S04/26

MINUTES of the meeting of the SUSTAINABLE SUFFOLK OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE held in the Council Chamber, Endeavour House, Ipswich on Thursday 7 October 2004 at 9.33 am

PRESENT:

David Wood – Chair

Tony Andrews – Vice-Chair

Peter Bellfield, Joan Girling, Nick Irwin, Guy McGregor, Ben Redsell, John Taylor, Alan Thwaites, Leslie Warmington and Val White

Julian Swainson [Portfolio Holder] and Sandy Martin [Assistant to the Portfolio Holder] were in attendance

1. declarations of interest and dispensations

The Chair declared a personal interest in two of the schemes referred to in paper S04/23. No other declarations of interest or dispensations were reported.

2. suffolk local transport plan 2006-2011 major schemes – call-in of report e04/88 to executive committee

The Chair invited Councillor McGregor to explain why his group had called-in the Executive Committee’s decision on paper E04/88. Councillor McGregor set out the various concerns, each of which was debated fully.

Decision:  It was agreed that

(a) the Executive Committee should be advised that Sustainable Suffolk Overview and Scrutiny Committee recognised that further work needed to be carried out to assess the suitability of the five options for the Local Transport Plan bid, thus enabling Executive Committee to come to an ultimate conclusion on the schemes to go forward to Government Office when the assessment was concluded, therefore the decision of the Executive should be implemented immediately;

(b) the A144 Bungay, A134/A143 Ingham and Great Barton and A140 Stonham schemes should be brought back to Sustainable Suffolk O&SC for further consideration at a later date; and

(c) the HGV lorry route network should be an item for consideration by Sustainable Suffolk O&SC at a future meeting.

Reason for the decision:  The Committee examined each of the schemes listed in Appendix A to paper E04/88 with the exception of the East Suffolk rail line, funding for which fell outside the remit of the County Council, and the issue of further park and ride sites as this was in the process of being examined by an Overview & Scrutiny Panel. 

The way in which the schemes in Appendix A had been scored against the government’s assessment criteria was explained. Appendix B illustrated the way schemes had performed against the assessment criteria.

Sudbury Western Bypass

By way of clarification, it was explained that the Sudbury scheme was not being put forward as part of the County Council’s potential bid for 2006-2011 because, in refusing the scheme the previous year, central government had indicated that it would not wish it to be put forward again in the near future.  Government had given as the reason for refusal the fact that the negative impacts on the environment far outweighed the positive benefits to the town.  The Committee was advised that alternative measures for alleviating the traffic problems in Sudbury were being explored and would be reported in due course.

A144 Bungay Bypass

Concerns were expressed that the assessment criteria gave greater weight to the natural environment than to the benefits to urban/residential amenity. The Portfolio Holder agreed that through traffic blighted the historic centre of the town to an unacceptably high level;  however, the impact on biodiversity and the surrounding landscape and the “value for money” aspects of the scheme were such that it failed to meet government criteria. He reminded the Committee that the area which would be affected by the bypass was strongly protected by the Habitat Directive. Initiatives in other similar towns across the country, such as the “shared space programme”, were now being examined to see if they could be usefully employed in towns such as Bungay to alleviate some of the traffic generated problems. The Committee agreed it would wish to discuss those alternative traffic management measures in due course.

A143 Great Barton and A134 Ingham

The local councillor suggested that Ingham would have scored better had the scheme been extended down to Fornham and then into Compeigne Way. She also suggested that the County Council’s designated lorry route network should be revisited to see if it was still appropriate for present day traffic flows and volumes. Officers explained that the government did not allow authorities to extend schemes in order to bring them up to the £5M mark. The Portfolio Holder confirmed that he was continuing to press the Highways Agency to accept that its strategies for the A11 and A14 were having an adverse impact on the A143/A134 junction. The Committee agreed that the case for Ingham and Great Barton as a potential combined scheme needed further consideration at a future meeting.

Ipswich East Bank Link Road

It was noted that the scheme had scored “possibly” against biodiversity and landscape but had then failed the cost assessment criteria as it was over the £40M ceiling set by government. The Portfolio Holder advised that the scheme continued to attract the largest number of objections on environmental grounds than any other scheme. He had therefore asked officers to work closely with the Borough Council and the local community to find alternative measures which would release the town’s economic potential.

A140 Stonham

The Committee was surprised at the result of the safety assessment score for the Stonham scheme. The Portfolio Holder explained that the only way to resolve the problems caused by the two existing junctions would be to construct a grade-separated junction. A grade separated junction would present landscape and environmental difficulties as well as being prohibitively costly in terms of government value for money criteria. The Committee accepted that argument;  however concerns were expressed that residents whose windows and doors were within a few feet of the A140 continued to suffer from increasing levels of traffic generated pollution. It was agreed that air quality issues and HGV management should be looked at more closely in connection with Stonham village at a future meeting.

Ipswich Sustainable Transport Scheme

The Conservative group advised that they were concerned at the lack of information about the proposals contained within the scheme and the views of the Borough Council on those proposals. The Portfolio Holder advised that discussions he had had with Go East had encouraged him to believe that the Ipswich Sustainable Transport Scheme was precisely the kind of scheme the government wanted to see in LTP bids. He pointed out that more assessment work needed to be undertaken but initial findings showed that measures other than major road construction could be employed to address increasing congestion points in the town and the east/west traffic flow problems. The measures included the possible combining of two bus stations into a single unit; extending bus priority measures and improving real time information; improving public transport provision generally and providing better facilities for pedestrians and cyclists to move around town safely.

A12 Farnham, Stratford St Andrew, Marlesford and Little Glemham 

There was general agreement that the A12 proposal was of significant economic benefit to the whole of the east of the county not just the four villages being bypassed. Nonetheless, the environmental impacts of the scheme were recognised and the Committee stressed the need for sensitive design and engineering works to be undertaken to mitigate biodiversity and landscape impacts if and when the scheme went forward. The Portfolio Holder commented that the benefits of the scheme to Lowestoft had been recognised by Waveney District Council.

A146 Barnby-Carlton Colville

The Conservative group commented that, in their view, the route was no longer as hazardous as in the past because the petrol service station that had been situated on a bend in the road was no longer in use. In their view there were other more deserving schemes in the county. A local councillor advised that the old petrol service station was now a used car sales outlet so the hazard to moving traffic remained. Another local councillor advised that the Parish Council had provided him with statistics on fatalities and serious accidents in the area. He confirmed that the Parish Council remained firm in its view that Phase 1 of the scheme should be undertaken. The Portfolio Holder pointed out that by completing Phase 2 of the original scheme, the route had been left with a number of significantly dangerous areas which was unacceptable. The scheme scored well against government criteria on safety, environment and value for money;  it had a wider benefit in terms of access to Lowestoft.

A1065 Brandon
There was no disagreement with the proposal to include Brandon in the list of five potential schemes for inclusion in the LTP major scheme bid. The Committee recognised that the scheme could impact adversely on biodiversity, landscape and heritage but considered that the level of pollution being experienced by residents and the degradation of houses close to the existing road were sufficient to warrant the scheme’s promotion.  The Committee was also aware that it would be necessary to work in close collaboration with Norfolk County Council to achieve a scheme which was acceptable to both authorities. The Portfolio Holder commented that, in his view, there was potential for introducing relatively low-cost traffic management measures which could improve the situation in the town in the short term.

Lowestoft Town Centre

It was agreed that the town centre bypass and related measures would provide the infrastructure to link together a number of previously completed schemes around the town and would do much to help the regeneration of the town environmentally as well as economically. Its inclusion as one of the five schemes going forward for further assessment work was fully supported. Like the Ipswich package scheme, the Lowestoft scheme scored well against government criteria.

Alternative options:  The Committee’s decision was alternative to the suggestion actions recommended.

Declarations of interest:  The Chair declared a personal interest, as Chair of the Suffolk Coast & Heaths Joint Advisory Committee, in two of the schemes debated as part of the call-in. He remained in the Chamber and took part in the debate.

Dispensations:  None reported.

The meeting closed at 11.58 am

-2-


