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1 Category 5: Design and Engineering
Standards
Question 1.5.1
How would the revised junction layout and access arrangement have a
significant impact on the operational aspects of the existing service
station facilities?

Response
1. This question is not directed to Highways England and a response is
therefore not provided.
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Question 1.5.2
How would the revised access arrangements for the service station be
unsatisfactory on highway safety grounds and likely to create confusion
and safety hazards both for traffic visiting the service station and those
on the A14?

Response
2. This question is not directed to Highways England and a response is
therefore not provided.
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Question 1.5.3
What are the missing movements at the Girton interchange, between the
A428 and the A14 and M11? (Relevant Representation 471)

Response
3. This question is not directed to Highways England and a response is
therefore not provided.
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Question 1.5.4
Why can’t The Avenue, north east of Madingley, be closed to traffic at its
junction with the new local access road to reduce the risk of Madingley
being used as a route between the A14 southbound and the A428
westbound? If this junction is not to be closed, what would prevent
eastbound A428 traffic from using Madingley to access the A14
westbound?

Response
Why can’t The Avenue, north east of Madingley, be closed to traffic at its
junction with the new local access road to reduce the risk of Madingley
being used as a route between the A14 southbound and the A428
westbound?
4. The Avenue could be closed at its junction with the new local access road,
but this is considered neither necessary nor desirable for the reasons
given below, and is therefore not part of the scheme proposals.
5. The Avenue currently only connects to the A14 westbound. In the scheme
it would connect to the local access road giving connections westbound
and eastbound into Cambridge.
6. Closing The Avenue to traffic at its junctions with the new local access
road would restrict access to/from Madingley for both local traffic (i.e. trips
originating or ending in Madingley) and through traffic. In order to
determine whether closing The Avenue to the north of Madingley would
reduce the risk of Madingley being used as a route for through traffic (and
specifically traffic between the A14 southbound and A428 westbound), a
number of factors need to be considered, including:
•

the amount of traffic forecast to use the route;

•

the impact of closing The Avenue on local traffic; and

•

the wider impacts of closing The Avenue.
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The amount of traffic forecast to use The Avenue
7. Analysis of forecast traffic flows has indicated that traffic flows on The
Avenue, north of Madingley, would be forecast to increase with the
proposed scheme (refer to paragraph 7.5.17 of the Transport Assessment
(document reference 7.2) which indicates that daily traffic flows are
forecast to rise from 3,800 vehicles to 6,400 vehicles per day in 2035 as a
result of the scheme, an increase of 68%).
8. The traffic forecasts presented in the Transport Assessment are based on
version 2 of the traffic model (CHARM2). Since the Transport Assessment
was published, a number of changes and refinements have been made to
the traffic model, culminating in the development of version 3a
(CHARM3a). Forecast traffic flows on The Avenue in 2020 and 2035 with
and without the scheme have been extracted from CHARM2 and
CHARM3a and are reported in Table 1.1 and Table 1.2 respectively.
Table 1.1: Forecast flows (vehs/day) on The Avenue, north of Madingley (based on CHARM2)

2020

Without
Scheme
3,500

2035

3,800

With Scheme

Difference

4,300

+23%

6,400

+68%

Table 1.2: Forecast flows (vehs/day) on The Avenue, north of Madingley (based on CHARM3a)

2020

Without
Scheme
3,800

2035

4,200

With Scheme

Difference

4,300

+13%

6,400

+52%

9. Both models show a similar picture, however the without scheme flows are
forecast to be slightly higher in CHARM3a than in CHARM2, leading to a
lower forecast percentage increase in traffic using the Avenue as a result
of the scheme (i.e. from 68% to 52%).
Impact of closing The Avenue on local traffic
10. Further analysis has been undertaken using CHARM3a to determine the
reasons for the forecast increase in daily traffic flows on The Avenue, and
whether this would be due to an increase in through traffic. Table 1.3
summarises the proportion of local traffic (i.e. journeys with a trip end in
Madingley) and through traffic (i.e. journeys without a trip end in
Madingley) using this route based on CHARM3a.
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Table 1.3: Forecast flows (vehs/day) on The Avenue, north of Madingley in 2035 (based on CHARM3a)

Local Traffic

Without
Scheme
1,700

With Scheme

% Change

3,000

+76%

Through Traffic

2,500

3,400

+36%

Total Flow

4,200

6,400

+52%

Proportion of Local Traffic

40%

47%

Units: vehicles per day, rounded to the nearest 100
11. Table 1.3 indicates that without the A14 scheme, approximately 40% of
traffic using this section is forecast to be local traffic. This proportion is
forecast to increase to 47% with the scheme. There is a relatively small
increase in through traffic, the significant increase is in the total volume of
local traffic (76% increase) when comparing the with scheme 2035
forecast flows to the without scheme 2035 forecast flows. This is because
some local traffic would transfer from Dry Drayton Road to The Avenue as
a result of the improved connectivity at its junction with the new Local
Access Road and the stopping up of the Dry Drayton Road junction with
the A14.
12. This analysis indicates that closing The Avenue to the north of Madingley
would have a significant impact on local traffic, resulting in an additional
3,000 trips per day to and from Madingley (in 2035) having to use
alternative routes. It is likely that a proportion of this traffic would re-route
via Dry Drayton Road, increasing local traffic through Dry Drayton and
increasing journey times for local traffic.
Wider impacts of closing the Avenue
13. Closing the Avenue would result in the following impacts:
•

Alternative access to adjacent land would need to be provided,
incurring a cost.

•

All existing utilities within The Avenue would need to be diverted,
incurring a cost.

•

The stopped up area of The Avenue would result in a length of
redundant highway, possibly increasing the likelihood of anti-social
behaviour or fly tipping.

•

Closure of The Avenue would severely restrict access for local
residents of Madingley, particularly if alternative routes are closed
due to incidents or emergency works.
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Conclusion
14. There are therefore many traffic and practical benefits of not closing The
Avenue. Furthermore, the local highway authority, Cambridgeshire County
Council, also supports the need to retain The Avenue in use as a public
highway. It is therefore proposed to retain the link between the new local
access road and The Avenue.
“If this junction is not to be closed, what would prevent eastbound A428
traffic from using Madingley to access the A14 westbound?”
15. It is not possible to prevent traffic from the eastbound A428 from using the
A14 westbound without closing both The Avenue and Dry Drayton Road.
This is considered to be too disruptive to local traffic as described above.
Therefore an analysis of the traffic likely to undertake this movement via
Madingley has been undertaken.
16. It should be noted that an alternative route through Dry Drayton (Scotland
Road/Oakington Road) from A428 eastbound to A14 westbound already
exists and is some 2.5km shorter than the route via Church Lane/High
Street/The Avenue (i.e. through Madingley). The route through Dry
Drayton is generally of a similar/higher standard. Whilst this would not
prevent eastbound A428 traffic from using Madingley to access the A14
westbound, the route via Dry Drayton is significantly shorter and therefore
more attractive to through traffic. Both routes have existing traffic calming
measures in place.
17. Analysis has been undertaken to determine the origin and destination of
the through traffic using The Avenue in 2035 with and without the scheme.
Table 1.4 summarises the forecast changes in the origin and destination of
through traffic to the north of the village, while Table 1.5 presents the
changes in the origin and destination of through traffic to the south of the
village as a result of the scheme.
Table 1.4: Routeing of traffic on The Avenue in 2035 (vehs/day)

Without
Scheme

With
Scheme

Change

%
Change

A14 West

650

1,150

+500

+77%

A14 East

750

100

-650

-87%

M11 South

100

0

-100

-100%

1,700

2,500

+800

+47%

Oakington (via Dry Drayton Road)

300

1,000

+700

+233%

Bar Hill

200

450

+250

+125%

Longstanton (via B1050)

400

950

+450

+138%

-

200

+200

-

4,200

6,400

+2,200

+52%

Origin/Destination

Cambridge (via A1307)

Swavesey (via Local Access Road)
Total
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Table 1.5: Routeing of traffic on The Avenue in 2035 (vehs/day)

Without
Scheme

With
Scheme

Change

% Change

1,700

3,000

+1,300

+76%

A428 West

700

700

0

0%

A428 East

0

0

0

0%

Cambridge (via A1303)

450

650

+200

+44%

Coton (via Cambridge Road)

450

900

+450

+100%

Hardwick (via St Neot's Road)

300

150

-150

-50%

Comberton/Barton (via Long Road)

600

900

+300

+50%

4,200

6,400

+2,200

+52%

Origin/Destination
Madingley Village

Total

18. Table 1.4 indicates that the number of vehicles travelling from The Avenue
to the A14 westbound would increase from 650 vehicles per day without
the scheme to 1,150 vehicles per day with the scheme, a significant
increase. However, Table 1.5 indicates that the number of vehicles
travelling to The Avenue to/from the A428 west is 700 vehicles per day for
the ‘without scheme’ and ‘with scheme’ scenarios. As no additional
movements from the A428 eastbound to The Avenue are forecast with the
scheme, the increase in traffic to the A14 westbound would therefore be
due to other traffic, including local traffic (originating and ending in
Madingley). Therefore, since the increase in traffic towards the A14 from
Madingley is not predicted to originate from the A428, it is not proposed to
implement any traffic restrictions or regulation to prevent this movement.
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Question 1.5.5
Briefly, what is the structural condition of the viaduct carrying the A14
over the East Coast Mainline Railway and the B1514 Brampton Road,
including reference to any previous structural remedial work?

Response
19. The A14 Huntingdon Viaduct is a six span reinforced concrete structure
which was constructed in 1975.
20. The central deck span, over the railway, was constructed using two
sections that cantilever from the piers with the central section of the deck
lifted into position supported off the cantilevers. The type of joint between
the central section and the cantilevers is known as a half joint.
21. The central section consists of 32m long longitudinally pre-tensioned and
transversely post-tensioned concrete box beams with a reinforced
concrete top slab. The cantilever sections are tapered, post-tensioned
concrete box beams. The two spans adjacent to the central span (back
spans) are also tapered post tensioned concrete box beams. The
remaining (approach) spans are 32.3m long longitudinally pre-tensioned
and transversely post-tensioned concrete box beams with a reinforced
concrete topping. There are joints and bearings between each of the
approach spans and at the ends of the back spans.
22. The five piers of the Huntingdon viaduct consist of four concrete columns
set square to the deck.
23. The viaduct has required a high degree of maintenance due to
construction defects including voids within the grout filled ducts carrying
the prestressing tendons in the back spans, cracking in the half joints
which support the main span over the railway, and suspected high levels
of chloride contamination of the concrete due to historic leakage of
highway runoff (including de-icing salts) through expansion joints in the
bridge deck. Chloride contamination can lead to accelerated corrosion of
reinforcing bars and prestressing tendons in concrete. Work to the viaduct
over and above routine maintenance has included the installation of:
•

structural steel collars to strengthen the tops of piers;

•

access holes into voids in the post-tensioned decks to allow
inspection;

•

a remote monitoring system for the post-tensioned half joints;

•

acoustic monitoring to detect wire breaks in the prestressing
tendons in the prestressed concrete deck; and

•

safeguarding structural steelwork to prevent catastrophic collapse of
the viaduct should the half joints fail.
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24. In addition to this, a large amount of radiographic inspection and
regrouting of the post-tensioning tendons has been carried out.
25. The safeguarding steelwork referred to above was not considered to be an
adequate permanent solution to the weak half joints. When the A14
Ellington to Fen Ditton scheme was cancelled (and the viaduct would not
therefore be demolished), it was decided that work to replace the
safeguarding steelwork with a permanent solution to strengthen the half
joints could proceed and this was installed in 2013. These are the large
steel beams that are visible on the structure today. These steel beams
have reduced the headroom on Brampton Road, leading to a narrowing of
the carriageway and a height restriction of 4.4m being implemented. There
have been two recorded vehicle impacts since the enhanced safeguarding
was introduced.
26. The strengthening has addressed deterioration of the half joints which was
the main concern with the condition of the structure and there are no other
critical works required to address any defects. It does however remain the
case that due to the age and condition of the viaduct, a significant effort is
required to monitor and inspect the viaduct. This work is made more
difficult and expensive due to the difficult access and restrictions on
working because of the proximity to the railway.
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Question 1.5.6
Has the structural condition of the viaduct carrying the A14 over the
East Coast Mainline Railway and the B1514 Brampton Road influenced
the decision to remove the viaduct? If so, how, in terms of future costs
including the cost of removing the viaduct and providing the link roads,
has the condition influenced the decision?

Response
27. As a consequence of repairs carried out in 2013, the structural condition of
the viaduct carrying the A14 over the East Coast Mainline railway is
considered to be satisfactory and is expected to remain so into the
foreseeable future. As a consequence, its structural condition has not
influenced the decision to remove it, although ongoing maintenance costs
are one of the factors that were considered in making that decision. The
factors considered in the decision to remove the viaduct are described
within the response to question 1.7.9.
28. The viaduct was expected to be demolished as part of the A14 Ellington to
Fen Ditton major improvement scheme and the Highways Agency had
been managing the viaduct in line with this expectation, with a strategy of
extensive monitoring and targeted repair work. However, the scheme was
withdrawn pending further study in the October 2010 Comprehensive
Spending Review (CSR). In light of the delay and the ongoing issues with
the structure, the Highways Agency had to ensure that the structure was fit
for purpose for the foreseeable future and therefore brought forward
significant intervention to fix the identified problem. A decision on the
nature of repair was taken whilst the A14 Study was ongoing, and whilst
the long term future of the viaduct remained uncertain. Consequently,
works specified were the minimum necessary for safety reasons.
29. In the order of £342,000 is spent annually on monitoring the condition of
the viaduct and on ongoing maintenance. In addition, the repairs carried
out in 2013, comprising deep section steel brackets, are unsightly and
have had the effect of limiting the headroom below the bridge. Impact
mitigation works and carriageway realignment are currently in place on
Brampton Road Bridge to restrict traffic position away from low headroom
areas. These measures consist of concrete vehicle barriers, vehicle
activated signs and headroom restrictions.
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Question 1.5.7
What signage would be provided for Lolworth Service Station from the
A14 in the scheme? How would this compare with existing signage from
the A14?

Response
30. Highways England does not consider it practicable to provide advanced
direction signage to all petrol filling stations and roadside restaurants from
the trunk road network, particularly those that are not accessed directly
from the trunk road. As the A14 is proposed to be improved to near
motorway standard it would only be appropriate to provide advanced
direction signing to facilities that are either designated or similar in nature
to motorway service areas. The current facility on the westbound
carriageway near Bar Hill would no longer be accessed directly from the
trunk road and would not provide the facilities of a comparable standard to
motorway service areas.
31. As a result of the scheme, Lolworth Service Station would only be
accessible from the westbound merge slip from Bar Hill Junction. Local
signage would therefore be provided for Lolworth Service Station on the
Bar Hill junction roundabout only. The existing signage for Lolworth
Service Station is shown in Figure 1.1, below. One sign is on the
westbound carriageway of the A14, a third of a mile in advance of the
services. There is also an existing sign at the end of the existing Bar Hill
westbound merge slip road approximately 140m in advance of the services
entrance. As part of the scheme this existing signage would be removed.

Figure 1.1: Advance signage for Lolworth Service Station, Bar Hill.
SOURCE: Google Maps (https://www.google.co.uk/maps/).
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Figure 1.2: Advance signage for Lolworth Service Station, Bar Hill
SOURCE: Google Maps (https://www.google.co.uk/maps/).

32. It should be noted that as part of the DCO scheme submission only the
strategic advanced direction signing has been designed, as this would
affect gantry positions which would have an effect on the DCO in terms of
land take and environmental assessment. The design of all minor signage
would be a matter for detailed design post DCO.
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Question 1.5.8
To what extent have the non-motorised user provisions suggested by
the Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum in its relevant representation
(130) been incorporated in the scheme and how has the extent of those
incorporated been determined?

Response
33. Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum's relevant representation can be
summarised as requesting that the scheme provides "high quality NMU
provision alongside the proposed new local roads and the existing roads,
including the de-trunked sections of the A14.”
34. The provision of extensive, high quality Non-Motorised User (NMU)
facilities is a key part of the proposals helping the scheme fulfil its
objectives, as listed in The Case for the Scheme (Document Reference
7.1), in particular the following objectives:
•

connect people: by placing the right traffic on the right roads and
freeing up local capacity for all types of road user, including
pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians; and

•

create a positive legacy: recognising the wider benefits of the road
improvement scheme for local communities and businesses.

35. The following specific strategic objectives for NMUs were developed and
the NMU proposals developed to provide a network, fulfilling these:
•

To provide a corridor and connectivity for NMUs between
communities and other traffic generators along the A14 route
between Girton and Fenstanton (along the new LAR), and to tie into
existing facilities north of Fenstanton and south of Girton.

•

To ensure that NMU convenience and safety are not adversely
affected by the introduction of the scheme, with particular emphasis
on proposed junctions in Huntingdon (there are three new link roads
planned, and these result in five planned signalised crossings
where the new roads intersect with existing National Cycle
Routes/pedestrian routes).

•

To provide connectivity, where practicable, between new facilities
and with existing footpath and bridleway facilities which are
curtailed currently where they intersect with the A14.

•

To provide NMU connectivity for communities either side of the A14
route, and to tie into developers' highway proposals where known
and where affected by the A14 improvement scheme (including
Northstowe Phase 2).

•

To ensure convenience and connectivity of existing NMU routes
severed by the A14 improvement scheme, to keep diversions to a
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minimum, and to maintain appropriate desire lines where
practicable.
•

To provide appropriate, convenient and safe NMU crossing facilities
or alternative routes at junctions proposed as a part of the A14
Improvement Scheme.

•

To maintain and where practicable, enhance recreational NMU
facilities affected by the scheme.

•

To document design decisions that affect NMUs.
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36. These objectives are broadly in line with the detail of the suggestions from
the Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum in its relevant representation.
37. The application of these objectives has defined the extent of the proposed
new NMU facilities. These facilities would then be provided with sufficient
width, limits of curvature and gradient, and design speed (cyclists) for safe
and convenient shared use taking account of the type of users
accommodated in each facility (equestrians, cyclists and/or pedestrians).
The NMU proposals accord with the Department for Transport best
practice guidelines and Highways England design standards, which allow
also for separation from carriageways and widening for edge shyness
where vertical features are located at the rear of the facilities.
38. Around 30 km of new NMU facilities would be provided as part of the
scheme. A particular example of a high quality NMU facility, proposed by
the scheme, is the shared equestrian, cycle, footway from Fenstanton, on
the length of A14 to be de-trunked and the new local access road,
continuing on to a bridleway and cycle track, and finishing at Girton at the
southern end of the scheme. See the General Arrangement Plans
(document reference 2.2, plans 12 to 13, 15 to 18, and 20 to 21).
39. This NMU facility would link to existing facilities at each end (Fenstanton
Footpath 6 and Girton Grange Accommodation Bridge respectively). It
would be provided alongside the extent of the local access road as well as
part of the de-trunked section (a length of approximately 12 km) of the
former A14 and would be separated from the carriageway by a hard-strip
and verge, as requested within Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum's
relevant representation. North of the Dry Drayton Bridge, there would be a
3m wide metalled path, with a 2m wide verge at the rear, and south of Dry
Drayton bridge, there would be a 4m wide metalled path with a 2m wide
verge at the rear (document reference 2.2, plan 18) This facility would link
two high quality NMU bridges across the A14, which would be provided at
Swavesey (document reference 2.2, plan 15) and Bar Hill (document
reference 2.2, plan 17), a number of existing bridleways currently
truncated by the existing A14, and a number of existing and proposed
residential and business developments.
40. At-grade NMU crossing points of major traffic flows would be signalised for
cyclists and pedestrians in various locations, including the local access
road at Bar Hill, western slip roads at Histon junction, the western arm of
the signalised junction at Brampton Hut, and all crossing locations in
Huntingdon (document reference 2.2, plan 17, 23, 03, HT01 and HT02).
41. Bridleways would have an unbound, compacted surface to facilitate
comfortable use by equestrians.
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42. The proposals have been discussed with specialists from the local traffic
authority, Cambridgeshire County Council, other local authorities, and nonmotorised user groups. Highways England is in the process of preparing a
Statement of Common Ground with Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum
and it is anticipated that this will be submitted to the Examining Authority at
Deadline 3 – 26 June 2015. This will set out the extent to which
Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum agrees with the proposed NMU
provisions.

HE/A14/EX/32

Page 20 of 38

June 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions
(Report 5, Design and Engineering
Standards)

Question 1.5.9
How would the future provision of connections to cater for the missing
movements at Girton interchange, between the A428 and the A14 and
M11, be accommodated within the scheme?

Response
43. Whilst it is not proposed as part of the scheme to provide connections at
Girton Interchange between the A428 eastbound and the A14 westbound
or M11 southbound, M11 northbound and A428 westbound (for the
reasons given in the answer to question 1.5.10), the scheme does not
preclude the provision of works to accommodate these movements.
44. Figure 1.3 indicates a possible future solution separate from the scheme
which provides for movements between:
•

A428 eastbound and A14 westbound;

•

A428 eastbound and M11 southbound (via the new local access
road); and

•

M11 northbound and A428 westbound.
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Figure 1.3: Possible future layout at Girton Interchange to provide additional vehicular movements
(future works required indicated in pink)
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45. The potential future layout indicated in Figure 1.3 would require further
minor modification to the geometry of the slip road at the M11 northbound
to A14 eastbound diverge (in addition to minor improvements as part of
this scheme). Minor modifications would also be needed to the existing
A14 westbound to M11 southbound diverge slip road, where it merges with
the M11 (it is not proposed to amend the existing layout as part of this
scheme). An additional bridge would also be required, parallel to the
existing Girton Interchange bridge to carry the new slip road from Girton
Roundabout East to the M11 southbound.
46. The sketch indicates a possible ‘at grade’ solution to providing most of
these movements, utilising roundabout junctions. Note that an at grade
solution to cater for the A14 eastbound to A428 westbound movement is
not possible as such a link would cross numerous carriageways and
therefore would not be provided for in this layout.
47. A fully ‘free flow’ solution (in which traffic can flow freely from one
carriageway to another via a dedicated interchange link, as opposed to
having to negotiate a junction) for the missing connections may also be
physically possible, but would involve the construction of a large number of
bridges over live carriageways and would therefore be significantly more
expensive to construct than the layout suggested in Figure 1.3. An
indicative diagram of how such provision could look is shown at Figure 1.4.
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Figure 1.4:: Fully grade separated interchange to accommodate all movements

48. Alternatively, and away from Girton Interchange, the M11/A1303/A428
route could be improved to better provide for the M11 north to A428 west
movement. A possible route is indicated in Figure 1.5.
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Figure 1.5:: Alternative solution to accommodate movement between the M11 northbound and A428
westboun
westbound.
SOURCE: Google Maps ((https://www.google.co.uk/maps/
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/
https://www.google.co.uk/maps/).
).
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Question 1.5.10
Why were connections to cater for the missing movements at Girton
interchange, between the A428 and the A14 and M11, not accommodated
within
thin the scheme? In particular, why was a link between the A428
eastbound and the A14 westbound not accommodated? Would such a
link reduce future traffic through Dry Drayton? If so, by how much, or if
not, why not? In particular, why was a link in both directions
directions between
the A428 to the west and the M11 to the south westbound not
accommodated? Would such a link reduce future traffic on the A1303? If
so, by how much, or if not, why not?

Response
Scheme Proposals
49. The proposed Girton Interchange improvements accommodate all of the
currently available traffic movements between the M11 motorway, the A14
and A428 trunk roads, and the A1307 Huntingdon Road. The movement
of traffic between the A428 west and A14 north is not provided for in the
current road layout and the new scheme also does not accommodate
these movements. However, the design of the Girton interchange does
not preclude the possibility of future improvements to accommodate these
movements. Provision for these additional movements has been
considered
red during the development of the scheme. In order to explain why
the scheme does not provide these movements, it is necessary to consider
the scheme development to date.
Scheme History
50. In 1969, the Ministry of Transport (equivalent to the Department for
Transport) published a Green Paper titled Roads for the Future which set
out the Government’s plans to establish a basic network of high quality
(i.e. motorway and dual carriageway) roads. The plans included upgrading
an East-West
West and Northwest-Southeast
Northwest Southeast route, crossing to the west of
Cambridge at Girton (refer to Figure 1.6).
).

Figure 1.6: Extract from Roads for the Future (Ministry of Transport, 1969)
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51. Improvements to the A428 and A14 (previously A604 and A45 roads)
adjacent to Cambridge in the late 1970s and early 1980s were
implemented to develop the trunk road network outlined in Roads for the
Future. At this time, Girton Interchange was designed to accommodate
the main East/West and Northwest/Southeast traffic flows, with links for
traffic between the A14 to the west of Cambridge and the Northern
Cambridge Bypass. Traffic movements from the west to south and vice
versa were not considered to be sufficient to warrant direct provision at
Girton Interchange, therefore such movements were to be accommodated
through J13 of the M11.
52. Subsequent development adjacent to the A428, including at Cambourne,
has increased demand for traffic movements between the A428 and M11,
therefore provision for such movements has been considered as part of
numerous transport studies. In 2012, a study was undertaken for the
Department for Transport, to collate the findings of previous studies,
assess the feasibility of options considered and recommend a package of
schemes for further development. This identified a long list of over 100
options, including a number of options at Girton Interchange to provide
connections between the A428 westbound and A14/M11. At this time a
workshop was undertaken to remove the least feasible options (in terms of
cost, environmental impact, economic return, and safety), resulting in a
total of 21 packages to be considered further.
53. Provision of links to accommodate additional traffic movements at Girton
Interchange as part of the Scheme would result in a significant increase in
scheme footprint, with subsequent increase in scheme costs (lowering the
scheme Benefit to Cost Ratio as suitable alternative routes are available
for these movements) and significant environmental impact and was
therefore not recommended for further development. Refer to Figure 1.4
in the answer to question 1.5.9 for an indication of the scale of a free flow
interchange providing for all movements. Whilst no formal appraisal of the
costs for such an interchange has been undertaken, it can be estimated
that the cost of providing such an interchange that includes numerous new
bridges would be in the hundreds of millions of pounds.
54. Formal consultation in relation to the Girton Interchange has been held at
key stages of the development process together with ongoing
consultations with interested parties. The current scheme is a result of this
process to date. Highways England continues to review the operation of
the trunk road network through its route strategy studies and will target
future improvements where need is greatest. For details of the design
changes made to address comments received during the Pre-Application
Consultation refer to Chapter 15 of the Consultation Report (document
reference 5.1).
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“Would such a link reduce future traffic through Dry Drayton? If so, by
how much, or if not, why not?”
A428 eastbound to A14 westbound link – impact on Dry Drayton
55. Flows for Scotland Road to the south of Dry Drayton and Oakington Road
to the north of Dry Drayton are included in Table 1.6 to explain the impact
of the scheme on traffic travelling through Dry Drayton.
Table 1.6: Design Parameters used to derive RFC values for Girton Roundabout East

DM
NORTHSTOWE
(Units)
Scotland Road
Oakington Road

DS

DS+

2020

2035

2020

2035

2020

2035

1500

1500

1500

1500

2300

5000

5,100
6,400

8,000
10,200

5,900
6,400

9,100
9,600

6,000
6,500

10,500
11,100

56. In 2020 and 2035 there is forecast to be an increase in flows between the
‘with’ and ‘without’ scheme scenarios on Scotland Road. In 2035 traffic
flows are forecast to reduce at Oakington Road between the ‘without’
scheme (Do Minimum – DM) and ‘with’ scheme (Do Something – DS)
scenario and this is primarily the result of traffic transferring from
Oakington Road to The Avenue due to the improved connectivity at the
junction of The Avenue and the new Local Access Road.
57. In the DS+ (DS with additional traffic due to the Northstowe development)
scenario, the growth in traffic on Oakington Road is primarily due to the
additional traffic associated with Northstowe development which comprises
approximately 5,000 units compared with 1,500 units in the DM and DS
scenarios. Northstowe traffic is considered to be ‘local traffic’ and
therefore it would be unreasonable to expect residents of Northstowe,
travelling from the A428 and surrounding areas, to use alternative longer
routes.
58. The current highway arrangement enables traffic to join the A14 at Dry
Drayton junction and the Avenue, neither of which will be available with the
scheme. Analysis of the traffic figures shows that the traffic flows along
Oakington Road are forecast to reduce between the DM and DS scenarios
which indicates that the majority of journeys through Dry Drayton are for
local traffic (i.e. travelling to Dry Drayton, Madingley, Northstowe,
Oakington and local villages, as opposed to strategic traffic). The forecast
increase for the DS+ scenario is primarily due to Northstowe traffic.
Therefore the provision of a potential link between the A428 eastbound
and A14 westbound is not expected to reduce flows through Dry Drayton
significantly.
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“In particular, why was a link in both directions between the A428 to the
west and the M11 to the south westbound not accommodated? Would
such a link reduce future traffic on the A1303? If so, by how much, or if
not, why not?”
A428 eastbound to M11 southbound link – impact on A1303
59. Provision of a direct link between the A428 eastbound and M11
southbound would involve crossing a number of carriageways requiring
several new structures. The daily volume of 2-way traffic that is forecast to
travel between the A428 and M11 south in the 2035 DS+ scenario
(modelled traffic flows using the A1303 for this movement) equates to
3,300 vehicles per day. This level of demand would not justify the
provision of an additional link as it would require a number of costly
structures (dependent on the layout option selected), and there is an
existing more direct route available between the A428 and the M11 via the
A1303 Madingley Road and M11 Junction 13. The current scheme does
not preclude capacity upgrades to this route.
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Question 1.5.11
How does the local regeneration and economic development basis for
the removal of the Huntingdon viaduct compare with the future remedial
work and maintenance basis reported elsewhere? (Document 6.1.04
Para 4.3.19)

Response
60. There are significant non-monetised benefits from removal of the viaduct
through addressing severance issues that the viaduct creates and also
through improved access to Huntingdon town centre and the railway
station via the proposed new link roads. These potential benefits reflect the
Huntingdon West Area Action Plan, prepared by Huntingdonshire District
Council and adopted in 2011, which sets out a plan for development of
West Huntingdon and diversification of the local economy based on the
removal of the viaduct. Within the vision statement for the West Area
Action Plan,
http://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/Planning/Planning%20Policy/Pages/Hu
ntingdon%20West%20Area%20Action%20Plan.aspx
it says:
‘New and improved transport routes will enable better, easier and more
sustainable travel patterns enabling new land uses that will reflect the
improved accessibility of the location. The new routes will help to break
down the barrier caused by the main roads and enhance the
connections and inter-relationships between this area and the rest of the
town centre.’
61. The removal of the viaduct and the creation of local roads, as set out
within the proposed scheme, are essential to the achievement of the
vision.
62. Other non-monetised benefits from the removal of the viaduct are set out
in response 1.7.9 and include:
•

Removing strategic traffic from close proximity to Huntingdon. Even
with a bypass a proportion of heavy goods vehicles would continue
to use the existing route if the viaduct was retained.

•

Retention of the viaduct would prevent connection with the link
roads within Huntingdon. Access, and the traffic problems
associated with them, would remain as existing; from Spittals
Interchange to the west and the Godmanchester Junction to the
east;

•

Retention of the viaduct would not resolve congestion at Brampton
Hut, Spittals Interchange or Bar Hill and would exacerbate
congestion on the Cambridge Northern Bypass, because even with
a bypass, traffic would continue to use the de-trunked road; and
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The level of traffic on a retained viaduct would be such that
environmental benefits of the scheme, such as reduced noise, light,
and air pollution and CO2 and NO2 emissions would not be realised
and speed restrictions may be required in future years to avoid
exceedances.

63. Furthermore, as set out in Highways England's response to the Examining
Authority’s question 1.5.6, in the order of £342,000 is spent annually on
monitoring the condition of the viaduct and on ongoing maintenance and
that it is expected that the viaduct would require widening, if retained,
within ten years due to anticipated increase in traffic volumes.
64. The age and condition of the viaduct would not support its widening;
consequently there would be a need for demolition and rebuilding. Such
work would also require land take within an urban area and a second
phase of construction, impacting on a number of properties.
65. It is difficult to directly compare a non-monetised benefit with a
maintenance cost. Instead, they should be considered as compounded
costs: retention of the viaduct would cost in the order of £342,000 per
annum, plus necessary financial provision for future replacement, and this
retention would constrain economic development within Huntingdon.
66. In contrast, removal of the viaduct would eliminate these maintenance and
replacement costs, resolve traffic issues, bring about environmental
benefits and would support regeneration within the town.
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Question 1.5.12
Did the Autumn 2013 public consultation include Options 7A and 7B?
(Document 6.1.04 Para 4.5.1)

Response
67. It is thought the reference to document 6.1.04 para 4.5.1 should read
document 6.1.04 para 4.4.5
68. Section 4.5 of the Case for the Scheme (document reference 7.1) explains
the development of Option7B, as the 'proposed scheme' for the Autumn
2013 consultation; and that Option 7A was therefore not consulted upon.
69. The consultation exercise carried out in autumn 2013 consulted on six
route options (Options 1 to 6) and the ‘proposed option’ (Option 7B).
70. As the Case for the Scheme explains, this is because Option 7B arose out
of value engineering work carried out on Option 7A to further improve it,
including the incorporation of online widening of the A1 between Brampton
Hut and Alconbury. It was therefore considered that Option 7B was the
optimum 'proposed scheme' at that time, and so Option 7A was not
consulted upon.
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Question 1.5.13
Did the ground investigation and additional soil and groundwater quality
testing, to inform the detailed design, take place in late 2014? If so, did
the results identify any previously unknown issues? (Document 6.1.17
Para 17.5.27)

Response
71. The additional ground investigation to inform the detailed design was
undertaken in late 2014 and early 2015. Post-investigation gas and
groundwater monitoring and groundwater quality testing is currently under
way and will continue until February 2016; only preliminary results are
currently available.
72. The findings of the geotechnical aspects of this additional ground
investigation are consistent with expectations and do not identify any
previously unknown issues in relation to mitigation of risk for groundwater.
73. The findings of the geo-environmental aspects of the ground investigation
are broadly consistent with expectations and do not identify any previous
unknown issues.
74. Overall, based on the review to date the investigation has not identified
any significant previously unknown issues.
75. The findings from the geo-environmental investigation will be used by the
detailed designers to determine a remediation strategy and allow
derivation of ‘suitable for use’ criteria for the bulk earthworks - this will
ensure that no unacceptable contamination remains.
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Question 1.5.14
Has the limiting of the depth of the borrow pit working in certain
locations to avoid significant adverse effects on the River Terrace
Deposits aquifer been accommodated within the proposed borrow pit
areas? If so, how? If not, why not? (Document 6.1.17 Para 17.5.31)

Response
76. It is assumed the paragraph referenced should be paragraph 17.5.30 of
Chapter 17 Road Drainage and the Water Environment, of the
Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference 6.1).
77. The River Terrace Deposits will be encountered in proposed borrow pits 1,
2, 3 and 7, and these excavations are designed to extend below the
groundwater level of the River Terrace Deposits aquifer. Appropriate
mitigation would be put in place to avoid likely significant adverse effects
(principally drawdown) on the River Terrace Deposits aquifer.
78. The depth of excavation in the proposed borrow pit areas has not been
limited to avoid significant adverse effects on the River Terrace Deposits
aquifer, as other methods of effective mitigation are available and are
preferred.
79. Paragraph 17.5.24 of chapter 17 of the ES identifies measures to mitigate
dewatering impact on the River Terrace Deposits:
•

re-routing of drains;

•

re-directing water to recharge a specific ecological site or surface
water receptor;

•

monitoring of surface waters; and

•

monitoring groundwater abstractions and providing temporary
supplies if required during dewatering.
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80. As noted in paragraph 17.5.30 of ES chapter 17, further measures may
include installation of appropriately designed barriers or working without
dewatering, i.e. dredging. Such measures would be preferred to limiting
the depth of working, as they avoid or restrict the extent of dewatering and
would enable the full thickness of River Terrace Deposits in the borrow pits
to be won. Limiting the depth of excavation may still form part of the final
mitigation strategy in specific locations.
81. Chapter 14 of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP/ES Appendix
20.2) includes measures in 14.5.3 to protect private water supplies from
groundwater drawdown and 14.7.3 to monitor sensitive groundwater areas
and develop construction methods to mitigate potential impacts on the
groundwater regime. These measures will be defined in the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CoCP ch 3.3).
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Question 1.5.15
Does the suggested ending of the scheme at Histon accord with the
works plans? If not, why not. (Document 6.3 Appendix 7.01 Para 1.5.3).

Response
82. The question refers to document 6.3 Appendix 7.01 Para 1.5.3; it is
considered that the question should refer to appendix 17.01.
83. Paragraph 1.5.3 of Appendix 17.01 (document reference 6.3) incorrectly
states that the scheme ends at Histon. Highways England can confirm that
this is an error, and that the scheme ends at Milton, which accords with the
work plans (document reference 6.4).
84. Paragraph 1.5.3, Appendix 17.01 should read:
85. 1.5.3 The three key changes to the scheme which formed the basis of the
2009 FRA are the widening of the A1 north of the A14 interchange from
Brampton to Alconbury, the removal of the originally proposed changes to
the Cambridge northern bypass between Girton and Histon (this second
amendment is being progressed by the Highways Agency under a
separate project) and thirdly the scheme now ends at Milton and no longer
extends to the river Cam.
86. This corrected description is compatible with the works plans.
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Question 1.5.16
The Applicant’s letter (12 May 2015) suggests that amended layouts at
some junctions would be required as a result of the Traffic Modelling
Update Report. Will revised highway layout drawings be submitted to
the examination? If so, when? If not, why not?

Response
87. Drawings illustrating revised layouts at some junctions will be included in
the Traffic Modelling Update Report, which Highways England will submit
to the Examining Authority at Deadline 2, Monday 15 June.
88. The revised drawings illustrate that the modifications are relatively minor in
nature and compatible with the Development Consent Order (DCO)
application as submitted.
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Question 1.5.17
Are any agricultural underpasses or over bridges proposed? If so,
where, why and to what standard?

Response
89. Corpus Christi accommodation over bridge is the only bridge proposed
exclusively for use by agricultural farm vehicles. Corpus Christi
accommodation over bridge is proposed to cross over A14 Huntingdon
Southern bypass, between the B1043 Offord Road Bridge and Silver
Street Bridge (2.2 General Arrangement Plans, Sheet 8). Corpus Christi
accommodation over bridge is required for providing access between
agricultural lands severed by the proposed A14 Huntingdon Southern
bypass.
90. The river Great Ouse viaduct will also be built with sufficient headroom to
allow agricultural vehicles to pass under the proposed A14 Huntingdon
Southern Bypass (2.2 General Arrangement Plans Sheet 6).
91. Elsewhere along the proposed scheme, no further accommodation bridges
are necessary and agricultural access would be achieved via proposed
tracks linking to the public road network and side road bridge crossings.
92. The design of Corpus Christi accommodation over bridge would be in
accordance with Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
standards. The design has also been the subject to additional discussions
between the land owners and tenants of the land severed by the bypass,
and Highways England with regards to its proposed use. The results of
these discussions will be incorporated within the relevant Statements of
Common Ground.
93. The proposed accommodation bridge would be designed to be 6m wide. It
would be designed for normal highway loading up to SV80 in accordance
with the Eurocode standard load model. This would be confirmed at
detailed design stage following discussions with the land owner in
consideration of future requirements for agricultural plant.

HE/A14/EX/32

Page 38 of 38

June 2015

