A14 WRITTEN QUESTIONS - BCG RESPONSE (Q1)
Q1.12.16: To what level of detail has the proposal for an alternative

route, reached?

Please provide evidence of appropriate detail.

1.Our current alternative scheme - submitted to the Highways Agency (HA) in
2013 - is an updated version of the scheme we submitted to the Public Inquiry
in January 2010. Both schemes are outlined in the attached A14 dossier (20102014). This also shows wide support for our alternative route from the A14/M11
to the M1 from the ‘A428-A421 Alliance’ of local MPs, Local Authorities and
others across East Anglia (Annex A).
BCG alternative scheme 2010
2. I do not know to what extent HA have developed the road element of our
alternative scheme since May 2010 when they were first directed by the Planning
Inspector at the previous Public Inquiry preliminary meeting to draw up all
alternative routes submitted – see official PIM Notes (Annex B). Para 25 states:
“ It was agreed that the alternative routes which had been put forward by the
deadline date would be drawn up by the HA, signed off by the person or persons
who had promoted them, and advertised so as to enable representations on
them to be made.”
3. HA agreed at the preliminary meeting in 2010 that it would be possible to
draw up all routes/ proposals submitted (including our alternative scheme and
the Brampton NMU crossing), get them signed off by proposers and submitted
for public consultation before commencement of the A14 Public Inquiry in July
2010. The Public Inquiry did not take place and we do not know what progress
was made on drawing up our alternative scheme. The HA A14 scheme was
cancelled in October 2010 on cost grounds.
BCG alternative scheme 2015
4. Our outline alternative scheme was updated and re-submitted to HA in
October 2013. After the Preliminary Meeting on 13 May 2015 we also provided
this to Arup - consultants to Highways England (HE) - who offered to draw it up.
We now note that HE state in their response to our initial representations
(HE/A14/EX/2 Jun2015):
“The proposal submitted by the Brampton A14 Campaign Group does not contain
an alternative scheme, but rather a collection of measures and interventions
which are offered as an alternative.....” and that:
“the Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS) incorporated into
the recommendations of the study....further investment in the rail network,
investment in public transport along the corridor and traffic restraint measures”
5. These measures have been integral to our multi-modal alternative scheme
since it was first submitted in 2007, then submitted to the A14 Public Inquiry in
2010 and to subsequent consultations/calls for proposals by DfT and others
between 2010 and 2014. CHUMMS may have made recommendations to
incorporate such measures but, apart from the Guided Bus (which operates
extensively on normal roads as well as on the Busway), neither other modes of
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transport nor traffic management measures were included (or funded) as part of
the CHUMMS A14 scheme (Annex C). Nor are they part of the current HE A14
scheme which proposes many additional new roads (notably the six-lane
Huntingdon Southern Bypass) despite considerable evidence that new roads
induce new traffic – causing congestion to increase rather than reduce.
6. Additionally, we have not found any evidence of assessment of the impact of
our proposed M11/A14-A428-A421-M1 alternative route on HE A14 scheme
traffic forecasts. We question whether this has been done. This route is central
to the BCG alternative scheme and was also announced on 1 Dec 2014 as a
newly-funded road project in the Chancellor’s Autumn Statement as part of the
proposed ‘Cambridge-Oxford Expressway’ (Annex D). Whatever it is called, the
A428-A421 element of this fast freight route from South and East Coast ports to
the M1 near Milton Keynes is an alternative Huntingdon Southern Bypass as per
the BCG alternative scheme.
BCG Questions/Observations
7. We question why our alternative scheme was not drawn up and properly
evaluated as instructed by the Planning Inspector in May 2010. We consider
some initial work may have been undertaken at that time as it was supposed to
have been completed by July 2010. Work on developing the A428-A421 element
of our scheme may also have commenced in support of the Cambridge-Oxford
Expressway project. Work to improve the Black Cat roundabout is currently
under way as a DfT ‘pinch-point’ scheme.
8. We have recently agreed that Arup (acting for HE) would draw up our
alternative scheme (Annex E) and we seek assurance that this will still go ahead.
We are currently in discussion with the Confederation of Passenger Transport to
develop our public transport proposals further and plan to consult the Rail
Freight Group on rail options.
Eileen Collier (Cllr) (10031084)
Brampton A14 Campaign Group (BCG)
15 June 2015

HIGHWAYS AGENCY A14 SCHEME 2010-2014
BRAMPTON A14 CAMPAIGN GROUP

2010 ORANGE ROUTE NOW KNOWN AS HUNTINGDON SOUTHERN BYPASS

BRAMPTON A14 CAMPAIGN GROUP
ENVIRONMENT AGENCY FLOOD MAP – BRAMPTON – BUCKDEN – OFFORDS

BRAMPTON IS IN A FLOOD ZONE AND THE A1/A14 AREA REGULARLY FLOODS
RESILIENCE OF TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE WILL BE AT RISK
Brampton Matters

HIGHWAYS AGENCY A14 SCHEME—BRAMPTON INTERCHANGE
The new scheme is largely the same
as the previous one
cancelled in
2010 except that widening a stretch
of the A1 from Alconbury to Brampton Hut has been added to the original scheme. The line of the two
roads (A1 & A14) has also been altered and shows the A14 nearer to
family homes in Brampton (because
the A1 traffic is now predicted to be
heavier—but will still run alongside
the A14!).
The areas marked A & B
indicate quarries for extracting up to
3million tons of sand and gravel. A
cement-processing facility is also
planned. This will compound the air
pollution problems of road traffic diesel particulates and the harmful effects on the lung development of children living within 500 metres of the
Brampton A1/A14 Interchange.

Highways Agency A1/A14 Interchange as at October 2010
HIGHWAYS AGENCY ALTERNATIVE MAINTENANCE ROUTES
ALTERNATIVE SOUTHERN ROUTE A14/M11—A428-A421—M1 SHOWN

Map - Highways Agency (HA) alternative routes during A14 rail viaduct works
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BRAMPTON A14 CAMPAIGN GROUP ALTERNATIVE SCHEME
The current HA scheme – cost £1.5billion (£60million per mile)
The current A14 scheme is based on the Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Scheme
(CHUMMS) developed in 2001. The main problem for A14 villages is that it seeks demolition
of the A14 rail viaduct as a key aim and the proposed ‘Huntingdon Southern Bypass’ - the
new road from the existing A14 to Brampton Interchange - has disproportionately adverse
environmental effects on neighbouring villages and the Ouse Valley.
There is no rational justification for demolishing the A14 rail viaduct and destroying the
existing strategic trunk route when increased road capacity is being sought. The rail viaduct
should be retained. Result: no ned for new roads on Huntingdon commons, no Southern
Bypass, no Brampton Interchange, no widening of the A1. Costs would be significantly
reduced and leave the Highways Agency free to reconfigure the A14 scheme as an
improved International TEN-T Freight Route and Strategic Trunk Road. Brampton A14
Campaign Group’s alternative scheme - first submitted in January 2010 - is based on an M11
–M1 link road via the A428 and A421 (including completing widening of the A428). This
would effectively be a ‘Huntingdon Southern Bypass’ whichIt would benefit local and
international road hauliers and motorists alike and save A14 towns and villages from the
harmful effects of road traffic air pollution.

Brampton A14 Campaign Group Alternative (Multi-Modal) Scheme - Key Points

Retain Huntingdon rail viaduct and existing A14 capacity.


Upgrade A14 to motorway standard (A14(M)) from Cambridge (M11-J14) to Huntingdon.
The rail viaduct could be rebuilt to a higher standard at a later date. Recent repairs have
assured the safety of the viaduct ‘for the foreseeable future’.



Upgrade the route from M11(J14) to the M1 to motorway standard A new road could
be built from M11(J14) [or from the A428 Caxton Gibbet roundabout] direct to the Black
Cat roundabout on the A1. A new A1/A421 interchange would ease traffic congestion at
the Black Cat and reduce travelling times for traffic bound for Birmingham and beyond.



Retain the existing A428 as a local road which links the A1 and the A1198.



Active Traffic Management systems should be installed on both roads and Highways
Agency ‘managed motorways’ practices adopted – traffic running on the hard shoulder
during peak hours. This has already been successfully introduced on the M42.



A Park & Ride site at Brampton Racecourse (or Brampton Hut) -The Guided Bus
route could be extended to the site from Huntingdon rail station. A shuttle bus between
the Park & Ride, Brampton village, the rail station and Hinchingbrooke hospital would
relieve congestion on local roads and car parking problems at the station and hospital.



Rail freight route – Felixstowe–Nuneaton:This is effectively an eastern bypass of
Huntingdon. DfT policy is to encourage the shift of freight from road to rail.



The EU Transport Commissioner has already provided some 20 million euros for two
elements of the old BCG scheme - ie (1) upgraded signalling on the Felixstowe rail
freight route and (2) installation of Active Traffic Management systems along the whole
length of the A14 (section within the A14 scheme area was excepted).



Motorways of the Sea: whereby freight is transferred at deep sea ports to coastal
shipping for onward transmission - removes freight from roads and reduces road traffic
congestion and air and noise pollution.
Eileen Collier (Cllr) Brampton A14 Campaign Group 19 Oct 2013
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THE A14 TRUNK ROAD ELLINGTON TO FEN DITTON IMPROVEMENT
NOTES OF THE PRE-INQUIRY MEETING HELD AT THE BURGESS CIVIC
HALL, ST IVES ON MONDAY 24 MAY 2010
INTRODUCTIONS
1. The Inspector, Michael Ellison, opened the meeting, welcomed those
attending and introduced himself as the Inspector appointed by the
Secretary of State for Transport to conduct an inquiry into five draft
Orders, prepared by the Secretary of State for Transport, in connection
with the proposed improvement of the A14 Trunk Road between
Ellington and Fen Ditton. Mr Ellison also introduced Mr John Wilde,
who had been appointed by the Secretary of State as Assistant
Inspector.
2. Mr Roger Claxton had been appointed Programme Officer for the
inquiry, and would, under the Inspector’s direction, arrange the day-today programme of the inquiry and maintain the library of inquiry
documents. During the inquiry, the Programme Officer would be in
attendance throughout, and separate telephone and fax numbers for
contact with him during the course of the inquiry would be provided.
These numbers would be notified to the parties as soon as they were
known, together with the date at which they would become operative.
In the meantime, contact with Mr Claxton should be made by the
parties through his office address – Persona Associates, West Point,
Springfield Road, Horsham, West Sussex, RH12 2PD, – and telephone
number – 01403 219891. Mr Claxton’s email address is
rogerclaxton@personaassociates.co.uk. Those who wished to appear
to present evidence at the inquiry were asked to liaise with the
Programme Officer, who would, in consultation with the Inspector,
arrange the programme of appearances. Information required from
the parties included whether they intended to call any witnesses, their
best estimate of the time it would take them to present their case, and
any dates on which they would not be available. A programming form
asking for this information would be sent out by the Programme Officer
in due course. It was the responsibility of all participants to keep in
touch with the Programme Officer to ensure that they were aware of
any changes in the programme.
PURPOSE OF PRE-INQUIRY MEETING (PIM)
3. The purpose of the PIM was to provide an opportunity for procedural
and administrative matters relating to the inquiry to be explained and
discussed.
4. All matters raised for discussion at the meeting and agreements
reached would be without prejudice to the entitlements and rights of
statutory objectors and others who intended to appear at the inquiry.
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5. The Inspector explained that his task was to take account of the
objections to and representations on the draft Orders and any other
material considerations and to report on these to the Secretary of
State with his recommendations. The Secretary of State would
subsequently consider his report and publish his decisions in due
course.
SCOPE OF THE INQUIRY-THE DRAFT ORDERS
6. The scope of the inquiry was explained briefly as to hear objections
and representations regarding the draft Orders which would be the
subject of the inquiry. Those Orders were as follows:
x

The A14 Trunk Road (Ellington to Fen Ditton
Improvement) Order 20 – an Order drafted under Sections
10, 41 and 106 of the Highways Act 1980, which would establish
the line of a new dual carriageway to the south of Huntingdon
between Ellington and Fen Drayton, establish the line for the
proposed improvement of the A14 to three lanes in each
direction between Fen Drayton and Girton, and the lines of other
new roads to connect the A14 to the A1 at Brampton, the
M11/A428 at Girton, and to the local road network, and would
make these trunk roads. It would also provide for the
construction of a new viaduct over the Great Ouse and the
replacement of the existing A14 bridge over the River Cam. It is
referred to below as “the Line Order”.

x

The A14 Trunk Road (Ellington to Fen Ditton
Improvement) Detrunking Order 20 - an Order drafted
under Sections 10 and 12 of the Highways Act 1980. If the
proposed A14 improvement were authorised and carried out, it
would remove trunk road status from the existing lengths of the
A14 trunk road from Alconbury to Fen Drayton and from
Brampton Hut to Stukeley.

x

The A14 Trunk Road (Ellington to Fen Ditton
Improvement Side Roads) Order 20 – an Order drafted
under Sections 12, 14, 106 and 125 of the Highways Act 1980,
which would deal with the alteration of existing side roads, public
rights of way and private means of access which would be
necessary if the proposed A14 road improvement were carried
out.

x

The A14 Trunk Road (Ellington to Fen Ditton
Improvement) Compulsory Purchase Order (No ) 20 - an
Order drafted under Sections 239, 240, 246, 250 and 260 of the
Highways Act 1980 and section 2 of the Acquisition of Land Act
1981. If the Line Order were made, this Order would provide
the authority for the compulsory acquisition of the land and
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rights required for the construction of the proposed new trunk
road and the associated works listed in the Side Roads Order.
x

The M11 Motorway (Junction 14 Connecting Road)
Scheme 20. This is a scheme drafted under sections 16, 17,
and 19 of the Highways Act 1980. It would authorise the
remodelling of M11 junction 14 to accommodate a new
connecting road.

OTHER POTENTIAL MATTERS WHICH MIGHT BE BEFORE THE INQUIRY

7. The authorisation for the Inspector to conduct the inquiry also referred
to Orders under the Road Traffic Regulation Act, an Awards Drainage
Order under the Land Drainage Act and a Certificate under Section 19
of the Acquisition of Land Act.

8. At the meeting, the Inspector was informed by Cambridgeshire County
Council that there were two draft Orders under the Road Traffic
Regulation Act 1984. One of these had been advertised, and the
second one was due to be advertised in the very near future. Should
there be objections to these Orders, then it was the intention of the
County Council as promoting authority that they would be put before
the inquiry. The confirming Authority for these Orders would be
Cambridgeshire County Council. Their intention would be to confirm
the Orders only if the A14 Improvement Orders were confirmed.

9. The Inspector was also informed that the Awards Drain Order was very
near publication and consequently, should there be objections to it,
there could be scope to include it within the inquiry. The Highways
Agency would advance the case for this Order.
10.The Highway Agency (HA) also informed the Inspector that two
Supplementary Orders were being prepared, a Supplementary Side
Roads Order and a Supplementary Compulsory Purchase Order. These
were to be advertised on the 3 June 2010. They were primarily aimed
at meeting points made by objectors which the HA were able to accept.
11.There were also two Public Path Creation Orders for lengths of
bridleway.
These had no direct connection to the proposed A14
Improvement, but they were already referred to and considered within
the Environmental Statement for that scheme. In fact, it was now
proposed that they should be made under different authorising powers
from those mentioned in the Environmental Statement, but the Orders
would have the same effect.
12.The HA also indicated that there were two applications in process for
the removal of Tree Preservation Orders. These would only need to
come before the inquiry if planning permission was refused.
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13.Following the information regarding the potential extra Orders, the
Inspector made the point that some of these would have to be
determined by a Secretary of State other than the Secretary of State
for Transport.
14.The Inspector questioned whether any land included within the
proposed improvement scheme had a classification as common land or
similar. The Highways Agency indicated that it was their belief that
this was not the case.
15.The Inspector confirmed that the evidence regarding the five Orders
currently before the inquiry was so closely connected that it would be
convenient to hear the evidence, both for and against each of the
Orders, at the same time, thereby avoiding the necessity for a
separate inquiry into each Order. The position regarding any additional
Orders or matters being dealt with concurrently would be addressed
when the Orders concerned were produced.
16.A question was raised regarding minerals extraction in the Brampton
area concurrent with the proposed A14 improvement. Two plans were
provided highlighting this matter (Appendix B). One plan was from the
proposed A14 Improvement Scheme, and was entitled Proposed
Mineral Extraction Sites; the other was from a draft development plan
document. The Inspector made it clear that the approval or otherwise
of emerging development plan documents was not a matter to be
dealt with at the inquiry, although they would be given appropriate
weight, depending on the stage of preparation which had been reached
in their journey to formal adoption. The Highways Agency confirmed
that any mineral extraction would be subject to separate planning
applications.
17.Three matters were identified by the Inspector as being outside the
scope of the inquiries:x

Government Policy. Argument concerning the merits or
demerits of Government policy was a matter for Parliament, and
would be out of place at inquiries into individual Orders or a
specific scheme. In this connection, Government policy included
methodologies and design standards adopted by the
Government, nationally determined economic assumptions and
forecasts of traffic growth, the allocation of resources to each of
the different transport modes, the combination of investment,
subsidy, taxation and regulation by which the Government
sought to create the most efficient transport system, and the
objectives of the Government road programme. However, the
application of national forecasts and design standards to local
situations would come within the scope of the inquiry. A
question was raised by an interested party regarding the recent
decision of the Administrative Court in connection with the
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previous Government’s decision making processes in relation to
Heathrow Airport. The Inspector agreed that his formulation of
the approach which would be taken at the inquiry in terms of
questioning Government policy followed that sanctioned by the
decision of the House of Lords in Bushell v Secretary of State for
the Environment [1981] AC 75. He stated that, if it was
suggested that a different approach should be taken, the
arguments in favour of that position should be put in writing as
soon as possible and sent to the Programme Officer for
consideration by the Inspector, so that they could be considered
ahead of the opening of the inquiry. In response to another
question, the HA confirmed that their traffic figures could be
relied on.
x

Matters of Law. The Inspector explained that he would not
determine matters of law. Any legal submissions should be
submitted in writing and would be addressed in the Inspector’s
Report to the Secretary of State. Procedural submissions would,
however, be determined by the Inspector.

x

Compensation. Such matters were for negotiation or for
determination by the Lands Tribunal, and were outside the scope
of the inquiry. They could only arise in any event if one or more
of the Orders were to be made.

EXPECTED APPEARANCES
18.The Promoting Authority (the HA) and some supporters, objectors and
others who intended to appear at the inquiry to make representations
were identified as listed at Appendix A. (Appendix A also includes
details of anticipated appearances notified by parties before the PIM.)
All other parties who intend to appear or be represented at the inquiry
should register with the Programme Officer as quickly as possible.
19.The Inspector confirmed that all written representations made to the
inquiry would be taken into account by him in his report to the
Secretary of State; and they would also be considered by the Secretary
of State in coming to his decisions on the Orders. He made the point,
however, that greater weight would be given to evidence given orally
at the inquiry, which had been open to cross examination, than to
evidence contained in a written representation.
INQUIRY WEBSITE
20.Information about the inquiry would be made available on the inquiry
website. This had already been set up in outline form. The address
was www.persona.uk.com/a14ellington. The website would include,
amongst other topics, the notes of the PIM as soon as they had been
prepared, and details of the Procedure Rules which would apply at the
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inquiry. The website would also include a full list of inquiry documents.
During the inquiry the pages setting out the inquiry programme and
the list of inquiry documents would be updated daily. The website had
been set up with a related links page, and details of the promoters’
A14 Improvement website had been included on that page.
PROCEDURE
21.The procedural rules applying to the inquiries were identified as the
Highways (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1994, and the Compulsory
Purchase (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 2007. If the Traffic Regulation
Orders were to come before the inquiry, they would be subject to the
Local Authorities’ Traffic Orders (Procedure) (England and Wales)
Regulations 1996. The Inspector confirmed that there are no rules
governing the actual procedure to be followed at inquiries into Traffic
Regulation Orders, but that he would follow a similar procedure for
these as outlined above.

22. Broadly speaking, those Rules would provide for the promoters to set
out their case first; for supporters of the scheme then to be heard; for
objectors then to be heard in turn; for representations to be made;
and for the promoters to have a final right of reply. Within that
framework, there are variations possible which could reduce the
number of days on which witnesses for the promoters would need to
attend, and others which would make it easier for objectors to limit the
need for their attendance at the inquiries.
DOCUMENTATION AND TIMETABLE PRIOR TO INQUIRY
23.The Rules governing the inquiry provide that evidence to be given at
the inquiry should be reduced to writing and made available in advance
of the inquiry. This is to allow everybody involved to have a clear idea
before the inquiry of the cases to be put at the inquiry. The Rules
require that these proofs of evidence should be made available at least
three weeks before the start of the inquiry. After a discussion
however, it was agreed that, in this case, proofs would be made
available four weeks before the start of the inquiry. That is no later
than 22 June 2010. [Note: now 29 June for objectors – see Para. 8g of
Appendix C.] The HA confirmed that their formal statement of case
would be published by the 7 June.
24.An application for the postponement of the start of the inquiry to
September, which could affect the dates given above, was made at the
PIM. This matter is covered in greater detail under Any Other
Business.
25.Alternative routes had been put forward by various interested parties.
Notification of these had been due by 17 May. The Inspector
confirmed that he would consider these alternative routes, but that in
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the interests of fairness and clarity it was necessary for all people likely
to be affected by the alternative routes to be aware of them and have
had the opportunity to comment on them. It was agreed that the
alternative routes which had been put forward by the deadline date
would be drawn up by the HA, signed off by the person or persons who
had promoted them, and advertised so as to enable representations on
them to be made.
26.The HA stated that some of the alternative routes could be outside the
scope of the inquiry, and that they would need to take a view on these.
The promoters of the alternative routes may of course take a different
view to the HA which they would need to put forward at the inquiry.
27.The deadline of 17 May for the submission of alternatives was
questioned, as some correspondence from objectors dating from
November 2009 had only been replied to by the HA on 12 May. The
Inspector confirmed that the Highways Act indicates that the Secretary
of State may disregard any alternative routes put forward after 17
May. He also confirmed that any alternative routes not put forward by
this date might be considered by him during the inquiry if he
considered them to have substance, but against the background of not
having been advertised, and of not therefore having been considered
by parties who might be affected by them.
28. Girton Parish Council pointed out that they were the subject of an all
out election, which had been deferred on 6 May because of the
concurrence of the General and other Local Elections. The new Parish
Council would not be meeting until 9 June to discuss whether or not to
commission expert witnesses to appear on their behalf at the inquiry.
[Inspector’s Note – During the course of the discussion of this point,
the Inspector questioned whether it should have been necessary to
delay the Parish Council election in this case. He now accepts that
such a course of action was in accordance with guidance issued by the
Electoral Commission which applied to the election in question.] The
Inspector advised the Parish Council in these circumstances to write to
the Programme Officer to explain the circumstances, and to seek an
individual extension of time for the submission of their proofs of
evidence.
29.Where a proof of evidence contains more than 1,500 words, a written
summary of the proof should accompany it. Only the summary would
be read out at the inquiry. Cross-examination would be allowed,
however, on the whole proof. It was made clear that parties should
produce five copies of each proof of evidence and summary, and that
these should be sent to the Programme Officer. Participants were also
asked whenever possible to send electronic copies of their proofs and
summaries to the Programme Officer, since this aids easy
dissemination.
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30.Copies of documents referred to in evidence would also be required by
the Programme Officer. Again five hard copies would be needed, and
electronic copies would be helpful. This would include copies of any
information downloaded from websites, with the date endorsed on
them to show when they had been downloaded. Within the next week
or two, the Programme Officer would be making available a list of
deposit documents drawn up by the promoters and on which they
sought to rely. Many documents on that list might be common to the
cases of other parties to the inquiry. Where that was the case, there
would be no need for documents on the list to be provided again by
other parties. Interested persons were at liberty to suggest documents
for inclusion within the inquiry library. Guidance on these matters and
on the preparation of proofs for the inquiry generally would be
prepared by the Programme Officer and sent to the parties in the near
future.
31.If supporters, objectors or those who had made representations had
nothing to add to any original letter submitted in connection with the
Orders, and would not wish to produce any further information at the
inquiry, the original letter could serve as the proof of evidence, so long
as this was made clear to the Programme Officer.
32.Counsel for the HA indicated that they would seek to ensure that
response proofs to objectors’ cases were produced by one week before
the programmed date for the promotion of each objection. This would
be subject to receipt of the objector’s proof of evidence in due time.
33.The Inspector indicated that he would anticipate a response proof for
each objection sustained by an appearance at the inquiries, but that he
would be happy to accept a general and comprehensive written
response from the promoters to objections which rested on written
representations. If this were to be provided at a reasonably early
stage of the inquiries, he would be happy to consider it and to indicate
whether there was any point dealt with within it on which he would
wish to hear oral evidence from the promoters.
34.It was agreed that any questions of clarification which arose on the
promoters’ proofs would be submitted to the Programme Officer in
writing one week before the opening of the inquiry. These questions
would be seen by the Inspector, who would delete any question which
went beyond clarification to cross examination, and they would then be
passed to the promoters, so that the promoters’ witnesses could come
to the inquiries prepared to deal with them at the conclusion of each
witness’s evidence in chief. Any question deleted at that stage as
amounting to cross examination could of course be pursued by the
objector in cross examination when that took place.
35.The guidance to parties to be sent out by the Programme Officer would
also deal with document numbering. It is essential that all proofs and
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documents produced both before and during the inquiry are clearly
marked with an individual document number so that they can be
readily traced during the inquiry.
36.The inquiry library would contain copies of all the deposit documents
and, as the inquiry proceeded, copies of each document presented at
the inquiry. The library would be under the supervision of the
Programme Officer, who would assist objectors and any other persons
wishing to see and copy the inquiry documents. Copying facilities
would be made available at the inquiry venue, and the promoters
agreed that, within reason, no charge would be made for relatively
small amounts of necessary copying in connection with the inquiries.
Larger quantities of copying would be charged at 10p per sheet.
37.The Inspector indicated that it would be helpful to receive copies in
writing of any opening or closing statements made by parties, but that
it would be essential to provide for him a written copy of any legal
submission, together with a full copy of any judgement to which
reference was made.
38.The promoters indicated that they would seek to provide any media
necessary for objectors to present their evidence to the inquiries. Any
item required should be notified to the Programme Officer, who would
pass the request on to the promoters.
VENUES AND SITTINGS – DATES AND TIMES
39.Unless otherwise notified the inquiry would open at 10.00 am on
Tuesday 20 July 2010 at The St Ives Business Park. The inquiry would
take place in a suite on the first floor of an office block known as Si2.
Access by road would be available from the A14 at junction 26 along
the A1096 Harrison Way. Extensive car parking would be available and
a bus shuttle service would be provided between the venue and St Ives
bus station. This shuttle would run initially between the hours of 09301030, 1230-1330 and 1600-1700 for the first two weeks of the inquiry.
After this date the provision and/or timings would be reviewed in light
of the use. Access to the venue for people with access related
disabilities would be by way of a lift from reserved parking beneath the
building.
40.The inquiry was scheduled to run for two weeks from 20 July and then
to break until 7 September when it would run until its completion.
Sittings would take place on every Tuesday to Thursday from 10.00 am
to roughly 5.00 pm with a luncheon break between around 1.00 pm
and 2.00 pm. On Fridays, the inquiries would open at 10.00 am and
adjourn at about 1.30 pm, unless it would seem that by continuing for
a little longer the conclusion of some evidence would avoid the need
for a specific point to be addressed again the following week.
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41.Following discussion, it was agreed that the inquiry would not sit
during the half term week commencing on 25 October 2010.
42. The HA confirmed that a transcript facility would be provided during
the inquiry, and that the transcript would be posted daily on the
website. It was also confirmed that separate rooms at the venue
would be made available for objectors and supporters of the proposed
scheme.
SITE VISITS
43. The Inspector confirmed that he had made a preliminary site visit to
the area affected by the proposals. The Inspector and the Assistant
Inspector would conduct an accompanied site inspection either during,
or more likely, after the close of the inquiry. The purpose of this last
mentioned inspection would be to view the site again in the light of the
evidence presented. It would not be an opportunity for any party to
present further evidence. Persons wishing to accompany the Inspector
and Assistant Inspector on the accompanied site visit should notify the
Programme Officer before the close of the inquiry. Other persons who
could not be present at that site visit, but who wished the Inspector
and the Assistant Inspector to see particular parts of the site, should
also inform the Programme Officer during the inquiry. Mr Claxton
would then include those sites in the draft itinerary.
44.A suggestion was made by Mr D Evans that several areas of the
proposed scheme be set out with posts and tape for two weeks before
the inquiry and two weeks at the end of the inquiry. The HA objected
to this on several grounds, including that the fields in question were in
private ownership, under cultivation, and an agreement with the
landowners would be unlikely. The Inspector considered the request,
but concluded that little advantage would be gained. He did not ask
the HA to pursue the proposal.
ANY OTHER BUSINESS
45.As previously mentioned, an application for a postponement of the
opening of the inquiry until September was made. A written
application had been made prior to the PIM, and at the PIM a further
eight interested parties asked for the start date to be delayed until
September. The arguments put forward for a delayed start included
the uncertainty of funding for the improvement scheme in light of the
national economic situation, the possible repercussions of the change
of Government on transport policy, the extra Orders that the inquiry
may have to deal with and the delay in response by the HA to several
objectors letters.
46.The HA responded by stating, amongst other things, that the inquiry
decision should be based on existing Government policy rather than
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any assumed future policy, that the possible extra Orders could be
brought into the inquiry at a later date, thereby not disadvantaging any
party, that more than the statutory period of notice of the opening of
the inquiry had been given, and that the first two weeks of the inquiry
would almost certainly be taken up by the presentation of the HA’s
evidence in chief and the responses to questions of clarification.
47.The Inspector confirmed that he would consider the matter of a
delayed start, and the arguments for and against. If he came to the
conclusion that the start needed to be delayed, he would need to refer
the matter to the Secretary of State for a decision, since, under Rule
10(4) of the 1994 Highways (Inquiries Procedure) Rules and Rule 10(3)
of the 2007 Compulsory Purchase (Inquiries Procedure) Rules only the
Secretary of State could vary the commencement date of the inquiry
once it had been published. In the meantime, it was emphasised that
all parties should proceed on the assumption that the start date would
be as advertised. A note is attached (Appendix C), prepared by the
Inspector, in which he considers the arguments for and against a delay
in the opening of the inquiry. In the event, he has reached the
conclusion that a variation in the start date of the inquiry is not
justified, and he has therefore not asked the Secretary of State to
consider such a variation. The reasons for his conclusion are set out in
the note.
CLOSING REMARKS
48.The Inspector underlined the importance of the inquiries being
conducted with openness, fairness and impartiality, and the need to
avoid any impression of special treatment for any party or parties. To
this end, he asked all participants to speak to him and to Mr Wilde only
in the context of the inquiry. Outside the inquiry, he asked parties to
communicate through the Programme Officer. He underlined that any
message sent to him or to Mr Wilde through the Programme Officer
would be disclosed to all other parties.
49.The Inspector reminded the parties that the matters on which he would
need to hear evidence in connection with the Compulsory Purchase
Order would include, as well as the tests for the compulsory acquisition
of land contained in the Highways Act and the Acquisition of Land Act,
the matters set out in paragraphs 16 to 23 of Circular 06/2004.
50.The Inspector asked any party wishing to suggest that the Secretary of
State should be recommended to make any of the Orders in a modified
form to produce in writing for the inquiry the detailed amendments
they sought. He also asked objectors and supporters to make it clear
in their submissions precisely which Orders they supported or to which
they objected.
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51.Those who would be appearing for organisations at the inquiry were
asked to make it clear at the start of their evidence what sort of
organisation was involved (a charity, an unincorporated organisation or
whatever), whether the organisation had a written constitution, what
were its purposes, how many members it had, and how the
representation had been authorised by the organisation.
52.The Inspector asked everybody submitting evidence to use metric
measurements if possible.
53.At the opening of the inquiry, he would ask the promoters to confirm
that all the statutory requirements had been complied with.
54.The Inspector suggested that, if the promoters were intending to seek
any amendments to the Orders as submitted, those amendments
should be disclosed to the parties as soon as possible, rather than at
the opening of the inquiry.

55.All attending the inquiries were asked to complete the attendance
sheet which would be available on each day on which the inquiry was
sitting. They were also asked to sign the attendance sheet for the PIM.
56.The meeting ended at 1700.
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UPDATED LIST OF INTENDED APPEARANCES
For the promoters
Mr C Calvert and Mr R Jacobs of Counsel, calling 13 witnesses dealing
with engineering construction, traffic and economics, noise and vibration,
air quality, planning and sustainability, water quality, landscape, cultural
heritage, ecology and nature conservation, agricultural land use, geology
and geotechnical engineering.
For the Supporters
Godmanchester Town Council, Mr C Hyams.
The following are classified as objectors to the scheme. However,
in several cases the party concerned is, in principle, in favour of
the scheme but has specific objections to certain elements of it.
Certain of these parties made clear that they hope that ongoing
discussions with the promoter will resolve their objections prior to
the inquiry, and that they would then appear in support of the
scheme. However, until such a time, they have been included
within the list of those likely to appear as objectors to the scheme.
Huntingdonshire District Council, Mr P Goatley of Counsel, calling planning
and highways witnesses.
Cambridgeshire County Council, Mr G Jones of Counsel who may call
witnesses to lend support to the scheme in terms of highway issues.
However, if the Council’s 12 outstanding points of objection are not
resolved, then he will call 7 witnesses dealing with public rights of way,
transport policy, planning, archaeology, flood, drainage and ecological
matters.
Joint promoters of Northstowe (Gallagher Longstanton Ltd and the Homes
and Communities Agency). Mr Alan Joyner and Mr Neil Findlay if certain
objections not dealt with before the inquiry.
South Cambridgeshire District Council, Mr J Dixon.
Huntingdon Town Council, Ms K Cameron.
Buckden Parish Council, Mr T Hayward OBE and Mr D Evans CBE (Mr Evans
will also appear in his own right)
Fen Ditton Parish Council, possibly Councillor C Jones.
Brampton Parish Council, intend to call 2 or 3 witnesses.
Mr R West, County and District Councillor
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Boxworth Parish Council, Mr H Binnie and Mr M Barnard.
Impington Parish Council, Mr B Ing
Lolworth Parish Meeting, Mr J Houlton.
Girton Parish Council, Mr D De Lacy.
Conington Parish Meeting, Ms Lynda Minshull.
Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy Parish Council, Mr J Gimblett.
Histon and Impington Parish Council, Mr M Mason, District Councillor.
The Offords A14 Action Group, Ms N Tinn, Mr K Buchan and Mr M Jones,
Solicitor.
The Hilton A14 Action Group, Mr J Thomas (also representing Hilton Parish
Council) plus 4 other witnesses.
Mr Colin Hyams, Huntingdonshire District Councillor.
Brampton A14 Campaign Group, Ms E Collier maybe with one other.
Network Rail, Mr L Stevens of Winckworth Sherwood, Solicitors.
Cyclists’ Touring Club, Mr P Quest.
Extra MSA Services Ltd, Ms K Jump with 1 further witness.
Cambridgeshire Campaign for Better Transport, Mr S Norton.
Sustrans, Mr N Brigham.
Campaign for Better Transport, Mr R George.
Freightliner Group Ltd, 1 witness.
Cambridge Cycling Campaign, Mr R Heydon.
Ramblers’ Association, Mr J Sugden.
Hinchingbrooke Water Tower Ltd, CB Richard Ellis, Mr J Sayer.
University of Cambridge (North West Cambridge Development), Mr Paul
Millner.
University of Cambridge Rural Estate, Mr J Stiff.
Ms N Tinn as an individual objector.
Mr J Dooley, local resident.
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Ms J Ritchie, local resident.
Mr L Kennedy, resident.
Mr M Alexander, Chartered Surveyor, acting for various local landowners.
Ms K Heliwell of Bidwells Surveyors, acting for various local landowners.
Mr R Baker, on behalf of various local landowners.
Mr S Embley plus 1 other witness.
Mr R Fisher, local resident.
Ms J Axmachev, local resident.
Mr S Swaine, local landowner.
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APPENDIX C
THE A14 TRUNK ROAD ELLINGTON TO FEN DITTON
IMPROVEMENT
CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO DELAY THE OPENING OF
THE INQUIRY
1. On 24 May 2010, I held a Pre-Inquiry Meeting (PIM) at the Burgess
Civic Hall, Westwood Road, St Ives, PE27 6WU in preparation for a
public inquiry into five draft Orders prepared under various Sections
of the Highways Act 1980 to authorise works and the compulsory
acquisition of land and rights over land in connection with a scheme
to improve the A14 between Ellington and Fen Ditton. The PIM had
been arranged on the initiative of the Secretary of State under Rule
5(2) of the Highways (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 1994 and Rule
4(a) of the Compulsory Purchas (Inquiries Procedure) Rules 2007.
2. A note of the matters discussed at the PIM is attached for
information. In this note, I address a request made by various
parties at the PIM for a variation in the date for the commencement
of the inquiry under Rule 10(4) of the 1994 Rules and Rule 10(3) of
the 2007 Rules.
3. Notice had been given by the Secretary of State on 26 April that the
inquiry into the Orders would open on 20 July 2010. The proposed
programme for the inquiry involved sitting for two weeks from 20
July 2010, adjourning for five weeks, and then resuming on 7
September 2010, following which the inquiry would sit continuously
until completion. As will be noted from paragraph 41 of the
attached note of the PIM, it was agreed at the PIM that, if the
inquiry were still to be in session at week commencing 25 October
2010, no sittings would held during that week, which is a half term
holiday for schools in the area.
4. Representations were made by nine parties to the inquiry that the
opening of the inquiry should be delayed until September. One
objector had made a written submission in advance of the PIM,
requesting a revised starting date in September of 15 September,
but no specific reason for that date was advanced in the letter (a
copy of which is attached), and the suggestion of a September
starting date of 15 September rather than 7 September was not
pursued at the PIM.
5. One objector to the Orders, the Offords A14 Action Group, had also
written to the Secretary of State on 10 May 2010 arguing for the
suspension of the inquiry pending further investigation into
alternative proposals. A copy of that letter is attached for ease of
reference. I have not seen a copy of any response which might
have been sent to that letter.
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6. The arguments advanced in favour of a delayed
commencement date for the inquiry to September were:
a)

The policy of the new coalition Government is understood
to be to move away from road transport to rail, and to
adopt smaller and more cost efficient transport solutions.

b)

There must be uncertainty as to whether funding will be
available for the scheme to be carried out in the light of
the national economic situation. Until that issue has been
clarified, it would be wasteful of both public resources and
the resources of those who would need to participate in
the inquiry for the inquiry to proceed. It might be the
case that the Government would decide that this
expensive road scheme (current estimated cost £1.3
billion) could not be afforded in present circumstances.

c)

Many objectors were still awaiting a full and detailed
response from the Highways Agency to their letters of
objection to the scheme. These should be available before
an objector had to prepare a Statement of Case or a proof
of evidence. A delay in the opening of the inquiry would
provide additional time to allow the Highways Agency to
respond to objectors.

d)

Neither the Highways Agency nor the Department for
Transport has fully investigated a number of lower cost
alternatives to the proposed scheme put forward by
various objectors. The normal annual update of the New
Approach to Appraisal and Webtag have not been
implemented in April 2010, apparently as a result of the
change of Government. Clearly this would have a
substantial impact on the traffic modelling and the benefit
to cost outturn of the scheme. This adds a further
complication to the preparation of Statements of Case and
proofs of evidence until the position is resolved.

e)

It was revealed at the PIM that the inquiry might be called
upon to deal with two Supplementary Orders under the
Highways Act, two amended Public Path Creation Orders
under the Highways Act, two related Orders under the
Road Traffic Regulation Act, an Order under the Land
Drainage Act, and perhaps an appeal against possible
refusals of applications to remove trees covered by Tree
Preservation Orders. The timetable for objections and
representations in relation to those matters might extend
beyond the date at which the inquiry opened if a start
were made on 20 July 2010.

f)

Local objectors and interest groups have no funding from
the taxpayer to assist in the preparation of their cases for
the public inquiry. They need additional time to engage in
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fund raising so that their case can be properly and
effectively put at the inquiry.
g)

Many of the objectors were faced with the need to take
part in a complicated process, with which they were
unfamiliar, in a limited time period and when they had
other commitments to meet.

h)

The inclusion of a break in the proceedings of the inquiry
would involve additional cost for all parties, as time would
need to be taken by advocates and witnesses to refresh
their memory of the earlier session before the
commencement of the second session.

i)

The period between 20 July and 30 July includes part of
the period of the local school holidays. County schools
commence their holiday period on 23 July, and it runs
until 2 September. This could prevent some parties
attending the inquiry during part at least of the July
session.

j)

Girton Parish Council was the subject of an all out election
for 2010, which had not yet taken place. The new Council
would not be meeting as a Parish Council until 9 June
2010. Only at that meeting would they be able to address
the question whether they would engage expert witnesses
and advocates to oppose the scheme. The Parish Council
would therefore not be in a position to finalise their
representations on the Orders until late in the period
available for the preparation of proofs of evidence.

7. In response, the Highways Agency argued for the existing
opening date of the inquiry to be confirmed. The points they
raised were:
a)

As with all proceedings at inquiries, decisions should be
based on existing approved Government policy rather than
any assumed future policy.

b)

It is known that discussions are taking place at
Government level regarding the detail of the forward road
programme. Decisions are expected in the next few
weeks. In the meantime, the Highways Agency have been
asked to continue to progress schemes in the current
programme, and, in the light of that instruction, the
Agency would ask that the existing programme for the
inquiry should stand.

c)

The Highways Agency have made a point of providing
detailed and reasoned responses to every objection. That
is why it has taken some time to respond. That process is
continuing, and will be completed in time to allow
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objectors to prepare their Statements of Case and proofs
of evidence. In any event, the cases and evidence being
put forward by objectors should be their cases and
evidence and should not depend on the response of the
Highways Agency.
d)

The closing date for alternative schemes was 17 May
2010. The Highways Agency has therefore only just been
able to begin to assess them. It is accepted that there is
a requirement to draw up the alternatives suggested; to
secure agreement that the drawing accurately represents
the alternative proposal; to publish the alternative routes;
to provide a deadline for representations on the
alternatives; and to feed the representations received into
the inquiry process. Following an adjournment of the PIM
to allow the Highways Agency to consider the implications
of the various steps involved in that process, it was
confirmed that the Highways Agency believed that the
process could be achievable by the planned opening date
of the inquiry on 20 July.

e)

The planned Supplementary Orders under the Highways
Act would be published on 3 June, with a closing date for
objections of 15 July. Those parties who would be
affected by the detailed amendments to the scheme the
Supplementary Orders involved were already aware of the
implications. There would also be amended Public Path
Creation Orders, which the Highways Agency would seek
to have considered at the same inquiry. These would,
however, alter only the Section of the Highways Act under
which the existing draft Orders had been prepared. Again,
no party affected would be prejudiced by the change. One
of the Road Traffic Regulation Act Orders had already been
advertised by Cambridgeshire County Council, with a
closing date for representations of 11 June; the other
would be published in early July. These Orders would,
however, technically be the subject of a separate, related
inquiry, with a report to the County Council. They were
being associated with the present inquiry solely in an
attempt to allow those who would be affected to see the
full picture of the detailed implications of the scheme. The
Land Drainage Act Order and the possible planning
appeals would give rise to their own separate
considerations. If they could be conjoined with the
present inquiry, this would again assist in allowing the full
picture to be seen, but the likely length of the inquiry
would allow these detailed matters to be brought into the
inquiry without any disadvantage to any party.

f)

The fact that an inquiry was to be held in July was first
publicised on 18 January 2010. The actual opening date
of the inquiry was published on 26 April 2010. That
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compares with the required period of notice under the
Inquiries Procedure Rules of six weeks’ notice of the
opening of the inquiry.
g)

The first two weeks of the inquiry programme would
almost certainly be taken up by the presentation of the
HA’s evidence in chief and the responses to questions of
clarification. To deal with those matters in advance of the
opening of the objectors’ cases would in fact offer the
objectors an advantage.

h)

The Inspector had asked for the HA’s proofs of evidence to
be available by 22 June, but in fact the HA would produce
their proofs by 15 June. This would be a further
assistance to objectors.

The HA had given consideration to the possibility raised by the
Inspector of a later date than 22 June for the production of
objectors’ proofs. This would, however, cause significant problems
for the HA, since their work programme envisaged the preparation
of response proofs during July. Many of the individuals involved in
this work would be taking holiday during August. If objectors’
proofs were not received until 10 or 17 August, therefore, the work
on the preparation of response proofs would be severely prejudiced.
Conclusions
8. Having regard to the representations reported above, I have come
to the following conclusions:
a.

The possibility of a change in the priority afforded to the scheme is
an issue which could arise at any stage between the design and the
commencement of construction. The inquiry can only look at the
existing policy of the Government and the existing priority of the
proposal. If a decision which might have an effect on either of
those matters is imminent, it would clearly be something which the
Secretary of State would take into account. Without knowledge of
the timetable for any such decision, however, it is not possible or
appropriate for me to take it into account. I note that an objector
wrote to the Secretary of State on 10 May 2010, making a
reasoned request for the inquiry to be suspended. The matter is
therefore already before the Secretary of State.

b. Much more than the statutory period of notice of the opening of the
inquiry has been given. In those circumstances, it should be
possible for the parties to prepare adequately for the inquiry.
c.

The advertising of alternative schemes and the receipt of responses
to them by the time scheduled for the opening of the inquiry will
represent a demanding task for the HA, but it was confirmed after
an adjournment for detailed consideration by the HA of the
implications, that it can be met.
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d. The potential addition of various Orders and other matters to the
agenda of the inquiry has caused me a degree of concern, but, on
balance and in principle, I am satisfied that the addition of the
Orders and other matters would not cause prejudice to any party
given the likely running time of the inquiry. That is a matter which
I can only address in principle, because I have not seen the detail
of the Orders or applications concerned.
e.

The fact that part of the planned July sessions of the inquiry would
take place during the school holiday period might mean that it
would be difficult for some parties to attend the inquiry during that
time, but this need not in my view inconvenience any party,
because it was confirmed at the inquiry that a transcript of the
inquiry would be provided, and arrangements would be made for
the transcript to be added on a daily basis to the inquiry website.
The intention would be that only the evidence in chief of the
promoters would be given during the July sessions together with
the answers to questions of clarification. The process outlined at
the PIM provided for questions of clarification to be submitted in
writing before the inquiry and answered on the record at the
inquiry. There would be no additional oral questions of clarification
at the inquiry and therefore no party would miss an opportunity of
either asking a question of clarification or cross examination as a
result of not being present at the inquiry during July.

f.

A break in the continuous sitting of an inquiry such as this is a
perfectly normal occurrence, and should not add to the costs of any
party.

g. In my view the offer by the HA to provide their proofs of evidence
by 15 June is a helpful one. I had indicated at the PIM that all
proofs should be provided by 22 June (as compared with the
Inquiries Procedure Rules date of 29 June). I accept the practical
point made on behalf of the HA that receipt of objectors’ proofs
only during August would delay the processing of response proofs.
To assist objectors, however, I am prepared to make their deadline
for proofs 29 June, in accordance with the strict Inquiries Procedure
Rules requirements. I do not see that this one week delay
compared with that discussed at the PIM should cause problems for
the HA, since the position under the Rules was presumably the
basis on which they prepared their work programme.
h. The position of Girton Parish Council could be addressed by a
reasoned application for an individual extension of time, for which a
written application should be made on behalf of the Parish Council
forthwith.
9. In all the circumstances, I conclude that I should not be justified in
seeking the agreement of the Secretary of State to the variation of
the commencement date for the inquiry. Unless the Secretary of
State decides to suspend the arrangements for the inquiry following
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the application made by the Offords A14 Action Group, the inquiry
will open as planned on Tuesday 20 July 2010.
10.In the light of that conclusion, the deadlines for the production and
submission of proofs of evidence will be:
x
x
x

For the HA 15 June 2010, as offered.
For all other parties 29 June 2010
Girton Parish Council should make a reasoned application for an
extension of time through the Programme Officer forthwith.

Michael Ellison
Inspector
28 May 2010
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SpringfieldȱRoadȱ
Horshamȱ
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ȱ
ȱ
DearȱMrȱClaxtonȱ
ȱ
Re:ȱA14ȱPublicȱLocalȱInquiryȱ
ȱ
Weȱ referȱ toȱ ourȱ previousȱ telephoneȱ discussionsȱ andȱ toȱ ourȱ letterȱ ofȱ 28thȱ
Aprilȱ 2010.ȱ ȱ Weȱ trustȱ thatȱ byȱ nowȱ youȱ willȱ haveȱ heardȱ fromȱ ourȱ client’sȱ
HighwayȱConsultant,ȱMrȱKeithȱBuchan,ȱrelatingȱtoȱhisȱrequestȱthatȱfurtherȱ
considerationȱbeȱgivenȱtoȱtheȱwholeȱbasisȱuponȱwhichȱtheȱHighwayȱAgencyȱ
haveȱ approachedȱ theȱ preparatoryȱ workȱ relatingȱ toȱ thisȱ case.ȱ ȱ Itȱ shouldȱ beȱ
notedȱthatȱMrȱKeithȱBuchanȱhasȱmadeȱitȱclearȱthatȱtheȱHighwaysȱAgencyȱdoȱ
needȱtoȱreconsiderȱtheirȱpositionȱcarefully.ȱ
ȱ
Itȱ wouldȱ beȱ helpfulȱ ifȱ youȱ couldȱ pleaseȱ contactȱ theȱ Highwaysȱ Agencyȱ toȱ
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dateȱ forȱ commencementȱ ofȱ theȱ Publicȱ Localȱ Inquiryȱ onȱ 20thȱ Julyȱ 2010ȱ isȱ
withinȱtheȱholidayȱperiodȱwhenȱschoolsȱandȱParliamentȱbreakȱupȱforȱaȱlongȱ
summerȱ recess.ȱ ȱ Apparently,ȱ ourȱ clientsȱ willȱ encounterȱ considerableȱ
difficultiesȱ inȱ securingȱ coverȱ duringȱ theȱ weekȱ commencingȱ 20thȱ Julyȱ 2010ȱ
andȱwillȱthereforeȱnotȱbeȱableȱtoȱattendȱtheȱInquiryȱinȱorderȱtoȱhearȱtheȱcaseȱ
putȱbyȱtheȱHighwaysȱAgency.ȱ
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ȱ
Inȱtheȱcircumstances,ȱweȱlookȱforwardȱtoȱhearingȱfromȱyouȱfurtherȱrelatingȱ
toȱanyȱproposalsȱforȱaȱpostponementȱofȱtheȱPublicȱLocalȱInquiry.ȱ
ȱ
Weȱlookȱforwardȱtoȱhearingȱfromȱyou.ȱ
ȱ
Yoursȱfaithfullyȱ
ȱ
ȱ
MichaelȱAȱJonesȱ
AbleȱBishopȱLimitedȱSolicitorsȱ
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Attachment to Appendix C

Whitwell House
Offord Cluny
Huntingdon
PE19 5RT
10.05. 2010
Secretary of State for Transport
Great Minster House
76 Marsham Street
London SW1 4DR

Dear Sir/Madam
A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton Trunk Road Proposals
Public Inquiry 20th July 2010
I am the Chair of the Offords A14 Action Group and am writing on behalf of an
association of Action Groups and Parish Councils opposed to the proposals
contained in the Draft Orders and Environmental Statement published by the
Highways Agency on 30th September 2009. A list of participants is at the end of
this letter. A pre-Inquiry meeting is scheduled for 24th May 2010, and the Public
Inquiry is to start on 20th July.
The current economic climate is such that whichever party eventually forms a
Government following last week’s election, they will be obliged to make
substantial cuts to departmental budgets in order to meet targets to reduce the
current deficit. It is my understanding that the £1.3 billion required to build this
road has not been committed; is not ring fenced, and would represent a
substantial portion of the national transport budget if it did go ahead, such that
smaller and potentially more cost efficient transport solutions would be
abandoned. The current Prime Minister is on record as stating that his
Government’s policy is a move away from road transport to rail and a
corresponding decrease in the road building budget. Norman Baker as Transport
Spokesman for the Liberal Democrats has also declared a strong preference for
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rail over road improvements and the Conservative party have stated they will revisit the whole transport programme.
We therefore believe that whichever party forms a government this week, it is
unlikely that the current Scheme at £1.3 billion will go ahead in the immediate
future given the overwhelming need to reduce Government Spending, and the
fact that there are other, more cost effective schemes within the current
programme better deserving of the limited funding available.
Further, neither the Highways Agency nor the Department for Transport have
fully investigated a number of lower cost alternatives to the proposed scheme put
forward in our various objections, including traffic management on the existing
road, use of and development of alternative routes, and progression of the
Felixstowe to Nuneaton Rail freight link. We believe that continuing with the
Inquiry into the current proposals which are both outdated and represent poor
value for money is itself a huge waste of public funds, especially as the likelihood
of this road being built in the foreseeable future are slim.
I am therefore asking that you exercise your powers to suspend the Inquiry
pending further investigations into alternative proposals. My reasons for making
this request are as follows:
1. The total costs of the Inquiry are not known, however, it is assumed that
the Highways Agency will be engaging Leading and Junior Counsel as
well as their in house or external solicitor plus numerous expert witnesses
on a variety of topics. The HA officers will themselves be occupied on
preparing for and attending the Inquiry Hearing over a period of many
weeks, probably months, all at the expense of the tax payer. Add to this
the cost of hiring a venue, the cost of the Inspector, Assistant Inspector,
Inquiry team plus the fact that both District, Town and County Councils
along the route will themselves be engaging legal and expert witnesses,
again at local taxpayer’s expense, and it is easy to see that the costs
could run into hundreds of thousands of pounds, probably well in excess
of a million.
2. Local objectors and interest groups have no funding from the tax payer
and have been refused help with funding their legal team and expert
witnesses by your Department. They are therefore left in the unenviable
position of having to seek funding to fight a campaign against a road
proposal which is unlikely to be built if the Inquiry finds in the Highways
Agency’s favour. We believe this is unfair and imposes an unnecessary
burden on local people.

Attachment to Appendix C

In the circumstances I would be obliged if you would exercise your powers to
suspend the Inquiry with immediate effect. Please give this matter your earliest
attention as we are now incurring costs at an ever increasing rate whilst
preparing for the Inquiry. The Highways Agency and Councils are also incurring
considerable costs at the public expense.

Yours faithfully

Juana Tinn
Chair
Offords A14 Action Group and Joint Action Group
The Joint Action Group comprises representatives from the following:
The Offords A14 Action Group, Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy Parish Council
Brampton A14 Campaign Group, Brampton Parish Council, Hilton Parish Council
c.c.

Rt Hon Chancellor of the Exchequer
Rt Hon. Minister of State for Transport
Rt Hon. Parl. Under Secretary of State for Transport
Mr Michael Ellison MA Inspector appointed for the Inquiry
Mr John Wilde CEng MICE Assistant Inspector
Roger Claxton (Programme Officer) Persona Associates
Tim Hughes Highways Agency
Cambridgeshire County Council
Huntingdonshire District Council
Cambridge City Council
Huntingdon Town Council
South Cambs District Council
Jonathon Djanogly MP Huntingdon
Andrew Lansley MP Cambridgeshire South
Julian Huppert MP Cambridge
Cambridge Evening News
Hunts Post

CHUMMS-Cambridge To Huntingdon A14 Scheme

Eileen Collier
18/05/2015
To: john.border@arup.com Cc: mike.evans@highwaysengland.co.uk

Dear Mr Border
As requested, please find attached at Annex A our outline A14 scheme, which was sent to the
Highways Agency in October 2013. It is an updated version of our original alternative scheme at
Annex B, which was submitted to the Highways Agency and the A14 Public Inquiry in January
2010.
As mentioned at the A14 Examination Preliminary Meeting on 13 May 2015, further
development is ongoing and we welcome Arup’s offer to assist us in drawing up our alternative
scheme.
We would wish to do this in conjunction with the Campaign for Better Transport and the
Confederation of Passenger Transport (both registered with PINS as interested parties). We
would also wish to directly involve/consult our advisers at the Rail Freight Group (RFG Chairman
Lord Berkeley), the Metropolitan Transport Research Unit (MRTU Director Keith Buchan) and
other experts as required.
Key (road) elements of our alternative scheme are:


Retaining the A14 viaduct and upgrading existing A14 EU TEN-T freight route;
 Removing the new ‘Huntingdon Southern Bypass’ - a six-lane highway from the A14 to the
A1 - and the ten-lane A1/A14 Interchange at Brampton;
 Removing widening the A1 at Brampton and between Brampton Hut and Alconbury;
  Completing and upgrading the A14/M11-A428-A421 route to the M1 as an additional fast
freight route.
Our alternative scheme is multi-modal in accordance with DfT policy in order to reduce harmful
road traffic emissions and risks to the environment and public health. Our proposals include a
package of measures to reduce car and freight traffic and manage traffic flows, such as:






Rail options (passenger and freight);
mproved public transport; improved facilities for cyclists;
Additional Park & Ride facilities linked to express coaches and local bus services;
DfT‘s smarter choices’ options eg: workplace travel plans; car share; community transport;
Installation of Active Traffic Management (ATM) technology on Huntingdon-Cambridge
section of A14 (previous upgrade of rest of route – see Annex C).
Work on drawing up the scheme needs to start straight away if we are to meet the tight
deadlines of the Public Examination process. Costs of the new works required will also require
assessment once they have been defined in detail.

What I need now from Highways England, please, is a current cost breakdown of separate
elements of the HE scheme to assess potential cost savings, viz:


Demolition of the viaduct and construction of new roads in and around Huntingdon town
(AQMA);
 Construction of ‘Huntingdon Southern Bypass’ from Swavesey to Ellington (including the
A1/A14 Interchange);
 Widening the A1 at Brampton (AQMA) and between Brampton Hut and Alconbury.
We look forward to working with you on drawing up and costing our alternative scheme.
Could we arrange to meet soon please? I am sure I can find a suitable meeting room in
Brampton.
Eileen Collier (Cllr) - Brampton A14 Campaign Group

