPPF was published (NPPF2). Surprisingly, new documents
published since July as supporting evidence for the JSP PD (eg. WED007 at Paragraph 1.2.1)
continue to reference the superseded polices of NPPF.

2.9

Policies on promoting sustainable transport in NPPF2 are set out in section 9. Paragraph 102
sets out the transport objectives of NPPF2 to be considered when making development plans.
In referencing these objectives, paragraph 103 states:
“Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made
sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport
modes.”

2.10

The first sentence of paragraph 108 explains the scope of application of the subsequent
requirements of the paragraph. It reads:
In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific
applications for development, it should be ensured that:
Although set out under a sub-heading of “Considering development proposals”, it is clear from
the first phrase that the subsequent requirements are to be considered when making
development plans.
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2.11

The remaining requirements of policy 108 are:
a)

appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or
have been – taken up, given the type of development and its location;

b)

safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and

c)

any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in
terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively
mitigated to an acceptable degree.

2.12

Paragraph 109 reads:
Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative
impacts on the road network would be severe.
It follows that development sites that fail this requirement should not be included in
development plans.

2.13

Section 13 addresses protection of Green Belt land. Paragraph 136 reads:
Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where exceptional
circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating of
plans. Strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt
boundaries, having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can
endure beyond the plan period. Where a need for changes to Green Belt boundaries
has been established through strategic policies, detailed amendments to those
boundaries may be made through non-strategic policies, including neighbourhood
plans.
This paragraph makes it clear that Green Belt boundaries should be reviewed “…..through the
preparation or updating of plans.”

2.14

Paragraph 138 goes on to say:
When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries, the need to promote
sustainable patterns of development should be taken into account. Strategic policymaking authorities should consider the consequences for sustainable development of
channelling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary,
towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond
the outer Green Belt boundary. Where it has been concluded that it is necessary to

F:\DATA\Jobs\0869 Flax Bourton JSP Reps\Reports\JSP Dec 2018\JSP 2018 Consultation Response Final v2.0.docx

4

Flax Bourton Parish Council

release Green Belt land for development, plans should give first consideration to land
which has been previously-developed and/or is well-served by public transport. They
should also set out ways in which the impact of removing land from the Green Belt
can be offset through compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and
accessibility of remaining Green Belt land.
It is clear from the first sentence of this paragraph that the need to promote sustainable
patterns of development is a material consideration when reviewing Green Belt boundaries.
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3.

REVIEW OF JOINT SPATIAL PLAN DOCUMENTS RELEASED IN 2018

3.1

In this section documents released for public scrutiny in 2018 that address transport planning
aspects of the JSP are reviewed.
SD7A - Topic Paper 2: Formulation of the Joint Spatial Plan Spatial Strategy
(Version 1.2) April 2018

3.2

Key evidence that informed the spatial strategy is presented in SD 7A - Topic Paper 2
Formulation of the Joint Spatial Plan Spatial Strategy (Version 1.2) April 2018. At section 2.4
Critical Issue 3 is presented as follows:
The UAs have recognised the interdependence of transport and land-use issues and
have therefore prepared the JSP and the Joint Transport Study (JTS) together. The JTS
is a significant driver of the spatial strategy, especially in light of the requirements of the
NPPF that:
•

Plans should ensure developments that generate significant movement are
located where the need to travel will be minimised and the use of sustainable
transport modes can be maximised (Paragraph 34)

•

Local Plans should support a pattern of development which facilitates the use
of sustainable transport modes (Paragraph 30)

•

Plans should focus significant development in locations which are or can be
made sustainable (see NPPF Paragraph 17) and meets the tests of soundness
(Paragraph 182).

3.3

Paragraph 3.9 considers Green Belt Issues. Referencing earlier commentary on a
Sustainability Appraisal, paragraph 3.9 notes: “…..some of the most sustainable (or
potentially sustainable) locations……. are within the Green Belt.” It is noted that both SGC
and B&NES have considered Green Belt sites and selected some for removal from the Green
Belt in their parts of the JSP. Notably, NSC has not done the same.
SD16A - JSP Transport Topic Paper April 2018

3.4

Although dated April 2018, the current consultation presents the first opportunity for the public
to comment on this document as part of the evidence base supporting the JSP PD. The
document is a consultant’s report, by Atkins, that provides advice to the WoE LAs. It presents
a Transport Topic Paper (TTP) to support the JSP and is an update to SD16C, the Emerging
Spatial Strategy: Transport Topic Paper published in November 2016.
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3.5

The document provides new evidence not released to the public in previous consultations,
most notably addressing forecast traffic flows without and with mitigation. As the document
provides tangible, supporting evidence to the JSP PD, it would have been reasonable to
expect it to be released at the time of the 2017/18 public consultation, to enable a clearer
understanding of the transport proposals within the JSP.

3.6

Paragraph 1.2.3 of SD16A predicted in April 2018 that consultation on JLTP4 would take
place in September 2018. JLTP4 was said to cover the period to 2036, aligning with the JSP.
At the time of writing, JLTP4 had yet to be released for public consultation and WED007
advised that it would be released for consultation in January 2019. JLTP4 will provide a
crucial foundation to the JSP. Without sight of a draft of JLTP4, consultees are not in a
position to understand the wider transport planning context envisaged by the WoE LAs for the
JSP period to 2036 and the proposed spatial distribution of the SDLs.

3.7

Given the importance of the transport strategy that underpins JSP for Flax Bourton, FBPC is
advised to submit its response to this current consultation on a provisional basis, reserving
the right to make further submissions on the JSP when the draft JLTP4 is released for
consultation.

3.8

As WED007 presents an update of SD16A, only a partial review of SD16A is presented here,
to provide a trail of the evidence that has changed over time.

3.9

Figures 3.6 and 4.4 in SD16A present new information on forecast traffic flow differences in
the south west of the WoE in the AM peak hour. Figure 3.6 presents the change in flows
arising from the JSP SDLs without mitigation of transport impacts and Figure 4.4 shows the
revised forecast changes with the TTP mitigation.
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3.10

It is not easy to understand the detail of Figure 3.6 (reproduced above) but the supporting text
below the figure confirms:
Traffic from Nailsea and Backwell would route via the A370 towards Bristol, A370 to the
west, B3128 through Tickenham towards Clevedon and Portbury Lane to M5 Junction
19.
Traffic from Churchill would route via the A38 to the east, and would also head north via
Stock Lane towards Congresbury, with traffic then continuing on the A370 eastbound
towards Bristol.

3.11

It is clear that significant increases in flow are forecast across the south west quadrant of
WoE. An increase in traffic exceeding 600 passenger car units (pcus) is clearly forecast on
the northbound side of the M5, with significant increases also forecast on the A370 and on the
A38.

3.12

It is hard to determine the magnitude of the increases on the primary A roads as there is little
contrast between the line shades. Based upon the line widths (which appear to be
proportionate to magnitude, although this is not evident in the key) the forecast increases are
surprising. For instance, it appears from the line width that significant increases are forecast
northbound on the A370 between Congresbury and Backwell but the increases in flow
diminish closer to Bristol, the increase on the Long Ashton Bypass being the lowest of any
rural part of the A370. This is not consistent with the author’s current experience, which
suggests that the A370 gets busier in the AM peak closer to Bristol. Surprisingly, after
peaking at Backwell, the northbound traffic on the A370 appears to be predicted to diminish
as it travels north, even though more traffic would be expected to feed in from the Nailsea and
Backwell SDLs. This first diagram gives rise to doubts about the validity of the model outputs.

3.13

Forecast increases in delay are identified in the text, which recognises at paragraph 3.4.4
that:
……the concentration of new housing and employment at the SDLs is forecast to result
in more significant delays on certain parts of the highway network.
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3.14

A transport programme is proposed in chapter 4 to mitigate the impacts of the SDL traffic and
Table 4.1 presents the short-listed options. An extract is shown below.

3.15

Package 4 is proposed to mitigate the impact of the Nailsea and Backwell SDLs. Subpackage 4a includes various sustainable travel proposals. Package 4b proposes a new
single carriageway link from Nailsea to the A370 south-west of Backwell.

3.16

Of significance for Flax Bourton, Package 4c proposes a single carriageway link from M5 J20,
passing south of Nailsea, to the A370 east of Backwell. In contrast, the equivalent link in the
JTS FR (SD16B) was described as the NCI, was shown on a diagram, and was described in
the text as connecting to the A370 west of Long Ashton (see KTC report January 2018
paragraph 4.3). The significance of this change for residents of Flax Bourton is that the
option proposed in SD16A for the new road link from Nailsea would connect to the A370 in a
location east of Backwell, rather than west of Long Ashton. Consequently, any change in
traffic flows forecast would occur on the existing A370 road through the village, rather than
passing around it on a new bypass.
JSP Justification of the requirements for the 12 Strategic Development Locations
WED004D 7.4 Backwell

3.17

This document states at point 5 that local improvements will be required on Station Road (not
specified but assumed to be Station Road, Backwell) and at the A370 Backwell signalised
junction. The justification explains that Backwell signalised junction was identified as a
“congestion hotspot” in SD16A and that this is a constraint upon development in Backwell
without mitigation because the A370 Backwell junction and Station Road are “already
oversaturated with traffic movements at peak times”. The justification goes on to explain that
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“The detailed requirements will be determined through the Local Plan and further transport
studies.”
3.18

Uncertainties with the results of the traffic modelling are identified later in this report (see
paragraphs 3.45 to 3.47). The modelling uncertainties need to be explained to provide clarity,
and perhaps revisited, before the adequacy and deliverability of the transport mitigation
proposals can be confirmed. Until that work is done, there remains a possibility that the JSP
PD could be found to be unsound. On this basis FBPC is advised to object to the suggestion
that the detailed requirements for the SDL and the further transport studies can be left until
the Local Plan stage for determination of solutions.
WED004G 7.7 Nailsea

3.19

The point described at paragraph 3.17 for Backwell, regarding the detailed requirements
being determined through the Local Plan and further transport studies, is made at point 6 for
Nailsea. For the reasons set out at paragraph 3.18, FBPC is advised to object to the
suggestion that the detailed requirements for the SDL and the further transport studies can be
left for determination of solutions until the Local Plan stage.
WED007 – Transport Topic Paper 8 (Update) November 2018

3.20

WED007 presents an update to SD16A, the TTP first published in April 2018. Once again,
the document is a consultant’s report by Atkins that provides advice to the WoE LAs.
However, it is listed on the JSP website as Additional Technical Evidence, suggesting the LAs
are placing reliance on its content.

3.21

Paragraph 1.2.3 advises that JLTP4 will be released for consultation in January 2019. Given
the importance for Flax Bourton of the transport strategy that underpins the JSP, FBPC is
advised to submit its response to this current consultation on a provisional basis, reserving
the right to make further submissions on the JSP when the draft JLTP4 is released for
consultation. Furthermore, In KTC’s opinion, it would not be reasonable to commence the
public examination of the spatial distribution of the SDLs within the JSP PD until the draft
JLTP4 consultation has been completed and the responses of the LAs are made available for
consideration by the JSP Inspectors and those wishing to make representations.

3.22

Paragraph 2.3 of WED007 explains the testing that has been undertaken to support the JSP
and cross references to SD16C, the Emerging Spatial Strategy TTP published in November
2016 for an explanation of the testing of alternative spatial strategies. The approach adopted
in these tests is repeated in WED007 and the 4th bullet reads:
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•

Test the proposed mitigation using the transport model, with the aim of securing no
overall increase in delay across the network.

Although the aim was stated to be to achieve no overall increase in delay across the network,
later evidence (see paragraphs 3.30 to 3.43 and 3.56 to 3.59) suggests this is unlikely to be
achieved in Flax Bourton based upon the current proposals and forecasts.
3.23

The paragraph following Fig 2.1 explains that the emerging spatial strategy would result in a
3.1% increase in journey times across the network and continues:
This would mask significant differences across the sub-region: the most significant
increases in journey times would be in North Somerset and South Gloucestershire,
reflecting the locations from the Strategic Development Locations to key destinations
including the Bristol urban area and Weston-super-Mare.
From this paragraph it can be deduced that the average increases in journey times in North
Somerset would be higher than 3.1%.

3.24

Fig 3.1 of WED007 is copied from the JTS FR (SD16B dated October 2017) and is obsolete
as it predates the opening of the South Bristol Link (SBL). The opening of the SBL has
exacerbated AM peak delays on A370 and transferred the queues from the B3130 through
Barrow Gurney to SBL. These changes in AM peak traffic conditions are significant and,
although the SBL is included in later modelling, it is not known whether the post-opening
traffic conditions have been included in the subsequent modelling presented in WED007.

3.25

In section 3.2.1 paragraph 4 on page 14 reads:
Travel demand is forecast to grow with the increased numbers of people living and
working in the West of England. MetroBus, the final phase of which is currently under
construction, is forecast to result in a further shift to travel by bus, and the planned
MetroWest project will result in a significant increase in the volume of travel by rail in
specific areas. However, these increases are from a relatively low base, and cars will
continue to [be] the dominant form of travel without further major intervention.
The acknowledgement that cars will continue to be the dominant form of travel without further
mitigation is a particular concern for Flax Bourton. The mitigation measures proposed in Table
4.1 for the Nailsea and Backwell SDLs appear to provide very limited measures, in the form of
bus priority on the A370, that might benefit Flax Bourton. This is presumably part of the
reason why Flax Bourton is predicted to experience significant increases in traffic in both Figs
3.6 (without mitigation) and Fig 4.4 (with mitigation) of WED007.
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3.26

Section 3.2.2 addresses congestion and paragraph 3 (below Figure 3.1) explains that there
are significant challenges with resilience of the road network: an example is given of when the
M5 is closed due to accidents, traffic diverts onto local roads. Testing is reported to indicate
that “incidents will have increasingly serious impacts on the network”, suggesting future
congestion will be worse than existing.

3.27

Table 3.3 lists the residential and employment allocations proposed in the JSP. It is noted that
Nailsea and Churchill are the largest residential allocations of all the SDLs in the JSP.
Coupled with the Backwell and Banwell SDLs, both of which are also forecast to generate
new traffic on the A370, these four SDLs are likely to give rise to highly significant combined
impacts on the roads in North Somerset. This provokes the question: how would the network
perform if at least some of the SDLs were located closer to Bristol? This question is
addressed further in section 4 of this report.

3.28

Section 3.3.5 notes that the SDLs account for 40% of new housing in the JSP and 60% of the
additional vehicle trips (up from 57% in SD16A). The remaining 60% of housing is proposed
in urban locations and non-strategic growth and accounts for the remaining 40% of the
additional trips. This demonstrates that urban living and non-strategic growth offer greater
potential for sustainable travel than the SDLs currently included in the JSP. The
disproportionately high increase in trips associated with the SDLs calls into question the
sustainability of the locations of the proposed SDLs. In the case of the North Somerset SDLs,
it appears likely that sites located close to Bristol and Weston-super-Mare would result in
smaller transport impacts than those located further away from the main settlements. On this
basis, the previous testing of the SDLs proposed at Nailsea, Backwell and Churchill, reported
in WED007 as being addressed in SD16C, requires further scrutiny and this is considered in
section 4 of this report.

3.29

Continuing with a similar theme, section 3.4.1 recognises that:
Walking and cycling tend to be most popular in the inner areas of Bath and Bristol, where
people live relatively close to jobs and services. Buses can capture a significant part of
the travel market where services are frequent and enable easy connections to key
destinations. Rail services play a relatively small role in the overall market for travel, with
demand largely limited to areas within 1km of stations. Many people living in rural areas,
villages, small towns and suburban areas are heavily dependent on cars in meeting their
movement needs.
This further emphasises the preference to focus residential growth in locations close to and
within the largest centres of population and employment, where new transport infrastructure
can be provided to enable non-car travel, and provides further grounds to question the current
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JSP spatial strategy, which proposes numerous SDLs in rural areas that are more likely to be
heavily dependent on car use.
3.30

Section 3.4.3 provides updated information on the forecast additional traffic in PCUs
generated by the SDLs in the AM peak hour (08.00 to 09.00). Figure 3.6 in WED007 (copied
below) presents a forecast without mitigation that is markedly different from the equivalent
version presented in SD16A.

3.31

Helpfully, the line widths in the key for this figure now vary to give an indication of the change
in forecast flow and the text below the figure explains:
Traffic to/from Nailsea and Backwell would route via the B3130 and A370 towards Bristol,
A370 to the west, B3128 through Tickenham towards Clevedon, and Portbury Lane to
M5 Junction 19. The traffic bottleneck at Backwell on the A370 would however constrain
traffic flows in this area.
Traffic to/from Churchill would route via the A38 to the east and would also head north
via Stock Lane towards Congresbury, with traffic then continuing on the A370 eastbound
towards Bristol and westbound towards Weston-super-Mare and subsequently
northbound on the M5 from Junction 21. Some traffic would also continue north through
Yatton towards Clevedon.
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Traffic to/from Banwell would travel north via Wolvershill Road towards the A370 at West
Wick, M5 Junction 21 and the M5 towards Bristol. The scope for traffic to use the A368
and A38 towards Bristol would be constrained by the traffic bottleneck in Banwell and
along the A368 to Churchill.
Backwell, Banwell and Churchill both include significant employment allocations and
therefore also attract inbound traffic on the A38 / A370 corridors.
3.32

In contrast with the equivalent text in SD16A, which advised that traffic heading towards
Bristol would use only the A370, the latest explanatory text advises that traffic travelling
between Nailsea and Bristol would use both the B3130 and the A370. Based upon current
experience, this is considered to be plausible. The statement that the traffic bottleneck at
Backwell on the A370 would constrain traffic flows in this area is also plausible, as is the
forecast increase of over 600 PCUs northbound and between 300 and 600 PCUs southbound
on the M5 between Weston-super-Mare and Clevedon.

3.33

However, as the forecast in Figure 3.6 is said to represent a scenario before the inclusion of
transport mitigation measures, some aspects of the forecast remain hard to accept.

3.34

As an example, even though some 3,275 houses are proposed in the vicinity, in the Nailsea
and Backwell SDLs, and Station Road provides the nearest rail crossing point, no change in
traffic at all – neither an increase nor a decrease - is predicted on Station Road, Backwell.
While the shuttle signals at the railway bridge do cause some delays, the author’s experience
is that there is scope for an increase in traffic at this constraint. A consultee is left to speculate
about the reason for the absence of a change in flow on Station Road in the modelled
forecast. It may imply that a capacity limit has been included in the model, which may not be
set at an appropriate level.

3.35

A slight reduction in traffic is predicted westbound on the A370 to the east of Backwell traffic
lights and only an increase of between 50 and 150 eastbound. This may be a consequence of
the constraint to flow caused by the Backwell traffic lights, causing traffic from Nailsea in the
model to choose the B3130 route to Bristol. An increase is also shown on the country lane
leading from the east side of Nailsea to Backwell Farleigh. However, this road - Backwell Bow
and Chapel Hill - is a single-track lane with sporadic passing places and, therefore, has only
modest capacity. So, it is surprising that the model appears to predict an increase in flow in
the range 150 to 300 PCUs.

3.36

On the A370 at Flax Bourton the increase in eastbound flow is shown as being in the range
50 to 150 PCUs and 150 to 300 PCUs westbound. This forecast is surprising in that the
westbound increase exceeds the eastbound increase. If the forecast is correct, the higher
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westbound increase would be expected to impact on congestion in the village, as the small
number of vehicles turning right into Station Road, Flax Bourton already causes queues to
form while the driver waits for a gap in the steady eastbound traffic stream, or for a courteous
driver to allow them to turn.
3.37

As in the forecast in SD16A, traffic on the A370 west of Backwell is predicted to increase,
apparently in the range 300 to 600 PCUs eastbound and by 150 to 300 PCUs westbound1.
Once again, the eastbound traffic appears to disappear from the network at Backwell.

3.38

The predicted increases in traffic on the B3130 through Wraxall, are also of concern. In
Wraxall, the narrow width of the road to the east of the Battleaxes public house already
causes hold ups when buses or goods vehicles are unable to proceed past an oncoming car.
So in the author’s view, the existing road is unlikely to be able to cope with the forecast
increases of 300 to 600 PCUs eastbound, and 50 to 150 PCUs westbound. It is not known
whether this constraint is reflected within the GBATS – 4 model. As it is a high-level strategic
model, this level of detail may not be included, so there would be no criticism if it is not.
However, if it is not, the delays resulting from the additional traffic in the real world - as
opposed to in the model - may well cause traffic to redistribute to other routes to Bristol,
including the A370.

3.39

In contrast to the forecast in SD16A, the SBL has been included in the model, which is clearly
an improvement. Perhaps connected to this change, the eastbound traffic on the A370 now
increases closer to Bristol.

3.40

Despite the refinement of the model in the last six months, overall, the forecast changes in
traffic arising from the SDLs without mitigation, both across North Somerset and particularly
around Backwell, continue to give grounds for concern regarding the model forecasts. There
may well be rational explanations but unfortunately, there is insufficient information in
WED007 to enable the consultee to scrutinise the modelling further. For this reason, FBPC is
recommended to carefully monitor the release of further reports, which may give greater
confidence to the modelled traffic forecasts. In the meantime, FBPC is advised to register an
objection to the technical evidence recently released in support of the JSP PD on grounds of
lack of clarity regarding the model forecasting, and consequently, to the suitability of the
proposed SDL locations and the sufficiency of the proposed transport mitigation package.

3.41

Section 3.4.4 lists the traffic impacts of the JSP that need to be mitigated and paragraph 3
acknowledges that: the concentration of new housing and employment at SDLs is forecast to
result in more significant delays on certain parts of network. The following paragraph lists the

1

Although possibly not of particular significance to Flax Bourton, KTC considers it highly unlikely that the A370 would be
capable of carrying this increase in the AM peak hour, particularly at the traffic signals in Congresbury.
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locations where delays are predicted. (The text says this list is for the PM peak but, as the
next list is also for the PM peak, and based on experience of driving in the listed locations, it
is assumed the first list is actually for the AM peak.) This list includes, among others, the
following locations.
•

On the A38 northbound and adjoining side roads near Bristol Airport due to additional
trips generated by new housing at Churchill;

•

On the A371 at Banwell, and on the M5 northbound between Junctions 21 and 20
due to additional trips generated by new housing at Banwell and Weston-super-Mare;

•

For traffic exiting from Nailsea onto the A370 at Backwell, and along Portbury Lane
towards M5 Junction 19;

There is mention of delays in this list on Station Road, Backwell but no mention at all of
increased delays anywhere on the A370 itself. Given the author’s experience while travelling
regularly on the A370, the omission of the A370 from this list, particularly at the Bristol end of
the corridor, at Backwell and Congresbury traffic lights and at Flax Bourton, suggests they
were either deemed insufficient to warrant mention, or they were forgotten. Whatever the
reason, their omission is surprising.
3.42

The list for delays in the PM peak includes:
•

On the A38 southbound approaching Bristol Airport and adjoining side roads, and
A370 at Backwell traffic lights.

3.43

The omission of the A370 from the lists at section 3.4.4 may be explained by a range of
reasons: the model may simply be correct in not forecasting problems, although based upon
the author’s daily experience, this seems unlikely; the high-level nature of the GBATS-4
model may mean it is not discernible in the model; or there may be another explanation. The
final paragraph of section 3.4.4 urges caution in considering the modest delays forecast in
Keynsham, as more detailed studies by Bath and North East Somerset Council indicated that
the increased traffic from the SDLs could cause “a significant increase in delay”. In the
author’s view, a similar cautionary comment may be appropriate for the modelling of the roads
in North Somerset.

3.44

Chapter 4 of WED007 describes the proposed transport mitigation programme and the third
bullet point of section 4.1 explains that the transport programme targets: highway solutions
which provide additional capacity to reduce congestion associated with SDLs and provide
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wider transport benefits to the region. It will be seen in this sub-section that this objective will
not be achieved in Flax Bourton.
3.45

Section 4.2 explains that:
further technical studies are currently taking place to examine in more detail current and
future transport problems and to develop the strategic transport schemes that will be
required to support the JSP around the Bristol urban area and Strategic Development
Locations. The work has focused on the following corridors or locations:
•

Nailsea and Backwell (A370 corridor) *;

•

Banwell and Churchill (M5 / A38 south corridor) *.
*

3.46

only the locations relevant to this report are selected.

Section 4.2 provides an overview of the proposed transport programme and explains that
preferred options have not been identified but that more detailed technical work is at the
option development stage and the appraisal of options will continue through the subsequent
development of Local Plans. FBPC is aware of ongoing studies commissioned by NSC, titled
the Bristol South West Economic Link Study (BRSWEL). These are understood to be
examining the requirements for transport infrastructure in North Somerset, particularly on the
A38 corridor, in more detail. Given the serious transport impacts that may arise in Flax
Bourton as a result of the current selection of SDL sites, FBPC is advised to press for the
release of the findings of this study prior to public examination of the JSP and to check the
findings against WED007, to establish whether, like in Keynsham, the more detailed work
reveals different conclusions on the transport impact of the SDLs and the required mitigation.

3.47

With the uncertainty surrounding the output of WED007, it would be reasonable to require
completion and publication of the more detailed BRSWEL (or other) study work to inform the
consideration of the merits of the SDLs that will take place at the JSP public examination.
Only with publication of the output of that further work will it be possible to properly
understand and evaluate whether the SDLs in North Somerset are in the most appropriate
locations and, in turn, whether the sustainability appraisals are fair and reasonable and reach
appropriate conclusions.
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3.48

The final paragraph on page 33 explains that shortlisted options (set out in Table 4.1),
together with further schemes to mitigate the impact of development are provided in WED008,
the Emerging Findings Transport Report.

3.49

Table 4.1 lists the short-listed transport programmes for each strategic corridor or location.
For Nailsea & Backwell four packages are listed and the only package of direct significance
for Flax Bourton is referenced 4a, Nailsea Package 1. Among other things, it includes:
“…..new highway link from Station Road east to A370 near Farleigh, and bus priority
improvements along A370 towards Bristol.”
This text confirms that this shortlisted option is proposed to meet the A370 near Farleigh,
which is to the west of Flax Bourton. It follows that any additional SDL traffic would pass
through Flax Bourton on the existing A370. The only mention of highway improvements to the
A370 through Flax Bourton is to introduce bus priority. The other Nailsea packages propose
infrastructure serving other corridors or locations.

3.50

Figure 4.2 provides a visual indication of the Transport Programme and includes a dotted red
line indicating online road improvements through Flax Bourton. As the existing road is
generally a standard two-lane carriageway, mostly with a footway on one side only, it is hard
to envisage where bus improvements can be achieved through the village. There is no
indication that other works might be included to mitigate the additional traffic impact through
the village.

3.51

It is noted that a new M5 Junction 21A is not included in the list of packages intended to serve
and mitigate impacts for Banwell and Churchill SDLs, whereas it was included in SD16B and
SD16A. Also, improvements to the A38 both north and south of Bristol Airport are not
included in any package. In SD16B, section 5.2.2 paragraph 3 states:
“The provision of a new strategic route between the M5 and South Bristol would also help
to reduce through traffic on the A370 and unlock capacity for growth in Nailsea and
Backwell.”
It may be that these schemes are to be included in JLTP4. The uncertainty surrounding these
schemes is clearly significant for Flax Bourton and emphasises the need for publication of the
draft JLTP4 and the LAs’ responses prior to the JSP public examination. Furthermore, if they
are necessary to reduce traffic on the A370 to unlock capacity for growth at Nailsea and
Backwell, they need to be implemented prior to occupation of a significant number of
dwellings. Also, the costs should be included in WED007 and WED008, apportioned as
appropriate to the SDLs in North Somerset.
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3.52

Section 4.4.1 sets out the approach to programme scheme costings. It explains that land
acquisition costs are included for land with development potential based upon a unit rate of
£40,000 per hectare, and £24,000 per hectare for agricultural land. It appears, therefore, that
no allowance has been made for acquisition of developed land. The inference of this is that
all transport schemes are costed on the basis that no previously developed land will need to
be acquired. Across a programme costing well over £1 billion, this appears to be a rather
optimistic approach.

3.53

In Table 4.2 it is noted that Nailsea Package 1, including the Nailsea – A370 link, is estimated
to cost £39 million and programmed for completion by 2026.

3.54

Section 4.5 explains how the transport benefits of the mitigation programme have been
modelled and the third bullet point explains (with the authors underlining):
For public transport schemes relating to the SDLs, indicative demand forecasts have
been used as the basis of demand reduction applied in the highway model to trips
between the main origin-destination pairs that will be served by the public transport
services38. However, the impacts of the Bristol Urban Area schemes (including City
Centre Framework, bus and walking/cycling packages) and the impact of the North
Somerset public transport schemes (including Nailsea and Backwell, Banwell and
Churchill, and Weston-super-Mare) have not been modelled as these have not yet been
sufficiently developed.
The underlined text casts particular doubt on the reliability of the modelled output for the
south west part of the model. It may be that appropriate modelling of the public transport
impacts in North Somerset will reduce the forecast increase in traffic but there is no
information available to enable consultees to form a view.
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3.55

Table 4.4 (reproduced below) provides various statistics on network performance to inform an
assessment of the transport impacts of the JSP and the proposed mitigation programme.

It can be seen that the JSP is predicted to give rise to an increase in total trips of 6.8% across
the network in 2036 without mitigation, and the mitigation programme is predicted to reduce
this increase by 0.1% to an increase of 6.7%. Other metrics paint a similar picture, one of the
most comprehensible being the average delay in minutes per trip: this would rise from 4.3 in
2036 without the JSP, to 5.2 minutes in 2036 with inclusion of the JSP, and this would reduce
to 4.7 minutes with the introduction of the mitigation programme.
3.56

Figure 4.4 (reproduced below) shows the AM peak forecast change in traffic arising from the
introduction of the JSP SDLs after mitigation. On the A370 to the east of the new road link to
Nailsea, the eastbound traffic on the A370 is forecast to increase by over 600 PCUs. The
precise locations where flows change on the diagram can’t be discerned. However, the
author’s interpretation is that this would occur broadly between the eastern outskirts of
Backwell and Backwell Farleigh. To the east of Backwell Farleigh, including through Flax
Bourton and on along the Long Ashton Bypass, an eastbound increase of 300 to 600 PCUs is
shown, along with a westbound increase of 150 to 300 PCUs. There is no explanation of why
the forecast increase changes at Backwell Farleigh. (Although appearing to be a big change
from being over 600 to falling in the range 300 to 600, this might indicate a very small change
from say 605 PCUs to 595 PCUs.)
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3.57

Comparison with Figure 3.6 of WED007 (see paragraph 3.30 et seq) reveals that the effect of
the proposed transport mitigation programme on Flax Bourton would be to increase
eastbound traffic on the A370. Without mitigation the eastbound traffic in Figure 3.6 is
predicted to rise from a figure in the range 50 – 150. With mitigation, it is predicted to
increase by 300 - 600 PCUs. Meanwhile, both without and with mitigation, the westbound
increase remains within the range 150 - 300 PCUs.

3.58

Taking the average values of the forecast increase in Figure 4.4, of 450 PCUs eastbound and
225 PCU westbound, it is questionable whether the A370 through Flax Bourton has sufficient
capacity to accommodate the forecast increase in traffic.

3.59

It appears that the impact of the SDL transport mitigation programme on Flax Bourton would
be large and adverse (for terminology see WED008 section 5.4). Arguably in the context of
NPPF paragraph 109, it might even be considered to be severe.

3.60

In the circumstances, FBPC is advised to object to the JSP SDLs in North Somerset and to
the proposed transport mitigation package, as it is forecast to increase the traffic from the
SDLs on the A370 through the village significantly, perhaps to a level beyond the capacity of
the road, and without appropriate local mitigation.

3.61

Table 4.5 identifies locations with residual delays and options for mitigation. There is a
significant focus on the motorways in the table and, surprisingly in light of the above, no
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