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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This is the Scoping Opinion (the Opinion) provided by the Secretary of
State in respect of the content of the Environmental Statement for the
proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme.
This report sets out the Secretary of State’s opinion on the basis of the
information provided in (‘the applicant’s’) report entitled ‘A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon Improvement Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping
Report (11 March 2014) (‘the Scoping Report’). The Opinion can only
reflect the proposals as currently described by the applicant.
The Secretary of State has consulted on the Scoping Report and the
responses received have been taken into account in adopting this Opinion.
The Secretary of State is satisfied that the topic areas identified in the
Scoping Report encompass those matters identified in Schedule 4, Part 1,
paragraph 19 of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as amended).
The Secretary of State draws attention both to the general points and
those made in respect of each of the specialist topic areas in this Opinion.
The main potential issues identified are:


Air Quality



Noise



Nature Conservation



All Travellers

Matters are not scoped out unless specifically addressed and justified by
the applicant, and confirmed as being scoped out by the Secretary of
State.
The Secretary of State notes the potential need to carry out an
assessment under the Habitats Regulations1.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Background
1.1

On 20 March 2014, the Secretary of State (SoS) received the
Scoping Report submitted by the Highways Agency under
Regulation 8 of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 (SI 2263) (as amended) (the EIA
Regulations) in order to request a scoping opinion for the proposed
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme (‘the
Project’). This Opinion is made in response to this request and
should be read in conjunction with the applicant’s Scoping Report.

1.2

The applicant has formally provided notification under Regulation
6(1)(b) of the EIA Regulations that it proposes to provide an ES in
respect of the proposed development. Therefore, in accordance
with Regulation 4(2)(a) of the EIA Regulations, the proposed
development is determined to be EIA development.

1.3

The EIA Regulations enable an applicant, before making an
application for an order granting development consent, to ask the
SoS to state in writing their formal opinion (a ‘scoping opinion’) on
the information to be provided in the environmental statement
(ES).

1.4

Before adopting a scoping opinion the SoS must take into account:
(a) the specific characteristics of the particular development;
(b) the specific characteristics of the development of the type
concerned; and
(c)

environmental
development’.

features

likely

to

be

affected

by

the

(EIA Regulation 8 (9))

1.5

1.6

This Opinion sets out what information the SoS considers should
be included in the ES for the proposed development. The Opinion
has taken account of:
i

the EIA Regulations

ii

the nature and scale of the proposed development

iii

the nature of the receiving environment, and

iv

current best practice in the preparation of environmental
statements.

The SoS has also taken account of the responses received from
the statutory consultees (see Appendix 2 of this Opinion).
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The matters addressed by the applicant have been carefully
considered and use has been made of professional judgement and
experience in order to adopt this Opinion. It should be noted that
when it comes to consider the ES, the SoS will take account of
relevant legislation and guidelines (as appropriate). The SoS will
not be precluded from requiring additional information if it is
considered necessary in connection with the ES submitted with
that application when considering the application for a
development consent order (DCO).

1.7

This Opinion should not be construed as implying that the SoS
agrees with the information or comments provided by the
applicant in their request for an opinion from the SoS. In
particular, comments from the SoS in this Opinion are without
prejudice to any decision taken by the SoS (on submission of the
application) that any development identified by the applicant is
necessarily to be treated as part of a nationally significant
infrastructure project (NSIP), or associated development, or
development that does not require development consent.

1.8

Regulation 8(3) of the EIA Regulations states that a request for a
scoping opinion must include:
(a) ‘a plan sufficient to identify the land;
(b) a brief description of the nature and purpose of the
development and of its possible effects on the environment;
and
(c)

such other information or representations as the person
making the request may wish to provide or make’.

(EIA Regulation 8 (3))

1.9

The SoS considers that this has been provided in the applicant’s
Scoping Report.

The Secretary of State’s Consultation
1.10

The SoS has a duty under Regulation 8(6) of the EIA Regulations
to consult widely before adopting a scoping opinion. A full list of
the consultation bodies is provided at Appendix 1. The list has
been compiled by the SoS under their duty to notify the consultees
in accordance with Regulation 9(1)(a). The applicant should note
that whilst the SoS’s list can inform their consultation, it should
not be relied upon for that purpose.

1.11

The list of respondents who replied within the statutory timeframe
and whose comments have been taken into account in the
preparation of this Opinion is provided at Appendix 2 along with
copies of their comments, to which the applicant should refer in
undertaking the EIA.
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1.12

The ES submitted by the applicant should demonstrate
consideration of the points raised by the consultation bodies. It is
recommended that a table is provided in the ES summarising the
scoping responses from the consultation bodies and how they are,
or are not, addressed in the ES.

1.13

Any consultation responses received after the statutory deadline
for receipt of comments will not be taken into account within this
Opinion. Late responses will be forwarded to the applicant and will
be made available on the Planning Inspectorate’s website. The
applicant should also give due consideration to those comments in
carrying out the EIA.

Structure of the Document
1.14

This Opinion is structured as follows:
Section 1

Introduction

Section 2

The proposed development

Section 3

EIA approach and topic areas

Section 4

Other information.

This Opinion is accompanied by the following Appendices:
Appendix 1

List of consultees

Appendix 2
replies

Respondents

Appendix 3

Presentation of the environmental statement.
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2.0 THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
Introduction
2.1

The following is a summary of the information on the proposed
development and its site and surroundings prepared by the
applicant and included in their Scoping Report. The information
has not been verified and it has been assumed that the
information provided reflects the existing knowledge of the
proposed development and the potential receptors/resources.

The Applicant’s Information
Overview of the proposed development
2.2

The key components of the proposed development are listed in
paragraph 1.1.1 of the Scoping Report and include:


widening of the existing dual carriageway between Swavesey
and Girton to include additional lanes



construction of a new bypass south of Huntingdon to take
strategic through-route traffic away from Huntingdon , known
as the’ Huntingdon Southern Bypass’



improvement of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury



the incorporation of local access roads for local traffic; and



de-trunking the existing A14 route through Huntingdon.

Description of the site and surrounding area
2.3

A description of the site’s location is provided in Section 4 of the
Scoping Report. Additional information on the site and the
surrounding area is also provided in the ‘baseline information’
section in each environmental topic chapter in the Scoping Report.

The Application Site

2.4

The site location is illustrated on Figure 1 of the Scoping Report.

2.5

The proposed development would be located in the administrative
boundaries of Cambridgeshire County, South Cambridgeshire
District Council and Huntingdonshire District Council.

2.6

A number of AQMAs are located within the site boundary. These
are illustrated on Figure 1 and listed in Table 6.2 of the Scoping
Report.
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2.7

The works in central Huntingdon would be partially located in
Huntingdon Conservation Area. Paragraphs 7.4.2 to 7.4.3 of the
Scoping Report confirm that the proposed development would
directly affect Mill Common Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM),
and would involve the removal of Grade II listed assets including
the Great Northern Railway, and the Great River Ouse Navigation.

2.8

Paragraph 10.2.4 of the Scoping Report confirms that there are
potential sources of land contamination resulting from historic
uses of land along the proposed route. These are summarised in
paragraphs 10.2.4-10.2.9 of the Scoping Report.

2.9

Paragraph 13.2.8 of the Scoping Report confirms that 24 public
rights of way (PRoW) are located within the site boundary. Of
note, the Great Ouse Way a long distance recreational trail follows
the Great Ouse under the A14 in Huntingdon.

2.10

The East Coast Mainline runs north to south through the site in the
centre of Huntingdon, and through the proposed route of the
Southern Bypass to the south of Huntingdon.

2.11

The proposed development would be located on land between 1020m above sea level (Scoping Report paragraph 4.2.1) and within
Flood Zones 2 and 3 (Scoping Report paragraph 15.2.14). The
Scoping Report confirms that 6 Water Framework Directive (WFD)
waterbodies are likely to be directly affected by the proposed
development (Scoping Report paragraph 15.2.20):

2.12



Ellington Brook



Great Ouse



West Brook



Swavesey Drain



Cottenham Lode; and



River Cam.

A number of aquifers are located in the site boundary and these
are listed in Table 15.2 of the Scoping Report.

The Surrounding Area

2.13

The description of the site and the surrounding area in Section 4
confirms that a lot of the area surrounding the site comprises of
arable land used for agricultural purposes. The extent of the
agricultural land surrounding the site is illustrated on Figure 1 of
the Scoping Report.

2.14

The Cambridge AQMA is located to the south of the proposed
development at its eastern extent.
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2.15

Paragraph 7.3.2 of the Scoping Report confirms that there are 327
archaeological remains, 166 historic buildings and 4 historic
landscape character types within a 300m buffer surrounding the
site. Some of these features are illustrated in Figures 3.1 and 3.2
in the Scoping Report. There is a conservation area located in
Cambridge to the south of the proposed development at its
eastern extent.

2.16

There are a number of settlements within the area surrounding the
site including:


Alconbury



Brampton



Buckden



Offord Cluney



Hilton



Fenstation



Fen Drayton



Bar Hill



Girton



Impington



Milton; and



Cambridge.

2.17

Childerley Park, Madingley Park and the American Military
Cemetery are all Historic Parks and Gardens located to the south
of the development. The locations of these features are illustrated
on Figures 2.1-2.3 of the Scoping Report.

2.18

Table 9.2 in the Scoping Report identifies a number of ecological
receptors in the area surrounding the site. These include:

2.19



Portholme Meadows SAC



Eversden and Upper Wimpole Woods SAC



Brampton Meadow SSSI



Brampton Wood SSSI and Ancient Woodland



Brampton Racecourse SSSI; and



County Wildlife Sites.

Some of these designated sites are illustrated on Figures 1 and 2.1
to 2.3 of the Scoping Report.
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2.20

Paragraph 10.2.4 of the Scoping Report confirms that there are
potential sources of land contamination adjacent to the proposed
route relating to historic uses of the land. These are summarised
in paragraphs 10.2.4 to 10.2.9 of the Scoping Report.

2.21

National Cycle Network route 51 includes a section between
Cambridge and Impington and follows the route of the Cambridge
Guided Busway which is located to the north of the proposed
development at its eastern extent. This route also includes a
shared path for use by cyclists, pedestrians and horse riders
(Scoping Report paragraph 13.2.11).

2.22

The Scoping Report identifies a number of community facilities
surrounding the site which are likely to be affected by the
development (Scoping Report paragraphs 14.3.3 to 14.3.4). Some
of these features are illustrated on Figure 1 of the Scoping Report.

Description of the proposed development
2.23

The proposed development is described in Section 2.3 of the
Scoping Report, and illustrated in Figures 2.1-2.3. There are a
number of distinct elements to the proposed development as listed
in paragraph 2.2 of this Scoping Opinion.

2.24

Between Swavesey and Milton the A14 would be widened at
various points ranging from dual two lanes and dual four lane
sections, and the junctions upgraded at Girton and Milton (Scoping
Report paragraph 2.3.8). Along this part of the route, a smaller
section between Girton (junction 31) and Histon (junction 32) will
be widened outside of this application with work due to commence
on this scheme in Spring 2014 (Scoping Report paragraph 2.3.9).

2.25

The A1 would be widened to a dual three-lane carriageway
between the Brampton interchange and Alconbury to provide
additional capacity needed to link traffic onto the Huntingdon
Southern bypass.

2.26

At its western extent the Huntingdon Southern Bypass would start
on the existing A14 east of Ellington, with slips north of Buckden
connecting to the A1 and re-joining with the A14 at Swavesey.
This section of the proposed development would be 18km in length
(Scoping Report paragraph 2.3.2).

2.27

Between Fen Drayton and Girton, a new local access road would
be constructed alongside the A14 to provide an improved route for
local traffic and non-motorised users (Scoping Report paragraphs
2.3.10 to 2.3.11).

2.28

In central Huntingdon, the existing A14 would be de-trunked. This
would include the demolition of the A14 rail viaduct and the
construction of new local roads and roundabouts to reconnect the
A14 (Scoping Report paragraph 2.3.3).
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2.29

Drainage works would be required for all elements of the proposed
development. Paragraph 2.5.1 of the Scoping Report confirms that
this would include ponds and outfalls.

2.30

Paragraph 2.6.1 of the Scoping Report confirms that over-bridges
would be required along the route and in addition, a 460m long
viaduct along the Huntingdon Southern Bypass would be required
to cross the Great Ouse Flood Plain.

2.31

Lighting and signs would be required along the route of the
development, however the applicant has confirmed that the design
and location of these elements is not yet finalised (Scoping Report
Section 2.7).

Proposed access
2.32

No information on the proposed access to the site during the
construction of the development, or during its operation for the
purposes of maintenance has been provided in the Scoping Report.

Construction
2.33

The Scoping Report does not include a separate section to describe
the proposed construction works. However, some information
regarding the construction of the development has been provided
in some of the environmental topic chapters in the Scoping Report.

2.34

Paragraph 2.4.2 of the Scoping Report confirms that there is a
shortfall of material required to construct the proposed
development and as such the sourcing and importation of
additional material would be required. In respect to this, the
applicant is proposing the use of borrow pits (Scoping Report
paragraph 2.4.2). The potential location of the borrow pits is
illustrated on Figures 2.1 to 2.3 in the Scoping Report. These
figures also identify the proposed locations of soil storage areas
and construction compounds.

2.35

Paragraph 7.4.3 of the Scoping Report confirms that the
construction activities are likely to include topsoil stripping, bulk
earthworks operations, erection of new highways structures, piling
and excavations. Demolition works would also be required for the
removal of the A14 railway viaduct in Huntingdon.

2.36

The Scoping Report confirms that a Construction Environmental
Management Plan (CEMP) would be produced to deliver mitigation
measures associated with the construction of the development
(Scoping Report paragraph 9.4.6).

2.37

The Scoping Report does not include a likely duration or timeframe
for the construction of the development, or information on how the
construction works are likely to be phased.
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Operation and maintenance
2.38

The Scoping Report does not provide any information on the
operational and maintenance requirements of the proposed
development.

Alternatives
2.39

The alternatives considered by the Applicant to date are described
in Section 3 of the Scoping Report. This includes details of the
Options studied to improve capacity and traffic flows on the A14.
Table 3.1 of the Scoping Report describes these options and
outlines the key environmental issues taken into account during
the process of refining the options.

The Secretary of State’s Comments
Description of the application site and surrounding area
2.40

The SoS welcomes the inclusion of a section in the Scoping Report
that describes the application site and the surrounding area. It is
noted from Table 18.1 in the Scoping Report which gives an
outline of the proposed structure of the Environmental Statement
(ES) that a similar section will be included in Chapter 2 of the ES.
The SoS notes that this section will identify land that could be
directly or indirectly affected by the proposed development and
any associated auxiliary facilities, landscaping areas and potential
off site mitigation or compensation schemes.

2.41

The SoS welcomes the use of figures in the Scoping Report to
support the description of the application site and surrounding
area to clarify the location of potentially affected receptors. A
number of suggestions are provided below to ensure the figures
presented in the ES are of a high quality and relate closely to the
main text:


all features referenced in the main text of the ES should be
illustrated on an accompanying figure, including for example,
affected community figures.



all figures should be clear and legible, and where there is a
lot of environmental information to present, this should be
arranged over a number of figures to limit the amount of
overlaid information and avoid confusion.



given the linear nature of the proposed development which
covers a wide area, the applicant should consider providing
figures in smaller sections, accompanied by a key plan.



all features on figures should be clearly labelled, identifying
not only the presence of certain designations, but also the
name of that specific one.
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When describing the location of receptors in relation to the site in
the main text of the ES, the SoS would find it helpful to know the
direction and distance between these.

Description of the proposed development
2.43

The applicant should ensure that the description of the proposed
development that is being applied for is as accurate and firm as
possible as this will form the basis of the environmental impact
assessment. It is understood that at this stage in the evolution of
the scheme the design proposals and the location of the site may
not yet be confirmed. The applicant should be aware however, that
the description of the development in the ES must be sufficiently
certain to meet the requirements of paragraph 17 of Schedule 4
Part 1 of the EIA Regulations and there should therefore be more
certainty by the time the ES is submitted with the DCO.

2.44

If a draft DCO is to be submitted, the applicant should clearly
define what elements of the proposed development are integral to
the NSIP and which is ‘associated development’ under the Planning
Act 2008 (PA 2008) or is an ancillary matter. The applicant is
advised to clarify this in the ES as the Scoping Report does not
make this clear.

2.45

Any proposed works and/or infrastructure required as associated
development, or as an ancillary matter, (whether on or off-site)
should be considered as part of an integrated approach to
environmental assessment.

2.46

The Figures illustrating the development in the Scoping Report
(Figures 2.1 to 2.3) are small in scale and it is not possible to see
the exact detail of the scheme design. The applicant should
consider providing figures in smaller sections, accompanied by a
key plan.

2.47

Paragraph 2.3.1 of the Scoping Report makes it clear that there
are a number of distinct elements to the proposed development.
The Scoping Report names the scheme elements differently
between the introduction (Scoping Report paragraph 1.1.1) and
the description of the proposed development (Scoping Report
section 2.3). The applicant is advised to ensure that consistency in
the description of the development is maintained throughout the
ES. In addition, the order in which the scheme elements are listed
and described should remain the same throughout the ES. In
addition, consistency should be maintained between the
description of the development in the ES and the DCO.

2.48

Whilst the overall development is illustrated on Figures 2.1-2.3 of
the Scoping Report, the extent of each distinct element is not
defined on these Figures. The ES should include a figure to
illustrate this.
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2.49

It is unclear from paragraph 2.6.1 of the Scoping Report and
Figures 2.1-2.3 how many ‘structures’ would be required along the
route, such as the over-bridges. The ES should clarify the number
and location of these structures both in text and figures.

2.50

Limited description on the proposed roundabout and junction
works has been provided in the Scoping Report. The SoS would
expect to see detailed information on these aspects of the
development in the ES.

2.51

The dimensions of all structures, lighting columns and signage,
and cross sections of the scheme, including the vertical alignment
of the road that was assumed and used to inform the assessment
should be provided in the ES. In this respect, the applicant is
advised to thoroughly cross check the DCO and associated plans
against the ES to ensure consistency across all aspects of the
application. Should the applicant intend to seek limits of deviation
in the DCO, the ES should describe how these limits have been
factored into the EIA.

2.52

The environmental effects of all wastes to be processed and
removed from the site should be addressed. The ES will need to
identify and describe the control processes and mitigation
procedures for storing and transporting waste off site. All waste
types should be quantified and classified.

2.53

The SoS notes that a description of the likely emissions from the
development (water, air, soil pollution, noise, vibration and light)
will be included in the ES (Scoping Report Table 18.1). This should
cover both the construction and operational phases of the
development.

Alternatives
2.54

The SoS notes from Table 18.1 in the Scoping Report that the
applicant intends to include information on alternatives in Chapter
4 of the ES.

2.55

The SoS appreciated the inclusion of a detailed description of the
scheme evolution in Section 3 of the Scoping Report to assist in
understanding the evolution and aims of the scheme. The SoS
would expect this information to the included in the ES, and
extended to describe the continued evolution of the development
up until the DCO submission.

2.56

The SoS would expect to see detailed information in the ES
regarding alternative design details, construction methods, and
other alternatives considered during the evolution of the scheme
design.
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Flexibility
2.57

The SoS notes from paragraph 1.2.3 of the Scoping Report that
the design of the proposed development is still being developed
and that the draft description of development contains a number
of variables in terms of the temporary landtake and the
requirement for borrow pits. The SoS welcomes that the proposals
are to be firmed up during the pre-application stages but
encourages the description to be as accurate and firm as possible
so that its environmental impact can be more accurately assessed.

2.58

Where the details of the scheme cannot be defined precisely for
the EIA, the applicant must assess the likely worst case scenario,
and clearly define what this is. The SoS notes the reference to
Planning Inspectorate Advice Note 9 ‘Using the ‘Rochdale
Envelope’ but also directs attention to the ‘Flexibility’ section in
Appendix 3 of this Opinion which provides additional details on the
recommended approach.

2.59

It should be noted that if the proposed development changes
substantially during the EIA process, prior to application
submission, the applicant may wish to consider the need to
request a new scoping opinion.

Proposed access
2.60

The Scoping Report does not provide any detail on site access
arrangements, for example access to the construction compounds
or access along the route during the construction phase. The SoS
expects to see a detailed description of access arrangements in
the ES, accompanied by Figures where appropriate.

2.61

The ES should also identify proposed routes to and from the
various areas of the site, for both construction vehicles and
workers.

Construction
2.62

The Scoping Report does not provide a section setting out the
construction requirements of the development which has limited
the SoS’s ability to provide detailed comments on the scope of the
assessment relating to construction impacts. The SoS notes from
Table 18.1 in the Scoping Opinion that the applicant intends to
provide this as part of the ‘Description of the Proposed
Development’ in Chapter 3 of the ES. This should include, but is
not limited to, information on:


site clearance/preparation works



construction activities and methods



plant and equipment requirements



lighting equipment/requirements
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number of workers required during construction, whether
they are full/part time and if shift work is required



construction hours, including any requirement for overnight
working; and



cumber, movements and parking of construction vehicles
(both HGVs and staff vehicles).

2.63

The ES should include information on the materials required to
construct the development, where they are likely to be sourced
and the methods of transporting these to the site.

2.64

The phasing and timescale of the development is not provided in
the Scoping Report, however it is noted from Table 18.1 in the ES
that the applicant intends to provide this as part of the
‘Description of the Proposed Development’ in Chapter 3 of the ES.
The construction programme should confirm the anticipated start
date of the construction, its phases of delivery, and the anticipated
completion date. The construction programme should clearly show
how the elements of the development would be constructed over
time, either sequentially, concurrently or both.

Operation and maintenance
2.65

No information on the maintenance requirements during the
operation of the development has been provided in the Scoping
Report and therefore the SoS is unable to comment on the on the
scope of the assessment relating to maintenance activities. The
SoS notes from Table 18.1 in the ES that the applicant intends to
provide this as part of the ‘Description of the Proposed
Development’ in Chapter 3 of the ES.
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3.0 EIA APPROACH AND TOPIC AREAS
Introduction
3.1

This section contains the SoS’s specific comments on the approach
to the ES and topic areas as set out in the Scoping Report. General
advice on the presentation of an ES is provided at Appendix 3 of
this Opinion and should be read in conjunction with this Section.

3.2

Applicants are advised that the scope of the DCO application
should be clearly addressed and assessed consistently within the
ES.

Environmental Statement (ES) - approach
3.3

The information provided in the Scoping Report sets out the
proposed approach to the preparation of the ES. Whilst early
engagement on the scope of the ES is to be welcomed, the SoS
notes that the level of information provided at this stage is not
always sufficient to allow for detailed comments from either the
SoS or the consultees.

3.4

The SoS would suggest that the applicant ensures that appropriate
consultation is undertaken with the relevant consultees in order to
agree wherever possible the timing and relevance of survey work
as well as the methodologies to be used. The SoS notes and
welcomes the intention to finalise the scope of investigations in
conjunction with ongoing stakeholder liaison and consultation with
the relevant regulatory authorities and their advisors.

3.5

The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the study areas
should be identified under all the environmental topics and should
be sufficiently robust in order to undertake the assessment. The
extent of the study areas should be on the basis of recognised
professional guidance, whenever such guidance is available. The
study areas should also be agreed with the relevant consultees
and, where this is not possible, this should be stated clearly in the
ES and a reasoned justification given. The scope should also cover
the breadth of the topic area and the temporal scope, and these
aspects should be described and justified.

Matters to be scoped out
3.6

The applicant has identified in the relevant sections of the Scoping
Report the matters proposed to be ‘scoped out’. These include:


impacts of site equipment emissions;



Dormouse, brown hare and white-clawed crayfish for further
survey work;
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3.7

Matters are not scoped out unless specifically addressed and
justified by the applicant, and confirmed as being scoped out by
the SoS.

3.8

Paragraph 6.4.2 of the Scoping Report states that it is not
intended to include the impacts of emissions from site equipment,
vehicles and machinery highways within the ES. This is on the
basis that the applicant has indicated that any impacts can be
mitigated by use of equipment meeting recent emission control
standards, operating well-maintained vehicles and planning to
reduce trip generation.

3.9

Decisions to scope out impacts should be explained in the ES. At
this stage, the SoS agrees that emissions from site equipment,
vehicles and machinery can be scoped out. The SoS acknowledges
that site vehicle and equipment emissions are likely to be minimal,
particularly in comparison to levels of similar emissions from
vehicle movements on the existing local road network.

3.10

Paragraph 9.5.4 of the Scoping Report states that it is not
intended that any further survey work will be undertaken for
dormouse, brown hare or white-clawed crayfish. At this stage, the
SoS agrees that further survey work for these species can be
scoped out. As the applicant has stated that both dormice and
crayfish are known to be absent from areas to be impacted by the
Scheme and White-clawed crayfish are no longer present within
the catchment – the nearest record being some 20km away.

3.11

In order to demonstrate that topics have not simply been
overlooked, where topics are scoped out prior to submission of the
DCO application, the ES should still explain the reasoning and
justify the approach taken.

Environmental Statement - Structure
3.12

Table 18.1 of the Scoping Report sets out the outline structure of
the ES on which the applicant seeks the opinion of the SoS.

3.13

The SoS notes that from the outline structure (Scoping Report
Section 18.3.2) that the EIA would cover a number of assessments
under the broad headings of:


Air Quality



Cultural Heritage



Landscape



Nature Conservation



Geology and Soils



Materials



Noise
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Effects on all travellers



Community and private assets



Road drainage and the water environment



Cumulative effects and impact interactions

The SoS considers that the topics to be covered are adequate.

Topic Areas
Air Quality (see Scoping Report Section 6)
3.15

The SoS notes that the guidance described in DMRB Volume 11
Section 3 Part 1 HA 207/07 Air Quality (and associated Interim
Advice Notes) has been followed in the assessment and that the
assessment will include both a detailed air quality assessment and
a regional assessment of changes in pollutant emissions. The SoS
welcomes this approach to the assessment of air quality impacts
for this scheme.

3.16

The SoS notes that there are a number of AQMAs in the vicinity of
the scheme including:
•

Cambridge, Cambridge CC

•

Huntingdon, Huntingdonshire

•

St Neots, Huntingdonshire

•

Brampton, Huntingdonshire

•

Hemingford – Fenstanston A14, Huntingdonshire

•

A14 corridor, Cambridgeshire DC

3.17

All these AQMAs have been declared in relation to measured or
predicted exceedance of the nitrogen dioxide (NO2) annual mean
objective. The SoS considers that impacts to air quality should be
assessed in relation to compliance with European air quality limit
values, the National Air Quality Objectives and its impact upon
designated AQMAs in its vicinity.

3.18

The SoS recommends that dispersion modelling considers a range
of possibilities and seeks to ensure that the ‘worst case’ scenario is
assessed, for example the ‘worst case’ may occur as a short term
impact.

3.19

The SoS considers that the site lies in the vicinity of ecologically
designated sites. The impacts on these sites should be carefully
assessed. There is the need to consider effects due to an increase
in airborne pollution and an increase in nitrogen deposition rates.
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3.20

The SoS notes the comments of Cambridgeshire County Council
that borrow pits may generate issues in relation to dust. Sensitive
receptors in the vicinity of borrow pits should be identified a
baseline survey should be carried out mitigation measures
proposed and residual impacts should be identified. The SoS
recommends that dust emissions associated with all construction
work are taken into account in the assessment.

3.21

Consideration should be given to appropriate mitigation measures
and to monitoring. The SoS notes that Girton Parish Council have
requested that monitoring of NOx and PM2.5 be undertaken as a
minimum. Requests for PM2.5 monitoring are also echoed by
Histon and Impington Parish Council.

Cultural Heritage (see Scoping Report Section 7)
3.22

The SoS notes that the guidance described in DMRB Volume 11
Section 3, Part 2 ‘Cultural Heritage’ (HA 208/07) has been
followed in the assessment and that a detailed assessment of the
Archaeological Remains sub-topic and simple assessment of
Historic Buildings and Historic Landscape will be undertaken. The
SoS accepts this approach to the assessment of cultural heritage
impacts for this scheme.

3.23

The Scoping Report acknowledges that the setting of cultural
heritage features could be affected; this includes historic buildings,
historic landscapes and archaeological sites and the SoS agrees
that impacts to these features should be assessed in the ES. Cross
reference should be made to the Landscape section of the ES as
appropriate.

3.24

The applicants scoping report identifies a total of 327
archaeological remains, 166 historic buildings and four historic
landscape character types in the study area. The SoS notes that
the study area within this section is referred to as being both
200m and 300m around the scheme footprint, clarification should
be provided within the ES.

3.25

The SoS advises that English Heritage have indicated concerns
regarding some of the current values that have been assigned to
specific heritage assets in the Scoping Report for example the
medium values applied to Huntingdon and Godmanchester
Conservation areas have been queried given that they contain a
high number of very important buildings. The SoS recommends
that the values assigned to the heritage assets are reviewed.

3.26

The SoS notes that English Heritage have welcomed the
applicant’s acknowledgement that there will be a number of
heritage assets beyond 300m that could be impacted by the
proposed development. These assets should be properly identified
and assessed within the ES.
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Landscape (see Scoping Report Section 8)
3.27

The SoS draws the attention of the applicant of the need to take
account of the updates to legislation; together with the need to
liaise with the local planning authorities to ensure use is made in
the EIA of the most up to date policy documents. The SoS
recommends that the 3rd edition of the GLVIA is taken into account
within the assessment.

3.28

The SoS draws the attention of the applicant to the need to take
into consideration the fact that the Scheme lies within four
landscape character areas; the Western Claylands, Ouse Valley
Chalklands and Fenlands.

3.29

The landscape and visual assessment in the scoping report refers
to the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV). The SoS advises that
the ES should describe the model used, provide information on the
area covered and the timing of any survey work and the
methodology used. The SoS recommends that the location of
viewpoints should be agreed with the local authorities. The SoS
recommends the use of photomontages where appropriate.

3.30

The SoS notes comments received from Cambridgeshire County
Council stating that the choice of the detailed alignment of the
route has not been adequately explained. The applicant should
ensure that this detail is provided within the ES.

3.31

The SoS considers that the applicant should take into account how
any landscape mitigation may effect ecology.
The SoS
recommends that the delivery of any planting relied upon to
mitigate effects can be guaranteed.

Nature Conservation (see Scoping Report Section 9)
3.32

The SoS recommends that surveys should be thorough, up to date
and take account of other development proposed in the vicinity.
The SoS welcomes the intention to update the ecological survey
information with a suite of surveys summarised in Table 9.3. The
SoS notes the response of Cambridgeshire County Council
indicating that the incomplete ecological surveys of 2013 will need
to be addressed, that important priority species will need to be
taken into account within the assessment including the Whitespotted Pinion moth and large Common Toad population at Chivers
Lake.
Cambridgeshire County Council have also stated that
adequate surveys of any off-site mitigation need to take place for
those species that cannot be accommodated within the scheme
footprint such as Cetti’s Warbler and Grasshopper Warbler.

3.33

The SoS recommends that the proposals should address fully the
needs of protecting and enhancing biodiversity. The assessment
should cover habitats, species and processes with the sites and
surroundings.
The SoS advises that Cambridgeshire County
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Council have confirmed that the list of local sites included in the
assessment currently is out of date and recommends that this list
is reviewed in the ES.

3.34

The assessment should take account of impacts on noise, vibration
and air quality (including dust), and cross reference should be
made to these specialist reports.

3.35

The SoS notes the comments of Natural England relating to
Eversden and Wimpole Woods SSSI, though located some distance
from the scheme this site is also designated a Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) and supports a summer maternity roost of
barbastelle bats. As barbastelle bats have an extensive foraging
range it will be necessary to assess the impacts of this scheme on
this qualifying interest feature and potential foraging habitat
through the Habitats Regulation Assessments process.

3.36

The SoS notes the comments made by Natural England and agrees
that impacts to Portholme SAC and Eversden and Wimpole Woods
SAC should be assessed.

3.37

The SoS notes Cambridgeshire County Councils comments that a
long-term management strategy for biodiversity features should
be implemented for the scheme in order to achieve long-term
biodiversity gain.

Geology and Soils (see Scoping Report Section 10)
3.38

Noting the information in Paragraphs 10.1.9 and 10.1.10 of the
Scoping Report on the spatial scope of the assessment, the SoS
advises that it will be important to carefully describe and justify
the physical area for this assessment and ensure that sourcepathway-receptor linkages are considered over a sufficiently wide
area.

3.39

The SoS advises that impacts to ground and surface water quality
from mobilisation of ground contaminants should be considered
within the assessment, and appropriate cross-reference should be
made to the topic chapter on water resources.

3.40

The SoS notes comments from the Environment Agency (EA)
regarding the need to carry out detailed assessment work for all
historic/active landfill sites along the route, including an
assessment of potential pollution risks based on investigation
findings. The EA would like to see a plan which specifies the
nature of the potential contaminated land uses along the route,
with investigation findings, chemical testing results and
assessment of findings.
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Materials (see Scoping Report Section 11)
3.41

As part of the assessment the SoS considers it essential to take
account of materials to be removed from the site or moved
between storage points and to identify where potential traffic
movements would be routed.

3.42

The SoS advises that the number and location of site compounds,
storage areas, and other temporary facilities required for the
construction of the scheme should be detailed within the
Description of the Proposed Development section of the ES as well
as where relevant in specialist topic chapters. Drawings or plans
referred to should be clearly referenced.

Noise and Vibration (see Scoping Report Section 12)
3.43

The SoS notes that the guidance described in DMRB, Volume 11
Section 3, Part 7 HD 213/11 – Revision 1 has been followed in the
assessment and that a detailed assessment will be carried out.
The SoS welcomes this approach to the assessment of noise
impacts for this scheme.

3.44

The SoS recommends that the methodology and choice of noise
receptors should be agreed with the relevant Environmental Health
Department of the Council and with the EA.

3.45

Information should be provided on the types of vehicles and plant
to be used during the construction phase. Once operational, noise
sources generated should be identified and assessed. Where
appropriate, effective measures should be provided to mitigate
against noise nuisance.

3.46

Noise impacts on people should be specifically addressed and
particularly any potential noise disturbance at night and other
unsocial hours such as weekends and public holidays.

3.47

The noise and vibration assessments should take account of the
traffic movements along access routes, especially during the
construction phase. The results from the noise and vibration
assessments will also provide information to inform the ecological
assessments.

3.48

The SoS notes that Girton Parish Council have specific noise
concerns relating to the Bar Hill to Girton section and recommends
these are taken into account as part of the assessment. The SoS
notes Histon and Impington Parish Councils calls for adequate
noise baseline data to be collected and recommends that their
concerns be taken into account within the assessment.
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3.49

The SoS notes the comments of Huntingdonshire District Council
regarding reference to noise and earth barriers being retained or
replaced in Section 12.2.3, the Council has indicated that
clarification around this statement is required.
South
Cambridgeshire District Council has echoed these comments.

3.50

The SoS notes the comments of South Cambridgeshire District
Council relating to the list of sensitive receptors who may be
affected by noise in paragraph 12.4.6. The council has indicated
that a number of residential areas along the route and Blackwell
Gypsy and Traveller site have not been mentioned and should be
included.

3.51

Consideration should be given to monitoring noise complaints
during construction and when the development is operational.

All Travellers (see Scoping Report Section 13)
3.52

The SoS recommends that the ES should take account of the
location of footpaths, cycleways, and any PRoW including
bridleways and byways.

3.53

The SoS welcomes proposals to consult widely with relevant
stakeholders in relation to the transport assessment and the
design of the proposed development.

3.54

The SoS notes the comments of Cambridgeshire County Council
relating to the potential benefit of clearer explanations of the role,
route and services of the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway in the
ES. Cambridgeshire County Council have stated that this transport
facility has the potential to reduce the environmental impact along
the A14 corridor through offering a very attractive alternative to
the use of the private car for journeys between corridor towns and
in particular for access to Cambridge, for employment, shopping
and leisure.
The SoS recommends that the Cambridgeshire
Guided Busway is taken into consideration within the cumulative
assessment.

3.55

The SoS recommends that a Transport Assessment is completed
as soon as possible as it will be important to ensure that the
findings of the Transport Assessment are used to inform the
relevant ES chapters.
The SoS notes comments from
Cambridgeshire County Council requesting the preparation of a full
Transport Assessment as soon as the final traffic forecast figures
are available and that the scope of the assessment be agreed with
the County Council as soon as possible.
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Community and Private Assets (see Scoping Report Section 14)
3.56

The SoS advises the applicant to have regard to the comments of
Cambridgeshire County Council relating to the key role an
improved A14 would play in assisting delivery of the growth of the
Cambridge Sub–region. This role could be more fully explained
and quantified in the ES.

3.57

The SoS notes the concerns of Suffolk County Council relating to
the size of the study area suggested being too small to assess the
wider economic benefits.

3.58

The SoS notes that it is considered that most of the agricultural
land taken by the Scheme would fall within the best and most
versatile category; it is recommended that this loss should be
quantified within the ES.

3.59

Where impacts to bus services are considered within this
assessment it should be cross referenced with the main body of
work on bus services contained within the all travellers section.

Road Drainage and the Water Environment (see Scoping
Report Section 15)
3.60

The SoS welcomes the confirmation in the Scoping Report to
provide a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and recommends
consultation with the EA and the relevant local authorities.

3.61

Details of the methodologies used to establish the baseline
conditions in terms of water quality should be provided in the ES.

3.62

The SoS advises that reference should be made to other regimes
(such as pollution prevention from the EA). On-going monitoring
should also be addressed and agreed with the relevant authorities
to ensure that any mitigation measures are effective.

3.63

The SoS agrees with comments from the EA on regarding baseline
water quality data including the need to provide baseline data for
hydrocarbons and to assess the suitability of pollution treatment
measures.

3.64

The SoS considers that the ES should fully assess impacts to the
local drainage network and the extent to which proposals may
increase any local flooding. The SoS notes the concerns of Girton
Parish Council regarding impacts on Cottenham Lode, Washpit
Brook and Beck Brook.

3.65

The SoS notes and agrees with the comments from Natural
England indicating that the ES will need to include detailed
assessment of effects on the natural environment through changes
in water quality and or hydrology on the interest features of
Brampton Wood as a result of borrow pits.
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The SoS recommends that the sections considering the water
environment should be cross referenced to other topic chapters in
the ES as appropriate.

Cumulative Effects and Impact Interactions (see Scoping
Report Section 16)
3.67

The SoS notes the proposed two-stage approach to assessing
cumulative effects the first identifying potential cumulative
impacts and the second determining whether these could lead to
significant
environmental
effects,
concluding
with
the
recommendation of mitigation measures.

3.68

The SoS notes that the study area for the consideration of
cumulative effects will be approximately 5km but may be altered
based on professional judgement, justification for the final study
area selected should be provided, and the study area should be
determined by the predicted extent of impacts.

3.69

Any proposed road improvement schemes within the vicinity
should also be considered as part of the cumulative impact
assessment.
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4.0 OTHER INFORMATION
4.1

This section does not form part of the SoS’s Opinion as to the
information to be provided in the environmental statement.
However, it does respond to other issues that the SoS has
identified which may help to inform the preparation of the
application for the DCO.

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
4.2

The SoS notes that European sites are located close to the
proposed development. It is the applicant’s responsibility to
provide sufficient information to the Competent Authority (CA) to
enable them to carry out an HRA if required. The applicant should
note that the CA is the SoS.

4.3

The applicant’s attention is drawn to The Infrastructure Planning
(Applications: Prescribed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009
(as amended) (The APFP Regulations) and the need to include
information identifying European sites to which the Habitats
Regulations applies or any Ramsar site or potential SPA which may
be affected by a proposal. The submitted information should be
sufficient for the competent authority to make an appropriate
assessment (AA) of the implications for the site if required by
Regulation 61(1) of the Habitats Regulations.

4.4

The report to be submitted under Regulation 5(2)(g) of the APFP
Regulations with the application must deal with two issues: the
first is to enable a formal assessment by the CA of whether there
is a likely significant effect; and the second, should it be required,
is to enable the carrying out of an AA by the CA.

4.5

When considering aspects of the environment likely to be affected
by the proposed development; including flora, fauna, soil, water,
air and the inter-relationship between these, consideration should
be given to the designated sites in the vicinity of the proposed
development.

4.6

Further information with regard to the HRA process is contained
within Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 10 available on the
National Infrastructure pages on the Planning Portal website.

Evidence Plans
4.7

An evidence plan is a formal mechanism to agree upfront what
information the applicant needs to supply to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of a DCO application. An evidence plan will
help to ensure compliance with the Habitats Regulations. It will be
particularly relevant to NSIPs where impacts may be complex,
large amounts of evidence may be needed or there are a number
of uncertainties.
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It will also help applicants meet the requirement to provide
sufficient information (as explained in Advice Note 10) in their
application, so the Examining Authority can recommend to the
Secretary of State whether or not to accept the application for
examination and whether an appropriate assessment is required.

4.8

Any applicant of a proposed NSIP in England, or England and
Wales, can request an evidence plan. A request for an evidence
plan should be made at the start of pre-application (eg after
notifying the Planning Inspectorate on an informal basis) by
contacting the Major Infrastructure and Environment Unit (MIEU)
in Defra (MIEU@defra.gsi.gov.uk).

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)
4.9

The Secretary of State notes that a number of SSSIs are located
close to or within the proposed development. Where there may be
potential impacts on the SSSIs, the SoS has duties under sections
28(G) and 28(I) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) (the W&C Act). These are set out below for information.

4.10

Under s28(G), the SoS has a general duty ‘… to take reasonable
steps, consistent with the proper exercise of the authority’s
functions, to further the conservation and enhancement of the
flora, fauna or geological or physiographical features by reason of
which the site is of special scientific interest’.

4.11

Under s28(I), the SoS must notify the relevant nature
conservation body (NCB), NE in this case, before authorising the
carrying out of operations likely to damage the special interest
features of a SSSI. Under these circumstances 28 days must
elapse before deciding whether to grant consent, and the SoS
must take account of any advice received from the NCB, including
advice on attaching conditions to the consent. The NCB will be
notified during the examination period.

4.12

If applicants consider it likely that notification may be necessary
under s28(I), they are advised to resolve any issues with the NCB
before the DCO application is submitted to the SoS. If, following
assessment by applicants, it is considered that operations affecting
the SSSI will not lead to damage of the special interest features,
applicants should make this clear in the ES. The application
documents submitted in accordance with Regulation 5(2)(l) could
also provide this information. Applicants should seek to agree with
the NCB the DCO requirements which will provide protection for
the SSSI before the DCO application is submitted.

European Protected Species (EPS)
4.13

Applicants should be aware that the decision maker under the
Planning Act 2008 (PA 2008) has, as the CA, a duty to engage
with the Habitats Directive.
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Where a potential risk to an EPS is identified, and before making a
decision to grant development consent, the CA must, amongst
other things, address the derogation tests2 in Regulation 53 of the
Habitats Regulations. Therefore the applicant may wish to provide
information which will assist the decision maker to meet this duty.

4.14

If an applicant has concluded that an EPS licence is required the
ExA will need to understand whether there is any impediment to
the licence being granted. The decision to apply for a licence or
not will rest with the applicant as the person responsible for
commissioning the proposed activity by taking into account the
advice of their consultant ecologist.

4.15

Applicants are encouraged to consult with NE and, where required,
to agree appropriate requirements to secure necessary mitigation.
It would assist the examination if applicants could provide, with
the application documents, confirmation from NE whether any
issues have been identified which would prevent the EPS licence
being granted.

4.16

Generally, NE are unable to grant an EPS licence in respect of any
development until all the necessary consents required have been
secured in order to proceed. For NSIPs, NE will assess a draft
licence application in order to ensure that all the relevant issues
have been addressed. Within 30 working days of receipt, NE will
either issue ‘a letter of no impediment’ stating that it is satisfied,
insofar as it can make a judgement, that the proposals presented
comply with the regulations or will issue a letter outlining why NE
consider the proposals do not meet licensing requirements and
what further information is required before a ‘letter of no
impediment’ can be issued.
The applicant is responsible for
ensure draft licence applications are satisfactory for the purposes
of informing formal pre-application assessment by NE.

4.17

Ecological conditions on the site may change over time. It will be
the applicant’s responsibility to ensure information is satisfactory
for the purposes of informing the assessment of no detriment to
the maintenance of favourable conservation status (FCS) of the
population of EPS affected by the proposals3. Applicants are
advised that current conservation status of populations may or
may not be favourable. Demonstration of no detriment to
favourable populations may require further survey and/or
submission of revised short or long term mitigation or
compensation proposals.

2

Key case law re need to consider Article 16 of the Habitats Directive: Woolley vs
East Cheshire County Council 2009 and Morge v Hampshire County Council 2010.
3
Key case law in respect of the application of the FCS test at a site level: Hafod
Quarry Land Tribunal (Mersey Waste (Holdings) Limited v Wrexham County
Borough Council) 2012, and Court of Appeal 2012.
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In England the focus concerns the provision of up to date survey
information which is then made available to NE (along with any
resulting amendments to the draft licence application). This
approach will help to ensure no delay in issuing the licence should
the DCO application be successful. Applicants with projects in
England or English waters can find further information on Natural
England’s protected species licensing procedures in relation to
NSIP’s by clicking on the following link:
http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/Images/wml-g36_tcm628566.pdf

4.18

In England or English Waters, assistance may be obtained from
the Consents Service Unit. The Unit works with applicants to
coordinate key non-planning consents associated with nationally
significant infrastructure projects. The Unit’s remit includes EPS
licences. The service is free of charge and entirely voluntary.
Further information is available from the following link:
http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/legislation-andadvice/consents-service-unit/

Health Impact Assessment
4.19

The SoS considers that it is a matter for the applicant to decide
whether or not to submit a stand-alone Health Impact Assessment
(HIA). However, the applicant should have regard to the responses
received from the relevant consultees regarding health, and in
particular to the comments from the Health and Safety Executive
and Public Health England. The methodology for the HIA, if
prepared, should be agreed with the relevant statutory consultees
and take into account mitigation measures for acute risks.

Other regulatory regimes
4.20

The SoS recommends that the applicant should state clearly what
regulatory areas are addressed in the ES and that the applicant
should ensure that all relevant authorisations, licences, permits
and consents that are necessary to enable operations to proceed
are described in the ES. Also it should be clear that any likely
significant effects of the proposed development which may be
regulated by other statutory regimes have been properly taken
into account in the ES.

4.21

It will not necessarily follow that the granting of consent under one
regime will ensure consent under another regime. For those
consents not capable of being included in an application for
consent under the PA 2008, the SoS will require a level of
assurance or comfort from the relevant regulatory authorities that
the proposal is acceptable and likely to be approved, before they
make a recommendation or decision on an application.
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The applicant is encouraged to make early contact with other
regulators. Information from the applicant about progress in
obtaining other permits, licences or consents, including any
confirmation that there is no obvious reason why these will not
subsequently be granted, will be helpful in supporting an
application for development consent to the SoS.

Transboundary Impacts
4.22

The SoS has noted that the applicant has indicated whether the
proposed development is likely to have significant impacts on
another European Economic Area (EEA) State (see Table A1 in the
Scoping Report).

4.23

Regulation 24 of the EIA Regulations, which inter alia require the
SoS to publicise a DCO application if the SoS is of the view that
the proposal is likely to have significant effects on the environment
of another EEA state and where relevant to consult with the EEA
state affected. The SoS considers that where Regulation 24
applies, this is likely to have implications for the examination of a
DCO application.

4.24

The SoS recommends that the ES should identify whether the
proposed development has the potential for significant
transboundary impacts and if so, what these are and which EEA
States would be affected.
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APPENDIX 1
List of Consultees

APPENDIX 1
LIST OF BODIES FORMALLY CONSULTED DURING THE
SCOPING EXERCISE
CONSULTEE

ORGANISATION

SCHEDULE 1
The Health and Safety Executive
The National Health Service
Commissioning Board
The relevant clinical
commissioning group
Natural England
The Historic Buildings and
Monuments Commission for
England
The Relevant Fire and Rescue
Authority
The Relevant Police and Crime
Commissioner
The Relevant Parish Council(s) or
Relevant Community Council

The Environment Agency

Health and Safety Executive
NHS England
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Clinical Commissioning Group
Natural England
English Heritage - East of England
Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue
Service
Cambridgeshire Police and Crime
Commissioner
Elllington Parish Council
Alconbury Parish Council
The Stukeleys Parish Council
Huntingdon Town Council
Brampton Parish Council
Buckden Parish Council
Offord Cluny and Offord D'Arcy Parish
Council
Godmanchester Town Council
Hemingforn Abbots Parish Council
Hemingford Grey Parish Council
Hilton Parish Council
Fenstanton Parish Council
Fen Drayton Parish Council
Conington Parish Council
Swavesey Parish Council
Boxworth Parish Meeting
Lolworth Parish Meeting
Longstanton Parish Council
Oakington and Westwick Parish
Council
Bar Hill Parish Council
Dry Drayton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Girton Parish Council
Orchard Park Community Council
Histon and Impington Parish Council
Milton Parish Council
The Environment Agency - Anglian
Central

Appendix 1

The Civil Aviation Authority
The Highways Agency
The Relevant Highways Authority
The Coal Authority
The Relevant Internal Drainage
Board
The Relevant Internal Drainage
Board
The Canal and River Trust
Public Health England, an
executive agency to the
Department of Health
The Crown Estate Commissioners
The Forestry Commission
The Secretary of State for Defence

Civil Aviation Authority
The Highways Agency
Highways Department
The Coal Authority
Bedford Group of Internal Drainage
Boards
Middle Level Commissioners
The Canal and River Trust
Public Health England
The Crown Estate
Forestry Commission
Ministry of Defence

RELEVANT STATUTORY UNDERTAKERS
Health Bodies (s.16 of the Acquisition of Land Act (ALA) 1981)
The relevant clinical
commissioning group
Local Area Team
Ambulance Trusts
Care Trusts

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Clinical Commissioning Group
East Anglia Area Team
East of England Ambulance Trust
Hinchingbrooke Health Care NHS
Trust

Relevant Statutory Undertakers (s.8 ALA 1981)
Railways

Highways Agency Historical Railways
Estate
The Canal and River Trust

Water Transport
Civil Aviation Authority
Licence Holder (Chapter 1 Of Part
1 Of Transport Act 2000)
Universal Service Provider
Relevant Environment Agency
Railways
Water Transport
Civil Aviation Authority
Licence Holder (Chapter 1 Of Part
1 Of Transport Act 2000)
The relevant water and sewage
undertakers
The relevant public gas
transporters

Civil Aviation Authority
NATS En-Route (NERL) Safeguarding
Royal Mail Group
Environment Agency
Highways Agency Historical Railways
Estate
The Canal and River Trust
Civil Aviation Authority
NATS En-Route (NERL) Safeguarding
Anglian Water
Cambridge Water
British Gas Pipelines Limited
Energetics Gas Limited
ES Pipelines Ltd
ESP Connections Ltd
ESP Networks Ltd
ESP Pipelines Ltd
Fulcrum Pipelines Limited

Appendix 1

The relevant electricity licence
holder with CPO Powers
(electricity distributors)

The relevant electricity licence
holder with CPO Powers
(electricity transmitters)
The relevant electricity licence
holder with CPO Powers
(electricity interconnectors)

GTC Pipelines Limited
Independent Pipelines Limited
LNG Portable Pipeline Services
Limited
National Grid Gas Plc
National Grid Plc
Quadrant Pipelines Limited
SSE Pipelines Ltd
The Gas Transportation Company
Limited
Energetics Electricity Limited
ESP Electricity Limited
Independent Power Networks Limited
The Electricity Network Company
Limited
UK Power Networks Limited
National Grid Electricity Transmission
Plc
National Grid Plc

LOCAL AUTHORITIES (SECTION 43)
Huntingdonshire District Council
South Cambridgeshire District Council
Cambridge City Council
Peterborough City Council
East Northamptonshire Council
Bedford Borough Council
Central Bedfordshire Council
North Hertfordshire District Council
Uttlesford District Council
Braintree District Council
St Edmundsbury Borough Council
East Cambridgeshire District Council
Fenland District Council
Northamptonshire County Council
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APPENDIX 2
Respondents to Consultation and Copies
of Replies

Appendix 2

APPENDIX 2
LIST OF BODIES WHO REPLIED BY THE STATUTORY
DEADLINE
Cambridgeshire County Council
Cambridgeshire Police and Crime Commissioner
Environment Agency
English Heritage
Forestry Commission
Fulcrum Pipelines
Girton Parish Council
GTC, Independent Pipelines Ltd, Utility Grid Installations Ltd
Independent Power Networks, The Electricity Network Company and
Quadrant Pipelines Ltd
Health and Safety Executive
Histon and Impington Parish Council
Huntingdonshire District Council
Lolworth Parish Meeting
NATS
National Grid
Natural England
Norfolk County Council
Peterborough City Council
Public Health England
South Cambridgeshire District Council
Suffolk County Council
The Coal Authority
Uttlesford Parish Council
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My ref:
Your ref:
Date:
Contact:
Direct dial:
E Mail:

A14
TRO10018
16/4/14
Bob Tuckwell
01223 715488
Bob.Tuckwell@cambridgeshire.gov.uk
Economy, Transport and Environment
Executive Director, Graham Hughes

To The Planning Inspectorate,
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House,
2 The Square
Bristol, BS1 6PN

Box No. CC1214
Castle Court
Castle Hill
Cambridge
CB3 0AP

For the att. of Hannah Nelson

Dear Sirs
Re: Application by the Highways Agency for a Development Consent Order for
the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report
Thank you for your two letters of the 21st March 2014 seeking on behalf of the
Secretary of State the views and comments of Cambridgeshire County Council on the
Highways Agency’s Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report in respect of
the above highway scheme.
One letter was addressed to the “Head of Highways” and the other was addressed to
“Head of Planning”; as my personal post covers both these areas of interest for
development schemes, please accept this letter as a joint response from these
interests.
The content of the EIA Scoping Report appears comprehensive in its approach to the
development of the forthcoming Environmental Statement for the scheme and is very
similar to a recent draft upon which we provided comments directly to the Highways
Agency.
The preparation of the Scoping Report is a well warn path as there were two earlier
attempts undertaken for the erstwhile A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton Scheme and thus
much basic environmental data has previously been collected and collated.
General Overview of the Scoping Report
The Scoping Report rightly focuses on the immediate environmental issues, but the
Examining Inspectors will surely wish to see forecast traffic figures upon which to
assist their judgements. We understand that final figures are still in preparation but
will be available for submission with the draft Development Consent Order. I therefore
request the preparation of a full Transport Assessment as soon as this information
does become available, the scope of which should be agreed with the County Council
as soon as possible.
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I think also the Inspectors will need to be informed of why the exact route of the
Huntingdon Southern Bypass was chosen. Much information is given about the wider
options considered in the DfT’s “Challenge Study” (2011/12) and how they performed
in value terms. However, the choice of the detailed alignment is not explained. The
route we note is very similar, if not identical to that selected for the Ellington to Fen
Ditton Scheme and declared in a Preferred Route Announcement in October 2007.
This was after much immediate detailed route analysis of competing alternatives.
Overall the scheme would have a major beneficial impact in bringing relief to adjacent
towns and villages in the corridor. This would be as a result of traffic which currently
“rat runs” on nearby County roads in order to avoid the chronic congestion on the
current A14, transferring back to the new/improved A14.
The Cambridge Sub–region is one of the country’s major growth areas and the
pressures for development dictate many of the local planning and environmental
policies. The key role an improved A14 would play in assisting delivery of this growth
could be more fully explained and quantified.
The Cambridgeshire Guided Busway
The Cambridgeshire Guided Busway is referred to in Chapters 13 and 14 and would
benefit from clearer explanations of its role, route and services. This transport facility
has a significant environmental impact on the A14 corridor in offering a very attractive
alternative to the use of the private car for journeys between corridor towns and in
particular for access to Cambridge, for employment, shopping and leisure. Its
provision was one of the main recommendations of the Cambridge to Huntingdon
Multi-modal Study (“CHUMMS”- GO-East, 2001) along with improvement of the A14
itself and improved rail freight alternatives. It appears through its associated Park and
Ride facilities to have facilitated a large catchment area and is remarkable in having
carried some seven and a half million passengers in its first 30 months of operation
and patronage continues to grow.
The Busway is owned and controlled by the County Council and any disruption to
service operations, e.g. during the widening of the A14 over bridge on the Cambridge
Northern Bypass will result in the bus operators being entitled to compensation, in a
similar manner to the operation of rail possessions.
A draft agreement was prepared with the Highways Agency for the Ellington to Fen
Ditton Scheme to manage such a situation, but this was never concluded. This is an
outstanding matter for this scheme.
Ecology
The scheme could potentially, either directly or indirectly; impact on nature
conservation sites, habitats and species of significant nature conservation importance
and therefore such impacts will require detailed assessment in the Environmental
Statement of the EIA. We note that survey work is still ongoing – this will need to
adequately address incomplete 2013 surveys and additional survey areas (A1
section) and potential supplies of materials (including all borrowpits, as well as impact
associated with sourcing material further afield). The survey work should consider
impact on important populations of Priority Species (Section 41 list, NERC Act 2006)
along the route, particularly White-spotted Pinion moth (Huntingdonshire is a national
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stronghold) and large Common Toad population at Chivers Lake, Histon. It should
also provide adequate surveys of any off-site compensation areas required for those
species that cannot be accommodated within the scheme footprint (e.g. Cetti’s
Warbler and Grasshopper Warbler).
I welcome the identification of both statutory and non-statutory designated sites as
provisional ecological receptors, however, the list of local sites is out-of-date (Kings
Hedge’s Triangle City Wildlife Site no longer exists) and should be revised to include
Littlebury Farm Meadow County Wildlife Site and King’s Hedges Hedgerow City
Wildlife Site. The scheme will need to adequately compensate the impacts to
Buckden Gravel Pits County Wildlife Site, River Great Ouse County Wildlife Site and
Brampton Wood SSSI. The scheme also provides an excellent opportunity to reverse
the long-term partial destruction of Brampton Meadows SSSI caused by the original
A14 scheme, caused by a failed grassland translocation that has never been rectified.
Notwithstanding the above, the scheme provides an excellent opportunity to enhance
the biodiversity value of what is regarded as relatively low quality habitat to deliver
better, bigger and joined sites for nature and create a resilience ecological network
across the landscape, as sought by the Government’s England Biodiversity Strategy
2020. Of particular importance is the strengthening of wildlife corridors east-west
(parallel with the road scheme) by delivering habitat high quality habitat along the
road corridor; and north-south (across the A14) by creation of green bridges and
ecologically-sensitive culverts to minimise fragmentation of this fragile landscape. To
achieve a long-term biodiversity gain, the scheme should include long-term
management strategy of the biodiversity features for the life-time of the scheme.
Furthermore, the restoration of borrow pits provides a fantastic opportunity to create
“stepping stones” of high-quality priority habitat (Section 41 habitat, Natural
Environment & Rural Communities Act 2006) that will facilitate the delivery of
Cambridgeshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 and contribute to England’s
Biodiversity 2020 Strategy. We note that the Highways Agency is considering
sourcing material from the Ellington borrowpit. A river restoration scheme was
approved for this borrow pit by Cambridgeshire County Council, as part of the A1
improvement works. However, the site was only partially dug and the restoration
scheme has never been implemented. Therefore, the utilisation of the remaining
material at Ellington borrow pit as part of the A14 scheme would provide an
opportunity to complete the river restoration project, which has already been agreed
in principle.
Minerals and Waste Planning
I welcome confirmation that the application and ES will address both borrow pits and
the sourcing of materials, including those that need to be imported from outside of the
locality. Discussions have been taking place with regard to borrow pits prior to
publication of the Scoping Report but it is appreciated that it was too early to include
significant detail in the report.
Paragraph 11.6.1 confirms that a full materials balance will be provided for the
scheme including the types, nature, source and quantities of materials (including
minerals, waste and secondary/recycled materials). This is welcomed and it is
expected that the ES will demonstrate that the scheme has been designed to
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minimise the use of raw materials so far as possible and that more sustainable
sources have been fully explored.
The same paragraph confirms that wastes requiring treatment and/or disposal will be
identified. The scheme should identify the disposal point for all waste types, whether
within borrow pits forming part of the scheme or off site at existing waste facilities.
The potential for backloading should also be considered, i.e. could vehicles delivering
construction materials to the site drop off a load of waste at a convenient disposal site
on the return journey.
Not all borrow pit sites appear to be included within the application boundary at
present, but it is assumed that this will be rectified. The red line also needs to
encompass any associated operational or storage areas and haul routes between the
borrow pit sites and the A14 highway works. Where possible, the use of local roads
should be avoided.
The point of import for the hard rock should be identified, as should the location of
associated operations such as coated roadstone plants. The ES should consider the
impacts of these operations, including any temporary stocking areas and associated
traffic movements. Particular consideration should be given to any operations outside
of normal daytime hours.
Consideration needs to be given as to how borrow pits will be presented within the
ES. The characteristics, proposals, potential impacts and mitigating measures for
each site will need to be clearly identified. These could be referred to within each
topic chapter of the ES, or there could be a separate section for each borrow pit,
detailing the full range of information for that site, with appropriate cross references to
the main report. The latter might be a more user friendly approach for the benefit of
local residents wanting to consider the significance of a particular borrow pit proposal.
Detailed restoration proposals will need to be included for each borrow pit, including
impacts of the scheme, mitigating measures and identified benefits. Environmental
and community benefits such as biodiversity proposals, improved landscaping and
opportunities for public access, could be important in enhancing the benefits of the
road improvement scheme as a whole.
The attached appendix provides more detailed advice on matters to be covered in
relation to borrow pits for individual topic areas and follows the headings of the
Scoping Report.
Flood Risk and Drainage
There are no comments from our Floods and Water team as the scoping report
appears to covers all the issues for further consideration at this stage relating to flood
risk and drainage.
Non- Motorised User Facilities
With regard to public rights of way (PROW) further detail and clarity regarding the
effects of the proposed development to the PROW network will be required within the
ES. I am concerned by the phrase in table 13.1 “Public rights of way which have fallen
into disuse such as through past severance”. It is unclear what is meant by this.
Given that there are a number of PROW that have been severed by the A1 and A14
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in the past, the County Council believes that the focus should now be on reconnecting
routes within the PROW network.
Historic Environment
The Cultural Heritage section (Chapter 7) contains a brief overview of the known
archaeological and other historic environment resources for which generic in
mitigation strategies are indicated (paragraph 7.4.5). The overview is to a large
extent based upon the results of a partial evaluation of the former (2009) scheme but
usefully indicates that it will be further developed by new documentary and nonintrusive evidence acquisitions augmented by physical evaluation in all areas not
studied under the previous, 2009, scheme. Chapter 7 does not, however, make any
distinction between the state of knowledge preceding and following that evaluation:
the 2009 evaluation added a considerable corpus of archaeological sites, monuments
and landscapes of all periods to the then existing historic environment record and it is
expected that a considerable number of new sites and monuments will again be
discovered through further evaluation.
In the draft scoping report, the significance and character of the heritage resource is
also generic and simplified, following, as it does, the DMRB guidelines on the value of
archaeological remains, historic buildings and historic landscapes (Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges 2007 Volume 11 Environmental Assessment, Section 3
Environmental Topics, Part 2 HA 208/07 ‘Cultural Heritage’). While the scoping
report is not the place in which the extent and complexity of the archaeological sites is
made, that such complexities exist will need to be covered in the ensuing ES. The
DMRB guidelines for cultural heritage are frequently problematic and contestable, in
that to rank heritage assets in terms of value and significance a model is presented by
which they are disaggregated from each other - de-contextualised and attributed with
a value based on an individual asset's sole contribution to the archaeological
record. This deviates from normal archaeological interpretative processes, which seek
to find a compound significance of sites and monuments rather than the value
of individual elements within them. We advise that the ES presents a more synthetic
study of the known character of the historic environment assets and their
interrelationships rather than being reliant upon the tabulated data wherein
ploughzone artefacts may sometimes be erroneously attributed a low value status,
and to prevent against designated sites being ascribed a low value status (see Table
7.1) contrary to the reasons for designations given in the 1979 Ancient Monuments
and Archaeological Areas Act.
The scoping report is clear in its intention to ensure that detailed evaluation of the
scheme that were not investigated in the previous scheme's appraisal will occur as
part of this scheme's EIA - indicating that all construction ground works areas will be
subject to these, as well as the borrow pits that will be identified as new
materials sources. We welcome and support this intention and will be happy to advise
on methods and the quality standards for the fieldwork. We also advise that the timing
of the evaluation works is carefully considered and access to land planned at an early
stage in the EIA process, so that all the above areas can be properly incorporated into
the evaluation phase. The harvesting schedule will need to be considered when
selecting appropriate field techniques.
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We welcome the inclusion of sections 7.4.11-12, stating what the EIA will include in
terms of new appraisal and consideration of the significance of the archaeological
resource and what the resulting ES will present in terms of mitigation refinements. To
this we would add that evidence from the Portable Antiquities Scheme database
should be included along with published archaeological evidence from the former
route and of sites in the vicinity, and that proposals for potential visual and landscape
mitigation also be subject to archaeological scrutiny (e.g. bullet points, 1, 2 and 11
of paragraph 8.5.9).
The detrunked section of existing A14 at Huntingdon will need special attention in the
ES. This is a significant area of Huntingdon's historic environment and every effort
should be made to ensure the scheme design in this area minimises construction and
visual impacts. Consideration should include:
•
•
•
•

the scale and quantity of roads and roundabouts (2.3.5, 7.4.2, 7.4.7)
the type and scale of lighting and signage (2.7)
safeguarding the earthworks on Mill Common from construction impacts
and temporary works (compounds should not be situated here)
limiting the loss of the earthworks and the amenity space of Mill Common by
judicious road design interpretation of the earthworks as a legacy of the
scheme.

Paragraph 7.4.2 indicates that there will be impacts of the scheme at Mill Common,
but presents these only in relation to designated heritage assets - the significance of
the aggregated heritage resource of this area has not been set out in the draft
scoping report. The ancient and historic sequence of land use in this area will need to
be expressed in order to properly rank the value of the evidence and the significance
of the area. We, therefore, advise that the entirety of Mill Common is appropriately
studied (geophysical survey, earthwork survey/reappraisal, acquisition of physical
evidence) and presented in the ES as a significant multi-period
heritage landscape, despite its lack of any formal designation - aside from being
included in the Conservation Area of Huntingdon and containing a small area of
Registered Common at its west end. It is also locally characterised as an area of
outdoor recreation use. Paragraph 7.48 mentions Huntingdon Conservation Area but
does not specifically locate Mill Common within this. Our expectation is that a special
section of the EIA and ES will focus on this important area. Mill Common is a
sensitive area and gains further significance in that it has been in single ownership for
over 1000 years (the Freemen of Huntingdon). The design of the scheme in this area
will be subject to intense scrutiny and both local and professional expectations are
that the new scheme will be proportionate and sensitive to the historic character of the
area.
In terms of resources that will be used in the compilation of both EIA and ES, we have
recommended that further specialist aerial photographic collections are used, where
possible, for the EIA section on air photograph appraisals. An important and useful
aerial photographic resource is held in the Luftwaffe Collection, released for public
use about a decade ago. This was used for the preliminary surveys for Northstowe's
archaeological appraisal to great effect.
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Paragraphs 7.5.1-6 set out the proposed assessment methodology with particular
regard to the visual settings of historic environment assets in 7.5.3 - please note that
the 200 and 300m study area buffer may be too limited for establishing and
assessment of settings of historic environment assets. In addition, the selection of
field methods will need to be co-ordinated with the harvesting schedule, as tall crops
will prevent the use of geophysics or field walking methods (7.5.6). The first bullet
point of 7.5.6 should include air photographic rectification work, not simply a search
for relevant photographs.
No professional standards are quoted regarding the use of competent specialists and
contractors to undertake the works required, but the assumption will be that they are
registered members of the Institute for Archaeologists or similar, and will conform to
published technical standards.
An absent section of the wider draft scoping report is one on community
engagement. Archaeological projects run in Cambridgeshire build an element of this
into all major projects. We would like to see an integrated approach to this aspect
that will fulfil the needs of all disciplines involved with the creation of this new, longawaited road, and that will satisfy the needs of the local communities that will be
affected by its delivery. A multi-media communications strategy enabling periodic
updates will be a positive component of the scheme.
The archaeological legacy of the scheme will need to be addressed. The A14 road
scheme stands to produce a substantial archive and contain elements that should be
locally displayed. These issues and the mechanisms, by which they can be achieved,
along with publication and storage, will also need to be addressed in the ES.
Regulation and Local Orders
The County Council as Local Highway Authority will inherit about 20 kilometres of detrunked grade separated dual carriageway and 12 kilometres of new single
carriageway road as part of the scheme. To support the operation of the scheme and
achieve some of the environmental benefits it would bring, a series of Traffic
Regulation Orders including Speed Limits, Clearway Orders and HCV Prohibition
Orders will be needed on these roads. Conventionally drafts of these orders would be
advertised and the resulting public response would be considered by the County
Council. However, these draft orders will need to be included within the draft
Development Consent Order process. It is not clear within this process what
opportunity will exist for the County Council to influence the ultimate decisions on the
appropriateness of the orders on what will be its own roads, and Counsel opinion is
being sought.
The proposed A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass is expected to cross the River Great
Ouse on a viaduct that is anticipated to be some 460m in length. Although the
Government has decided against tolling on this scheme, under current highway
charging legislation, the Secretary of State has the powers to impose a toll on Trunk
Road bridges which are “at least 600m in length”. If the viaduct were to be lengthened
to combine the nearby railway bridge as originally proposed for the erstwhile A14
Ellington to Fen Ditton Scheme in 2005, an unwelcome toll could be established in
future which could have adverse environmental implications on nearby County Roads,
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A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement, EIA Scoping Report Detailed
Comments
1. Characteristics of the Development
The proposals for each borrow pit should be clearly defined, including the following
information:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Site area, sub divided into area of excavation and additional operational land.
Site geology and borehole data,
Depth of excavations,
Method of operation, and types and numbers of plant and equipment to be used,
Phasing of operations within scheme as a whole and for individual borrow pits,
Agricultural land classification,
Method of removal, handling and storage of topsoil and subsoil,
Location and type of processing plant,
Location of mineral and soil stockpiles,
Location of site compounds,
Proposals and methodology for restoration,
Proposed after-use of borrow pits,
The timescale for the working and restoration of each site.

2. Consideration of Alternatives
An assessment of alternatives needs to be provided for the borrow pits including
consideration of the following:
•
•
•
•

The effect of alternative road design options on the demand for materials,
Alternative sourcing options for materials,
Alternative locations for borrow pits,
Alternative boundary solutions with regard to the sites identified.

3. Location of Development
A summary should be provided of the characteristics of each borrow pit and its
surroundings, its relationship to the road improvement scheme and the description of
any proposed haul route. The nearest neighbouring properties should be identified, as
should any rights of way within or adjacent to the site. Any physical constraints,
including above and below ground services, identified through the Scoping
Consultations and site assessment should be clearly identified on plan.
4. Approach to Assessment
The procedures for identifying and assessing environmental impacts should very
much follow the principles set out for the main development.
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5. Air Quality
The effects of vehicle movements on air quality will need to be considered on a
cumulative basis in conjunction with the main development.
Dust can be a particular issue in relation to borrow pits and assessment should follow
a standard approach, i.e.:
•
•
•
•
•

Identification of sensitive receptors (including properties and rights of way) with the
potential to be affected by either the borrow pit or haul road (,
Baseline survey,
Assessment of potential environmental effects including, where appropriate,
cumulative effects with road construction operations,
Proposed mitigating measures,
Identification of residual impacts.

6. Cultural Heritage
The impact on cultural heritage should follow the principles set out in Chapter 7 of the
Scoping Report. The potential to impact on archaeological remains is obviously of
particular importance in relation to areas to be excavated.
7. Landscape
The Study area for the main development should be extended to encompass the
borrow pit sites and assessment should follow the same principles set out in chapter
8. A clear differentiation between short and longer term impacts will be particularly
important in relation to the borrow pits and the aim should be to demonstrate ultimate
landscape improvements.
Where permanent water areas are to be created, their design and landscaping will be
important. An after-care and management scheme should be provided for a minimum
of 5 years, to ensure the establishment of restored areas and planting.
8. Nature Conservation
Assessment should follow the principles contained in chapter 9. In accordance with
recommended practice, any information relating to the location of badger setts should
be submitted in a separate confidential report to be made available only to relevant
consultees.
Borrow pit restoration may again present opportunities for biodiversity and habitat
creation, which should be clearly identified. The design of any permanent water areas
should include details of gradients, shallows and islands, all designed to enhance the
nature conservation value of the restored site.
9. Geology and Soils
The assessment proposed at chapter 10 should include borrow pit sites.
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10. Materials
In relation to the borrow pits, the materials balance should clearly identify:
•
•
•
•

The volume of soils and overburden to be removed,
The volume of useable mineral to be excavated,
The volume of soils, overburden and processed reject to be used for restoration,
The volume (by type) of any waste materials to be imported from the road
improvement scheme for use in restoration.

11. Noise and Vibration
Potential noise from borrow pit operations, should be assessed on a cumulative basis
with road construction noise, in accordance with the principles in chapter 12, and
should assess both daytime and night-time impacts. BSS5228 may not be entirely
applicable to the borrow pits and regard should be given to the advice contained in
the Planning Practice Guidance on the Planning Portal in relation to noise from
mineral workings. Vibrations should be considered in relation to mobile plant
operating on the borrow pits and haul roads.
12. All Travellers
The key considerations here are the impact of haul vehicles, plus impacts generally in
relation to any roads or rights of way affected by the borrow pits and haul roads.
13. Community and Private Assets
The most likely issue here will be the effect on agricultural land. The quality of any
agricultural land affected should be identified and, where agricultural restoration is
proposed, detailed soil handling and aftercare proposals will be required.
14. The Water Environment
The assessment in relation to the borrow pits should include information on:
•
•
•
•
•

Depth of water table,
Method and rate of dewatering, and proposals for discharge from site,
Potential interference with flood zones and proposals for mitigation,
Surface water management plan,
Measures for prevention of ground and water contamination.

15. Cumulative Effects
For the purposes of assessing cumulative effects, the borrow pits should be
considered as part of the overall construction package. Comments in relation to
individual topic areas have been included above.
16. Other Matters
The County Council would normally issue a Scoping Opinion following consultation
and these comments should not therefore be relied upon as a complete list of all
issues to be covered. There is not extensive reference to borrow pits in the Scoping
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Report and other consultees may or may not focus on this issue in detail. There is
therefore the potential for some site specific issues not to be picked up until the
application stage. However, it is hoped that the above comments will be helpful in
identifying the scope of the EIA.
If waste materials (inert or otherwise) arising from the road scheme are to be
deposited into the proposed borrow pits, the Environment Agency should be
consulted as to whether or not an Environmental Permit is required.
18. Planning Policy
The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste Development Plan,
Core Strategy Development Plan Document, July 2011 sets out the County
Council’s policy for minerals and waste development, including borrow pits. A
summary of the most relevant policies is given below.
Policies CS11 and CS12 Borrow Pits for Sand and Gravel and Engineering Clay
– These will lend weight to the use of borrow pits, but the application will need to
demonstrate compliance with the detailed requirements in those policies.
Policy CS20 Inert Landfill – The use of inert spoil to restore borrow pits would not be
inconsistent with this policy.
Policy CS21 Non Hazardous Landfill – Anything other than inert waste would be
expected to go for disposal at existing waste facilities.
Policy CS22 Climate Change – Attention is drawn to the final phrase of this policy,
which encourages restoration schemes that will contribute to climate change
adaptation.
Policy CS23 Sustainable Transport – In particular, consideration should be given to
the use of a local railhead for imported roadstone.
Policy CS25 Restoration and Aftercare – Attention is drawn to the specific
requirements listed in this policy.
Policy CS28 Waste Minimisation, Re-use and Resource Recovery – This will be
relevant to the project as a whole.
Policy CS32 Traffic and Highways – This will be relevant in part to the borrow pits.
Policy CS33 Protection of Landscape Character – Emphasises the importance of
assimilating sites into the local landscape.
Policy CS34 Protecting Surrounding Uses - Refers to the protection of human
health or safety, neighbouring land uses, visual intrusion, loss of amenity and the
need for mitigating measures.
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Policy CS35 Biodiversity and Geodiversity - Covers to the protection of existing
sites and the need for mitigation or compensation where appropriate.
Policy CS36 Archaeology and the Historic Environment – Sets out the Council’s
policy for protecting heritage assets, archaeology being particularly important on
borrow pit sites.
Policy CS37 Public Rights of Way – Identifies the need for the diversion of affected
routes and the opportunity for enhancement of the network.
Policy CS38 Sustainable Use of Soils - Relates to the protection of grades 1, 2 and
3a agricultural land.
Policy CS39 Water Resources and Water Pollution Prevention – Requires
applicants to demonstrate that there will be no significant adverse impacts or risks.
Policy CS40 Airport Safeguarding – Relates to mineral and waste development
within the safeguarding zones of airports and aerodromes.
The applicant should ensure that the requirements of these policies have been clearly
identified and addressed within the application and associated EIA.
The Site Specific Development Plan document, dated 22nd February 2012,
identifies areas of search for the development of Borrow Pits in connection with the
A14 Improvements. The sites have been subject to initial consultation, but are
identified subject to detailed site assessment. Attention is drawn to the issues
identified in the Plan, not all of which are referred to below. The following sites in the
plan are identified on the consultation drawings, the first five being sand & gravel sites
and the last two clay:
M2A Galley Hill Fenstanton – This is adjacent to a County Wildlife site and
ecological considerations will be of particular importance, including the opportunities
for biodiversity as part of the proposed restoration scheme. Attention is also drawn to
the archaeological interest of the site and the potential hydrological issues.
M2B Oxholme Farm – This is adjacent to the above site and similar concerns apply.
M2C South West Brampton – Primary Considerations here are the impact on
residential amenity, archaeology and also any potential impacts on Brampton Wood
SSSI. It is suggested that the restoration scheme should provide benefits in terms of
biodiversity and public access.
M2D West of Brampton – Potential impacts (including dewatering) on Brampton
Wood SSSI are even more critical in relation to this site and the restoration scheme
should make provision for the creation of BAP habitat. Residential amenity,
archaeology and potential public access again need consideration.
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M2E Weybridge Farm, Alconbury – Proximity to Brampton Meadow SSSI will
require consideration. Archaeological assessment will be necessary, as will a flood
risk assessment.
M7B Brickyard Farm Boxworth – Only part of the area of search is identified on the
consultation drawings. Archaeology, ecological and amenity impacts need to be
assessed. Restoration should be to agriculture and the means of access to the
highway works will be important.
M7E North Dry Drayton – Sensitive receptors include Cambridge Cemetery and a
fruit farm. Other issues include archaeology and Cambridge Airport safeguarding
requirements. An area to the north east of M7E has also been identified, which will
inevitably carry a greater degree of uncertainty as it has not been included within the
area of search.
When the development consent application is submitted it should be accompanied by
a Statement of Community Involvement which is not part of the ES. This should
include details of consultation and feedback in regard to borrow pits, and should show
how this has influenced site selection and design.
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EAST OF ENGLAND

Hannah Nelson
The Planning Inspectorate
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Direct Dial: 01223 582775
Email: tom.gilbertwooldridge@english-heritage.org.uk
Our Ref: HD/R A14//5045/02
Your Ref: TR010018
15 April 2014

Dear Ms Nelson
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme: Consultation on
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report
Thank you for your letter dated 21 March 2014 consulting English Heritage on
the above scoping report. We would like to make the following comments:
Executive Summary
The section on “characteristics of potential impact” on page 2 states that
further detailed assessment is required for archaeological remains (amongst
other topics). While we welcome this statement, we consider that further
detailed assessment may be needed in terms of impacts on other specific
heritage assets such as listed buildings and conservation areas (see below).
Chapter 7: Cultural Heritage
We note in paragraph 7.1.6 that a cultural heritage study area has been
defined as a 300 metre buffer area around the scheme footprint (with
Appendix D and Figures 3.1 and 3.2 detailing specific heritage assets), but
that paragraph 7.5.1 refers to a study area extending 200 metres either side of
the scheme footprint. This seems inconsistent and needs clarifying.
We welcome that the report acknowledges the potential for impacts beyond
the study area. There will be a number of heritage assets more than 300
metres away that might be impacted on as a result of the proposed works (for
example, conservation areas at Hilton and Offord Cluny and various listed
buildings), and we hope that these will be properly identified and assessed.
We welcome the reference to our guidance on the setting of heritage assets
(paragraph 7.5.5), but would stress that impact on setting is more than just
visual, and can include noise, dust, vibration and lighting, all of which are
relevant to the proposed scheme.
BROOKLANDS, 24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU

Telephone 01223 582700 Facsimile 01223 582701
www english-heritage.org.uk
The National Monuments Record is the public archive of English Heritage

We note that Section 7.4 considers potential construction and operational
effects, including setting issues, and suggests mitigation measures.
Construction effects include borrowpits and compounds, which could impact
on both on-site archaeology as well as the setting of heritage assets. The
archaeological assessment should include trial trenching for all parts of the
scheme footprint that have not been previously evaluated, while the county
archaeologist for Cambridgeshire should be involved in advising on the overall
archaeological assessment work.
We note in paragraphs 7.4.11 and 7.4.12 that detailed assessment will be
undertaken for archaeology, whereas only a simple assessment will be
undertaken for historic buildings and landscapes. Without knowing the exact
difference between these two types of assessment, we would express some
caution in terms of whether sufficient assessment for buildings and
landscapes will be undertaken in every case. This is perhaps most relevant in
Huntingdon town centre, where the proposed scheme greatly impacts on the
conservation area and several listed buildings as well as archaeological
assets (both designated and non-designated).
In terms of the overall assessment methodology, we hope that the
requirements of the EIA process (and the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges - DMRB) and the historic environment requirements of the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and draft National Policy Statement
(NPS) for National Networks can be aligned in the Environmental Statement.
In particular, the NPPF and draft NPS contain key historic environment terms
such as significance, setting, harm and public benefit, which will need to be
aligned with the EIA and DMRB assessment methodology. It should also be
noted that there are more local plan policies than those shown in paragraphs
7.1.4 and 7.1.5 (for example, policies relating to listed buildings and policies in
other local plan documents such as the Huntingdonshire Core Strategy).
In terms of the preliminary assessment of the value of heritage assets within
the study area as described in Section 7.3, we note Tables 7.1 to 7.3 which
follow the DMRB approach. We would like to underline the caveats contained
within these tables, which allow for specific heritage assets to be assigned a
higher value regardless of their formal designation status (e.g. undesignated
archaeology or Grade II listed buildings). We hope that these caveats have
been considered when assessing the heritage assets within the study area.
In terms of the values currently assigned to specific heritage assets in the
scoping report, we would query the medium values applied to Huntingdon and
Godmanchester Conservation Areas, given they contain a number of very
important buildings. We would also like to highlight that the gardens of
Conington Hall should be regarded as a heritage asset in their own right as
well as forming part of the setting of the Grade II* listed building (see
http://www.parksandgardens.org/places-and-people/site/5929/summary).
This is relevant given the proximity of the proposed scheme.
We also query the values assigned to undesignated archaeology at Mill
Common in Huntingdon and recommend that they are reconsidered. At
BROOKLANDS, 24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU
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www english-heritage.org.uk
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Ms Hannah Nelson
The Planning Inspectorate
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Our ref:

AC/2014/120789/01-L01

Your ref:

TR010018

Date:

17 April 2014

Dear Ms Nelson
Scoping Consultation:
The A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme.
Thank you for your Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Scoping consultation letter
of 21st March 2014 for the above proposed scheme. We have reviewed the submitted
information and have further comments to make in respect of a number of
environmental criteria. The inclusion of the details stated within this letter are required
to be addressed to ensure that the Environment Statement will cover the issues we
consider are of most importance.
As part of the Section 42 process of the Planning Act 2008, we are currently working
with members of the J2A Design Team and have had regular discussions into the
design of the scheme in relation to the flood risk, surface water drainage, water quality,
pollution prevention, protection of sensitive sites (including landfills) and implications
relating to the Water Framework Directive (WFD).
These will be incorporated within relevant sections covering the within the completed
Environmental Statement. Through our liaison with the J2A Design Team, we have
been able to clarify our requirements with regards to these aspects. Further details
regarding these issues are as follows:

9.0 Nature Conservation
9.1.4 Policy and legislation
Biodiversity 2020 should be included. This is the government strategy setting out
actions and outcomes it is looking to achieve by 2020 in order to protect and enhance
biodiversity and ecosystem services in England.
Table 9.2 Provisional ecological evaluation of receptors
It is important that the connectivity of habitats is included in the evaluation. Wildlife
corridors, both terrestrial and aquatic, are an important factor in the ability of wildlife to
adapt to change.

Environment Agency
Bromholme Lane, Brampton, Huntingdon, PE28 4NE.
Customer services line: 03708 506 506
www.environment-agency.gov.uk

Cont/d..

Table 9.3
It should be noted that for Water Framework Directive (WFD) all watercourses within the
catchment are included, not just the main river that has been given a WFD reference
number. All tributaries should also be included within the WFD number.
Fish & eels
The statement that the watercourses are considered to be of poor quality should be
verified, and any evidence for this provided.
9.4 Potential effects
It should be explained how mitigation measures will be used to prevent adverse effects
from construction and operation. It should also be mentioned that opportunities will be
sought to enhance existing habitats and create new habitats.

10.0 Geology and Soils
We understand that preliminary investigations have been carried out for parts of the
proposed scheme, primarily for the Ellington to Fen Ditton improvement area upon
which we have previously been consulted. We would wish that our previous comments
on these reports be taken into consideration when preparing the Environment
Statement for this proposed scheme.
We note from review of the submitted plans included in the scoping report that new
areas have been included in the scheme, such as the A1 widening from B1043 junction
south of Alconbury to Brampton interchange and the Huntingdon local works. We are
satisfied with the proposals to further investigate and assess these areas and we would
wish for the findings to be provided to us for review and comment.
Regarding the historic/active landfill sites that the scheme traverses close to or on to,
we would wish to see a detailed assessment carried out for each landfill site along the
proposed route which will include assessment of associated potential pollution risks
based on investigation findings.
Precautions should be taken with respect to landfill gas (explosive and asphyxiant risks)
and leachate (pollution risk) as these landfill sites are not likely to have been engineered
to modern standards. Investigation and appropriate engineering methods should be
used to protect the highway and any associated services from the above.
We have previously provided our comments on the proposals for the active landfill sites,
at Milton, Buckden and Connington. Our main concern related to the impacts of works
on the Milton landfill site, particularly to the existing leachate and gas management
systems.
We would also wish to see a plan which specifies the nature of the potential
contaminated land uses (indicated on the Proposed Scheme and Environmental
Information plans as J2A-CL-xxx) along with their investigation findings, chemical
testing results and assessment of findings. There are areas along the scheme which
may have already impacted controlled waters (for example, the former Buckden Depot
site which has caused contamination in the form of a hydrocarbon plume) and these will
need to be taken into account.
Cont/d..
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15.0 Road Drainage and the Water Environment
The hydrogeology varies along the proposed improvement areas with the presence of
impermeable deposits (Oxford Clay, Ampthill Clay, Kimmeridge Clay and Gault
Formations- Unproductive Strata) and more permeable deposits (sand and gravel/head
deposits-Secondary aquifers, Woburn Sands Formation-Principal aquifer), including the
presence of surface water features with the river Great Ouse being the principal surface
watercourse. Therefore, the vulnerability and sensitivity of each area across the
proposed route varies.
We are satisfied with the proposals to select pollution treatment measures based on the
sensitivity of each receiving watercourse/groundwater and we understand these
measures are to include interceptors, SuDS and reed beds in balancing ponds to treat
surface water run-off and contain and remove contaminants associated with accidental
spills. Some of these pollutant measures are already in place; however, their
effectiveness will need to be assessed.
We are aware from previous discussions we have had with the Highways Agency, that
there will be an emergency action plan in place for accidental spills along the proposed
route. We will wish to see further details of these measures for each area and the
screening criteria they are based on.
We notice that baseline water quality only considers copper and zinc levels, but not
hydrocarbons. We would expect to see some baseline data on hydrocarbons. This
baseline data will need to be taken into account when assessing the suitability of
pollution treatment measures for each location.
Furthermore, surface water drainage systems need to be appropriate to their location.
We would expect infiltration tests to be carried out for proposed soakaways, should
these be considered for certain areas in the design, to prove they will function
successfully.

Advice to applicant
Government planning policy as set out in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) states that local policies and decisions should ensure that new development is
appropriate for its location, having regard to the effects of pollution on health or the
natural environment, taking account of the potential sensitivity of the area or proposed
development to adverse effects from pollution (paragraph 120).
The respective local planning authorities should therefore satisfy themselves that the
potential for contamination and any risks arising are properly assessed and that the
development incorporates any necessary remediation and subsequent management
measures to deal with unacceptable risks, including those covered by Part IIA of the
EPA 1990. Developers should be able to assure local planning authorities they have
the expertise, or access to it, to make such assessments.
Cont/d..
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The EIA needs to consider the potential for passive dewatering of groundwater from
cuttings through both superficial aquifers such as the river terrace sands and gravels
and also the Lower Greensand. Any dewatering both permanent and temporary could
have adverse affects on groundwater dependent water features and ecosystems and
also protected rights within the aquifer. The EIA will need to consider both these
impacts and propose any mitigation measures if impacts are deemed detrimental.
The EIA also needs to consider the impacts on groundwater levels of the bridge over
the River Great Ouse. More specifically, the impacts on groundwater flow within the
river terrace sands and gravels in the vicinity of the foundations for the bridge. The river
terrace sands and gravels are relatively thin deposits but hold significant quantities of
groundwater. As such, foundations for the bridge could pose a barrier to groundwater
flow and possibly affect groundwater levels, boreholes and groundwater dependent
water features. We expect the EIA to consider the impacts of these foundations and
propose any mitigation measures if impacts are deemed detrimental.
We hope that the above information is beneficial to you. Should you require any
additional information, please contact me on the details provided below.

Yours sincerely

Miss Claire Brindley
Sustainable Places Planning Advisor
Direct dial
01480 483812
Direct e-mail planning_liaison.anglian_central@environment-agency.gov.uk

End
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Scott, Steve
Environmental Services
A14 Cambrdige to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme
01 April 2014 15:02:24
oledata.mso
image001.wmz

FAO Hannah Nelson. Your ref TRO10018
Dear Hannah
Thank you for consulting the Forestry Commission with regard to the EIA
scoping of the proposed A14 improvement scheme.
As you will be aware, the Forestry Commission is the Government
Department with responsibility for trees and woodland.
Given the time constraints it has not been possible to undertake a site
inspection. However from maps available and our knowledge of the area, it
suggests that this proposal would lead to the loss of some trees and
woodland. None of the woodland affected appears to be ancient and seminatural woodland.
There are a number of Government policies that relate to the development
of woodland and that should be acknowledged and resolved in the
Environmental Statement:
The UK Forestry Standard (“the government's approach to sustainable
forest management”, Forestry Commission 2011) states that, “the
overarching policy for the sustainable management of forests,
woodlands and trees at a UK level is a presumption against the
conversion of forest land to other land uses – unless there are
compelling reasons in the public interest for doing so.
·

Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 Section 40 –
“Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard,
so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to
the purpose of conserving biodiversity”.

·

National Planning Policy Framework (2012) Paragraph 118 –
“planning permission should be refused for development resulting in
the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats, including ancient
woodland and the loss of aged or veteran trees found outside ancient
woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in
that location clearly outweigh the loss”

If we can be of any assistance in clarifying any of the above please do not
hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely

Steve Scott

Forestry Commission
Forest Services Director East & East Midlands
Santon Downham
Brandon
Suffolk
IP27 0TJ
T: 01223 773061
M: 07810 636722
F: 01842 813932
e: steve.scott@forestry.gsi.gov.uk
w: www.forestry.gov.uk/eastengland

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Penlington, Graham on behalf of &box_FPLplantprotection_conx,
Environmental Services
RE: TR010018: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme - Scoping Consultation
27 March 2014 16:21:12
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Thank you for asking Fulcrum Pipelines Limited to examine your consultation document for the
above project.
We can confirm that Fulcrum Pipelines Limited have no comments to make on this scoping
report. Please note that we are constantly adding to our underground assets and would strongly
advise that you consult us again prior to undertaking any excavations.
Please note that other gas transporters may have plant in this locality which could be affected.
We will always make every effort to help you where we can, but Fulcrum Pipelines Limited will
not be held responsible for any incident or accident arising from the use of the information
associated with this search. The details provided are given in good faith, but no liability
whatsoever can be accepted in respect thereof.
If you need any help or information simply contact Graham Penlington directly on 01142
804175.
To save you time, any future requests for information about our plant, can be emailed to
FPLplantprotection@fulcrum.co.uk
GRAHAM PENLINGTON
Process Assistant

Tel: 0845 641 3060
Direct Dial:
Email: Graham.Penlington@fulcrum.co.uk
Web: www.fulcrum.co.uk

FULCRUM NEWS
WE'RE BACKING HOUSEBUILDERS WITH NEW GAS CONNECTION RATES FOR UNDER 100 PLOT
DEVELOPMENTS
New partnerships with industry investment partners mean Fulcrum is now able to offer competitive market
rates on smaller and medium sized housing developments and extend its reputation for cost-effective quality
established on large and commercial development contracts. Learn more.
FULCRUM WINS UTILITY WEEK ACHIEVEMENT AWARD
We are delighted to announce that Fulcrum is a Utility Week Achievement Award Winner for the gas utility
works we delivered at the 2012 Olympic Games. Learn more.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Environmental Services
Re: Girton Parish Council response to scoping consultation A14 Cambridge to Huntingdonshire
Improvement Scheme
04 April 2014 11:56:07

Dear Sirs,
Re: Your reference: TR010018
Girton Parish Council has three major environmental concerns with the A14
scheme which we wish the Environmental Statement to address:
1. Noise. The noise pollution from the A14 (mainly the Bar Hill -- Girton
section) has long been a constant nuisance to many residents of Girton
Village. We wish the statement to include noise maps based on actual
measurements as well as modelling, to quantify the extent of the current
noise pollution and assess potential increases.
2. Air Quality. Girton lies in a local council AQMA but the measurements
taken appear to be too sparse to be useful. Again we wish for measurements
to be taken of all pollutants, including but not limited to NOx and pm2.5,
and assessments of various possible scenarios including speed limitation
and various road surfaces.
3. Flooding and Drainage. Girton has experienced three significant flood
events over the past 34 years (1978, 2001 and 2012). Our own surveys
indicate that the EA 1 in 100 year flood profile through the `Girton Flood
Warning Area' is at a lower level than these three floods. The Statement
needs to have a detailed assessment of the current contribution to flows
in Cottenham Lode, Washpit Brook and Beck Brook and the effect the Scheme
will have. These should take into account the potential effect (eg through
loss of evapotranspiration) of green planting removed as a result of the
Scheme.
These issues need to be addressed during the construction period as well
as during the lifetime of the road itself.
Yours faithfully,
Susan Cumming
Clerk to Girton Parish Council
--The Pavilion, Girton CB3 0FH
01223-472181
This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government Secure Intranet antivirus service supplied by Vodafone in partnership with Symantec. (CCTM Certificate Number
2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please call your organisation's IT Helpdesk.
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal
purposes.
**********************************************************************
Correspondents should note that all communications to Department for Communities and Local
Government may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for lawful purposes.
**********************************************************************

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Margaret.Ketteridge@gtc-uk.co.uk
Environmental Services
See attached
24 March 2014 14:12:50
201403241337.pdf

Dear Sirs
Please see attached for various references. I can confirm that GTC, Independent Pipelines Ltd,
Utility Grid Installations Ltd, Independent Power Networks, The Electricity Network    Company &
Quadrant Pipelines Ltd, have no comments to make at this moment in time.
Kind Regards
Maggie
Maggie Ketteridge
Engineering Support Officer
GTC
Energy House
Woolpit Business Park
Woolpit
Bury St Edmunds
Suffolk, IP30 9UP
Tel: 01359 245406
Fax: 01359 243377
E-mail: margaret.ketteridge@gtc-uk.co.uk
Web: www.gtc-uk.co.uk

NOTE:
This E-Mail originates from GTC, Energy House, Woolpit Business Park, Woolpit, Bury St
Edmunds, Suffolk, IP30 9UP
VAT Number: GB688 8971 40. Registered No: 029431.
DISCLAIMER
The information in this E-Mail and in any attachments is confidential and may be privileged. If you
are not the intended recipient, please destroy this message, delete any copies held on your system
and notify the sender immediately. You should not retain, copy or use this E-Mail for any purpose,
nor disclose all or any part of its content to any other person. Whilst we run antivirus software on
Internet E-Mails, we are not liable for any loss or damage. The recipient is advised to run their own
up to date antivirus software.
Thank you

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government
Secure Intranet anti-virus service supplied by Vodafone in partnership with
Symantec. (CCTM Certificate Number 2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please
call your organisation's IT Helpdesk.
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or
recorded for legal purposes.
**********************************************************************
Correspondents should note that all communications to Department for Communities and Local Government may be
automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for lawful purposes.
**********************************************************************

4. Noise pollution mitigation must be put in place where Absolute noise levels
are already too high (ie by European Union and World Health Organisation
(WHO) standards) and not just where the scheme will cause an 1-3dB(A) increase.
This will address acknowledged historical woefully inadequate protection for resid
ents. WHO standards were adopted by the Public Inquiry into the Guided
Busway, and therefore will be taken as a minimum standard for the A14.
5. Noise barriers erected by the developers at Orchard Park have exacerbated
problems in Histon and Impington by being reflective. These must be replaced
and any new barriers must be absorptive.
6. Whilst the landscape is generally open and flat on the Girton-Milton stretch this
must not preclude the use of earth bunds by the carriageway as well as veget
ation cover which will reduce visual, light amd sound pollution & intrusion
as well as providing pollutant absorption given the correct choice of species.
7. Concern is expressed at the treatment of water runoff from the carriage
way between Histon and Girton and any pollutants ending up in the Award
Drain which runs to The Green at Histon. We also note conflict between HA
plans for balancing ponds and those of the Darwin Green Developer for earth
bunds.
8. All lanes between Girton to Milton must have a sound-reducing surface and
be properly maintained as such.
9. The Girton-Milton section of road encompasses an overly-complex set of
traffic movements performed at dangerously high speed differentials (even
with 3 lanes each way). This regularly (ie approx 3 out of 5 weekdays) causes tur
bulent congestion hence a high ratio of ‘shunt’ accidents. Slowing the
traffic down will allow safer traffic merges, reducing risks of accidents as well as
the amount and frequency of stationary traffic, thus reducing noise & air pollu
tion and improving safety & reliability. We request an environmental impact
statement on the imposition of a 50 or 60mph limit through our villages which
would also increase the capacity and throughput of the road. Lower speed
limits are now being used for these purposes on the M1 near Sheffield, the A34
past Oxford, the A3 by Guildford and more locally at the A1 Black Cat Roundabout
approach and are proposed for the M3.
10. Footpaths and Public Rights of Way must be maintained where bysected by
the proposed scheme and reinstated where they were severed for the original
A14 construction – lack of footfall on a path currently to nowhere is not an excuse.
April 2014
Clerk to Histon & Impington Parish Council
Parish Office, New Road, Impington, CB24 9LU
01223 235906
clerk@hisimp.net

From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Date:
Attachments:

Bell, Stuart (Transportation)
Environmental Services
O"Donoghue Sinead; Jonathan Dixon - SCDC - "jonathan.dixon@scambs.gov.uk"; Ingram, Steve
(Planning); Bland, Paul (Planning); Brown, Louise (Planning Serv.); Huntington, Michael (Planning Serv);
Thompson, Chris (Planning); Lewis, Toby (Env Health); bob.tuckwell@cambridgeshire.gov.uk
Planning Act 2008 (as amended) & Infrastructure Planning (Env. Impact Assessment) Regs 2009 (as
amended) - Regs 8 & 9. Application by Highways Agency for an Order Granting Development Consent for
the A14 Cambridge-Huntingdon Scheme. Scoping Consultati
17 April 2014 13:00:21
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Dear Sir / Madam,
Thank you for your letter dated 21 st March 2014, received 24 th March 2014 seeking comments
on the above process.
As a Tier 1 Stakeholder to this project and indeed, a funding partner to any overall scheme
delivery, I can confirm that in principle that we support this latest stage reached and application
now made by the Highways Agency.
As part of the Technical Review of Options in September 2013, Public Consultation on Route
Options December 2013 and the latest Public Consultation April 2014, I would confirm that
Huntingdonshire District Council has been actively involved in the formulation of this work and
in reaching this particular stage of Scoping Opinion.
In broad terms, I can confirm that Huntingdonshire District Council has been actively involved
within previous iterations of this work for the former A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton scheme and
much of that data collected as part of that is now utilised here. I can therefore advise that the
Council is generally satisfied with the content of the EIA Scoping Report now submitted and
would wish to highlight the following particular elements that a) require endorsement, b) are
included in this Report and require amendment, or c) that we consider need to be included. It
should be stressed that in providing feedback at this stage, we are limiting our comments simply
to those matters that we consider relevant at this stage but recognise that in many topic areas,
this Council, the Highways Agency/J2A and other partners, such as Cambridgeshire County
Council & South Cambridgeshire District Council, will continue to work across these topic areas
in seeking the most appropriate final solution for the submission of the draft Development
Consent Order.
·

The Council continues to support the Scheme Objectives as outlined in Sec. 2.2 by the
separation of local and strategic traffic and, very importantly, that the project supports
growth at a national and local level

·

The de-trunking of the A14 and the removal of the Huntingdon Viaduct over the ECML
is of vital importance to this scheme due to the environmental blight caused by the
current route, particularly in Noise and Air Quality terms, severance and the lack of
development and regeneration opportunities caused by the current route

·

We consider that Section 2.3.7 is factually incorrect. It is the Huntingdon (A14) road
viaduct that would be demolished once the new A14 and local road network is
complete, not a rail viaduct. This description permeates throughout the Scoping Report
and we consider that in all areas where this is quoted as such, that this should be

corrected throughout
·

As part of current discussions relating to the emerging design for the new scheme,
Stakeholders have welcomed proposed improvements for NMU along the local road
element of the scheme and we welcome the statement made at Sec. 2.3.15 of this
report. The Council will require the EIA to give this due weight and consideration to this
element to ensure safe segregation of these users from vehicular traffic on the proposed
local road network

·

We note the net shortfall of fill currently identified to deliver this project and the likely
use of borrow pits. This Council requires the EIA to place particular due weight and
regard on the future use of these features post-project completion as part of the overall
legacy of the scheme, including their visual impact, future roles, scope for innovative
treatments and biodiversity improvements and maintenance of these across the local
community. It is of vital that the long-term future of these is identified and tied into the
wider delivery of Green Infrastructure & Biodiversity needs within this part of the
County

·

Section 2.7 refers to Lighting Standards and the Council would simply reiterate at this
stage that light pollution, including sky glow, glare and light trespass is not simply about
minimising that effect, it must be stipulated that this is about delivering the absolute
minimum and we consider this statement needs to be strengthened

·

The Council has noted the factual correctness of the A14 Study Options at Sec. 3.2 but
has no further observations to make on the details as outlined EXCEPT, as above, the
Viaduct is being described as Huntingdon Rail Viaduct. This definition is incorrect as it is
Huntingdon A14 Viaduct i.e. a bridge carrying a road. We consider that this is an
important definition to be correctly outlined. While a local road (Brampton Road) and
the ECML currently run below the A14, they are not part of the Viaduct which is
currently the A14 route. This should be corrected to ensure factual correctness within
the process

·

The description of Brampton Hut service station at Sec. 4.4.2 does not correctly describe
the facility. It includes a fuel filling station, the Motel (which also has planning consent
for a further 21 bedrooms), a Fast-Food Restaurant and drive-thru and a lorry park.
Additionally, part of the site footprint also includes an Outline and Reserved Matters
consent for an additional 4 food outlets including 2 with drive-thru capability. This needs
to be properly reflected

·

We welcome the extensive work that has been undertaken within the Scoping
Document to identify Heritage and Conservation issues and the ranking of these in terms
of importance relating to their designated status. We also welcome the same form of
ranking within the Landscape character assessment within the Scoping Report and the
identification of all trees with TPO status and on all these issues, we welcome continued
dialogue with the Highways Agency/J2A in seeking an overall scheme that protects or
enhances these areas of issue or to reach an agreed range of interventions to mitigate
any impact as far as possible. This is particularly relevant to any impact relating to the
Brampton Wood SSSI where the scheme, by proximity, will be closer to this designation

and where there is potential use of borrow pits increasing the likelihood of impact,
which will require greater explanation and definition in seeking final agreement of all
parties
·

Additionally in relation to Heritage & Conservation issues, while we welcome the
identification of assets within Huntingdon following the de-trunking of the A14 and
Viaduct removal, it cannot be over-emphasised highly enough, that due weight must be
given to the impacts of the scheme in this location. This is a highly significant area
relating to Huntingdon’s historic environment and any final scheme must maximise
opportunities to minimise impact and indeed to enhance these following de-trunking.
This relates no more so than at Mill Common by careful and sensitive design of the
planned realignment of the local road network to ensure that the loss of land in that
area is kept to an absolute minimum and the Council welcomes continued dialogue with
the Highways Agency/J2A in this regard

·

Furthermore, this Council has always supported the de-trunking of the existing A14
through Huntingdon, not least of which for the opportunities that will be delivered to
reduce the blight of significant traffic flows through our designated historic
environment. There is no better example of this than at Post Street in Godmanchester
and across the Medieval Town Bridge at the River Great Ouse that connects
Godmanchester to Huntingdon. As part of our Tier 1 Legacy discussions relating to the
overall scheme, we welcome the opportunity to explore future environmental
opportunities in all these areas following de-trunking and reduced traffic flows on these
routes and we consider that an EIA must give these elements the highest possible regard
in moving forward

·

In terms of Nature Conservation and the area of ecological influence, we note at Sec.
9.2.1 that baseline information from the previous Atkins work on the former Ellington to
Fen Ditton scheme is being utilised. We note at Sec. 9.2.3 that the now added Brampton
Hut to Alconbury section of the A1 was now included in that work but we would expect
the same level of information to be gathered for this section of the planned
improvements also and we welcome confirmation of this as listed at Sec. 9.5.1

·

Section 10 of the Scoping Report covers evidence of potential sites that have
contamination sources. Sec. 10.2.9 outlines possible sites that may exist within
Huntingdon Town Centre and what these are/were. These need to be included for study
purposes

·

Sec. 12.2.3 does not read correctly. It states that noise and earth barriers would be
retained or replaced as part of the Ellington to Fen Ditton scheme. That is the old
scheme and we assume that this actually means that those measure previously identified
(by that scheme) would be retained or replaced by the new scheme? Clarification is
required

·

At Sec. 12.4.6, we welcome the specific identification of a number of Noise Sensitive
receptors along the line of the route through Huntingdonshire

·

At Sec. 12.4.7, it is stated that there would be little or no change in road traffic noise

from the operation of the scheme at Brampton Hut. Given the upgrade of the A1
between Alconbury and Brampton Hut now planned as part of this scheme, we would
welcome confirmation that this statement is factually correct?
·

As above, at Sec. 12.4.8 and in relation to the improvement of the A1, could a reduction
in road traffic noise at Premier Inn, Brampton Hut be clarified/confirmed? Additionally,
we believe that a number of other receptors are missing from the submitted list, such as
other business premises including at Hinchingbrooke Business Park, Cambridgeshire
Police HQ, Cambridgeshire Fire & Rescue HQ, Hinchingbrooke School (potentially if the
Performing Arts Centre is included), Huntingdon Spiritualist Church, Hunts DC at
Pathfinder House, business premises at Cardinal Park, Godmanchester, Hemingford Golf
Centre

·

The Council particularly welcomes the recognition within the Scoping Report of the
affect that the proposed scheme will have on pedestrians and other non-car based
travellers, as outlined at Section 13. Indeed, as part of our Tier 1 Stakeholder
engagement and in relation to Scheme Legacy, discussions are already well advanced
relating to the future needs of such users, particularly in relation to Brampton and its
surroundings, inc. to Brampton Wood and also within Huntingdon following the detrunking of the existing route. We consider that the whole scheme must also address
previous severance issues of the RoW network, of which Brampton quoted above, is part

·

The Council welcomes planned supplemental work relating to the effects of the
Cambridgeshire Guided Busway opening as outlined at Sec. 13.2.3

·

The Council welcomes Sec’s 13.2.6 to 13.2.8 relating to Public Rights of Way, particularly
where these have been affected by previous works and we will work with the HA/J2A
and other partners to seek solutions to address these issues as part of any final approved
scheme and in relation to Scheme Legacy

·

Section 13 considers the impact of the proposed Scheme for ‘All Travellers’. In relation
to those listed to be consulted at Sec. 13.6.9, it is requested that this Council is added to
that list

This concludes our response as part of this stage of the process and we again thank you for the
opportunity to provide relevant feedback.
Yours faithfully

Stuart Bell
Transport Team Leader
Planning & Housing Strategy Services
Huntingdonshire District Council
Pathfinder House St Marys Street
Huntingdon PE29 3TN

Tel. 01480 388 387

stuart.bell@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

P Before printing, think about the environment
Caution: The information contained in this document is intended for the named
recipient only. It may contain privileged and confidential information.
Unauthorised use or disclosure of it may be unlawful. Any opinions expressed are
those of the individual and may not be official policy. If you are not the intended
recipient you must not copy, distribute or take any action or rely on it without
authority. If you receive this document in error please delete it and notify the
sender immediately. E-mail is not a secure means of communication.
Huntingdonshire District Council monitors all e-mail. Although this e-mail and any
attachments are believed to be free from any virus, it is the responsibility of the
recipient to ensure that they are virus free.
This email was scanned by the Government Secure Intranet anti-virus service
supplied by Vodafone in partnership with Symantec. (CCTM Certificate Number
2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please call your organisation’s IT Helpdesk.
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or
recorded for legal purposes.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Environmental Services
Your ref TR010018
17 April 2014 07:52:30

Scoping Consultation : Development Consent for the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdonshire
Improvement Scheme
We are concerned that Lolworth barely receives a mention in the whole document. As an
example,
8.2.8 Visual receptors include the following:

· Residents within surrounding residential properties on the peripheries of
settlements including Alconbury, Brampton, Buckden, Offord Cluny,
Hilton, Fenstanton and Fen Drayton in the west, and Bar Hill, Girton,
Impington, Milton and Cambridge in the east;
Why is Lolworth not included in this list? It seems the corridor between Bar Hill and Swavesey
receives little attention. Indeed, in the Public Consultation document dated April 2014, there is
not even a map showing Lolworth and the route of the LAR and NMU route.
Of particular concern is the impact the construction of this road will have on the village’s access
to the A14. We strongly believe the local access road and flyover should be constructed early in
the works thereby allowing traffic to enter and exit the village without the use of escort services
or restricted lanes. We have no alternative access to the village and see no mention of the type
of measures that will be taken to alleviate this type of problem.
Yours
John Houlton
Clerk Lolworth Parish Meeting

This email was scanned by the Government Secure Intranet anti-virus service
supplied by Vodafone in partnership with Symantec. (CCTM Certificate Number
2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please call your organisation’s IT Helpdesk.
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or
recorded for legal purposes.
**********************************************************************
Correspondents should note that all communications to Department for Communities and Local Government may be
automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for lawful purposes.
**********************************************************************

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

ROSSI, Sacha
Environmental Services
NATS Safeguarding
RE: TR010018: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme - Scoping Consultation
21 March 2014 14:48:30

Dear Madam,
NATS does not anticipate an impact from the development and has no comments to
make on the Environmental Statement.
Regards
S. Rossi
NATS Safeguarding Office

From: Environmental Services [mailto:EnvironmentalServices@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk]
Sent: 21 March 2014 13:13
To: nsip.applications@hse.gsi.gov.uk
Subject: TR010018: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme - Scoping Consultation

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please see attached correspondence in relation to the request for a Scoping
Opinion for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement
Scheme.
Kind regards

Hannah Nelson
EIA & Land Rights Advisor
Major Applications and Plans
The Planning Inspectorate
Temple Quay House
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN
Direct Line: 0303 444 5061
Helpline: 0303 444 5000
Email: hannah.nelson@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk
Web: www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate (Planning
Inspectorate casework and appeals)

Web: www.planningportal.gov.uk/infrastructure (Planning Inspectorate's

National Infrastructure Planning portal)

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

**********************************************************************
This email and any files transmitted with it are private and intended
solely for the use of the individual or entity to which they are
addressed. If you are not the intended recipient the E-mail and any files
have been transmitted to you in error and any copying, distribution or

National Grid house
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill, Warwick
CV34 6DA

Land and Development Group
Vicky Stirling
DCO Liaison Officer
Network Engineering
vicky.stirling@nationalgrid.com
Direct tel: +44 (0)1926 653746
www.nationalgrid.com
SUBMITTED VIA EMAIL TO:
environmentalservices@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk
07 April 2014
Our Ref: EA_TE_Z5_3SW_071788
Your Ref: TR010018
Dear Sir/Madam,
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdonshire Improvement Scheme
This is a joint response by National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) and National Grid Gas plc
(NGG)
st

I refer to your letter dated 21 March 2014 regarding the above proposed application. Having
reviewed the Scoping Report documents, I would like to make the following comments:
National Grid Infrastructure within or in close proximity to the Proposed Order Limits
National Grid Electricity Transmission
National Grid Electricity Transmission has no assets located within the proposed border limits.
National Grid Gas Transmission
National Grid Gas Transmission has no assets located within the proposed border limits.
National Grid Gas Distribution
In addition, National Grid has the following gas distribution assets located within or in close
proximity to the proposed order limits:






[Low Pressure]
[Medium Pressure]
[Intermediate Pressure]
[High Pressure]
Above Ground Gas Sites

Specific Comments – Gas Infrastructure
National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Gas plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2006000

National Grid house
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill, Warwick
CV34 6DA

The following points should be taken into consideration:


National Grid has a Deed of Grant of Easement for each pipeline, which prevents the
erection of permanent / temporary buildings, or structures, change to existing ground
levels, storage of materials etc.

Pipeline Crossings:
•

Where existing roads cannot be used, construction traffic should ONLY cross the pipeline
at previously agreed locations.

•

The pipeline shall be protected, at the crossing points, by temporary rafts constructed at
ground level. The third party shall review ground conditions, vehicle types and crossing
frequencies to determine the type and construction of the raft required.

•

The type of raft shall be agreed with National Grid prior to installation.

•

No protective measures including the installation of concrete slab protection shall be
installed over or near to the National Grid pipeline without the prior permission of National
Grid.

•

National Grid will need to agree the material, the dimensions and method of installation of
the proposed protective measure.

•

The method of installation shall be confirmed through the submission of a formal written
method statement from the contractor to National Grid.

•

Please be aware that written permission is required before any works commence within the
National Grid easement strip.

•

A National Grid representative shall monitor any works within close proximity to the
pipeline to comply with National Grid specification T/SP/SSW22.

•

A Deed of Consent is required for any crossing of the easement

Cables Crossing:
•

Cables may cross the pipeline at perpendicular angle to the pipeline i.e. 90 degrees.

•

A National Grid representative shall supervise any cable crossing of a pipeline.

•

Clearance must be at least 600mm above or below the pipeline.

•

Impact protection slab should be laid between the cable and pipeline if cable crossing is
above the pipeline.

•

A Deed of Consent is required for any cable crossing the easement.

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Gas plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2006000

National Grid house
Warwick Technology Park
Gallows Hill, Warwick
CV34 6DA

•

Where a new service is to cross over the pipeline a clearance distance of 0.6 metres
between the crown of the pipeline and underside of the service should be maintained. If
this cannot be achieved the service shall cross below the pipeline with a clearance
distance of 0.6 metres.

General Notes on Pipeline Safety:
•

You should be aware of the Health and Safety Executives guidance document HS(G) 47
"Avoiding Danger from Underground Services", and National Grid’s specification for Safe
Working in the Vicinity of National Grid High Pressure gas pipelines and associated
installations - requirements for third parties T/SP/SSW22.

•

National Grid will also need to ensure that our pipelines access is maintained during and
after construction.
Our pipelines are normally buried to a depth cover of 1.1 metres however; actual depth and
position must be confirmed on site by trial hole investigation under the supervision of a
National Grid representative. Ground cover above our pipelines should not be reduced or
increased.

•

•

If any excavations are planned within 3 metres of National Grid High Pressure Pipeline or,
within 10 metres of an AGI (Above Ground Installation), or if any embankment or dredging
works are proposed then the actual position and depth of the pipeline must be established
on site in the presence of a National Grid representative. A safe working method agreed
prior to any work taking place in order to minimise the risk of damage and ensure the final
depth of cover does not affect the integrity of the pipeline.

•

Excavation works may take place unsupervised no closer than 3 metres from the pipeline
once the actual depth and position has been has been confirmed on site under the
supervision of a National Grid representative. Similarly, excavation with hand held power
tools is not permitted within 1.5 metres from our apparatus and the work is undertaken with
NG supervision and guidance.

To view the SSW22 Document, please use the link below:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/GasElectricNW/safeworking.htm
To view the National Grid Policy's for our Sense of Place Document. Please use the link below:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/
To download a copy of the HSE Guidance HS(G)47, please use the following link:
http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/books/hsg47.htm
Further information in relation to National Grid’s gas transmission pipelines can be accessed via
the following internet link:
http://www.nationalgrid.com/uk/LandandDevelopment/DDC/gastransmission/gaspipes/
Further Advice

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Electricity Transmission plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2366977

National Grid is a trading name for:
National Grid Gas plc
Registered Office: 1-3 Strand, London WC2N 5EH
Registered in England and Wales, No 2006000

Date:
17 April 2014
Our ref: 116310
Your ref: TR010018

Hannah Nelson
EIA and Land Rights Advisor
on Behalf of the Secretary of State

BY EMAIL ONLY

Customer Services
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ
T 0300 060 3900

Dear Ms Nelson
Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as amended) – Regulations 8 and 9

Application by the Highways Agency for an Order Granting Development Consent for the
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdonshire Improvement Scheme
Scoping consultation and notification of the applicant’s contact details and duty to make
available information to the applicant if requested
Thank you for consulting Natural England on the above in your letter dated 21st March 2014.
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.
Case law1 and guidance2 has stressed the need for a full set of environmental information to be
available for consideration prior to a decision being taken on whether or not to grant planning
permission. Annex A to this letter provides Natural England’s advice on the scope of the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for this development.
Should the proposal be amended in a way which significantly affects its impact on the natural
environment then, in accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities
Act 2006, Natural England should be consulted again.
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any
queries please do not hesitate to contact us. For any queries relating to the specific advice in this
letter only please contact Janet Nuttall on 0300 060 1239. For any new consultations, or to provide
further information on this consultation please send your correspondences to
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.
We really value your feedback to help us improve the service we offer. We have attached a
feedback form to this letter and welcome any comments you might have about our service.
1

Harrison, J in R. v. Cornwall County Council ex parte Hardy (2001)
Note on Environmental Impact Assessment Directive for Local Planning Authorities Office of the Deputy Prime
Minister (April 2004) available from
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.communities.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/planning/sustainab
ilityenvironmental/environmentalimpactassessment/noteenvironmental/
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Yours sincerely

Janet Nuttall
Sustainable Land Use and Regulation
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Annex A – Advice related to EIA Scoping Requirements
1. General Principles
Schedule 4 of the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011,
sets out the necessary information to assess impacts on the natural environment to be included in
an ES, specifically:
 A description of the development – including physical characteristics and the full land use
requirements of the site during construction and operational phases.
 Expected residues and emissions (water, air and soil pollution, noise, vibration, light, heat,
radiation, etc.) resulting from the operation of the proposed development.
 An assessment of alternatives and clear reasoning as to why the preferred option has been
chosen.
 A description of the aspects of the environment likely to be significantly affected by the
development, including, in particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors,
material assets, including the architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape and the
interrelationship between the above factors.
 A description of the likely significant effects of the development on the environment – this
should cover direct effects but also any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short, medium and
long term, permanent and temporary, positive and negative effects. Effects should relate to
the existence of the development, the use of natural resources and the emissions from
pollutants. This should also include a description of the forecasting methods to predict the
likely effects on the environment.
 A description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and where possible offset any
significant adverse effects on the environment.
 A non-technical summary of the information.
 An indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered by
the applicant in compiling the required information.
It will be important for any assessment to consider the potential cumulative effects of this proposal,
including all supporting infrastructure, with other similar proposals and a thorough assessment of
the ‘in combination’ effects of the proposed development with any existing developments and
current applications. A full consideration of the implications of the whole scheme should be included
in the ES. All supporting infrastructure should be included within the assessment.
2. Biodiversity and Geology
2.1 Ecological Aspects of an Environmental Statement
Natural England advises that the potential impact of the proposal upon features of nature
conservation interest and opportunities for habitat creation/enhancement should be included within
this assessment in accordance with appropriate guidance on such matters. Guidelines for
Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) have been developed by the Chartered Institute of Ecology
and Environmental Management (CIEEM) and are available on their website.
EcIA is the process of identifying, quantifying and evaluating the potential impacts of defined actions
on ecosystems or their components. EcIA may be carried out as part of the EIA process or to
support other forms of environmental assessment or appraisal.
The National Planning Policy Framework sets out guidance in S.118 on how to take account of
biodiversity interests in planning decisions and the framework that local authorities should provide to
assist developers.
2.2 Internationally and Nationally Designated Sites
The ES should thoroughly assess the potential for the proposal to affect designated sites.
European sites (eg designated Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protection Areas) fall
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within the scope of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010. In addition
paragraph 118 of the National Planning Policy Framework requires that potential Special Protection
Areas, possible Special Areas of Conservation, listed or proposed Ramsar sites, and any site
identified as being necessary to compensate for adverse impacts on classified, potential or possible
SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites be treated in the same way as classified sites.
Under Regulation 61 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 an appropriate
assessment needs to be undertaken in respect of any plan or project which is (a) likely to have a
significant effect on a European site (either alone or in combination with other plans or projects) and
(b) not directly connected with or necessary to the management of the site.
Should a Likely Significant Effect on a European/Internationally designated site be identified or be
uncertain, the competent authority (in this case the Local Planning Authority) may need to prepare
an Appropriate Assessment, in addition to consideration of impacts through the EIA process.
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) and sites of European or international importance
(Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas and Ramsar sites)
The development site is adjacent to the following designated nature conservation site(s):






Brampton Meadow SSSI;
Brampton Wood SSSI;
Brampton Racecourse SSSI;
Portholme SSSI;
Histon Road SSSI

We are aware that a recent addition to the scheme is the proposed widening of approximately 6km
of the A1 between Buckden and Alconbury and the inclusion of 7 areas of borrow pits, including one
area in close proximity to Brampton Wood SSSI. Given the potential for the construction of borrow
pits to affect groundwater it will be important for the Environmental Statement to include a detailed
assessment of effects on the natural environment, through changes in hydrology and/or water
quality, and in particular on the interest features of Brampton Wood.
Eversden and Wimpole Woods SSSI is located some distance from the scheme; however, this site
is also designated as a Special Area of Conservation since it supports a summer maternity roost of
barbastelle bats. Due to the extensive foraging habitats of barbastelle bats it will be necessary to
assess the impacts of the scheme on this qualifying interest feature and potential foraging habitat,
through the Habitats Regulations Assessment process, as detailed below.


Further information on the SSSIs and their special interest features can be found at
www.natureonthemap.naturalengland.org.uk. The Environmental Statement should include a
full assessment of the direct and indirect effects of the development on the features of
special interest within these sites and should identify such mitigation measures as may be
required in order to avoid, minimise or reduce any adverse significant effects.



Natura 2000 network site conservation objectives are available on our internet site here.

In this case the proposal is not directly connected with, or necessary to, the management of a
European site. In our view it is likely that it will have a significant effect on internationally designated
sites and therefore will require assessment under the Habitats Regulations. We recommend that
there should be a separate section of the Environmental Statement to address impacts upon
European and Ramsar sites entitled ‘Information for Habitats Regulations Assessment’. This should
include an assessment of the impacts of the scheme on the conservation objectives and qualifying
features of the following sites:
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Portholme Special Area of Conservation
Eversden and Wimpole Woods Special Area of Conservation

We note from the EIA Scoping Report that a Stage 1 assessment will be undertaken in 2014 to
determine whether the Scheme would have any likely significant effects on the integrity of Eversden
and Wimpole Woods through impacts that could affect its barbastelle bats qualifying features.
Natural England welcome this.
The Report also states that, based on the 2009 Appropriate Assessment Screening Report for
Portholme SAC, it is thought unlikely that stages 2-4 would be required on the Scheme as
significant effects on the SAC were considered to be unlikely. We welcome that the 2009 report will
be reviewed against the latest Scheme design and current DMRB best practice guidance, then
updated and submitted to Natural England for its opinion in 2014. We are satisfied that the full
details of the appropriate assessment screening will be detailed in the environmental statement.
2.3 Regionally and Locally Important Sites
The EIA will need to consider any impacts upon local wildlife and geological sites. Local Sites are
identified by the local wildlife trust, geoconservation group or a local forum established for the
purposes of identifying and selecting local sites. They are of county importance for wildlife or
geodiversity. The Environmental Statement should therefore include an assessment of the likely
impacts on the wildlife and geodiversity interests of such sites. The assessment should include
proposals for mitigation of any impacts and if appropriate, compensation measures. Contact the
Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire and the Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Environmental Records Centre and Geo-East for further information.
2.4 Protected Species - Species protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) and by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010
The ES should assess the impact of all phases of the proposal on protected species (including, for
example, great crested newts, reptiles, birds, water voles, badgers and bats). Natural England does
not hold comprehensive information regarding the locations of species protected by law, but advises
on the procedures and legislation relevant to such species. Records of protected species should be
sought from appropriate local biological record centres, nature conservation organisations, groups
and individuals; and consideration should be given to the wider context of the site for example in
terms of habitat linkages and protected species populations in the wider area, to assist in the impact
assessment.
The conservation of species protected by law is explained in Part IV and Annex A of Government
Circular 06/2005 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations and their Impact
within the Planning System. The area likely to be affected by the proposal should be thoroughly
surveyed by competent ecologists at appropriate times of year for relevant species and the survey
results, impact assessments and appropriate accompanying mitigation strategies included as part of
the ES.
In order to provide this information there may be a requirement for a survey at a particular time of
year. Surveys should always be carried out in optimal survey time periods and to current guidance
by suitably qualified and where necessary, licensed, consultants. Natural England has adopted
standing advice for protected species which includes links to guidance on survey and mitigation.
Natural England is providing separate pre-application advice to the ecological consultants on the
survey methodology and mitigation design for great crested newts and bats.
2.5 Habitats and Species of Principal Importance
The ES should thoroughly assess the impact of the proposals on habitats and/or species listed as
‘Habitats and Species of Principal Importance’ within the England Biodiversity List, published under
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Portholme Special Area of Conservation
Eversden and Wimpole Woods Special Area of Conservation

We note from the EIA Scoping Report that a Stage 1 assessment will be undertaken in 2014 to
determine whether the Scheme would have any likely significant effects on the integrity of Eversden
and Wimpole Woods through impacts that could affect its barbastelle bats qualifying features.
Natural England welcome this.
The Report also states that, based on the 2009 Appropriate Assessment Screening Report for
Portholme SAC, it is thought unlikely that stages 2-4 would be required on the Scheme as
significant effects on the SAC were considered to be unlikely. We welcome that the 2009 report will
be reviewed against the latest Scheme design and current DMRB best practice guidance, then
updated and submitted to Natural England for its opinion in 2014. We are satisfied that the full
details of the appropriate assessment screening will be detailed in the environmental statement.
2.3 Regionally and Locally Important Sites
The EIA will need to consider any impacts upon local wildlife and geological sites. Local Sites are
identified by the local wildlife trust, geoconservation group or a local forum established for the
purposes of identifying and selecting local sites. They are of county importance for wildlife or
geodiversity. The Environmental Statement should therefore include an assessment of the likely
impacts on the wildlife and geodiversity interests of such sites. The assessment should include
proposals for mitigation of any impacts and if appropriate, compensation measures. Contact the
Wildlife Trust for Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire and the Cambridgeshire and
Peterborough Environmental Records Centre and Geo-East for further information.
2.4 Protected Species - Species protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) and by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010
The ES should assess the impact of all phases of the proposal on protected species (including, for
example, great crested newts, reptiles, birds, water voles, badgers and bats). Natural England does
not hold comprehensive information regarding the locations of species protected by law, but advises
on the procedures and legislation relevant to such species. Records of protected species should be
sought from appropriate local biological record centres, nature conservation organisations, groups
and individuals; and consideration should be given to the wider context of the site for example in
terms of habitat linkages and protected species populations in the wider area, to assist in the impact
assessment.
The conservation of species protected by law is explained in Part IV and Annex A of Government
Circular 06/2005 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation: Statutory Obligations and their Impact
within the Planning System. The area likely to be affected by the proposal should be thoroughly
surveyed by competent ecologists at appropriate times of year for relevant species and the survey
results, impact assessments and appropriate accompanying mitigation strategies included as part of
the ES.
In order to provide this information there may be a requirement for a survey at a particular time of
year. Surveys should always be carried out in optimal survey time periods and to current guidance
by suitably qualified and where necessary, licensed, consultants. Natural England has adopted
standing advice for protected species which includes links to guidance on survey and mitigation.
Natural England is providing separate pre-application advice to the ecological consultants on the
survey methodology and mitigation design for great crested newts and bats.
2.5 Habitats and Species of Principal Importance
The ES should thoroughly assess the impact of the proposals on habitats and/or species listed as
‘Habitats and Species of Principal Importance’ within the England Biodiversity List, published under
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the requirements of S41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006.
Section 40 of the NERC Act 2006 places a general duty on all public authorities, including local
planning authorities, to conserve and enhance biodiversity. Further information on this duty is
available in the Defra publication ‘Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity
Duty’.
Government Circular 06/2005 states that Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species and habitats, ‘are
capable of being a material consideration in the making of planning decisions’. Natural England
therefore advises that survey, impact assessment and mitigation proposals for Habitats and Species
of Principal Importance should be included in the ES. Consideration should also be given to those
species and habitats included in the relevant Local BAP.
Natural England advises that a habitat survey (equivalent to Phase 2) is carried out on the site, in
order to identify any important habitats present. In addition, ornithological, botanical and invertebrate
surveys should be carried out at appropriate times in the year, to establish whether any scarce or
priority species are present. The Environmental Statement should include details of:
 Any historical data for the site affected by the proposal (eg from previous surveys);
 Additional surveys carried out as part of this proposal;
 The habitats and species present;
 The status of these habitats and species (eg whether priority species or habitat);
 The direct and indirect effects of the development upon those habitats and species;
 Full details of any mitigation or compensation that might be required.
The development should seek if possible to avoid adverse impact on sensitive areas for wildlife
within the site, and if possible provide opportunities for overall wildlife gain.
The record centre for the relevant Local Authorities should be able to provide the relevant
information on the location and type of priority habitat for the area under consideration.
3. Designated Landscapes and Landscape Character
Nationally Designated Landscapes
The scheme is not located within close proximity to designated landscapes and is therefore unlikely
to have any adverse impact upon these.
Landscape and visual impacts
Natural England would wish to see details of local landscape character areas mapped at a scale
appropriate to the development site as well as any relevant management plans or strategies
pertaining to the area. The EIA should include assessments of visual effects on the surrounding
area and landscape together with any physical effects of the development, such as changes in
topography. The European Landscape Convention places a duty on Local Planning Authorities to
consider the impacts of landscape when exercising their functions.
The EIA should include a full assessment of the potential impacts of the development on local
landscape character using landscape assessment methodologies. We encourage the use of
Landscape Character Assessment (LCA), based on the good practice guidelines produced jointly by
the Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Assessment in 2013. LCA provides a sound
basis for guiding, informing and understanding the ability of any location to accommodate change
and to make positive proposals for conserving, enhancing or regenerating character, as detailed
proposals are developed.
Natural England supports the publication Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment,
produced by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Assessment and
Management in 2013 (3rd edition). The methodology set out is almost universally used for
landscape and visual impact assessment.
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In order to foster high quality development that respects, maintains, or enhances, local landscape
character and distinctiveness, Natural England encourages all new development to consider the
character and distinctiveness of the area, with the siting and design of the proposed development
reflecting local design characteristics and, wherever possible, using local materials. The
Environmental Impact Assessment process should detail the measures to be taken to ensure the
building design will be of a high standard, as well as detail of layout alternatives together with
justification of the selected option in terms of landscape impact and benefit.
The assessment should also include the cumulative effect of the development with other relevant
existing or proposed developments in the area. In this context Natural England advises that the
cumulative impact assessment should include other proposals currently at Scoping stage. Due to
the overlapping timescale of their progress through the planning system, cumulative impact of the
proposed development with those proposals currently at Scoping stage would be likely to be a
material consideration at the time of determination of the planning application.
The assessment should refer to the relevant National Character Areas which can be found on our
website. Links for Landscape Character Assessment at a local level are also available on the same
page.
We are pleased that the Scoping Report identifies that the landscape and visual impacts of the
scheme will broadly follow the above recommendations; however, some additional comments are as
follows:
Landscape and visual receptors identified in the report appear appropriate and include key
environmental features such as the Great Ouse and Alconbury Brook, designated sites such
Brampton Wood SSSI and CWSs, Milton Country Park, Public Rights of Way and other significant
access routes such as the Ouse Valley Way.
Loss of existing vegetation will have an adverse visual impact but is unavoidable, in view of the
physical constraints and requirements of the proposed scheme.
Lighting will represent a significant visual intrusion, particularly at night. The introduction of
additional artificial lighting is also likely to be detrimental to many species of wildlife. All reasonable
measures should be taken to reduce both light-spill beyond the target areas and visual glare when
seen from more distant viewpoints. We therefore welcome proposals for implementation of sensitive
lighting design.
The visual impact of artificial structures such as retaining features and noise reduction measures
may requires erection of environmental barriers in some locations. The visual impact of these
artificial structures should, wherever possible, be reduced by the provision of tree and shrub
planting in order to provide a degree of screening. Such planting may also have the secondary
benefit of providing linear habitat features which may be used by foraging bats.
Overpasses or overhead gantries should where possible be located where they can at least be
partially screened from most distant views by the presence of adjacent trees or other features.
Efforts should be made to avoid placing overhead structures on the brow of a hill, where they are
most likely to affect views by intruding on the skyline.
Natural England welcomes the proposal to implement mitigation through planting and design,
creation of species rich grassland and creation of wildlife corridors. New planting of trees and
shrubs should primarily utilise native species of local origin and which are already prevalent in the
local area. Ideally, the choice of species to be planted at any given location should also take into
account any variation between landscape character areas, as identified through landscape
character assessments. In some locations it may be necessary to use non-native species in order to
Page 7 of 10

provide rapid visual or acoustic screening. However, any such species should be non-invasive and,
where possible, should serve only as a temporary measure in the capacity of nurse-crop to native
species.
Natural England welcomes recognition of the potential overlap between impacts associated with
landscape, noise and ecology and that mitigation for noise and ecology will be incorporated into the
overall environmental masterplan and landscape mitigation will be taken into account in the
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment.
Heritage Landscapes
You should consider whether there is land in the area affected by the development which qualifies
for conditional exemption from capital taxes on the grounds of outstanding scenic, scientific or
historic interest. An up-to-date list may be obtained at www.hmrc.gov.uk/heritage/lbsearch.htm and
further information can be found on Natural England’s landscape pages here.
4. Access and Recreation
Natural England encourages any proposal to incorporate measures to help encourage people to
access the countryside for quiet enjoyment. Measures such as reinstating existing footpaths
together with the creation of new footpaths and bridleways are to be encouraged. Links to other
green networks and, where appropriate, urban fringe areas should also be explored to help promote
the creation of wider green infrastructure. Relevant aspects of local authority green infrastructure
strategies, including the Cambridgeshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 (Cambridgeshire
Horizons) should be incorporated where appropriate.
We are pleased that the Scoping Report identifies that impacts on Non-Motorised Users
(pedestrians, equestrians and cyclists) will be assessed. Consideration should be given to those
projects and proposals identified within the Cambridgeshire Green Infrastructure Strategy. The
scheme should seek to ensure NMU links to existing green spaces, including SSSIs, County Wildlife
Sites and Local Nature Reserves are maintained and enhanced so that people can access and
enjoy these sites without having to use motorised transport.
Consideration should be given to provision of enhanced access to Brampton Wood by nonmotorised users as this is important for the local residents of Brampton for recreational purposes.
Current access is not ideal as this involves several hundred metres along the busy Park Road and
Grafham Road before eventually reaching bridleway BW19 to head north towards the wood.
Options to improve this important local access link should be considered; ideally this should be offroad.; the requirement for this has already been identified through the local green infrastructure
plan. Consideration should also be given to further improvements to green infrastructure to benefit
biodiversity and public access beyond Brampton Wood to Grafham Water.
Rights of Way, Access land, Coastal access and National Trails
The EIA should consider potential impacts on access land, public open land, rights of way and other
access routes in the vicinity of the development. We are pleased to note, through the Scoping
Report, that consideration will be given to the potential impacts of the scheme on PRoW and the
Ouse Valley Way, the National Cycle Network Route 51. We recommend reference to the relevant
Right of Way Improvement Plans (ROWIP) to identify public rights of way within or adjacent to the
proposed site that should be maintained or enhanced.
The scheme should seek to ensure continuity and minimise severance of access routes/public
Rights of Way. The scheme should result in no net loss of access routes and should ideally seek to
enhance existing links and create new links where possible, particularly where these can join
existing networks and areas of greenspace.

Page 8 of 10

Whilst Natural England welcomes any measures to enhance public access to the countryside,
where this is likely to result in increased access to sensitive habitats, including designated sites, the
ES should include an assessment of such effects and identify suitable mitigation to ensure that
adverse effects are minimised.
Provision of bridleway enhancements should consider the effects of noise, pollution and impacts on
visual amenity. Enhancements to benefit cyclists and horse riders should also be considered.
5. Soil and Agricultural Land Quality
We note from the Scoping Report that all existing data will be verified with the most recently
available ALC data, however, based on previously available information it is considered that most of
the scheme would fall within the best and most versatile agricultural land (BMV) category. We are
pleased that the planning and engineering work will seek to minimise the loss of BMV land where
possible.
Impacts from the development should be considered in light of the Government's policy for the
protection of the BMV agricultural land as set out in paragraph 112 of the NPPF. We also
recommend that soils should be considered under a more general heading of sustainable use of
land and the ecosystem services they provide as a natural resource in line with paragraph 109 of
the NPPF.
Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services (ecosystem services) for
society, for example as a growing medium for food, timber and other crops, as a store for carbon
and water, as a reservoir of biodiversity and as a buffer against pollution. It is therefore important
that the soil resources are protected and used sustainably.
The applicant should consider the following issues as part of the Environmental Statement:
1. The degree to which soils are going to be disturbed/harmed as part of this development and
whether ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land is involved.
This may require a detailed survey if one is not already available. For further information on the
availability of existing agricultural land classification (ALC) information see www.magic.gov.uk.
Natural England Technical Information Note 049 - Agricultural Land Classification: protecting the
best and most versatile agricultural land also contains useful background information.
2. If required, an agricultural land classification and soil survey of the land should be undertaken.
This should normally be at a detailed level, eg one auger boring per hectare, (or more detailed
for a small site) supported by pits dug in each main soil type to confirm the physical
characteristics of the full depth of the soil resource, i.e. 1.2 metres.
3. The Environmental Statement should provide details of how any adverse impacts on soils can
be minimised. Further guidance is contained in the Defra Construction Code of Practice for the
Sustainable Use of Soil on Development Sites.
Natural England advises that severance of drainage systems and other semi-natural corridors which
may be of importance to wildlife should be minimised. The proposal should aim to maintain access
to land severed by the scheme.
The ES should assess any impacts from the proposal on agri-environment schemes and, where
necessary, identify measures to ensure that compliance with these can be maintained wherever
possible.
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6. Air Quality
We are pleased to note that an assessment of the construction and operational effects of the
scheme on sites designated at international, European and national level within 200m of the
affected road network will be undertaken.
Air quality in the UK has improved over recent decades but air pollution remains a significant issue;
for example over 97% of sensitive habitat area in England is predicted to exceed the critical loads
for ecosystem protection from atmospheric nitrogen deposition (England Biodiversity Strategy, Defra
2011). A priority action in the England Biodiversity Strategy is to reduce air pollution impacts on
biodiversity. The planning system plays a key role in determining the location of developments
which may give rise to pollution, either directly or from traffic generation, and hence planning
decisions can have a significant impact on the quality of air, water and land. The assessment should
take account of the risks of air pollution and how these can be managed or reduced. Further
information on air pollution impacts and the sensitivity of different habitats/designated sites can be
found on the Air Pollution Information System (www.apis.ac.uk). Further information on air pollution
modelling and assessment can be found on the Environment Agency website.
7. Climate Change Adaptation
The England Biodiversity Strategy published by Defra establishes principles for the consideration of
biodiversity and the effects of climate change. The ES should reflect these principles and identify
how the development’s effects on the natural environment will be influenced by climate change, and
how ecological networks will be maintained. The NPPF requires that the planning system should
contribute to the enhancement of the natural environment ‘by establishing coherent ecological
networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures’ (NPPF Para 109), which should be
demonstrated through the ES.
8. Cumulative and in-combination effects
A full consideration of the implications of the whole scheme should be included in the ES. All
supporting infrastructure should be included within the assessment.
The ES should include an impact assessment to identify, describe and evaluate the effects that are
likely to result from the project in combination with other projects and activities that are being, have
been or will be carried out. The following types of projects should be included in such an
assessment, (subject to available information):
a.
b.
c.
d.

existing completed projects;
approved but uncompleted projects;
ongoing activities;
plans or projects for which an application has been made and which are under consideration
by the consenting authorities; and
e. plans and projects which are reasonably foreseeable, i.e. projects for which an application
has not yet been submitted, but which are likely to progress before completion of the
development and for which sufficient information is available to assess the likelihood of
cumulative and in-combination effects.
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the requirements of S41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006.
Section 40 of the NERC Act 2006 places a general duty on all public authorities, including local
planning authorities, to conserve and enhance biodiversity. Further information on this duty is
available in the Defra publication ‘Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity
Duty’.
Government Circular 06/2005 states that Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species and habitats, ‘are
capable of being a material consideration in the making of planning decisions’. Natural England
therefore advises that survey, impact assessment and mitigation proposals for Habitats and Species
of Principal Importance should be included in the ES. Consideration should also be given to those
species and habitats included in the relevant Local BAP.
Natural England advises that a habitat survey (equivalent to Phase 2) is carried out on the site, in
order to identify any important habitats present. In addition, ornithological, botanical and invertebrate
surveys should be carried out at appropriate times in the year, to establish whether any scarce or
priority species are present. The Environmental Statement should include details of:
 Any historical data for the site affected by the proposal (eg from previous surveys);
 Additional surveys carried out as part of this proposal;
 The habitats and species present;
 The status of these habitats and species (eg whether priority species or habitat);
 The direct and indirect effects of the development upon those habitats and species;
 Full details of any mitigation or compensation that might be required.
The development should seek if possible to avoid adverse impact on sensitive areas for wildlife
within the site, and if possible provide opportunities for overall wildlife gain.
The record centre for the relevant Local Authorities should be able to provide the relevant
information on the location and type of priority habitat for the area under consideration.
3. Designated Landscapes and Landscape Character
Nationally Designated Landscapes
The scheme is not located within close proximity to designated landscapes and is therefore unlikely
to have any adverse impact upon these.
Landscape and visual impacts
Natural England would wish to see details of local landscape character areas mapped at a scale
appropriate to the development site as well as any relevant management plans or strategies
pertaining to the area. The EIA should include assessments of visual effects on the surrounding
area and landscape together with any physical effects of the development, such as changes in
topography. The European Landscape Convention places a duty on Local Planning Authorities to
consider the impacts of landscape when exercising their functions.
The EIA should include a full assessment of the potential impacts of the development on local
landscape character using landscape assessment methodologies. We encourage the use of
Landscape Character Assessment (LCA), based on the good practice guidelines produced jointly by
the Landscape Institute and Institute of Environmental Assessment in 2013. LCA provides a sound
basis for guiding, informing and understanding the ability of any location to accommodate change
and to make positive proposals for conserving, enhancing or regenerating character, as detailed
proposals are developed.
Natural England supports the publication Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment,
produced by the Landscape Institute and the Institute of Environmental Assessment and
Management in 2013 (3rd edition). The methodology set out is almost universally used for
landscape and visual impact assessment.
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In order to foster high quality development that respects, maintains, or enhances, local landscape
character and distinctiveness, Natural England encourages all new development to consider the
character and distinctiveness of the area, with the siting and design of the proposed development
reflecting local design characteristics and, wherever possible, using local materials. The
Environmental Impact Assessment process should detail the measures to be taken to ensure the
building design will be of a high standard, as well as detail of layout alternatives together with
justification of the selected option in terms of landscape impact and benefit.
The assessment should also include the cumulative effect of the development with other relevant
existing or proposed developments in the area. In this context Natural England advises that the
cumulative impact assessment should include other proposals currently at Scoping stage. Due to
the overlapping timescale of their progress through the planning system, cumulative impact of the
proposed development with those proposals currently at Scoping stage would be likely to be a
material consideration at the time of determination of the planning application.
The assessment should refer to the relevant National Character Areas which can be found on our
website. Links for Landscape Character Assessment at a local level are also available on the same
page.
We are pleased that the Scoping Report identifies that the landscape and visual impacts of the
scheme will broadly follow the above recommendations; however, some additional comments are as
follows:
Landscape and visual receptors identified in the report appear appropriate and include key
environmental features such as the Great Ouse and Alconbury Brook, designated sites such
Brampton Wood SSSI and CWSs, Milton Country Park, Public Rights of Way and other significant
access routes such as the Ouse Valley Way.
Loss of existing vegetation will have an adverse visual impact but is unavoidable, in view of the
physical constraints and requirements of the proposed scheme.
Lighting will represent a significant visual intrusion, particularly at night. The introduction of
additional artificial lighting is also likely to be detrimental to many species of wildlife. All reasonable
measures should be taken to reduce both light-spill beyond the target areas and visual glare when
seen from more distant viewpoints. We therefore welcome proposals for implementation of sensitive
lighting design.
The visual impact of artificial structures such as retaining features and noise reduction measures
may requires erection of environmental barriers in some locations. The visual impact of these
artificial structures should, wherever possible, be reduced by the provision of tree and shrub
planting in order to provide a degree of screening. Such planting may also have the secondary
benefit of providing linear habitat features which may be used by foraging bats.
Overpasses or overhead gantries should where possible be located where they can at least be
partially screened from most distant views by the presence of adjacent trees or other features.
Efforts should be made to avoid placing overhead structures on the brow of a hill, where they are
most likely to affect views by intruding on the skyline.
Natural England welcomes the proposal to implement mitigation through planting and design,
creation of species rich grassland and creation of wildlife corridors. New planting of trees and
shrubs should primarily utilise native species of local origin and which are already prevalent in the
local area. Ideally, the choice of species to be planted at any given location should also take into
account any variation between landscape character areas, as identified through landscape
character assessments. In some locations it may be necessary to use non-native species in order to
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provide rapid visual or acoustic screening. However, any such species should be non-invasive and,
where possible, should serve only as a temporary measure in the capacity of nurse-crop to native
species.
Natural England welcomes recognition of the potential overlap between impacts associated with
landscape, noise and ecology and that mitigation for noise and ecology will be incorporated into the
overall environmental masterplan and landscape mitigation will be taken into account in the
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment.
Heritage Landscapes
You should consider whether there is land in the area affected by the development which qualifies
for conditional exemption from capital taxes on the grounds of outstanding scenic, scientific or
historic interest. An up-to-date list may be obtained at www.hmrc.gov.uk/heritage/lbsearch.htm and
further information can be found on Natural England’s landscape pages here.
4. Access and Recreation
Natural England encourages any proposal to incorporate measures to help encourage people to
access the countryside for quiet enjoyment. Measures such as reinstating existing footpaths
together with the creation of new footpaths and bridleways are to be encouraged. Links to other
green networks and, where appropriate, urban fringe areas should also be explored to help promote
the creation of wider green infrastructure. Relevant aspects of local authority green infrastructure
strategies, including the Cambridgeshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 2011 (Cambridgeshire
Horizons) should be incorporated where appropriate.
We are pleased that the Scoping Report identifies that impacts on Non-Motorised Users
(pedestrians, equestrians and cyclists) will be assessed. Consideration should be given to those
projects and proposals identified within the Cambridgeshire Green Infrastructure Strategy. The
scheme should seek to ensure NMU links to existing green spaces, including SSSIs, County Wildlife
Sites and Local Nature Reserves are maintained and enhanced so that people can access and
enjoy these sites without having to use motorised transport.
Consideration should be given to provision of enhanced access to Brampton Wood by nonmotorised users as this is important for the local residents of Brampton for recreational purposes.
Current access is not ideal as this involves several hundred metres along the busy Park Road and
Grafham Road before eventually reaching bridleway BW19 to head north towards the wood.
Options to improve this important local access link should be considered; ideally this should be offroad.; the requirement for this has already been identified through the local green infrastructure
plan. Consideration should also be given to further improvements to green infrastructure to benefit
biodiversity and public access beyond Brampton Wood to Grafham Water.
Rights of Way, Access land, Coastal access and National Trails
The EIA should consider potential impacts on access land, public open land, rights of way and other
access routes in the vicinity of the development. We are pleased to note, through the Scoping
Report, that consideration will be given to the potential impacts of the scheme on PRoW and the
Ouse Valley Way, the National Cycle Network Route 51. We recommend reference to the relevant
Right of Way Improvement Plans (ROWIP) to identify public rights of way within or adjacent to the
proposed site that should be maintained or enhanced.
The scheme should seek to ensure continuity and minimise severance of access routes/public
Rights of Way. The scheme should result in no net loss of access routes and should ideally seek to
enhance existing links and create new links where possible, particularly where these can join
existing networks and areas of greenspace.
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Whilst Natural England welcomes any measures to enhance public access to the countryside,
where this is likely to result in increased access to sensitive habitats, including designated sites, the
ES should include an assessment of such effects and identify suitable mitigation to ensure that
adverse effects are minimised.
Provision of bridleway enhancements should consider the effects of noise, pollution and impacts on
visual amenity. Enhancements to benefit cyclists and horse riders should also be considered.
5. Soil and Agricultural Land Quality
We note from the Scoping Report that all existing data will be verified with the most recently
available ALC data, however, based on previously available information it is considered that most of
the scheme would fall within the best and most versatile agricultural land (BMV) category. We are
pleased that the planning and engineering work will seek to minimise the loss of BMV land where
possible.
Impacts from the development should be considered in light of the Government's policy for the
protection of the BMV agricultural land as set out in paragraph 112 of the NPPF. We also
recommend that soils should be considered under a more general heading of sustainable use of
land and the ecosystem services they provide as a natural resource in line with paragraph 109 of
the NPPF.
Soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important functions and services (ecosystem services) for
society, for example as a growing medium for food, timber and other crops, as a store for carbon
and water, as a reservoir of biodiversity and as a buffer against pollution. It is therefore important
that the soil resources are protected and used sustainably.
The applicant should consider the following issues as part of the Environmental Statement:
1. The degree to which soils are going to be disturbed/harmed as part of this development and
whether ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land is involved.
This may require a detailed survey if one is not already available. For further information on the
availability of existing agricultural land classification (ALC) information see www.magic.gov.uk.
Natural England Technical Information Note 049 - Agricultural Land Classification: protecting the
best and most versatile agricultural land also contains useful background information.
2. If required, an agricultural land classification and soil survey of the land should be undertaken.
This should normally be at a detailed level, eg one auger boring per hectare, (or more detailed
for a small site) supported by pits dug in each main soil type to confirm the physical
characteristics of the full depth of the soil resource, i.e. 1.2 metres.
3. The Environmental Statement should provide details of how any adverse impacts on soils can
be minimised. Further guidance is contained in the Defra Construction Code of Practice for the
Sustainable Use of Soil on Development Sites.
Natural England advises that severance of drainage systems and other semi-natural corridors which
may be of importance to wildlife should be minimised. The proposal should aim to maintain access
to land severed by the scheme.
The ES should assess any impacts from the proposal on agri-environment schemes and, where
necessary, identify measures to ensure that compliance with these can be maintained wherever
possible.
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6. Air Quality
We are pleased to note that an assessment of the construction and operational effects of the
scheme on sites designated at international, European and national level within 200m of the
affected road network will be undertaken.
Air quality in the UK has improved over recent decades but air pollution remains a significant issue;
for example over 97% of sensitive habitat area in England is predicted to exceed the critical loads
for ecosystem protection from atmospheric nitrogen deposition (England Biodiversity Strategy, Defra
2011). A priority action in the England Biodiversity Strategy is to reduce air pollution impacts on
biodiversity. The planning system plays a key role in determining the location of developments
which may give rise to pollution, either directly or from traffic generation, and hence planning
decisions can have a significant impact on the quality of air, water and land. The assessment should
take account of the risks of air pollution and how these can be managed or reduced. Further
information on air pollution impacts and the sensitivity of different habitats/designated sites can be
found on the Air Pollution Information System (www.apis.ac.uk). Further information on air pollution
modelling and assessment can be found on the Environment Agency website.
7. Climate Change Adaptation
The England Biodiversity Strategy published by Defra establishes principles for the consideration of
biodiversity and the effects of climate change. The ES should reflect these principles and identify
how the development’s effects on the natural environment will be influenced by climate change, and
how ecological networks will be maintained. The NPPF requires that the planning system should
contribute to the enhancement of the natural environment ‘by establishing coherent ecological
networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures’ (NPPF Para 109), which should be
demonstrated through the ES.
8. Cumulative and in-combination effects
A full consideration of the implications of the whole scheme should be included in the ES. All
supporting infrastructure should be included within the assessment.
The ES should include an impact assessment to identify, describe and evaluate the effects that are
likely to result from the project in combination with other projects and activities that are being, have
been or will be carried out. The following types of projects should be included in such an
assessment, (subject to available information):
a.
b.
c.
d.

existing completed projects;
approved but uncompleted projects;
ongoing activities;
plans or projects for which an application has been made and which are under consideration
by the consenting authorities; and
e. plans and projects which are reasonably foreseeable, i.e. projects for which an application
has not yet been submitted, but which are likely to progress before completion of the
development and for which sufficient information is available to assess the likelihood of
cumulative and in-combination effects.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Faulkner, Stephen
Environmental Services
Cumming, David
A 14 Cambridge to Huntingdonshire Improvement Scheme
26 March 2014 13:46:20

FAO Hannah Nelson
Thank you for consulting Norfolk County Council on the above scheme’s Scoping
Opinion.
I can confirm that at this stage the County Council does not have any comments
on the either the proposal or the Scoping Opinion.
Please could you send any future correspondence on this scheme to:
David Cumming
Principal Infrastructure and Economic Growth Planner
Norfolk County Council
Environment Transport and Development
County Hall
Martineau Lane
Norwich
NR1 2SG
01603 224225
Regards

Stephen Faulkner BA(Hons) MSc DipTP MRTPI
Principal Planner
Norfolk County Council
Environment Transport and Development
County Hall
Martineau Lane
Norwich
NR1 2SG
01603 222752
-To see our email disclaimer click here
http://www.norfolk.gov.uk/emaildisclaimer

This email was received from the INTERNET and scanned by the Government
Secure Intranet anti-virus service supplied by Vodafone in partnership with
Symantec. (CCTM Certificate Number 2009/09/0052.) In case of problems, please
call your organisation's IT Helpdesk.
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or
recorded for legal purposes.

NSIP Consultations
CRCE
Chilton, Didcot
Oxon OX11 0RQ

The Planning Inspectorate
F.A.O. Hannah Nelson
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN

T +44 (0)1235 831600

www.gov.uk/phe

Your Ref: TR010018
Our Ref: 140325 309

8th April 2014

Dear Ms Nelson,
Re: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdonshire Improvement Scheme
Request for Scoping Opinion
The Highways Agency has asked the Planning Inspectorate (PIN) for its opinion
(“scoping opinion”) on the information to be provided in an Environmental Statement
(ES) relating to a proposal for a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) to
improving the existing A14 trunk road between Cambridge and Huntingdon with the
creation of a new bypass to the south of Hungtingdon. The request for a scoping
assessment of the environmental opinion is a precursor to a more detailed impact
assessment of the proposed development.
Public Health England (PHE) is a statutory consultee at the pre-application and
application stages for NSIPs “which are likely to involve chemicals, poisons or
radiation which could potentially cause harm to people and likely to affect
significantly public health.”1 For those NSIP applications subject to Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA), PHE is a consultation body under the Infrastructure
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009.
PHE’s enclosed response focuses on health protection issues relating to chemicals
and radiation. The advice offered by PHE is impartial and independent. In order to
ensure that health is fully and comprehensively considered, the Environmental
Statement (ES) should provide sufficient information to allow the potential impact of
the development on public health to be fully assessed.
PHE has reviewed the Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report (EIA)
submitted alongside the request for a scoping opinion and accepts the proposed
methodology for assessing human health.

1

Cited in the Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescr bed Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009

Appendix: PHE recommendations regarding the scoping document
General approach
The EIA should give consideration to best practice guidance such as the
Government’s Good Practice Guide for EIA2. It is important that the EIA identifies
and assesses the potential public health impacts of the activities at, and emissions
from, the installation. Assessment should consider the development, operational,
and decommissioning phases.
The EIA Directive3 requires that ESs include a description of the aspects of the
environment likely to be significantly affected by the development, including
“population”. The EIA should provide sufficient information for PHE to fully assess
the potential impact of the development on public health. PHE will only consider
information contained or referenced in a separate section of the ES
summarising the impact of the proposed development on public health:
summarising risk assessments, proposed mitigation measures, and residual impacts.
This section should summarise key information and conclusions relating to human
health impacts contained in other sections of the application (e.g. in the separate
sections dealing with: air quality, emissions to water, waste, contaminated land etc.)
without undue duplication. Compliance with the requirements of National Policy
Statements and relevant guidance and standards should be highlighted.
It is not PHE’s role to undertake these assessments on behalf of promoters as this
would conflict with PHE’s role as an impartial and independent body.
Consideration of alternatives (including alternative sites, choice of process, and the
phasing of construction) is widely regarded as good practice. Ideally, EIA should
start at the stage of site and process selection, so that the environmental merits of
practicable alternatives can be properly considered. Where this is undertaken, the
main alternatives considered should be outlined in the ES4.
The following text covers a range of issues that PHE would expect to be addressed
by the promoter. However this list is not exhaustive and the onus is on the promoter
to ensure that the relevant public health issues are identified and addressed. PHE’s
advice and recommendations carry no statutory weight and constitute non-binding
guidance.
Receptors
The ES should clearly identify the development’s location and the location and
distance from the development of off-site human receptors that may be affected by
emissions from, or activities at, the development. Off-site human receptors may
include people living in residential premises; people working in commercial, and
2

Environmental Impact Assessment: A guide to good practice and procedures - A consultation paper; 2006; Department for
Communities and Local Government. Available from:
http://www.communities.gov.uk/archived/publications/planningandbuilding/environmentalimpactassessment
3
Directive 85/337/EEC (as amended) on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects on the
environment. Available from: http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=CONSLEG:1985L0337:20090625:EN:PDF
4
DCLG guidance, 1999 http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/155958.pdf

industrial premises and people using transport infrastructure (such as roads and
railways), recreational areas, and publicly-accessible land. Consideration should also
be given to environmental receptors such as the surrounding land, watercourses,
surface and groundwater, and drinking water supplies such as wells, boreholes and
water abstraction points.
Impacts arising from construction and decommissioning
Any assessment of impacts arising from emissions due to construction and
decommissioning should consider potential impacts on all receptors and describe
monitoring and mitigation during these phases. Construction and decommissioning
will be associated with vehicle movements and cumulative impacts should be
accounted for.
We would expect the promoter to follow best practice guidance during all phases
from construction to decommissioning to ensure appropriate measures are in place
to mitigate any potential impact on health from emissions (point source, fugitive and
traffic-related). An effective Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
(and Decommissioning Environmental Management Plan (DEMP)) will help provide
reassurance that activities are well managed. The promoter should ensure that there
are robust mechanisms in place to respond to any complaints of traffic-related
pollution, during construction, operation, and decommissioning of the facility.
Emissions to air and water
Significant impacts are unlikely to arise from installations which employ Best
Available Techniques (BAT) and which meet regulatory requirements concerning
emission limits and design parameters. However, PHE has a number of comments
regarding emissions in order that the EIA provides a comprehensive assessment of
potential impacts.
When considering a baseline (of existing environmental quality) and in the
assessment and future monitoring of impacts these:


should include appropriate screening assessments and detailed dispersion
modelling where this is screened as necessary



should encompass all pollutants which may be emitted by the installation in
combination with all pollutants arising from associated development and
transport, ideally these should be considered in a single holistic assessment



should consider the construction, operational, and decommissioning phases



should consider the typical operational emissions and emissions from start-up,
shut-down, abnormal operation and accidents when assessing potential impacts
and include an assessment of worst-case impacts



should fully account for fugitive emissions



should include appropriate estimates of background levels



should identify cumulative and incremental impacts (i.e. assess cumulative
impacts from multiple sources), including those arising from associated
development, other existing and proposed development in the local area, and
new vehicle movements associated with the proposed development; associated
transport emissions should include consideration of non-road impacts (i.e. rail,
sea, and air)



should include consideration of local authority, Environment Agency, Defra
national network, and any other local site-specific sources of monitoring data



should compare predicted environmental concentrations to the applicable
standard or guideline value for the affected medium (such as UK Air Quality
Standards and Objectives and Environmental Assessment Levels)
 If no standard or guideline value exists, the predicted exposure to humans
should be estimated and compared to an appropriate health-based value
(a Tolerable Daily Intake or equivalent). Further guidance is provided in
Annex 1
 This should consider all applicable routes of exposure e.g. include
consideration of aspects such as the deposition of chemicals emitted to air
and their uptake via ingestion



should identify and consider impacts on residential areas and sensitive receptors
(such as schools, nursing homes and healthcare facilities) in the area(s) which
may be affected by emissions, this should include consideration of any new
receptors arising from future development

Whilst screening of impacts using qualitative methodologies is common practice (e.g.
for impacts arising from fugitive emissions such as dust), where it is possible to
undertake a quantitative assessment of impacts then this should be undertaken.
PHE’s view is that the EIA should appraise and describe the measures that will be
used to control both point source and fugitive emissions and demonstrate that
standards, guideline values or health-based values will not be exceeded due to
emissions from the installation, as described above. This should include
consideration of any emitted pollutants for which there are no set emission limits.
When assessing the potential impact of a proposed installation on environmental
quality, predicted environmental concentrations should be compared to the permitted
concentrations in the affected media; this should include both standards for short
and long-term exposure.
Additional points specific to emissions to air
When considering a baseline (of existing air quality) and in the assessment and
future monitoring of impacts these:



should include consideration of impacts on existing areas of poor air quality e.g.
existing or proposed local authority Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs)



should include modelling using appropriate meteorological data (i.e. come from
the nearest suitable meteorological station and include a range of years and
worst case conditions)



should include modelling taking into account local topography

Additional points specific to emissions to water
When considering a baseline (of existing water quality) and in the assessment and
future monitoring of impacts these:


should include assessment of potential impacts on human health and not focus
solely on ecological impacts



should identify and consider all routes by which emissions may lead to population
exposure (e.g. surface watercourses; recreational waters; sewers; geological
routes etc.)



should assess the potential off-site effects of emissions to groundwater (e.g. on
aquifers used for drinking water) and surface water (used for drinking water
abstraction) in terms of the potential for population exposure



should include consideration of potential impacts on recreational users (e.g. from
fishing, canoeing etc) alongside assessment of potential exposure via drinking
water

Land quality
We would expect the promoter to provide details of any hazardous contamination
present on site (including ground gas) as part of the site condition report.
Emissions to and from the ground should be considered in terms of the previous
history of the site and the potential of the site, once operational, to give rise to
issues. Public health impacts associated with ground contamination and/or the
migration of material off-site should be assessed5 and the potential impact on nearby
receptors and control and mitigation measures should be outlined.
Relevant areas outlined in the Government’s Good Practice Guide for EIA include:


5

effects associated with ground contamination that may already exist

Following the approach outlined in the section above dealing with emissions to air and water i.e. comparing predicted
environmental concentrations to the applicable standard or guideline value for the affected medium (such as Soil Guideline
Values)



effects associated with the potential for polluting substances that are used (during
construction / operation) to cause new ground contamination issues on a site, for
example introducing / changing the source of contamination



impacts associated with re-use of soils and waste soils, for example, re-use of
site-sourced materials on-site or offsite, disposal of site-sourced materials offsite,
importation of materials to the site, etc.

Waste
The EIA should demonstrate compliance with the waste hierarchy (e.g. with respect
to re-use, recycling or recovery and disposal).
For wastes arising from the installation the EIA should consider:


the implications and wider environmental and public health impacts of different
waste disposal options



disposal route(s) and transport method(s) and how potential impacts on public
health will be mitigated

Other aspects
Within the EIA PHE would expect to see information about how the promoter would
respond to accidents with potential off-site emissions e.g. flooding or fires, spills,
leaks or releases off-site. Assessment of accidents should: identify all potential
hazards in relation to construction, operation and decommissioning; include an
assessment of the risks posed; and identify risk management measures and
contingency actions that will be employed in the event of an accident in order to
mitigate off-site effects.
The EIA should include consideration of the COMAH Regulations (Control of Major
Accident Hazards) and the Major Accident Off-Site Emergency Plan (Management of
Waste from Extractive Industries) (England and Wales) Regulations 2009: both in
terms of their applicability to the installation itself, and the installation’s potential to
impact on, or be impacted by, any nearby installations themselves subject to the
these Regulations.
There is evidence that, in some cases, perception of risk may have a greater impact
on health than the hazard itself. A 2009 report6, jointly published by Liverpool John
Moores University and PHE, examined health risk perception and environmental
problems using a number of case studies. As a point to consider, the report
suggested: “Estimation of community anxiety and stress should be included as part
of every risk or impact assessment of proposed plans that involve a potential
environmental hazard. This is true even when the physical health risks may be
negligible.” PHE supports the inclusion of this information within EIAs as good
practice.

6

Available from: http://www.cph.org.uk/showPublication.aspx?pubid=538

Electric and magnetic fields (EMF)
There is a potential health impact associated with the electric and magnetic fields
around substations and the connecting cables or lines. The following information
provides a framework for considering the potential health impact.
In March 2004, the National Radiological Protection Board, NRPB (now part of PHE),
published advice on limiting public exposure to electromagnetic fields. The advice
was based on an extensive review of the science and a public consultation on its
website, and recommended the adoption in the UK of the EMF exposure guidelines
published by the International Commission on Non-ionizing Radiation Protection
(ICNIRP):http://www.hpa.org.uk/Publications/Radiation/NPRBArchive/DocumentsOfTheNRPB/
Absd1502/
The ICNIRP guidelines are based on the avoidance of known adverse effects of
exposure to electromagnetic fields (EMF) at frequencies up to 300 GHz (gigahertz),
which includes static magnetic fields and 50 Hz electric and magnetic fields
associated with electricity transmission.
PHE notes the current Government policy is that the ICNIRP guidelines are
implemented in line with the terms of the EU Council Recommendation on limiting
exposure of the general public (1999/519/EC):
http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publichealth/Healthprotection/DH 4089500
For static magnetic fields, the latest ICNIRP guidelines (2009) recommend that acute
exposure of the general public should not exceed 400 mT (millitesla), for any part of
the body, although the previously recommended value of 40 mT is the value used in
the Council Recommendation. However, because of potential indirect adverse
effects, ICNIRP recognises that practical policies need to be implemented to prevent
inadvertent harmful exposure of people with implanted electronic medical devices
and implants containing ferromagnetic materials, and injuries due to flying
ferromagnetic objects, and these considerations can lead to much lower restrictions,
such as 0.5 mT as advised by the International Electrotechnical Commission.
At 50 Hz, the known direct effects include those of induced currents in the body on
the central nervous system (CNS) and indirect effects include the risk of painful
spark discharge on contact with metal objects exposed to the field. The ICNIRP
guidelines give reference levels for public exposure to 50 Hz electric and magnetic
fields, and these are respectively 5 kV m−1 (kilovolts per metre) and 100 μT
(microtesla). If people are not exposed to field strengths above these levels, direct
effects on the CNS should be avoided and indirect effects such as the risk of painful
spark discharge will be small. The reference levels are not in themselves limits but
provide guidance for assessing compliance with the basic restrictions and reducing
the risk of indirect effects. Further clarification on advice on exposure guidelines for
50 Hz electric and magnetic fields is provided in the following note on PHE website:

http://www.hpa.org.uk/webw/HPAweb&HPAwebStandard/HPAweb C/11957338050
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The Department of Energy and Climate Change has also published voluntary code
of practices which set out key principles for complying with the ICNIRP guidelines for
the industry.
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what we do/uk supply/consents planning/c
odes/codes.aspx
There is concern about the possible effects of long-term exposure to electromagnetic
fields, including possible carcinogenic effects at levels much lower than those given
in the ICNIRP guidelines. In the NRPB advice issued in 2004, it was concluded that
the studies that suggest health effects, including those concerning childhood
leukaemia, could not be used to derive quantitative guidance on restricting exposure.
However, the results of these studies represented uncertainty in the underlying
evidence base, and taken together with people’s concerns, provided a basis for
providing an additional recommendation for Government to consider the need for
further precautionary measures, particularly with respect to the exposure of children
to power frequency magnetic fields.
The Stakeholder Advisory Group on ELF EMFs (SAGE) was then set up to take this
recommendation forward, explore the implications for a precautionary approach to
extremely low frequency electric and magnetic fields (ELF EMFs), and to make
practical recommendations to Government. In the First Interim Assessment of the
Group, consideration was given to mitigation options such as the 'corridor option'
near power lines, and optimal phasing to reduce electric and magnetic fields. A
Second Interim Assessment addresses electricity distribution systems up to 66 kV.
The SAGE reports can be found at the following link:
http://sagedialogue.org.uk/ (go to “Document Index” and Scroll to SAGE/Formal
reports with recommendations)
The Agency has given advice to Health Ministers on the First Interim Assessment of
SAGE regarding precautionary approaches to ELF EMFs and specifically regarding
power lines and property, wiring and electrical equipment in homes:
http://www.hpa.org.uk/webw/HPAweb&HPAwebStandard/HPAweb C/12042766825
32?p=1207897920036
The evidence to date suggests that in general there are no adverse effects on the
health of the population of the UK caused by exposure to ELF EMFs below the
guideline levels. The scientific evidence, as reviewed by PHE, supports the view that
precautionary measures should address solely the possible association with
childhood leukaemia and not other more speculative health effects. The measures
should be proportionate in that overall benefits outweigh the fiscal and social costs,
have a convincing evidence base to show that they will be successful in reducing
exposure, and be effective in providing reassurance to the public.

The Government response to the SAGE report is given in the written Ministerial
Statement by Gillian Merron, then Minister of State, Department of Health, published
on 16th October 2009:

http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200809/cmhansrd/cm091016/wmstext/9
1016m0001.htm
http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAn
dGuidance/DH 107124
PHE and Government responses to the Second Interim Assessment of SAGE are
available at the following links:
http://www.hpa.org.uk/Publications/Radiation/HPAResponseStatementsOnRadiation
Topics/rpdadvice sage2
http://www.dh.gov.uk/en/Publicationsandstatistics/Publications/PublicationsPolicyAn
dGuidance/DH 130703
The above information provides a framework for considering the health impact
associated with the proposed development, including the direct and indirect effects
of the electric and magnetic fields as indicated above.
Liaison with other stakeholders, comments should be sought from:


the local authority for matters relating to noise, odour, vermin and dust nuisance



the local authority regarding any site investigation and subsequent construction
(and remediation) proposals to ensure that the site could not be determined as
‘contaminated land’ under Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act



the local authority regarding any impacts on existing or proposed Air Quality
Management Areas



the Food Standards Agency for matters relating to the impact on human health of
pollutants deposited on land used for growing food/ crops



the Environment Agency for matters relating to flood risk and releases with the
potential to impact on surface and groundwaters



the Environment Agency for matters relating to waste characterisation and
acceptance



The Local Authority Director of Public Health at Suffolk County Council for
matters relating to wider public health.

Environmental Permitting
Amongst other permits and consents, the development will require an environmental
permit from the Environment Agency to operate (under the Environmental Permitting
(England and Wales) Regulations 2010). Therefore the installation will need to
comply with the requirements of best available techniques (BAT). PHE is a consultee
for bespoke environmental permit applications and will respond separately to any
such consultation.
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Human health risk assessment (chemical pollutants)
The points below are cross-cutting and should be considered when undertaking a
human health risk assessment:
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The promoter should consider including Chemical Abstract Service (CAS)
numbers alongside chemical names, where referenced in the ES



Where available, the most recent United Kingdom standards for the
appropriate media (e.g. air, water, and/or soil) and health-based guideline
values should be used when quantifying the risk to human health from
chemical pollutants. Where UK standards or guideline values are not
available, those recommended by the European Union or World Health
Organisation can be used



When assessing the human health risk of a chemical emitted from a facility or
operation, the background exposure to the chemical from other sources
should be taken into account



When quantitatively assessing the health risk of genotoxic and carcinogenic
chemical pollutants PHE does not favour the use of mathematical models to
extrapolate from high dose levels used in animal carcinogenicity studies to
well below the observed region of a dose-response relationship. When only
animal data are available, we recommend that the ‘Margin of Exposure’
(MOE) approach7 is used

Benford D et al. 2010. Application of the margin of exposure approach to substances in food that are genotoxic and
carcinogenic. Food Chem Toxicol 48 Suppl 1: S2-24

to ensure it will not prejudice the delivery of the emerging development strategy to 2031 in
terms of a detailed design that is adaptable to future developments.


Figure 2 shows the planned Northstowe development, but it is not include other major sites
included in adopted development plans, such as the Developments between Huntingdon
Road and Histon Road on the edge of Cambridge, and the North West Cambridge University
site.



The policy review in a number of Chapters should also consider the South Cambridgeshire
Proposed Submission Local Plan, submitted to the Secretary of State in March 2014. It is
referenced in some chapters of the EIA scoping, but not others.



Section 8 on Landscape should also refer to Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Inner
Green Belt Study 2012. The Landscape chapter should also consider the South
Cambridgeshire Landscape Supplementary Planning Document, and the District Design
Guide. The EIA needs to recognise the qualities of Cambridge. The scoping defines general
landscape character as low, but this is a sensitive landscape on the edge of a city with a
Green Belt, designated specifically to protect its historic character and setting. The scheme
needs to consider the wider impacts on Cambridge and the setting of the historic city.



Paragraph 8.3.6 refers to TPOs along the route particularly in Huntingdonshire. There are
also a number of TPO’s along the route in South Cambridgeshire, particularly between
Girton and Swavesey, which should also be referenced.



In Section 11 on Materials, opportunities should be explored to reuse materials from major
development sites in the area, such as Northstowe, Waterbeach and Bourn Airfield new
settlements.



The restoration of borrow pits should be fully explored, for their biodiversity value, and
amenity value for local communities where appropriate. Long-term use and management of
these sites should be identified. Regard should be had to the Cambridgeshire Green
Infrastructure Strategy.



Paragraph 12.2.3 should refer to the new scheme, rather than the Ellington to Fen Ditton
Scheme.



The list of sensitive receptors at paragraph 12.4.6 does not appear comprehensive. It does
not mention many residential areas along the route. It does not include the Blackwell Gypsy
and Traveller site to the north of the A14 on the edge of Cambridge. Noise impacts should be
assessed and appropriately mitigated. The HA should liaise with the district council to ensure
receptors are appropriately identified and mitigated.



Support for section 13 exploring potential legacy benefits of the scheme for non-motorised
users. The scheme, and in particular the local road, offers an opportunity to link a number of
existing communities, and link to planned new communities in the area. The impact on
routes severed previously by the original A14 should also be explored.



Opportunities to reduce flood risk elsewhere as a result of the scheme should be explored
and taken. The Council manages a network of Award Drains, a number of which may be
affected by the scheme. The HA should continue to liaise with the Council’s Drainage
Manager.



Health Impact Assessment should be included in the EIA. The HA should liaise with the
Councils public health specialist.

Your Ref: TR010018
Our Ref:
Date: 14th April 2014
Enquiries to: Michael Wilks
Tel: 01473 264064
Email: michael.wilks@suffolk.gov.uk

Hannah Nelson
EIA & Land Rights Advisor
3/18 Eagle Wing
Temple Quay house
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Dear Ms Nelson
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdonshire Improvement Scheme – Scoping Consultation
Thank you for your letter dated 21st March on the above topic.
Suffolk County Council has taken a long standing interest in the proposals for improvements to this
section of the A14, which is part of the crucial link between the Port of Felixstowe (in Suffolk) and
the Midlands. Port traffic is expected to grow significantly over the current decade with 97% of
containers transported inland and 70% using the A14 1. Consequently, the economic prospects of
Suffolk are intimately linked with the functionality of the A14.
We note that the Scoping Report states that “The proposed assessment would also help to ensure
that potential beneficial effects are predicted and allow for potential enhancement opportunities to
be identified and included where feasible” (paragraph 17.4.1). We agree with this approach but
consider that the study area suggested to assess the wider economic benefits is too narrow,
referring as it does only to Cambridgeshire (14.1.10).
We suggest that if the Environmental Statement is to present the wider economic benefits
comprehensively, regard should be had as to how the scheme would contribute to economic
growth in Suffolk by reducing journey time, increasing road safety, and improving resilience in the
network thus reducing costs to businesses. A recent study by Ernst & Young found that nearly a
quarter of Suffolk’s local GVA (c. £3.2bn) depends to a degree on the existence and efficient
operation of the A14 2.
In terms of the construction impacts of the development, the Environmental Statement should be
clear on the wider socio-economic impacts, for example pressures on the labour market and on the
supply chain. The Scoping Report does not given an indication of the workforce profile, in terms of
skills sets required, numbers and likely distribution of workers. A gravity model would be an
appropriate tool to estimate the approximate dispersion of the workforce to aid this analysis. The
study area should be informed by the gravity model, but it is suggested that study area likely needs
to be greater than Cambridgeshire.

1

New Anglia Strategic Economic Plan - http://www.newanglia.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/03/NewAnglia-Strategic-Economic-Plan-V2.pdf (paragraph 6.91)
2
As reported in the New Anglia Strategic Economic Plan – ibid (paragraph 6.96)

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
www.suffolk.gov.uk

It would be helpful if these wider socio-economic issues could be clearly differentiated from more
localised issues in the Environmental Statement.
The Environmental Statement should also clearly identify the transport impacts associated with the
construction phase of the development. This should include construction worker movements
(informed by the aforementioned gravity model) and also HGV movements. The distribution and
number of HGV movements should be assessed. We note the uncertainty over the sourcing of fill
and disposal of waste at the current time, so the Environmental Statement may wish to consider
the potential impacts on Suffolk in this respect.
Regarding cumulative assessment, other major infrastructure schemes within the region, for
example Sizewell C should be considered, particularly from a socio-economic perspective to
ensure that any possible interactions, for example pressure on the labour market, are identified
and mitigated.
I trust these comments are helpful. Please contact me if I can be of further assistance.
Yours sincerely

Michael Wilks
Planning Project Manager
Economy, Skills & Environment

200 Lichfield Lane
Berry Hill
Mansfield
Nottinghamshire
NG18 4RG
Tel:

01623 637 119 (Planning Enquiries)

Email: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
Web:

www.coal.decc.gov.uk/services/planning

Ms Hannah Nelson – EIA and Land Rights Advisor
The Planning Inspectorate
[By Email: environmentalservices@infrastructure.gsi.gov.uk]
11 April 2014
Dear Ms Nelson
Planning Act 2008 (as amended) and The Infrastructure Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as amended) – Regulations 8 and 9
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdonshire Improvement Scheme
Thank you for your consultation letter of 21 March 2014 seeking the views of The Coal
Authority on the EIA Scoping Opinion for the above proposal.
The Coal Authority is a non-departmental public body sponsored by the Department of
Energy and Climate Change. As a statutory consultee, The Coal Authority has a duty to
respond to planning applications and development plans in order to protect the public
and the environment in mining areas.
The Coal Authority Response
The proposed EIA development would be located outside of the defined coalfield.
Accordingly, The Coal Authority has no specific issues that it would wish to see covered
in the Environmental Statement accompanying the application for a Development
Consent Order.
Yours sincerely

Mark Harrison
Mark E. N. Harrison B.A.(Hons), DipTP, LL.M, MInstLM, MRTPI
Planning Liaison Manager

Protecting the public and the environment in coal mining areas

APPENDIX 3
Presentation of the Environmental
Statement

APPENDIX 3
PRESENTATION OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT
The Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and
Procedure) Regulations 2009 (SI 2264) (as amended) sets out the
information which must be provided for an application for a development
consent order (DCO) for nationally significant infrastructure under the
Planning Act 2008. Where required, this includes an environmental
statement. Applicants may also provide any other documents considered
necessary to support the application. Information which is not
environmental information need not be replicated or included in the ES.
An environmental statement (ES) is described under the Infrastructure
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (SI 2263)
(as amended) (the EIA Regulations) as a statement:

a)

‘that includes such of the information referred to in Part 1 of
Schedule 4 as is reasonably required to assess the environmental
effects of the development and of any associated development and
which the applicant can, having regard in particular to current
knowledge and methods of assessment, reasonably be required to
compile; but

b)

that includes at least the information required in Part 2 of
Schedule 4’.
(EIA Regulations Regulation 2)

The purpose of an ES is to ensure that the environmental effects of a
proposed development are fully considered, together with the economic or
social benefits of the development, before the development consent
application under the Planning Act 2008 is determined. The ES should be
an aid to decision making.
The SoS advises that the ES should be laid out clearly with a minimum
amount of technical terms and should provide a clear objective and
realistic description of the likely significant impacts of the proposed
development. The information should be presented so as to be
comprehensible to the specialist and
non-specialist alike. The SoS
recommends that the ES be concise with technical information placed in
appendices.

ES Indicative Contents
The SoS emphasises that the ES should be a ‘stand alone’ document in
line with best practice and case law. The EIA Regulations Schedule 4,
Parts 1 and 2, set out the information for inclusion in environmental
statements.
Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA Regulations states this information includes:
‘17.

Description of the development, including in particular—
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(a)
(b)
(c)

a description of the physical characteristics of the
whole development and the land-use requirements
during the construction and operational phases;
a description of the main characteristics of the
production processes, for instance, nature and quantity
of the materials used;
an estimate, by type and quantity, of expected
residues and emissions (water, air and soil pollution,
noise, vibration, light, heat, radiation, etc) resulting
from the operation of the proposed development.

18.

An outline of the main alternatives studied by the applicant
and an indication of the main reasons for the applicant’s
choice, taking into account the environmental effects.

19.

A description of the aspects of the environment likely to be
significantly affected by the development, including, in
particular, population, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic
factors, material assets, including the architectural and
archaeological heritage, landscape and the interrelationship
between the above factors.

20.

A description of the likely significant effects of the
development on the environment, which should cover the
direct effects and any indirect, secondary, cumulative, short,
medium and long-term, permanent and temporary, positive
and negative effects of the development, resulting from:
(a)
the existence of the development;
(b)
the use of natural resources;
(c)
the emission of pollutants, the creation of nuisances
and the elimination of waste,
and the description by the applicant of the forecasting
methods used to assess the effects on the environment.

21.

A description of the measures envisaged to prevent, reduce
and where possible offset any significant adverse effects on
the environment.

22.

A non-technical summary of the information provided under
paragraphs 1 to 5 of this Part.

23.

An indication of any difficulties (technical deficiencies or lack
of know-how) encountered by the applicant in compiling the
required information’.
EIA Regulations Schedule 4 Part 1

The content of the ES must include as a minimum those matters set out in
Schedule 4 Part 2 of the EIA Regulations. This includes the consideration
of ‘the main alternatives studied by the applicant’ which the SoS
recommends could be addressed as a separate chapter in the ES. Part 2
is included below for reference:
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Schedule 4 Part 2


A description of the development comprising information on the
site, design and size of the development



A description of the measures envisaged in order to avoid, reduce
and, if possible, remedy significant adverse effects



The data required to identify and assess the main effects which the
development is likely to have on the environment



An outline of the main alternatives studies by the applicant and an
indication of the main reasons for the applicant’s choice, taking into
account the environmental effects, and



A non-technical summary of the information provided [under the
four paragraphs above].

Traffic and transport is not specified as a topic for assessment under
Schedule 4; although in line with good practice the SoS considers it is an
important consideration per se, as well as being the source of further
impacts in terms of air quality and noise and vibration.

Balance
The SoS recommends that the ES should be balanced, with matters which
give rise to a greater number or more significant impacts being given
greater prominence. Where few or no impacts are identified, the technical
section may be much shorter, with greater use of information in
appendices as appropriate.
The SoS considers that the ES should not be a series of disparate reports
and stresses the importance of considering inter-relationships between
factors and cumulative impacts.

Scheme Proposals
The scheme parameters will need to be clearly defined in the draft DCO
and therefore in the accompanying ES which should support the
application as described. The SoS is not able to entertain material changes
to a project once an application is submitted. The SoS draws the attention
of the applicant to the DCLG and the Planning Inspectorate’s published
advice on the preparation of a draft DCO and accompanying application
documents.

Flexibility
The SoS acknowledges that the EIA process is iterative, and therefore the
proposals may change and evolve. For example, there may be changes to
the scheme design in response to consultation. Such changes should be
addressed in the ES. However, at the time of the application for a DCO,
any proposed scheme parameters should not be so wide ranging as to
represent effectively different schemes.
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It is a matter for the applicant, in preparing an ES, to consider whether it
is possible to assess robustly a range of impacts resulting from a large
number of undecided parameters. The description of the proposed
development in the ES must not be so wide that it is insufficiently certain
to comply with requirements of paragraph 17 of Schedule 4 Part 1 of the
EIA Regulations.
The Rochdale Envelope principle (see R v Rochdale MBC ex parte Tew
(1999) and R v Rochdale MBC ex parte Milne (2000)) is an accepted way
of dealing with uncertainty in preparing development applications. The
applicant’s attention is drawn to the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 9
‘Rochdale Envelope’ which is available on the Advice Note’s page of the
National Infrastructure Planning website.
The applicant should make every attempt to narrow the range of options
and explain clearly in the ES which elements of the scheme have yet to be
finalised and provide the reasons. Where some flexibility is sought and the
precise details are not known, the applicant should assess the maximum
potential adverse impacts the project could have to ensure that the
project as it may be constructed has been properly assessed.
The ES should be able to confirm that any changes to the development
within any proposed parameters would not result in significant impacts not
previously identified and assessed. The maximum and other dimensions of
the proposed development should be clearly described in the ES, with
appropriate justification. It will also be important to consider choice of
materials, colour and the form of the structures and of any buildings.
Lighting proposals should also be described.

Scope
The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the study areas should be
identified under all the environmental topics and should be sufficiently
robust in order to undertake the assessment. The extent of the study
areas should be on the basis of recognised professional guidance,
whenever such guidance is available. The study areas should also be
agreed with the relevant consultees and local authorities and, where this
is not possible, this should be stated clearly in the ES and a reasoned
justification given. The scope should also cover the breadth of the topic
area and the temporal scope, and these aspects should be described and
justified.
Physical Scope
In general the SoS recommends that the physical scope for the EIA should
be determined in the light of:


the nature of the proposal being considered



the relevance in terms of the specialist topic
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the breadth of the topic



the physical extent of any surveys or the study area, and



the potential significant impacts.

The SoS recommends that the physical scope of the study areas should be
identified for each of the environmental topics and should be sufficiently
robust in order to undertake the assessment. This should include at least
the whole of the application site, and include all offsite works. For certain
topics, such as landscape and transport, the study area will need to be
wider. The extent of the study areas should be on the basis of recognised
professional guidance and best practice, whenever this is available, and
determined by establishing the physical extent of the likely impacts. The
study areas should also be agreed with the relevant consultees and,
where this is not possible, this should be stated clearly in the ES and a
reasoned justification given.
Breadth of the Topic Area
The ES should explain the range of matters to be considered under each
topic and this may respond partly to the type of project being considered.
If the range considered is drawn narrowly then a justification for the
approach should be provided.
Temporal Scope
The assessment should consider:






environmental impacts during construction works
environmental impacts on completion/operation of the proposed
development
where appropriate, environmental impacts a suitable number of
years after completion of the proposed development (for example, in
order to allow for traffic growth or maturing of any landscape
proposals), and
environmental impacts during decommissioning.

In terms of decommissioning, the SoS acknowledges that the further into
the future any assessment is made, the less reliance may be placed on
the outcome. However, the purpose of such a long term assessment, as
well as to enable the decommissioning of the works to be taken into
account, is to encourage early consideration as to how structures can be
taken down. The purpose of this is to seek to minimise disruption, to reuse materials and to restore the site or put it to a suitable new use. The
SoS encourages consideration of such matters in the ES.
The SoS recommends that these matters should be set out clearly in the
ES and that the suitable time period for the assessment should be agreed
with the relevant statutory consultees.
The SoS recommends that throughout the ES a standard terminology for
time periods should be defined, such that for example, ‘short term’ always
refers to the same period of time.
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Baseline
The SoS recommends that the baseline should describe the position from
which the impacts of the proposed development are measured. The
baseline should be chosen carefully and, whenever possible, be consistent
between topics. The identification of a single baseline is to be welcomed in
terms of the approach to the assessment, although it is recognised that
this may not always be possible.
The SoS recommends that the baseline environment should be clearly
explained in the ES, including any dates of surveys, and care should be
taken to ensure that all the baseline data remains relevant and up to date.
For each of the environmental topics, the data source(s) for the baseline
should be set out together with any survey work undertaken with the
dates. The timing and scope of all surveys should be agreed with the
relevant statutory bodies and appropriate consultees, wherever possible.
The baseline situation and the proposed development should be described
within the context of the site and any other proposals in the vicinity.

Identification of Impacts and Method Statement
Legislation and Guidelines
In terms of the EIA methodology, the SoS recommends that reference
should be made to best practice and any standards, guidelines and
legislation that have been used to inform the assessment. This should
include guidelines prepared by relevant professional bodies.
In terms of other regulatory regimes, the SoS recommends that relevant
legislation and all permit and licences required should be listed in the ES
where relevant to each topic. This information should also be submitted
with the application in accordance with the APFP Regulations.
In terms of assessing the impacts, the ES should approach all relevant
planning and environmental policy – local, regional and national (and
where appropriate international) – in a consistent manner.
Assessment of Effects and Impact Significance
The EIA Regulations require the identification of the ‘likely significant
effects of the development on the environment’ (Schedule 4 Part 1
paragraph 20).
As a matter of principle, the SoS applies the precautionary approach to
follow the Court’s4 reasoning in judging ‘significant effects’.

4

See Landelijke Vereniging tot Behoud van de Waddenzee and Nederlandse
Vereniging tot Bescherming van
Vogels v Staatssecretris van Landbouw
(Waddenzee Case No C 127/02/2004)
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In other words ‘likely to affect’ will be taken as meaning that there is a
probability or risk that the proposed development will have an effect, and
not that a development will definitely have an effect.
The SoS considers it is imperative for the ES to define the meaning of
‘significant’ in the context of each of the specialist topics and for
significant impacts to be clearly identified. The SoS recommends that the
criteria should be set out fully and that the ES should set out clearly the
interpretation of ‘significant’ in terms of each of the EIA topics.
Quantitative criteria should be used where available. The SoS considers
that this should also apply to the consideration of cumulative impacts and
impact inter-relationships.
The SoS recognises that the way in which each element of the
environment may be affected by the proposed development can be
approached in a number of ways. However it considers that it would be
helpful, in terms of ease of understanding and in terms of clarity of
presentation, to consider the impact assessment in a similar manner for
each of the specialist topic areas. The SoS recommends that a common
format should be applied where possible.
Inter-relationships between environmental factors
The inter-relationship between aspects of the environments likely to be
significantly affected is a requirement of the EIA Regulations (see
Schedule 4 Part 1 of the EIA Regulations). These occur where a number of
separate impacts, e.g. noise and air quality, affect a single receptor such
as fauna.
The SoS considers that the inter-relationships between factors must be
assessed in order to address the environmental impacts of the proposal as
a whole. This will help to ensure that the ES is not a series of separate
reports collated into one document, but rather a comprehensive
assessment drawing together the environmental impacts of the proposed
development. This is particularly important when considering impacts in
terms of any permutations or parameters to the proposed development.
Cumulative Impacts
The potential cumulative impacts with other major developments will need
to be identified, as required by the Directive. The significance of such
impacts should be shown to have been assessed against the baseline
position (which would include built and operational development). In
assessing cumulative impacts, other major development should be
identified through consultation with the local planning authorities and
other relevant authorities on the basis of those that are:





projects that are under construction
permitted application(s) not yet implemented
submitted application(s) not yet determined
all refusals subject to appeal procedures not yet determined
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projects on the National Infrastructure’s programme of projects, and
projects identified in the relevant development plan (and emerging
development plans - with appropriate weight being given as they
move closer to adoption) recognising that much information on any
relevant proposals will be limited.

Details should be provided in the ES, including the types of development,
location and key aspects that may affect the EIA and how these have been
taken into account as part of the assessment.
The SoS recommends that offshore wind farms should also take account
of any offshore licensed and consented activities in the area, for the
purposes of assessing cumulative effects, through consultation with the
relevant licensing/consenting bodies.
For the purposes of identifying any cumulative effects with other
developments in the area, applicants should also consult consenting
bodies in other EU states to assist in identifying those developments (see
commentary on Transboundary Effects below).
Related Development
The ES should give equal prominence to any development which is related
with the proposed development to ensure that all the impacts of the
proposal are assessed.
The SoS recommends that the applicant should distinguish between the
proposed development for which development consent will be sought and
any other development. This distinction should be clear in the ES.
Alternatives
The ES must set out an outline of the main alternatives studied by the
applicant and provide an indication of the main reasons for the applicant’s
choice, taking account of the environmental effect (Schedule 4 Part 1
paragraph 18).
Matters should be included, such as inter alia alternative design options
and alternative mitigation measures. The justification for the final choice
and evolution of the scheme development should be made clear. Where
other sites have been considered, the reasons for the final choice should
be addressed.
The SoS advises that the ES should give sufficient attention to the
alternative forms and locations for the off-site proposals, where
appropriate, and justify the needs and choices made in terms of the form
of the development proposed and the sites chosen.
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Mitigation Measures
Mitigation measures may fall into certain categories namely: avoid;
reduce; compensate or enhance (see Schedule 4 Part 1 paragraph 21);
and should be identified as such in the specialist topics. Mitigation
measures should not be developed in isolation as they may relate to more
than one topic area. For each topic, the ES should set out any mitigation
measures required to prevent, reduce and where possible offset any
significant adverse effects, and to identify any residual effects with
mitigation in place. Any proposed mitigation should be discussed and
agreed with the relevant consultees.
The effectiveness of mitigation should be apparent. Only mitigation
measures which are a firm commitment and can be shown to be
deliverable should be taken into account as part of the assessment.
It would be helpful if the mitigation measures proposed could be cross
referred to specific provisions and/or requirements proposed within the
draft development consent order. This could be achieved by means of
describing the mitigation measures proposed either in each of the
specialist reports or collating these within a summary section on
mitigation.
The SoS advises that it is considered best practice to outline in the ES, the
structure of the environmental management and monitoring plan and
safety procedures which will be adopted during construction and operation
and may be adopted during decommissioning.
Cross References and Interactions
The SoS recommends that all the specialist topics in the ES should cross
reference their text to other relevant disciplines. Interactions between the
specialist topics is essential to the production of a robust assessment, as
the ES should not be a collection of separate specialist topics, but a
comprehensive assessment of the environmental impacts of the proposal
and how these impacts can be mitigated.
As set out in EIA Regulations Schedule 4 Part 1 paragraph 23, the ES
should include an indication of any technical difficulties (technical
deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered by the applicant in
compiling the required information.
Consultation
The SoS recommends that any changes to the scheme design in response
to consultation should be addressed in the ES.
It is recommended that the applicant provides preliminary environmental
information (PEI) (this term is defined in the EIA Regulations under
regulation 2 ‘Interpretation’) to the local authorities.
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Consultation with the local community should be carried out in accordance
with the SoCC which will state how the applicant intends to consult on the
preliminary environmental information (PEI). This PEI could include results
of detailed surveys and recommended mitigation actions. Where effective
consultation is carried out in accordance with Section 47 of the Planning
Act, this could usefully assist the applicant in the EIA process – for
example the local community may be able to identify possible mitigation
measures to address the impacts identified in the PEI. Attention is drawn
to the duty upon applicants under Section 50 of the Planning Act to have
regard to the guidance on pre-application consultation.

Transboundary Effects
The SoS recommends that consideration should be given in the ES to any
likely significant effects on the environment of another Member State of
the European Economic Area. In particular, the SoS recommends
consideration should be given to discharges to the air and water and to
potential impacts on migratory species and to impacts on shipping and
fishing areas.
The Applicant’s attention is also drawn to the Planning Inspectorate’s
Advice Note 12 ‘Development with significant transboundary impacts
consultation’ which is available on the Advice Notes Page of the National
Infrastructure Planning website

Summary Tables
The SoS recommends that in order to assist the decision making process,
the applicant may wish to consider the use of tables:
Table X

to identify and collate the residual impacts after mitigation on
the basis of specialist topics, inter-relationships and
cumulative impacts.

Table XX

to demonstrate how the assessment has taken account of
this Opinion and other responses to consultation.

Table XXX to set out the mitigation measures proposed,
assisting the reader, the SoS considers that this
enable the applicant to cross refer mitigation
provisions proposed to be included within
Development Consent Order.

as well as
would also
to specific
the draft

Table XXXX to cross reference where details in the HRA (where one is
provided) such as descriptions of sites and their locations,
together with any mitigation or compensation measures, are
to be found in the ES.

Terminology and Glossary of Technical Terms
The SoS recommends that a common terminology should be adopted.
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This will help to ensure consistency and ease of understanding for the
decision making process. For example, ‘the site’ should be defined and
used only in terms of this definition so as to avoid confusion with, for
example, the wider site area or the surrounding site.
A glossary of technical terms should be included in the ES.

Presentation
The ES should have all of its paragraphs numbered, as this makes
referencing easier as well as accurate.
Appendices must be clearly referenced, again with all paragraphs
numbered.
All figures and drawings, photographs and photomontages should be
clearly referenced.
Figures should clearly show the proposed site
application boundary.

Bibliography
A bibliography should be included in the ES. The author, date and
publication title should be included for all references. All publications
referred to within the technical reports should be included.

Non Technical Summary
The EIA Regulations require a Non Technical Summary (EIA Regulations
Schedule 4 Part 1 paragraph 22). This should be a summary of the
assessment in simple language. It should be supported by appropriate
figures, photographs and photomontages.
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