From: Allan Salem
]
Sent: 15 June 2015 10:00
To: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Subject: A14 Project: Ref Huntingdon Railway Viaduct
Importance: High

Dear Mr Coombes,
I have registered as an interested party. I am a resident of Hilton with concerns about the
detrimental effect that new A14 will have on our village.
First, despite having attended consultations and exhibitions spanning some years, I and other
residents have found that our questions about measures to mitigate noise, light and air pollution
have gone unanswered. There was always the assurance that these issues would be dealt with
nearer the time, but still no helpful response has been received. The Planning Inspectorate is our
last resort. All of these potential problems are caused by the route having been brought too close to
Hilton at the concept stage. At one consultation, a representative of the firm of consultants to the
Highways Agency announced that Hilton would be a loser from this project. Again, there was no
indication as to how the factors contributing to this status would be mitigated, or even that anyone
had given much thought to the matter.
Second, Hilton is already subject to “rat-runs”, especially by heavy vehicles whose owners see a
financial saving by taking a shorter route on the B1040 through Hilton, rather than follow the
available trunk roads. These vehicles bring danger as well as noise and air pollution. The problem
was bad enough for a night-time ban on heavy vehicles through the village. Rat-running will almost
certainly increase as traffic intending to access the new A14 from the proposed junction with the
A1198 near the Wood Green Animal Shelter will see the B1040 and Graveley Way (a lane unsuitable
for large vehicles) as a short-cut from various directions. The junction of Graveley Way and the
A1198 is already extremely dangerous, since traffic passing along the major road is travelling at up to
60 mph, and often faster.
Third, I suggest that it would be an unnecessary folly to remove the railway viaduct at
Huntingdon. It is unnecessary, since strengthening work to the centre section in 2013-14 restored
its original 120 year lifespan. This is stated by the trade journal New Steel Construction in its
Nov/Dec 2013 issue. I have attached screenshots of this publication and the relevant article, which
can be accessed by the following link:
http://www.newsteelconstruction.com/wp/wpcontent/uploads/digi/1311NSCNov13/index.html#/28/
The relevant paragraph reads:
“Alterations to this part of the A14 have recently been out for consultation, but the works being
undertaken will restore the original 120 year lifespan of the central part of the structure. This will
safeguard the viaduct for the foreseeable future whatever the outcome of the consultation process.”
The viaduct is not about to collapse. There is no longer a good reason to remove it.
On the other hand, the folly of removing the viaduct is clear. It would provide a diversion in the
event of an accident, or road works, completely or partially closing the new A14. A width restriction
imposed at normal times could limit the viaduct to light vehicles only. This would enable them to
travel north/south to and from the A1(M), via the existing spur road, risking the bridge
structure. This would save mileage and, therefore, fuel and help the environment. The absence of
heavy vehicles except in emergency situations would all but eliminate the need and expense of

frequent repairs to the viaduct. Please consider how the retention of the viaduct will help
commuting drivers from Hilton and many villages and towns to the east and north-east retain
convenient access to the north via the A1, without having to navigate to one of the entry points to
the new A14 (and add to the volume and danger of an entry slip road) and then travel several miles
further to reach the A1(M).
Removal of the viaduct will also cause a great deal of local traffic to drop down into Huntingdon,
much of which will want to regain access to the de-trunked A14 to travel north or south. No-one
knows the medium or long term congestive effects of this needless, permanent diversion. To take
away the viaduct would be an action worthy of Dr Beeching and could be regretted for years to
come. The money allocated to the major engineering task of removing the viaduct could be better
spent elsewhere in the project on mitigation measures to help the worst affected communities, such
as Hilton.
I hope to attend the Inspectors’ meeting at Hilton on 13 July, if possible, and I would consider it a
favour to be permitted to speak briefly on these points.
Best wishes.
Dr Allan Salem

