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1

Introduction

1.1.1

This report has been submitted at Examination Deadline 3 (26 June 2015)
in response to the Examining Authority's (ExA) Rule 8 letter dated 26 May
2015.

1.1.2

These Statements of Common Ground (SoCGs) are submitted to the ExA
in relation to the application by Highways England for development consent
under the Planning Act 2008 for the proposed A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The scheme extends from Ellington, on
the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to Milton in the north-east of
Cambridge. It includes both new highway construction and the widening
and improvement of existing highways over a total length of 34 km (21
miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway
widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and
improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction
improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the existing A14
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be de-trunked (ie
returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East Coast
Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.1.3

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31
December 2014 and accepted on 27 January 2015.

1.1.4

Guidance about the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in
paragraphs 57-62 of the Department for Communities and Local
Government’s “Planning Act 2008: examination of applications for
development consent” (March 2015 version). Paragraph 58, copied below,
confirms the basic function of SoCGs: “A statement of common ground is a
written statement prepared jointly by the applicant and another party or
parties, setting out any matters on which they agree. As well as identifying
matters which are not in real dispute, it may also be useful if a statement
identifies those areas where agreement has not been reached. The
statement should include references to show where those matters are dealt
with in the written representations or other documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs are therefore a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application Examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient Examination process.

1.1.6

The SoCGs have been developed in collaboration with individual
stakeholders to document the extent of engagement between Highways
England and these interested parties and the status of the discussions.

1.1.7

Highways England has been proactively engaging with stakeholders in
relation to those cases where Highways England's response to Relevant
Representations or to the Examining Authority’s (ExA) 1st written questions
refers to matters that are to be covered in Statements of Common Ground.
This is an on-going process, however, and further revised drafts of relevant
Statements of Common Ground will be produced where necessary.
June 2015
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2

Contacting stakeholders about SoCGs

2.1.1

Following the formal pre-application consultation period in spring 2014,
Highways England contacted prescribed, statutory and key stakeholders
about establishing Statements of Common Ground.

2.1.2

The process of establishing SoCGs with most stakeholders began in
August 2014. For most stakeholders the initial contact was made by
telephone; for land interests the contact was generally face-to-face.

2.1.3

Additional SoCGs were established following receipt of the ExA’s Rule 6
letter dated 17 April 2015; Annex G of the letter listed a number of
categories of stakeholder for which SoCGs were requested. Highways
England's response to Annex G and its proposed approach to the
additional SoCGs requested by the ExA was set out in a letter to the
Planning Inspectorate (PINS) dated 11th May 2015 (document reference
HE/A14/EX/24). The additional stakeholders concerned were contacted by
telephone and email by Highways England to ascertain if they wanted to
establish a SoCG.

2.1.4

Ongoing contact with stakeholders was maintained through face-to-face
meetings, workshops, telephone calls and emails.

2.1.5

The table below shows the stakeholders who were approached and the
outcome.

Stakeholder

Response to request

Local Authorities
Cambridge City Council
Cambridgeshire County Council
Huntingdonshire District Council
Peterborough City Council
South Cambridgeshire District Council
Suffolk County Council

SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established

Parish/Town Councils
Godmanchester Town Council
Huntingdon Town Council
St Ives Town Council

SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established

Alconbury Parish Council
Bourn Parish Council
Boxworth Parish Council
Brampton Parish Council
Buckden Parish Council
Coton Parish Council
Cottenham Parish Council
Dry Drayton Parish Council
Elsworth Parish Council
Fen Drayton Parish Council
Fenstanton Parish Council
Hemingford Grey Parish Council
Hilton Parish Council
Histon and Impington Parish Council

SoCG established
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
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Holywell-cum-Needingworth Parish Council

Lolworth Parish Council
Longstanton Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council
Milton Parish Council
Offord Cluny and Offord D'Arcy Parish Council
Papworth St Agnes Parish Council
Rampton Parish Council

Declined
SoCG established, part of the
draft SoCG established with
Bourn Coalition of Parishes
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
Declined
Declined
Declined
Declined

Statutory Environmental Bodies
The Environment Agency
Historic England
Natural England

SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established

Knapwell Parish Council

Statutory Undertakers
Alconbury & Ellington Independent Drainage Board
Anglian Water Services Ltd
Bedford Group of Internal Drainage Boards

British Gas
BT Openreach
Cambridge Water plc
Cambridgeshire Constabulary

Cambridgeshire Fire and Rescue Service

East of England Ambulance Trust
Ely Group Internal Drainage Board

Energetics Networked Energy
ES Pipelines (ESP Networks, ESP Pipelines, ESP
Connections)
Gas Transport Company
Independent Pipelines
National Grid Gas plc
Network Rail
The Oil & Pipelines Agency
The Old West Internal Drainage Board
Over and Willingham Internal Drainage Board
Scottish and Southern Energy
Swavesey Internal Drainage Board)
UK Power Networks
Virgin Media
Vodafone Limited

SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established, covered
by the Alconbury and
Ellington Independent
Drainage Board SoCG
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
Joint SoCG established
with fire and ambulance
service
Joint SoCG established
with police and ambulance
service
Joint SoCG established
with police and fire service
Declined
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
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Land interests
Burgess Family - Mount Farm & Model Farm

A H Ekins, M G Storey, M N Handley & A D C Smith
(Trustees) (with regard to The Mill Common Car Park &
Centenary House)
Chancellor Masters and Scholars of The University of
Cambridge
Chivers Farm

Church Commissioners for England (Corpus Christi
Farm, Brampton Lodge Farm, Lower Debden Farm and
Debden Farm)
Mr P C Cooper (Oxholme Farm)
Mr Cowell - Hazelwell Farm
Domino Printing Sciences Plc
Mr Everdell of West End Farm and Gables Farm
FCC/Milton Landfill

J.J.Gallagher Ltd and Land Improvement Holdings Plc,
BPHA Ltd and Premier Inn Hotels
Goff Petroleum (George J Goff Ltd)
Graham Wedd - Hill Farm
Hinchingbrooke Health Care NHS Trust
Mrs Hugh - Brooklands House

The George Lenton Trust, Lenton Bros Ltd, and Elizabeth
Ruston, (relating to Park Farm, Low Harthay Farm,
Rectory Farm and Lodge Farm) Brampton, collectively
known as Lenton Farms
Mr R Lenton
Mr P Mann (Lodge Farm, Buckden)
The Marshall Family (Woodhatch Farm)
The National Farmers Union of England and Wales
Mr Newman - Woolpack Farm
Mr R Pearson of Grange Farm
Peck Family - Scotland Farm
The Police and Crime Commissioner for Cambridgeshire

The Sewell Family (Harcourt, Nursery Farm and Meadow
View Farm)
St John's College (farmland at Grange Farm, Girton and
Poplar Farm, Dry Drayton)
G W Topham and Sons and Miss Papworth, Weybridge
Farm and Swansley Wood Partnership, Lower Debden
Farm
Mr A Wilderspin
Mrs F Winter, Mrs V Farbon and Mrs M Sadler (owners of
New Barns Farm tenanted by C Behagg and Brickyard
Farm tenanted by Messrs John and James Witherow)
Mr Wright - Marshalls Farm

Declined
SoCG established

SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established

SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established

SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established
SoCG established

SoCG established
SoCG established

Declined
SoCG established
SoCG established

Coif Nominees Limited
Napp/Baird Pharmaceuticals
Non-Statutory Organisations
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A14NMU.org
Brampton A14 Campaign Group

Declined
Declined

British Horse Society

SoCG established

British Motorcyclists Federation
Buckden Marina Residents Association

Declined
Declined

Cambridge Cycling Campaign

SoCG established

Cambridgeshire Chambers of Commerce
Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum
Campaign for Better Transport
Confederation of Passenger Transport

SoCG established
Declined
Declined
Declined

Cyclists Touring Club (and Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge)
Extra Services

SoCG established
SoCG established

Graham Heywood on behalf of Allens Anti-Noise Group

Declined

Hilton Action on Traffic (HAT)
Homes and Communities Agency (Northstowe Joint
Development Control Committee)
Lordsway Park Residents Association

SoCG established
SoCG established

Magpas
Offords A14 Action Group
Ramblers Association, Huntingdon Group

Declined
Declined
Declined

Royal Observer Corps

SoCG established

Lynda Warth on behalf of Shelford & District Bridleways Group

Declined

Sustrans

SoCG established

SoCG established
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3

Contents of the SoCGs

3.1.1

Each SoCG has been developed in discussion with the stakeholder and as
such it reflects the wishes of the stakeholder on how the discussions and
matters agreed, not agreed and under discussion are presented. However,
all SoCGs include the following sections:


A list of all formal engagement between the stakeholder (and their
representatives) and Highways England (and their representatives).
In addition to these formal points of contact there has been informal
contact with stakeholders, such as non-minuted meetings or
telephone calls. These informal contacts are not listed given their
nature.



A list of matters which have been agreed between Highways
England and the stakeholder - these are issues where all parties are
in agreement on the matter. For some matters further discussion
may take place during the detailed design stage of the Scheme to
finalise details, but at an overall level the matter is agreed in
principle.



A list of matters which are not agreed and where no further
discussion between Highways England and the stakeholder is
planned, unless one party asks specifically for the matter to be
readdressed.



A list of matters which are still under discussion and where the
parties are working towards resolving the issue.

June 2015
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4

Status of SoCGs

4.1.1

The table below shows the SoCGs which have been developed and the
current status of each. The latest versions (as at examination Deadline 3
on 26 June 2015) of all SoCGs can be found in the appendices to this
document.

4.1.2

For many of the SoCGs discussions are still ongoing between Highways
England and the stakeholder, and so these SoCGs are not signed. These
discussions will continue during the examination period and the SoCGs will
continue to be updated throughout this process, with issues moving
between the categories agreed/under discussion/not agreed.

4.1.3

Several SoCGs are at early stages and therefore are not included in this
report as described below:


Cambridge City Council – A SoCG with Cambridge City Council is in
preparation. The City Council have requested time to consider and
review traffic modelling information relating to the Local Impact
Testing work, and until this is complete are unable to finalise the
SoCG.



Madingley Parish Council – the first meeting with the Council is set
for late June 2015. Highways England will draft the SoCG after this
meeting.



Cambridge Chambers of Commerce – the first meeting with the
Council is set for late June 2015. Highways England will draft the
SoCG after this meeting.



Lolworth Parish Council – the parish council confirmed on 24 June
that they wish to establish a SoCG. Highways England will contact
the Council to review engagement so far and to draft a SoCG.



Elsworth Parish Council – the SoCG is in the process of being
drafted and is not ready for inclusion in this report.



Bourn Parish Council (on behalf of a Coalition of 16 Parish
Councils) – The SoCG is in the process of being drafted and is not
ready for inclusion in this report.



Napp/Baird Pharmaceuticals – the stakeholder drafted their own
SoCG which was received on 23 June 2015. Highways England is
reviewing this SoCG and will continue discussions with the
stakeholder.



The Environment Agency - following submission of the Written
Representations on 15th June, both parties have sought to address
the SoCG with a view to submission on 26 th June. An updated draft
of the SoCG was sent to the EA on 23 rd June. The EA has
subsequently responded with a number of changes which need
reviewing in order to reach an agreed SoCG. Unfortunately we
have been unable to compile and agree a finalised version of the
SoCG at this moment in time. Whilst the EA has no objections to the
principle of the scheme, there are several areas where further work
June 2015
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is being undertaken to provide more detail and secure the EA’s
agreement. A complete SoCG will therefore be submitted as soon
as practicable. This will include itemised issues that relate to the
individual
matters
raised
within
the
EA’s
Written
Representations. The SoCG will identify areas of agreement and
where discussions are ongoing.
4.1.4

The table shows the current status of each SoCG.
stages are defined as:

For reference the



SoCG being drafted – the SoCG has not yet been shared with the
stakeholder and is therefore not included in this report.



SoCG with stakeholder for review – the SoCG is being reviewed by
the stakeholder.



SoCG discussions ongoing – the SoCG has been reviewed by the
stakeholder but still includes issues which are under discussion.



Signed, interim SoCG – the stakeholder has signed the SoCG to
indicate it is an accurate record of the discussions to date but
discussions are ongoing about a number of issues.



SoCG with stakeholder for signature – the SoCG has been agreed
verbally but the signed copy has not been received by Highways
England.



Signed, final SoCG – the stakeholder has signed the SoCG to
indicate that the discussion process is complete, there may be later
discussions – for example during the detailed design stage – but all
issues are agreed in principle.

Stakeholder

Status of SoCG as at Deadline 3

Local Authorities
Cambridge City Council

SoCG drafted with stakeholder for
review
Signed, interim SoCG
SoCG discussions ongoing
Signed, final SoCG
SoCG discussions ongoing
Signed, interim SoCG

Cambridgeshire County Council
Huntingdonshire District Council
Peterborough City Council
South Cambridgeshire District Council
Suffolk County Council
Parish/Town Councils
Godmanchester Town Council
Huntingdon Town Council
St Ives Town Council
Alconbury Parish Council

Bourn Parish Council (on behalf of a Coalition of
16 Parish Councils)

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG being drafted
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review

Brampton Parish Council
Buckden Parish Council
Coton Parish Council
Dry Drayton Parish Council
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SoCG being drafted
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review

Elsworth Parish Council
Fen Drayton Parish Council
Fenstanton Parish Council
Hilton Parish Council
Histon and Impington Parish Council
Lolworth Parish Council
Madingley Parish Council

SoCG to be drafted after meeting
SoCG to be drafted after meeting

Statutory Environmental Bodies
The Environment Agency
Historic England
Natural England

SoCG being drafted
Signed, final SoCG
Signed, final SoCG

Statutory Undertakers
Alconbury & Ellington Independent Drainage Board
Anglian Water Services Ltd
BT Openreach
Cambridge Water plc

Cambridgeshire Constabulary, Cambridgeshire
Fire & Rescue Service, East of England
Ambulance Service
Energetics Networked Energy
Gas Transport Company
National Grid Gas plc
Network Rail
The Oil & Pipelines Agency
The Old West Internal Drainage Board
Scottish and Southern Energy
Swavesey Internal Drainage Board)
UK Power Networks
Virgin Media
Vodafone Limited

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for
signature
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review

Letter of no objection received
SoCG with stakeholder for
signature
SoCG discussions ongoing
SoCG discussions ongoing
Letter of no objection received
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
Letter of no objection received
SoCG with stakeholder for
signature
SoCG with stakeholder for
signature

Land interests

A H Ekins, M G Storey, M N Handley & A D C
Smith (Trustees) (with regard to The Mill Common
Car Park & Centenary House)
Chancellor Masters and Scholars of The University
of Cambridge
Church Commissioners for England (Corpus
Christi Farm, Brampton Lodge Farm, Lower
Debden Farm and Debden Farm)
Mr P C Cooper (Oxholme Farm)
Domino Printing Sciences Plc

Mr Everdell of West End Farm and Gables Farm
J.J.Gallagher Ltd and Land Improvement Holdings

Signed, final SoCG

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG discussions ongoing

SoCG discussions ongoing
SoCG with stakeholder for
signature
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
June 2015
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Plc, BPHA Ltd and Premier Inn Hotels
Goff Petroleum (George J Goff Ltd)
Hinchingbrooke Health Care NHS Trust

The George Lenton Trust, Lenton Bros Ltd, and
Elizabeth Ruston, (relating to Park Farm, Low
Harthay Farm, Rectory Farm and Lodge Farm)
Brampton, collectively known as Lenton Farms
Mr R Lenton

Mr P Mann (Lodge Farm, Buckden)
The Marshall Family (Woodhatch Farm)
The National Farmers Union of England and
Wales

Signed, final SoCG
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG discussions ongoing

Mr R Pearson of Grange Farm
The Police and Crime Commissioner for
Cambridgeshire

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review

The Sewell Family (Harcourt, Nursery Farm and
Meadow View Farm)
St John's College (farmland at Grange Farm,
Girton and Poplar Farm, Dry Drayton)
G W Topham and Sons and Miss Papworth,
Weybridge Farm and Swansley Wood Partnership,
Lower Debden Farm
Mr A Wilderspin
Mrs F Winter, Mrs V Farbon and Mrs M Sadler
(owners of New Barns Farm tenanted by C
Behagg and Brickyard Farm tenanted by Messrs
John and James Witherow)
Coif Nominees Limited

SoCG with stakeholder for review

Napp/Baird Pharmaceuticals
Non-Statutory Organisations
British Horse Society
Cambridge Cycling Campaign
Cambridgeshire Chambers of Commerce

Cyclists Touring Club (and Cyclists Touring Club
Cambridge)
Extra Services
Hilton Action on Traffic (HAT)
Homes and Communities Agency (Northstowe Joint
Development Control Committee)
Lordsway Park Residents Association
Royal Observer Corps
Sustrans

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG being reviewed by
Highways England

SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG to be drafted after meeting
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
SoCG with stakeholder for review
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5

Commonality of themes across the SoCGs

5.1.1

The following table shows the principal issues covered in the different
SoCGs, the categories being the same as the Principal Issues set out in the
Examining Authority’s Rule 6 letter issued on 17 April 2015.

5.1.2

The issue of borrow pits was raised by a number of stakeholders.
Depending on the nature of the comment, the issue could appear under a
number of Principal Issues as set out in the Rule 6 letter, namely: DCO,
design and engineering standards, water issues, compulsory acquisition,
and economic and social effects.

5.1.3

The table is coded to enable the reader to see the status of each principal
issue for each stakeholder. The coding is:

5.1.4



A = issue agreed



U = issue under discussion



N = issue not agreed.

Where several separate points are raised which fall within the same
principal issue, the ‘worst case’ is shown on the summary table, that is
where a stakeholder has two points one of which is agreed and one is still
under discussion, the issue as a whole is shown as ‘U’ (under discussion).
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Statement of Common Ground between Highways England and Huntingdonshire District Council

1.

Introduction

1.1.

Purpose of the document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning Inspectorate
(as responsible agency) in relation to the application by Highways England for
development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for the proposed A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21
miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It
includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge
Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the widening of a 4.5 mile
section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton Hut and Alconbury, and approximately
7 miles of new local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning
to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey
junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014 with
acceptance of the Application on 27 January 2015.

1.1.3

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared in respect of the
Scheme. Guidance about the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in
paragraphs 57-62 of the Department for Communities and Local Government’s
“Planning Act 2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April
2013 version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant
and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which they agree. As well as
identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it may also be useful for a statement to
identify areas where agreement has not been reached. The statement should include
references to show where those matters are dealt with in the written representations or
other documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

The context for SoCGs is set out by the Examining Authority in the Notice of
Preliminary Meeting (Rule 6 Letter, Annex G) dated 17 April 2015.

1.1.6

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the evidence at
the post-application examination focuses on the material differences between the main
parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more efficient examination process.

1.1.7

The contents of this SoCG have been agreed with council officers, but final sign off
remains with council members, so until that point, this remains a draft document which
may be revised.

1.2.

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1.

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Huntingdonshire District Council (HDC).

1.2.2.

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating, maintaining
and improving the strategic road network in England. The network is made up of
England’s motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the major “A” roads). The A14 is
part of the trunk road network for which Highways England is responsible. Following
the Scheme being constructed, Highways England will be responsible for operating,
maintaining the improved A14.
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1.2.3.

Huntingdonshire District Council is a Tier 1 Local Authority and a Statutory Consultee
for the scheme. The Council has consistently supported the need for improvements to
be carried out to the A14, given its strategic importance, since the CHUMMS
recommendations in August 2001.

1.3.

Structure of the SoCG

1.3.1.

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
Huntingdonshire District Council in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2.

Section 2 of this SoCG provides an overview of the proposed scheme.

1.3.3.

Section 3 provides an overview of consultation to date between Highways England and
Huntingdonshire District Council,

1.3.4.

Section 4 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this SoCG

1.3.5.

Section 5 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas that have not
been agreed.

1.3.6.

Section 6 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.7.

Section 7 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this SoCG.
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2.

Overview of the scheme

2.1.

The proposed scheme

2.1.1.

The proposed scheme comprises:

2.1.2.

Widening of the A1 between Brampton Hut and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 4.5 miles, from the existing two lane dual carriageway to a three lane
dual carriageway. This would be achieved between Brampton and Brampton Hut by
constructing a new road to the west of the existing A1, with the existing A1
road becoming part of the new A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass;

2.1.3.

A new Huntingdon Southern Bypass of approximately 12½ miles in length, which would
provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington and the A1 at Brampton and a
three lane dual carriageway between Brampton and Swavesey; this would remove a
large proportion of traffic from the section of the existing A14 between Huntingdon and
Swavesey as well as Brampton Hut and Spittals interchange. The new bypass would
include a raised viaduct section of road running across the river Great Ouse and a
bridge over the East Coast Mainline railway. it would include junctions with the A1 at
Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester;

2.1.4.

Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status) over
approximately 12 miles between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between
Alconbury and Spittals interchange;

2.1.5.

Huntingdon Town Centre improvements, to include the demolition of the A14 viaduct
over the East Coast Mainline railway and Brampton Road in Huntingdon. A new link
would improve accessibility into Huntingdon: from the south and east by connecting the
old A14 directly with Huntingdon Ring Road near the bus station, with Brampton road
adjacent to the railway station and from the north and west by constructing a new link
road from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. A through route for light
vehicles would be maintained;

2.1.6.

Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 5½ miles to provide three lanes in
each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill and to four lanes in each direction
between Bar Hill and Girton;

2.1.7.

Widening of a 1½ mile section of the Cambridge Northern Bypass between Histon and
Milton;

2.1.8.

Improvement of existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton; to improve the
capacity of the road, ensures compatibility with adjacent proposed developments such
as Northstowe, and connections for non-motorised users; and

2.1.9.

A new local access road, approximately five miles in length, to be constructed as a dual
carriageway between Fen Drayton and Swavesey and as a single carriageway
between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a route for local traffic between
Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing access to properties and businesses
along the corridor.
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3. Overview of previous engagement undertaken
3.1.

A summary of the key meetings (including meeting notes) and correspondence that
has taken place between Highways England and Huntingdonshire District Council is
outlined in the table below.

10/12/2013

Form of Contact or Type
of Correspondence
Meeting

09/01/2014

LA forum

16/01/2014
21/01/2014

Workshop
Meeting

29/01/2014

Workshop

13/02/2014

LA forum

17/02/2014
20/02/2014

Members presentation
Members presentation

06/03/2014

Meeting

12/03/2014

Meeting

18/03/2014

LA forum

04/04/2014

Meeting

07/04/2014
19/05/2014

Members pre-consultation
LA forum
Heritage workshop
meeting

Date

27/05/2014
11/06/2014

Meeting

24/06/2014
30/06/2014

Borrow pits workshop
Workshop
Health impact
assessment meeting

24/07/2014
29/07/2014

Environmental forum

18/08/2014

Progress meeting

18/08/2014

Meeting

03/09/2014

Meeting

11/09/2014

Traffic seminar/meeting

11/09/2014

Meeting

30/09/2014

Presentation

Summary of that Contact and Key Outcomes and
Points of Discussion
A14 kick off meeting
LA forum - outline and update on process and
programme
Scheme design Workshop
Traffic modelling meeting to discuss Northstowe
Environmental stakeholders workshop - update on
A14 scheme and discussion of environmental issues
LA forum - outline and update on process and
programme
Updating council members on the proposed scheme
Updating council members on the proposed scheme
Meeting to discuss access into and out of the bus /
train facilities in Huntingdon Town Centre
A14 Landscape Mitigation. Discussion with Local
Authority Landscape Officers
LA forum - outline and update on process and
programme
Discussion regarding HDC Urban Design, Planning
Aspirations, Heritage Issues, Tree Retention,
Highway Layout, Viaduct Removal, Heritage Issues
and Scheme Specific Landscape Design and
Finishes
Pre-consultation preview
Progress meeting with Tier 1 Local Authorities
Meeting to discuss heritage assets affected by the
scheme or preserved
Meeting to discuss EIA Scoping Response Letter,
potential content of the Borrow Pit Planning
Statements as well as updating CCC on the scheme
Meeting to discuss borrow pits matters
Workshop to discuss SoCG initiation
Meeting to present the Health Impact Assessment
undertaken for the scheme
Forum to discuss the environmental aspects of the
scheme
Meeting to update Tier 1 local authorities
Meeting to discuss the Statement of Community
Consultation
Meeting to discuss the Statement of Community
Consultation
Seminar to present the traffic design proposals
Meeting to present the Code of Construction
Practice
Traffic presentation meeting
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20/10/2014

Presentation

24/10/2014

Meeting

20/11/2014

Meeting

01/12/2014

Meeting

03/12/2014

Presentation

09/12/2014
19/01/2015
10/02/2015
25/02/2015

Meeting
Meeting
Meeting
Meeting

16/03/2015

Email

18/03/2015

Email

27/03/2015
14/04/2015
20/04/2015

Meeting
Email
Email

20/04/2015

File transfer email

14/05/2015
08/06/2015

Meeting
Email

18/06/2015

Telephone

Environmental presentation meeting held to present
the environmental impact and proposed mitigations
for the scheme
Meeting to discuss the CH2 Traffic Regulation
Orders
Updating council members on traffic matters
Huntingdon town centre proposals: highway design
and NMU
Environmental Statement Headlines presentation to
Members & Officers
Borrow Pits Task & Finish Group
Stakeholder Engagement Forum
Local Impact Report Workshop
SoCG progress and ES feedback
Response to landscape queries raised by Chris
Thompson via email from Stuart Bell on February
24th.
ES database of issues update sent to HDC for
review
Targeted Local Member meeting
Response to ES database received from HDC
Farmer track map (item 124 on database of issues)
A14: Cultural Heritage mitigation - Written Schemes
of Investigation (three documents that set out the
methodologies that the Contractor will follow to
implement mitigation recommended in the ES shared for Archaeology officer)
Noise & Vibration matters
Issue updated draft SoCG with mark-up/comments.
Discussion of tracked changes and agreement that
the current draft is agreed in principle.

3.2.

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the key meetings and key correspondence
between Highways England and staff/elected Members at Huntingdonshire District
Council in relation to the matters recorded in Section 4.

3.3.

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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4. Topics contained within this SoCG
4.1.

The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered within this
SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of relevance that have been the
subject of correspondence and contact to date between Highways England and
Huntingdonshire District Council.
 Consultation
o

Scheme elements (layout)

o

Widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury

o

A1 and A14 adjacent to Brampton

o

De-trunking

o

Huntingdon Southern Bypass

o

Widening of the existing A14

o

Local Access Roads

o

Existing Junction Improvements (Bar Hill)

o

A14 Viaduct removal, Huntingdon

 Borrow Pits
 Traffic Modelling
 Local Development
 Non-motorised user (NMU) provision
 Environment
 Noise and Vibration
 Air Quality
 Landscape and Visual (including mitigation proposals)
 Heritage and Conservation
 Land Contamination
 Ecology, biodiversity and nature conservation
 Flooding and Drainage
 Construction/Delivery
 Management and Maintenance
 Legacy issues

Page 6 of 18

Statement of Common Ground between Highways England and Huntingdonshire District Council

5. Matters agreed and matters not agreed
5.1.

Matters agreed

Ref

Description

Matters Agreed

Record of
agreement

1

The agreement of the
proposed route.

Support for the route option as offering the
right solution to address current problems
and to meet future needs.

A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015

2

Support for the removal
of the A14 road viaduct in
Huntingdon and the
proposed route option.

Support for the overall scheme including the
removal of Huntingdon Viaduct and the
creation of an improved new local road
network for Huntingdon.

A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015

3

That the proposed
scheme meets the
objectives set for the
scheme by the
Department for
Transport.

4

Environmental statement
– air quality and noise.

5

The contribution of £5M
to scheme funding over a
25 year period by HDC.

It is agreed that any contribution [from HDC]
is reliant on construction works commencing
within 2016 and the removal of Huntingdon
A14 Viaduct.

A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015

6

Adequacy of consultation

It is agreed that consultation has been
extensive and entirely appropriate across all
sections of the community within the A14
corridor.

Adequacy of
consultation
response

7

Main scheme elements the section of the
proposed scheme
between Alconbury and
Brampton Hut.

The Council welcomes and supports the
planned improvement and widening of the A1
between Alconbury and Brampton.

Annex B to the
A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015

8

Brampton interchange

9

Non-motorised user
provision at Brampton
interchange

It is agreed that the project remains vital to
relieve current congestion, reduce journey
times and address the safety issues of the
current route as well as the delivery of the
sustainable growth agenda across
Huntingdonshire and the wider Greater
Cambridge area, and also creating a positive
legacy as part of eventual delivery.
It is agreed that air Quality, noise and
environmental impact issues currently exist
within urban areas of Huntingdon and other
areas and a new offline route is the only
opportunity to address those.

The Council welcomes and supports the
planned layout of the A14 and A1 to the west
of Brampton whereby the A1, as the
projected busier traffic route, is moved further
west. This support is conditional on the
overall design of this element of the scheme
providing adequate noise and landscaping
mitigation.
The Council supports the principle of NMU
provision across the proposed A14 and A1
alignments in order to create and maintain
east/west non-motorised access to both
Brampton Wood and Brampton Hut services.
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Ref

Description

10

Huntingdon southern
bypass

11

Huntingdon town centre

12

Bar Hill Junction - The
capacity and traffic flow
of the proposed Bar Hill
junction.

13

Traffic forecasting and
operational assessment
of the proposed scheme.

Matters Agreed
The alignment of the new Huntingdon
Southern bypass is supported, including the
proposed partial junction with the A1198. This
is conditional on adequate environmental
mitigation and NMU accessibility.
HDC supports the revised layout in
Huntingdon, which includes the Pathfinder
Link and Views Common Link. This is
conditional on a final design of the Mill
Common junction being agreed.
HDC accept the proposed layout of Bar Hill
junction and are satisfied by the traffic
assessment carried out on this junction which
includes 100% build of Northstowe. The
junction also provides for future capacity
expansion as potential future housing
developments are approved.
The Council welcomes continued dialogue
with Highways England and partners relating
to overall design. The Council is satisfied with
the traffic forecasts and operational
assessment provided. See also matters still
under discussion relating to local roads.

Record of
agreement
Annex B to the
A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015
SoCG Meeting
18/08/2014

SoCG Meeting
11/09/2014 and
30/09/2014

14

Borrow pits

The Council agrees with the need for borrow
pits, and their proposed locations which
broadly align with Cambridgeshire County
Council’s minerals and waste plan.

15

Environmental statement
– heritage and
conservation

The Council welcome the extensive work that
has been undertaken to identify Heritage and
Conservation issues and the ranking of these
in terms of importance relating to their
designated status.

16

Environmental Statement
- landscape and visual
(including mitigation)
proposals.

The Council has received the Environmental
Statement and broadly accepts its
assessment and its proposals in principle,
subject to resolution of outstanding detailed
design matters.

17

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

The Council has received the Environmental
Statement and accepts its assessment and
its proposals, subject to final traffic modelling
validation of the local road network and
agreement on the relevant statutory process
under which the Borrow Pits will be worked
which will dictate the final Noise, Vibration
and Air Quality assessment criteria.

Email to
Highways
England
14.11.14

18

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

It is agreed that the comparison of a "do
nothing scheme" and a "do something
scheme" against national air quality targets is
appropriate.

Email to
Highways
England from
HDC
Environmental
Protection Team
19/01/14
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Ref

Description

Matters Agreed

19

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

It is agreed that the modelling toolkits used in
assessment are appropriate for the purpose
and so are reassured that outputs should be
accurate and in line with guidance.

20

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

It is agreed that including the information
supplied by Huntingdonshire District Council
within the model will have improved accuracy
due to a better rate of data capture.

21

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

It is agreed that the use of 2014 baseline
traffic figures for the air quality survey. It was
also noted and agreed that future
assessments incorporated known major
developments, like Alconbury Weald.

22

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

It is noted and welcomed that the study area
included areas where there are already
known issues around air quality caused by
the existing A14 (known as Air Quality
Management Areas) and assessments have
been undertaken on the schemes potential
impact on these areas.

23

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

The HDC Environmental Protection team
welcomes that the assessment used four
different meteorological stations to verify the
model as it shows that verification has been
thorough and the results should be accurate.

24

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

It is agreed to be appropriate for construction
work to be assessed using the standards set
out in BS5228-1:2009+A1:2014 Code of
practice for noise and vibration on
construction and open sites.

25

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Noise,
Vibration and Air Quality
(including mitigation)
proposals.

It is agreed between the Environmental
Protection team and Highways England that
the proposed scheme will benefit the vast
majority of residents in Huntingdonshire for
an environmental perspective.

26

Environmental Statement
- assessment of Heritage
and Conservation
measures, including
planned mitigation

The Council has received the Environmental
Statement and accepts its assessment and
its proposals, subject to resolution of final
outstanding matters, including Legacy.
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Matters Agreed

Record of
agreement

27

Environmental statement
– ecology and nature
conservation

The Council has received the Environmental
Statement and accepts its assessment and
its proposals, subject to resolution of final
outstanding matters.

Email to J2A
14.11.14
Email J2A to
HDC 23.2.15

28

Environmental statement
– landscape and visual
impact

The Council welcome the same form of
ranking within the Landscape character
assessment and the identification of all trees
with TPO status and on all these issues.

Annex B to the
A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015

29

Detailed assessment of
Trees with TPO’s,
including identification,
loss, planned mitigation
and replacement
measures

The Council has received the Environmental
Statement and accepts its assessment and
its mitigation proposals subject to the
measures contained within the DCO
application material.

Email to J2A
14.11.14

Detailed assessment of
Flooding, Road Drainage
and Water Environment
measures, including
planned mitigation

The Council has received the Environmental
Statement and other DCO application
material and accepts its assessment and its
mitigation proposals and the amendments
contained within the subsequent HA/J2A
response to HDC in relation to Chapter 17.
This includes potential joint mitigation at
Brampton.

Ref

Description
measures.

30

31

Traffic Regulation Orders

32

Geology & soils

33

Materials

34

Cultural Heritage

HDC agrees with the proposed speed limits,
weight and height restrictions, clearway
orders, and the prohibition of non-motorised
users from the scheme between Girton and
New Ellington junctions.
There are a number of geology & soils
actions that have been checked and agreed
relating to Chapter 12 and Highways
England/J2A response to HDC.
There are a number of Materials actions that
have been checked and agreed relating to
Chapter 13 and Highways England/J2A
response to HDC.
There are a number of Cultural Heritage
actions that have been checked relating to
Chapter 9 and Highways England/J2A
response to HDC.
Milestones: A Written Scheme of
Investigation has been submitted to the
Council. While the reinstatement of
milestones is welcomed given their important
historical value, the Council considers that a
timescale for their reinstatement should be
stipulated.
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Ref

35

36

Description

Cumulative Effects and
Impact Interactions

Noise & Vibration

Matters Agreed
There are a number of Cumulative Effects
and Impact Interactions actions have been
checked and agreed relating to Chapter 18
and Highways England/J2A response to
HDC.
The provisions for controlling and managing
noise and vibration from the works are set out
in the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
(Appendix 20.2 of the Environmental
Statement).
The CoCP sets out the general provisions
that will be used to control and minimise
noise from the works. For example, it
explains that Best Practicable Means (BPM),
as defined by Section 72 of the Control of
Pollution Act 1974, would be applied to
minimise construction noise and vibration. As
part of BPM, control measures would be
applied on site as follows:
1)
noise and vibration control at source.
For example, the selection of quiet or
low vibration equipment, review of
construction methodology to consider
quieter methods, location of equipment
on site, control of working hours, the
provision of acoustic enclosures and the
use of less intrusive alarms, such as
broadband vehicle reversing warnings;
and then
2)
screening: for example local screening
of equipment or perimeter hoarding.
Sections 60 and 61 of the Control of Pollution
Act 1974 (CoPA) give statutory powers to
local authorities to control construction noise
and vibration from worksites. Section 60
allows local authorities to serve notices on
contractors to control noise and vibration from
the works. Alternatively, Section 61 sets out
provisions for those undertaking works to
obtain ‘Prior Consent’ from the local
authority. An application under this section
shall contain particulars of:
1)

the works, and the method by which
they are to be carried out; and
2)
the steps proposed to be taken to
minimise noise resulting from the works.
If Huntingdonshire District Council considers
that the application contains sufficient
information for the purpose it shall give its
consent to the application. Huntingdonshire
District Council will have the power to and
would normally be expected to:
1)

attach conditions to the consent;
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Ref

Description

Matters Agreed

Record of
agreement

2)

limit or qualify the consent to allow for
any change in circumstances; and
3)
limit the duration of the consent.
The consent conditions are enforceable and
any person who knowingly carries out the
works, or permits the works to be carried out,
in contravention of any conditions will be
guilty of causing an offence and could be
prosecuted.
The CoCP requires the main contractors to
seek and obtain prior consent from the
relevant local authority under Section 61 for
the works. By definition, the site specific
controls must be agreed with and consented
by the local authority before the works can
start.

37

Detailed assessment of
Trees with TPO’s,
including identification,
loss, planned mitigation
and replacement
measures

The Council approves subject to an
assessment of the measures contained within
the DCO application material.

Annex B to the
A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015
Email from J2A
dated 23.2.15

38

Community & Private
Assets

There are a number of Community & Private
Assets actions checked and agreed relating
to Chapter 16 and Highways England/J2A
response to HDC.

39

Landscape - Details of
Ouse valley crossing
structure designs and
mitigating impacts.

Support in principle for the revised crossing of
the River Great Ouse near the Offords
subject to full details of the actual design and
materials for the new bridge construction and
their acceptability.
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5.2.

Ref

1

2

Matters not agreed

Description

Environment, Landscape
and Visual Impact

Cultural Heritage

3

Rights of Way relating to
Community integration

4

Hinchingbrooke Park
Road/Brampton Road
junction

5

Environmental Statement
- Noise

Matters Not Agreed
No mitigation is provided at Lenton lakes,
Brampton as the Applicant has confirmed that
the Area is not designated as a ‘Quiet Area’.
The Council remains of the view that this is
unacceptable and reiterates the view that
there can be nothing but significant adverse
noise and visual effects.
Huntingdon Rail Station building is a listed
structure. The Council considers that this is a
fundamental principle and that a more detailed
assessment should have been undertaken
relating to the setting of the building and how
it is affected by the Viaduct removal, the
creation of new local access roads and the
proposed layout within the station itself, inc.
replacement car parking proposals and public
transport interchange requirements. The
Council does not accept that these are
‘Accommodation Works’ to be agreed at a
later date.
The Council welcomes the proposed recreation of the link between Brampton and
Brampton Woods and Brampton Hut Services
in principle. The Council is concerned that
although the route has been identified, the
adopted design principles will not be sufficient
to secure usage by Bridleway users,
particularly horse riders and that the Applicant
has failed to demonstrate the adequacy of the
route and if not suitable, no other alternative is
available.
The Council has questioned the pickingup/setting-down needs of Hinchingbrooke
School at this location given that those
fundamental needs are met by parking onstreet at present. This has not been
addressed by the Applicant and given the
critical nature of the proposed junction in
traffic movement terms, the Council considers
that this issue is too critical to be left to a
detailed design stage and needs to be
addressed as part of the overall DCO
application in order that on-street parking
needs do not compromise the safe operation
of the junction during school start and finish
times.
The Environmental Statement (ES) predicts
that a number of properties will be affected
and, although not within mitigation thresholds,
are classified in the ES as adversely affected
properties. It is the Council’s opinion that
evidence should be provided showing which
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Statement of Common Ground between Highways England and Huntingdonshire District Council

Ref

6

7

Description

Environmental Statement
- Noise

1) The request for an
addition link between
the Parkway and the
de-trunked A14, and
2) The addition of a
separate NMU bridge
to the north of
Brampton Road
Bridge.

Matters Not Agreed
of the tests set out in the Section 14.5.5 of the
ES the adversely affect properties fail and a
monitoring regime should be introduced to
measure any possible situation where an
affected property might become an adversely
affected property requiring suitable mitigation
within the future design year period for the
scheme and that this should be considered as
part of the examination period.
The County Council considers that Borrow
Pits should be treated as Mineral Extraction
sites. Therefore, assessing the noise
implications of these should be done in
accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) framework guidance, not
BS5228 as stipulated by the Applicant. The
Council considers that the Examination needs
to consider the regulatory framework under
which the Borrow Pits would be taken in order
to allow the Council to properly assess the
noise implications arising from this element.
The Council requested that continuing design
and stakeholder dialogue also considers the
merit of providing an additional road-based
link from Parkway to a de-trunked A14 across
Views Common to further minimise traffic
impact at the Hinchingbrooke Park Road
junction This link is not integral to the scheme
and the suggested improvement is a future
matter for the Council and the County Council,
the latter as local highway authority.
The potential for a separate cycle/foot bridge
to the north side of the Brampton Road
railway bridge following the removal of the
A14 Viaduct. Still under discussion between
the Applicant, the Council and
Cambridgeshire County Council.
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6. Record of areas still under discussion
Ref

1

Description

Proposed borrow pits
and their restoration.

Matters under discussion
The Council notes the proposed use of
Borrow Pits as a source of construction
material for the proposed scheme and
welcomes continued dialogue on the future
use of these, post-scheme construction in
relation to the overall Legacy aspects of the
scheme being negotiated. It is of vital that the
long-term future of these is identified and tied
into the wider delivery of publicly accessible
Green Infrastructure & Biodiversity needs
within this part of the County and that the
required level of funding is secured.
Discussions ongoing.
RAF Brampton development perimeter is
approx 550m distant from nearest road - A14.
(Chris Thompson). It is noted that in relation to
the Borrow Pit proposals in this locality, that
any proposals would be agreed with HDC via
a Local Environmental Management Plan
(LEMP).

2

3

4

Legacy issues relating to
final design and impact.

Environmental statement
- land contamination.

NMU provision

The Council has discussed the overall Legacy
requirements of the proposed scheme with
Highways England/J2A. A number of these,
including detailed design issues and crosssectional details under within various topic
headings, are still outstanding and awaiting
resolution.
The Council notes the significant assessment
work on Land Contamination contained with
the Environmental Statement. This also
includes likely areas where mitigation may be
required but are noted as being on hold
pending detailed design. The Council
therefore supports findings ‘in principle’ but
reserves its position relating to Land
Contamination pending receipt and
consideration of detailed design measures.
While the Council has welcomed discussion
regarding the provision of non-motorised user
access and accepts the proposals agreed ‘inprinciple’, the Council reserves full judgement
until detailed design.
HDC previously requested a
cycleway/footpath link between the public
highway fronting Huntingdon Life Sciences to
link to the Alconbury junction to provide for
NMU access. Following our joint meeting held
on 25.2.15, this continues to be investigated
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

by the Applicant.

5

6

7

8

9

Detailed consideration of
any Construction Traffic
Management Plan.

Traffic impacts on local
road network

Mill Common junction

Landscape and visual
mitigation

Noise & vibration

The Council recognises the need for a formal
construction traffic management plan that will
be developed as part of the overall scheme
design. The Council would wish to input to
that process in order to consider any negative
effects on the local community and any
proposed routing and mitigation measures
required and therefore reserves its position on
this matter until the scheme progresses
further.
The County Council, as LHA, are currently
verifying Highways England transport
modelling in relation to the impacts on the
local road network. The Council reserves its
position pending the outcome of this work and
any knock-on effects such as rat-running on
the local road network and impacts on
matters, such as Noise & Air Quality.
The layout and design, including landscape
mitigation remains under discussion pending
final agreement, in order to mitigate the
impact of the proposals on Mill Common and
land-take necessary.
There is a number of landscape and mitigation
actions outstanding that need to be checked
relating to Chapter 10 and Highways
England/J2A response to HDC including
screening of acoustic barriers.
A wider reference to Godmanchester would
be included given the significant benefits
gained for the town as a result of the scheme.
We appreciate that the finer
construction/demolition points cannot yet be
agreed therefore we would require that part of
the terms and conditions for any contractors
Highways England employ they fully consult
with HDC on their construction plans. We
also expect that Highways England and the
main contractor provide contact numbers for
any complaints to be discussed (Dave Bass).

Email to J2A
14.11.14

Annex B to the
A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015
Email from J2A
dated 23.2.15
Annex B to the
A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015
Email from J2A
dated 23.2.15

Email from J2A
dated 23.2.15
Annex B to the
A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon –
Cabinet Report
18/06/2015

Email from J2A
dated 23.2.15
10

Effects on all travellers

HDC remain to be convinced that the width of
the bridleway is of adequate design relating to
Chapter 15 and Highways England/J2A
response to HDC.
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Summary
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8.

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Huntingdonshire District Council

Date:
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1. Introduction
1.1.

Purpose of the document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by Highways
England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for the proposed A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The proposed scheme extends for
a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway
widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to
the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the widening
of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton Hut and Alconbury, and
approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition, it includes the detrunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road between the
Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over
the East Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014
with acceptance of the Application on 27 January 2015.

1.1.3

This Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been prepared in respect of the
Scheme. Guidance about the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in
paragraphs 57-62 of the Department for Communities and Local Government’s
“Planning Act 2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April
2013 version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by the
applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which they agree.
As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it may also be useful for a
statement to identify areas where agreement has not been reached. The statement
should include references to show where those matters are dealt with in the written
representations or other documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

The context for SoCGs is set out by the Examining Authority in the Notice of
Preliminary Meeting (Rule 6 Letter, Annex G) dated 17 April 2015.

1.1.6

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the evidence at
the post-application examination focuses on the material differences between the
main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more efficient examination process.

1.2.

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1.

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and South Cambridgeshire District Council.

1.2.2.

Highways England is a government owned company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The network is
made up of England’s motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the major “A” roads).
The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which Highways England is responsible.
Following the Scheme being constructed, Highways England will be responsible for
operating, maintaining the improved A14.
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1.2.3.

South Cambridgeshire District Council is a Tier 1 Local Authority and a Statutory
Consultee. The A14 is a key route for the local and regional commuter, business and
freight traffic. The scheme is considered vital to the area and supports development.

1.2.4.

It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 5 and 6 of this
SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to South Cambridgeshire District
Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the
parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they
are either not of material interest or not of relevance to South Cambridgeshire District
Council.

1.3.

Structure of the SoCG

1.3.1.

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to South
Cambridgeshire District Council in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2.

Section 2 of this SoCG provides an overview of the proposed scheme.

1.3.3.

Section 3 provides an overview of consultation to date between Highways England
and South Cambridgeshire District Council.

1.3.4.

Section 4 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this SoCG.

1.3.5.

Section 5 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas that have
not been agreed.

1.3.6.

Section 6 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.7.

Section 7 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this SoCG.
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2. Overview of the scheme
2.1.

The proposed scheme

2.1.1.

The proposed scheme comprises:

2.1.2.

Widening of the A1 between Brampton Hut and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 4.5 miles, from the existing two lane dual carriageway to a three lane
dual carriageway. This would be achieved between Brampton and Brampton Hut by
constructing a new road to the west of the existing A1, with the existing A1
road becoming part of the new A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass;

2.1.3.

A new Huntingdon Southern Bypass of approximately 12½ miles in length, which
would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington and the A1 at Brampton
and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton and Swavesey; this would
remove a large proportion of traffic from the section of the existing A14 between
Huntingdon and Swavesey as well as Brampton Hut and Spittals interchange. The
new bypass would include a raised viaduct section of road running across the river
Great Ouse and a bridge over the East Coast Mainline railway. it would include
junctions with the A1 at Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester;

2.1.4.

Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status) over
approximately 12 miles between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between
Alconbury and Spittals interchange;

2.1.5.

Huntingdon Town Centre improvements, to include the demolition of the A14 viaduct
over the East Coast Mainline railway and Brampton Road in Huntingdon. A new link
would improve accessibility into Huntingdon: from the south and east by connecting
the old A14 directly with Huntingdon Ring Road near the bus station, with Brampton
road adjacent to the railway station and from the north and west by constructing a
new link road from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. A through
route for light vehicles would be maintained;

2.1.6.

Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 5½ miles to provide three lanes in
each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill and to four lanes in each direction
between Bar Hill and Girton;

2.1.7.

Widening of a 1½ mile section of the Cambridge Northern Bypass between Histon
and Milton;

2.1.8.

Improvement of existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton; to improve
the capacity of the road, ensures compatibility with adjacent proposed developments
such as Northstowe, and connections for non-motorised users; and

2.1.9.

A new local access road, approximately five miles in length, to be constructed as a
dual carriageway between Fen Drayton and Swavesey and as a single carriageway
between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a route for local traffic
between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing access to properties and
businesses along the corridor.
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3. Overview of previous engagement undertaken
3.1.

A summary of the key meetings (including meeting notes) and correspondence that
has taken place between Highways England and South Cambridgeshire District
Council (SCDC) is outlined in the table below.

Date

Form of Contact or
Type of
Correspondence

Summary of that Contact and Key Outcomes and
Points of Discussion

02/12/2013

Meeting

A14 kick-off meeting.

16/12/2013

Workshop

Discussion of potential legacy opportunities of the A14.

09/01/2014

LA forum

LA forum – outline and update on process and
programme.

16/01/2014

Workshop

Scheme design workshop.

21/01/2014

Meeting

Traffic modelling meeting to discuss Northstowe.

29/01/2014

Workshop

Environmental stakeholders workshop – update on A14
scheme and discussion of environmental issues.

13/02/2014

LA forum

Approach to creating a positive legacy for the A14 and
discussion of potential legacy themes.

14/02/2014

Members
presentation

Provided Members with an overview of the proposed
scheme, need for the scheme, outcomes from options
consultation, design development, DCO process, A14
legacy and timelines.

12/03/2014

Meeting

A14 Landscape Mitigation discussion with Local
Authority Landscape Officers.

18/03/2014

LA forum

LA forum – outline and update on process and
programme.

12/05/2014

Presentation

Presentation to the Northstowe Joint Development
Control Committee.

19/05/2014

LA forum

Progress meeting with Tier 1 Local Authorities.

22/05/2014

LA forum

To provide an update of the scheme and discuss
potential environmental issues.

24/06/2014

Workshop

Borrow pits workshop that covered excavation, logistics
and restoration.

30/06/2014

Workshop

Topics covered were SoCG within the DCO process,
timeframes, areas for discussion and next steps.

16/07/2014

Meeting

Meeting on landscape liaison.

29/07/2014

LA Forum

Environmental forum.

18/08/2014

Presentation

Design Freeze 4 Presentation.

19/08/2014

Meeting

A14 update and meeting with promoters of Darwin
Green.

09/09/2014

LA meeting

To present the new traffic model and discuss traffic
matters.
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11/09/2014

Workshop

Code of Construction Practice workshop to discuss
background and contents of CoCP.

20/10/2014

LAs and Statutory
bodies presentation

Presentation of Environmental Statement key findings.

24/10/2014

Meeting

CH2 Traffic Regulation Orders discussion.

20/11/2014

Members
presentation

Traffic forecasts presentation.

03/12/2014

Members
presentation

Environmental presentation to members.

26/01/2015

Meeting

SoCG progress meeting to discuss matters agreed and
matters still under discussion.

27/01/2015

Correspondence

Email from T. Lees to C. Spencer and J. Dixon providing
award drains information extracted from Draft DCO.

02/02/2015

Correspondence

Email from T. Lees to C. Spencer regarding the existing
drainage on the A1307.

13/02/2015

Conference call

SoCG call to discuss noise barriers at orchard park,
drainage outfalls/ ownership and A428/M11 connection.

24/03/2015

Correspondence

Email from G. Kearney to D. Hiller, T. Lees, M. Evans
and T. Darcy regarding summary comments to be
provided for the Local Impact Report by SCDC.

08/05/2015

Correspondence

Response to draft SoCG v4 with legacy queries from
Claire Spencer.

11/05/2015

Correspondence

Response to queries from G Kearney received on March
24th 2015.

11/05/2015

Correspondence

Issue draft SoCG v5 to Claire Spencer and Jonathan
Dixon for review.

14/05/2015

Meeting

Discussion about noise concerns with Colin Cobbing and
Peter Mumford (J2A).

03/06/2015

Meeting

SoCG progress meeting: discussion about matters
agreed and request for additional information on matters
still under discussion.

3.2.

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the key meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and South Cambridgeshire District
Council in relation to the matters recorded in Section 4.

3.3.

There is ongoing discussion between the parties in relation to the matters in section 5
of this SoCG.
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4. Topics contained within this SoCG
4.1.

The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered within this
SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of relevance that have been
the subject of correspondence and contact to date between Highways England and
South Cambridgeshire District Council.


Scheme elements: case for the scheme, local access road, Girton Interchange,
A1198 junction.



Non-motorised user provision: design, routes, local access road, materials used.



Planned development: Northstowe, working with developers.



Landscape: mitigation, vegetation, specific design queries.



Lighting: impact on landscape, flora & fauna, impact on people.



Cultural Heritage: Listed milestones, Lolworth Church.



Ecology: habitat, mitigation.



Noise and vibration: baseline, assessment, mitigation, construction and operation
impact, Orchard Park noise barrier.



Air quality: monitoring, baseline, Impington monitoring station.



Flooding and Drainage: maintenance access strip, construction (culverts), flood
mitigation.



Materials/Minerals and waste: borrow pit operation and restoration, reuse of
materials, aftercare.



Traffic assessment: modelling.



Cumulative effects: reference to ES Chapter 10



Legacy issues: detail.



Requirements and processes
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7. Summary
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8. Agreement of this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

South Cambridgeshire District Council

Date:

Page 22 of 22

Created by: 19/06/15

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme
Statement of Common Ground
between
Highways England
and
Suffolk County Council

Date: 25 June 2015
Reference: A14-JAC-ZZ-XX-RP-Z-00049

Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363

Version: Examination Deadline 3

Contents

1

Introduction

1

1.1

Purpose of document

1

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1

1.3

Structure of the SoCG

2

2

Topics contained within this SoCG

3

3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4

3.1

Matters agreed

4

3.2

Matters not agreed

5

4

Record of areas still under discussion

7

5

Agreement on this SoCG

9

Appendix A Note on resilience

10

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme (‘the
Scheme’). The scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of
Huntingdon, to Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new
highway construction and the widening and improvement of existing
highways over a total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to
the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk
road between Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In
addition, the existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is
to be de-trunked (i.e. returned to county road status), the road viaduct over
the East Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road
connections to the existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 58-65 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government's "Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent" (March 2015).
Paragraph 58, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

"A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it is
also useful if a statement identifies those areas where agreement has not
been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and Suffolk County Council (“SCC”).

1.2.2

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England’s motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major “A” roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
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Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.
1.3

Structure of the SoCG

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
SCC in relation to the Scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG.

1.3.3

Section 3 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.5

Section 5 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.6

Throughout this SoCG:
 Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as agreed between Highways England and SCC.
 Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as not agreed between Highways England and
SCC.
 Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter
that is still under discussion between Highways England and SCC.
 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 3 and 4
of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to SCC, and
therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the
parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent
that they are either not of material interest or relevance to SCC.

1.3.7

This SoCG will be updated as discussions progress and resubmitted to the
Examination at appropriate times.

Page 2 of 13

2

Topics contained within this SoCG

2.1.1

The list below provides a summary of the topics that are considered within
this SoCG. Where matters are described as under discussion, SCC’s
position is set out more fully in its Relevant Representation.
 Need for, benefits and objectives of the Scheme
 Design standards and consideration into the guideline/specifications of the
proposed design
 Resilience of the scheme in the context of growing developments (in
particular Northstowe and Alconbury Weald)
 Diversions for traffic in the case of incidents on the improved A14
 Transport Assessment – application of Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges (DMRB) guidance
 Socio-economic impacts during construction in relation to Suffolk County
 Transport impacts during construction in relation to Suffolk County
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Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

Need for, benefits and objectives of the Scheme
SCC supports the principle of the proposals to provide the Cambridge to Huntingdon road
improvements.
SCC supports the stated objectives of the project, in particular making the route more
reliable, improving journey times, unlocking growth, and providing capacity for future traffic
growth
SCC agrees that road users on the A14 trunk road between Cambridge and Huntingdon
regularly experience long delays and unpredictable journey times and that without
improvement, congestion on the A14 trunk road will worsen. This has a significant impact
on local and regional businesses, including HGV operators in Suffolk and particularly those
serving the Haven Ports. SCC believes that it is essential to remove this bottleneck and
deliver the proposed project at the earliest opportunity.

Scheme design
SCC supports the scheme design (subject to those matters listed as ‘not agreed’ or
remaining under discussion). SCC welcomes the revisions to the proposals being made
following the statutory consultation, in particular:



the removal of potential conflicts with local traffic movements into Cambridge on the
southbound A14 route through Girton interchange; and
the revised arrangements at Girton Interchange for local traffic movements using
the A1307 Huntingdon Road into and out of Cambridge

Resilience
It is agreed, based on the traffic model CHARM 2 and Appendix A to this SoCG, that future
proofing of Bar Hill junction is necessary based on predicted traffic flows.
The parties are agreed that provision should be made for further capacity at the Bar Hill
junction through building the earthworks and junction bridges to allow for a third circulatory
lane on the roundabout. This will mean that traffic growth beyond what is currently
predicted can be accommodated without excessive cost and inconvenience. The proposed
modifications to the design submitted in the DCO application to accommodate the full build
out of Northstowe are indicated in sketches A14-ARP-H0-E2-SK-C-00051 and -00052.
It is agreed that while Girton to Bar Hill is expected to be carrying traffic volumes close to
the recommended service level in the design year, no further design changes are required
at this time to the main carriageway.
It is agreed that while Huntingdon Southern Bypass from Ermine Street Junction (A1198) to
Brampton Interchange would be carrying traffic volumes close to the recommended service
level by the design year, no further design changes are required at this time to the main
carriageway.
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Transport Assessment
It is agreed that the term “recommended level of service” (Document 7.2, paragraph 7.10.6)
is defined as based on a two-second headway or greater between vehicles which for all
purpose trunk roads equates to 1600 vehicles/lane/hour.
Although flows greater than 1600 vehicles/lane/hour are possible subject to a range of
factors, this would be associated with a reduced level of service (closer headway and
greater driver concentration needed, leading to stress, increased risk of incidents and
accidents and breakdown of traffic flow).

Transport impacts during construction
It is agreed that Highways England and its contractor (Costain / Skanska) will consult with
SCC in the development of traffic management plans for the construction phase.

3.2

Matters not agreed

Design and performance standards, including resilience
SCC believes, based on information submitted with the application, that further
consideration should be given to the design standards on the following stretches;
 Cambridge Northern Bypass between Milton and Girton Interchange (see Matters
under discussion for further detail);
 Bar Hill to Swavesey – will be carrying traffic volumes above the recommended
service level in the design year, and provision for future proofing should be made by
(within the boundary of the application);
o Ensuring the design of the main carriageway, local access road and
footway/cycleway/equestrian track are aligned to facilitate future widening of
the A14
o Providing a wider span at the overbridge linking Robin’s Lane to the local
access road
Highways England has noted that, at this time, it would be unaffordable to
provide further capacity or ‘future proofing’ on this stretch of the scheme.
SCC has requested an economic analysis / assessment to clarify the cost
implications. Highways England does not intend to undertake an economic
assessment at this time as provision of further capacity over and above what
is proposed is not currently within the scope of the scheme remit;
 A1 between Brampton and Brampton Hut Interchanges – concerns over resilience
due to high proportion of weaving traffic, and the lack of appropriate diversion routes
in the event of a significant incident (see Diversion routes matter, below for
further detail).
Diversion routes
SCC considers that at present the availability of alternative routes for diverted traffic on the
existing road network are limited and restricted, in particular it is unlikely that the following
routes will be able to carry any significant volumes of diverted traffic:
 the A428 between Cambridge and St Neots;
 the A1198 between the A428 and Godmanchester;
 the existing D2AP A1 between St Neots and Brampton Hut; and
Page 5 of 13

Diversion routes


changes to the road network at Huntingdon will significantly restrict the capacity of
the de-trunked A14, HGV restrictions are expected to be applied to only control
HGV movements on this route.

SCC considers that this emphasises the need for resilience in the proposed scheme, in
particular for future proofing of the Bar Hill to Swavesey section and a mechanism for
resolving the identified capacity issues on Cambridge Northern Bypass. SCC has noted
that the focus of its concern is rooted in safety management and incident scenarios, which
would affect traffic movements to and from Suffolk.
Discussions have been held between SCC and Highways England around strategic and
local diversion routes. In response to SCC’s concerns, Highways England has highlighted
that upgrading the A428 was one of the commitments made in the Roads Investment
Strategy published in December 2014.
See the parties’ respective positions of non-agreement regarding the Bar Hill to Swavesey
section and the Cambridge Northern Bypass above.
While SCC maintains that the identified prospective weaving problem at Brampton Hut to
Brampton Interchange (Document 7.2, Table 7.71/7.72) underlines the need for adequate
diversion routes, it considers that a partial solution, as suggested by Highways England,
may be east facing slip roads on the Ellington junction to allow for the easy diversion of
traffic back onto the A1 in the event of an A1 closure between Brampton and Brampton Hut
and traffic is diverted onto the new A14. Consideration is being given to such a change and
SCC noted it would welcome this amendment.
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

Transport Assessment
SCC considers that further explanation is required to justify the apparent departures from
DMRB guidance, in particular;
 TD 22/06 Layout of Grade Separated Junctions – which indicates that full
consideration of the likely deterioration in levels of service and safety as flows
exceed the recommended flow per lane is required, alongside the consequences of
under provision in the context of the practicalities of providing additional capacity at
a future date
 TA 46/97 Traffic Flow Ranges for use in the Assessment of New Rural Roads –
which requires that major components of cost, including carriage provision, be
incrementally justified in assessing whether design changes are economic or
otherwise
SCC considers that adherence to this guidance would demonstrate the benefits of future
proofing the Bar Hill to Swavesey section of the scheme
Additionally, further clarification is required on;
 The evidence to support the conclusion that there is sufficient lane provision to
accommodate weaving flows (paragraph 7.10.8)
These matters will form part of ongoing discussions between SCC and Highways England.

Design and performance standards, including resilience
SCC considers that further evidence is needed to demonstrate that the design of the Girton
Interchange is satisfactory, bearing in mind two factors;
 the consequences of the drop in number of lanes on the approach to that junction
from the north. ‘Lane drops’ are typically more prone to flow breakdowns.
 the high proportion of traffic merging with the main carriageway which is likely to
affect the speed flow characteristics and reduce the capacity of the carriageway.
Specifically this relates to traffic on the A14 eastbound merging with the Cambridge
Northern Bypass at Girton Interchange and the A14 westbound merging with the
M11 at Girton Interchange.
Further discussions will be held between SCC and Highways England to clarify current
design justifications on this section of Girton interchange.

Socio-economic impacts during construction
SCC considers that the socio-economic impact assessment has not taken full account of
labour markets outside of Cambridgeshire). SCC believes that the Environmental
Statement does not;
 Justify the socio-economic study area
 Justify its assumptions on displacement
 Evaluate the impacts of the development on the labour market (setting out how its
labour requirements relate to those available) in different economic scenarios
 Considered the cumulative effects with other major developments outside
Cambridgeshire, but within the likely labour market
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Socio-economic impacts during construction
 Consider the impacts on tourist accommodation by an immigrant workforce
 Provide mitigation to address labour shortages/impacts on tourism
Highways England notes that work is progressing throughout detailed design development,
with regards to socio-economic impacts and mitigation, including the set-up of a skills and
employment strategy. Highways England will consult with SCC during detailed design on
these matters.

Transport impacts during construction
SCC notes concern over the ‘highways’ impact of the construction workforce movements.
SCC believes that the Environmental Statement does not:
 Explain where construction workers are coming from and any associated traffic
impacts
 Explain the distribution and numbers of HGVs during the construction phase and
any associated impacts
 In both cases indicate whether mitigation would be required.
As above, it is agreed that this matter will be discussed further (alongside socio-economic
impact assessment discussions and the development of traffic management plans, to be
managed by the contractors).

Resilience
SCC considers that that the Cambridge Northern Bypass section of the scheme between
Histon and Milton would fall below the provision required by current standards around 2020
(based on Document 7.2, Table 7.71). Highways England does not fully agree with this
statement, it recognises that there would be a reduced level of service in peak hour prior to
2035.
SCC has noted that it would like to understand better the proposed way forward to manage
this concern, likely through a specific study looking at that area, including the A14 to the
east of Milton. It would also wish to see the detailed appraisals that sit behind the
conclusions on link capacity as presented in the Transport Assessment.
Highways England has highlighted that the Roads Investment Strategy, published in the
Autumn Statement 2014 identified a commitment to proceed with the dualling of the A428
Caxton Gibbet to Black Cat, subject to value for money tests and statutory process. The
appraisal of this scheme is likely to identify further pressure on the Cambridge Northern
Bypass. The proposed feasibility study into the Oxford to Cambridge Expressway is taking
a wider look at future congestion issues across the Region.
This anticipated additional pressure on the Cambridge Northern Bypass reinforces SCC’s
concerns and it would want further assurances that the aforementioned feasibility study will
address issues arising on that section.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Mike Evans

Signature:

Position:

Project Manager

On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

24/06/2015

Mark Hardingham

Signature:

Position

Chief Fire Officer and Interim Director Highways and Transport

On behalf of:

Suffolk County Council

Date:

24/06/2015
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Appendix A

Note on resilience

Project:

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme

Subject:

Growth assumptions at Northstowe and Alconbury Weald

It is recognised between SCC and Highways England that the below information was produced
based on a version of the traffic model which has been updated since. Figures noted are
therefore potentially no longer accurate, but remain indicative of the situation.
Introduction
Following discussions with Suffolk County Council (SCC) in relation to the Statement of Common
Ground (SOCG) for the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme, SCC has expressed
concerns regarding the level of growth assumed at two major planned developments in
Cambridgeshire; Northstowe and Alconbury Weald.
This technical note briefly outlines the approach that has been followed to forecast traffic growth in
Cambridgeshire and the specific assumptions that have been made regarding the Northstowe and
Alconbury Weald developments in the core scenario. It also summarises the results of a sensitivity
test which considers the potential impacts of the full build out of the Northstowe development.
Traffic growth forecasts
The traffic forecasts supporting the Development Consent Order (DCO) application for the A14
scheme are derived from the Cambridge Sub-Regional Model (CSRM). CSRM includes allowance for
committed and planned development in the study area in the period up to 2031, which is the furthest
horizon for which local development growth forecasts are currently available. Forecasts from CSRM
are available on a five yearly basis from 2011 to 2031. Traffic growth forecasts have been derived
1
from CSRM in 2016, 2021 and 2031, with growth to 2041 based on national growth forecasts .
Forecast traffic growth to 2020 (the opening year) and 2035 (the design year) has been derived by
interpolation.
The traffic forecasts have been developed in accordance with the Department for Transport’s (DfT)
Transport Analysis Guidance (WebTAG), which sets out the framework and requirements for
conducting transport studies. WebTAG Unit M4 deals with forecasting and uncertainty and mandates
that a core scenario should be defined which is based on the most unbiased and realistic set of
assumptions. The core scenario should be constrained to NTEM growth at a suitable spatial area and
take account of local development that are more likely to occur than not.
Core scenario
In accordance with the guidance in WebTAG Unit M4, the core scenario only includes developments
2
3
that are considered near certain or more than likely to proceed. The status and expected build out
of individual developments has been determined in consultation with the relevant local planning
authorities; Cambridge City Council (CCiC), Huntingdonshire District Council (HDC) and South
Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC). Forecast development growth in East Cambridgeshire is
based on the assumptions used in the East Cambridgeshire District Council (ECDC) Local Plan. A
1

National Trip End Model v6.2 (NTEM) for cars; National Traffic Model (NTM) Road Traffic Forecasts 2013 (RTF2013) for light
and heavy goods vehicles.
2
Near certain: The outcome will happen or there is a high probability that it will happen.
3
More than likely: The outcome is likely to happen but there is some uncertainty.
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log of all developments included in the forecasts is provided in Appendix A of the Transport
Assessment.
Overall growth in Cambridgeshire is constrained to NTEM 6.2 housing and employment forecasts
across the four districts; CCiC, ECDC, HDC and SCDC. For housing, the growth trajectories provided
by the local planning authorities are significantly lower than the NTEM forecasts and therefore a
scaling factor has been applied to uplift housing growth across the study area. A scaling factor of
1.09 (i.e. a 9% uplift) has been applied to growth between 2016 and 2021, increasing to 1.30 (i.e. a
30% uplift) for growth between 2021 and 2026 and 1.50 (i.e. a 50% uplift) growth between 2026 and
2031. Housing growth between 2031 and 2041 is assumed to increase by 0.7-1.0% per annum in line
with NTEM forecasts.
A similar process has been followed for employment development, although in this case the growth
trajectories provided are significantly higher than the NTEM forecasts (i.e. development specific
employment growth exceeds NTEM totals). Consequently, scaling factors of 0.72, 0.56 and 0.37
have been applied between 2016-2021, 2021-2026 and 2026-2031 respectively. Employment growth
between 2031 and 2041 is also assumed to be in line with NTEM forecasts.
Northstowe
At Northstowe, Phase 1 (1,500 dwellings) is committed while a planning application has been
submitted for Phase 2 (approximately 3,500 dwellings), which is therefore considered to be more than
likely to go ahead. Both phases have therefore been included in the core scenario for the A14
scheme.
SCDC has advised that they expect all of Phase 1 and approximately 25% of the Phase 2
development to be complete by 2021 (i.e. approximately 2,300 dwellings) with both phases complete
by 2031 (i.e. approximately 5,000 dwellings). The development is assumed to be fully occupied. The
4
housing scaling factors have not been applied to the Northstowe development zones , however
allowance has been made for structural growth of around 3.5% between 2031 and 2035.
Consequently, it is estimated that the A14 traffic forecasts are based on approximately 5,350 homes
at Northstowe in 2035.
Employment forecasts are only provided at District level and therefore it is not possible to be definitive
about the assumptions made regarding the number of jobs at Northstowe in the A14 traffic forecasts.
However, the assumptions are consistent with those made by the HCA in relation to the Phase 2
planning application,
SCDC has advised that subsequent phases of the development potentially totalling a further 5,000
5
homes are currently considered reasonably foreseeable and therefore are not included in the core
scenario. However, a sensitivity test has been carried out to consider the potential impact of the full
6
build out of Northstowe (i.e. 10,000 dwellings) on key junctions on the A14 . The results of this
sensitivity test are discussed in more detail below.
Alconbury Weald
Once complete, the Alconbury Weald development will comprise approximately 5,000 dwellings.
HDC has advised that this development is considered to be near certain and therefore it has been
included in the core scenario for the A14 scheme.
HDC’s forecasts indicate that the development would be approximately 27% complete by 2021 (i.e.
1,350 dwellings) and 75% complete by 2031 (i.e. 3,800 dwellings). Allowing for the application of
4

The scaling factors have been applied to all zones except the zones containing the Northstowe development to ensure
consistency with modelling undertaken in relation to Northstowe Phase 2.
5
Reasonably foreseeable: The outcome may happen, but there is significant uncertainty
6
Bar Hill, Swavesey and Dry Drayton.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Alconbury Parish Council. It refers to
the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Alconbury Parish
Council, in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from
Alconbury Parish Council on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

Appendix B

Noise mitigation plan.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Alconbury Parish Council.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

Pre-application
statutory consultation

Pre-application statutory consultation response was as follows:
‘Increase in traffic noise that will badly effect Alconbury village as a result of the proposed A14
scheme. Requests that noise reduction fencing and increased planting is put in place along the
whole length of road which runs adjacent to the village, before any construction takes place. Also
request that “run-quiet” surfacing is used.’

25 February
2015

On-going
correspondence postapplication

The Parish Council raised concern that 5 properties in the south of Alconbury do not currently
benefit from the noise protection barrier which runs alongside the A14, as it does not extend far
enough south. The existing barrier is due to be increased in height from 2 metres to 4 metres when
the improvement scheme goes ahead.
Alconbury Parish Council is very concerned that these 5 properties will suffer a significant increase
in noise pollution when the scheme is implemented, as the traffic along this stretch is expected to
increase significantly.
States that some of the residents affected will be writing to HA about this matter and PC would like
to add their support to their request that the noise protection barrier is extended sufficiently
southwards to ensure that they are not disadvantaged.

5 March
2015

Parish Council Update meetings

Alconbury Parish Council representatives attended a discussion on the examination process.

10 March
2015

Pre-examination
relevant
representation

Please see Appendix A for a copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

6 June 2014

26 May 2015

Statement of
Common Ground
(SoCG) meeting

Highways England representatives and Alconbury Parish Council met to discuss issues surrounding
their parish in order to begin preparations for a Statement of Common Ground.
Please see section 3 below for detail.

3

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Alconbury Parish
Council.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The Parish Council’s relevant representation has formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish Council’s
relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to
Alconbury Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters can
be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Alconbury Parish Council.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Alconbury Parish Council at the meeting on
26 May 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the Parish Council’s current position on
each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

1

Economic and
Social Effects

The Parish Council is in favour of
improvements to the A14 flow.

Noted.

Transportation
and Traffic
Detrunking the
A14 Spur road
may create local
traffic problems

There is concern over the local traffic
impacts on Alconbury village during
operational periods due to the
detrunking of the A14 Spur road.
Highways England do not have the
local knowledge which would help in
understanding the problems created
by detrunking the A14 Spur road.
The Council is concerned this will
increase northbound traffic on the
A1(M) leading to high traffic
volumes inadvertently accessing
Alconbury village via the local
access road. These small local roads
would not be able to handle the
volume of traffic predicted.
This will also negatively impact on the
environment of Alconbury.
Proper signage needs to be in place
once the spur road is closed to

2

Under the scheme, the function of the A14
Spur will change. Currently it forms the
primary connection for long-distance traffic
travelling between the A1 North and the
A14 East as well as providing a route for
traffic travelling from the A1 North into
Huntingdon. With the scheme, longdistance traffic travelling between the A1
North and the A14 East would use the A1
and A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass,
avoiding Huntingdon. Thus, the A14 Spur
would only serve traffic movements from the
A1 North into Huntingdon.
Regarding proper signage, a signage strategy
will be part of the detailed design stage. A
continued dialogue will take place between
Highways England and Extra Services.

5

Agreed / Not agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

avoid through traffic entering
Alconbury.
Since the DCO application was submitted, we
have undertaken some additional traffic
modelling and assessment work on:


3

Transportation
and Traffic
Traffic flow
forecasts

The modelling forecasts are under
review and require clear
communication of the results locally.
For example, 39,000 to 61,000
increases around Alconbury are
forecast by 2020. By 2035 traffic, base
volumes of 52,000 up to 85,000 with
the scheme are forecasted.



the effect on the application of the
November Department for Transport’s
(DfT’s) revised economic parameters, and
the refinements to network coding and to
the ‘external to external’ growth factors,
and;
the effect on the application of the March
2015 DfT Road Traffic Forecasts (RTF
2015).

Highways England has reported these effects
within the Traffic Modelling Update Report
submitted to the Examining Authority (ExA) for
Deadline 2 of the examination timetable (15
June 2015).
Highways England in its letter to the Planning
Inspectorate on 12th May 2015 (relating to the
Traffic Modelling Update) recommended
adding this extra deadline to the examination
timetable to allow sufficient time for Interested
Parties to respond to the report.
Interested Parties have until 7 July 2015
(Deadline 3) to respond to the Traffic
Modelling Update Report.

4

Transportation
and Traffic

Alconbury is a key area for housing
growth with Alconbury Weald
potentially constructing up to 7,000

One of the key objectives of the scheme is to
unlock growth, enabling major residential and
commercial developments to proceed and

6

Agreed / Not agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Future housing
development

houses. The local access road on the
A1(M) to Lordsway Park and
Alconbury Weald is inadequate to
support high traffic volumes that will
be accessing this area. The needs of
the whole village must be considered,
not just those close to the road, in
order to maximise benefits.

contributing to increased economic growth.
The new road and its junctions have taken
into account the scale and location of planned
developments that are expected to occur in
the period to 2035.
The traffic model includes allowance for the
full build out of the Alconbury Weald
development. As this development is not
dependent on the A14 scheme it is included in
both the ‘with scheme’ and ‘without scheme’
scenarios. Hence, Highways England’s traffic
forecasts already take account of the impact
of these developments.
The A14 scheme is expected to be beneficial
to the Alconbury Weald development and
surrounding villages. The scheme would
result in a substantial reduction in traffic on
the A14 Spur and at the Spittals Interchange
(A14 Junction 23), freeing up capacity for
development traffic. As a result, any ratrunning on the B1043 Ermine Street is
expected to be reduced.

5

Noise and
Vibration
Noise is an
important issue
across the village

Noise mitigation provisions to protect
the village needs improving as current
provision does not protect the whole
village. Lane expansions are proposed
alongside existing properties in
Alconbury. The existing noise barriers
are considered insufficient. The Parish
Council would like to see the
extension of the noise reduction
barrier to protect more of the village.

Part of north Alconbury is an Important Area
(Highways Agency’s ID reference 5153 (IA)),
which includes dwellings that face onto the
existing A1(M). This area is shown on the plan
in Appendix B. The scheme would
significantly enhance the existing noise
mitigation measures in this location, replacing
the current noise fence barrier with a new
taller fence barrier, improving the noise
environment within this IA. No dwellings in this

7

Agreed / Not agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

6

Principal Issue

Noise and
Vibration
Address impacts
on five properties

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Further, noise impacts will be abated
to an extent during the summer with
vegetation and planting, but the
Council requests mature trees planted
in order to have an immediate
beneficial impact.

IA would be subject to residual significant
effects.

The five properties located off Great
North Road next to the new A14
improvements have poor noise
soundproofing and fencing currently.
There is a 2m earth mound at the
southern end of the village, this is
considered to be insufficient for the
houses in direct proximity of the road.

7

Noise and
Vibration
Low noise
surfacing
presents an
opportunity for
mitigation of the
A14 scheme

Low noise surfacing is considered to
be essential to alleviate noise impacts.

8

Transportation
and Traffic
Construction
traffic impacts

The Parish Council requests that
construction traffic be diverted away
from Alconbury village.

Various height and length options were
considered, e.g. up to 5m high and a 100m
longer to the north and to the south to link up
with the existing barrier, before achieving the
optimised sustainable mitigation.
Additional mitigation in the form of a 4 metre
noise barrier is being considered to provide
additional mitigation to the five properties off
Great North Road. We will continue to update
the parish regarding this issue as we progress
with the Statement of Common Ground.
There is an assumption that Highways
England would have completed installation
of low noise surfacing at Important Areas
(where 1% of the population is affected by the
highest noise levels) on the existing network
by 2021 with or without the proposed
scheme (refer to section 14.2 of the ES).
This future resurfacing has not been modelled
as part of the benefits of the scheme, but it
will generate up to 3 DB reduction in noise
impacts.
Construction works associated with a road
scheme of this scale would inevitably have
some impacts on local communities and the
environment and that the impacts have been
assessed are reported in the Environmental
Statement. Measures to mitigate likely

8

Agreed / Not agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
significant adverse impacts are also reported
in the ES, including the Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP) (Appendix 20.2).
The Code of Construction Practice (document
reference 6.3, appendix 20.2) sets out control
measures and standards that would be
implemented throughout construction of the
scheme. As part of this the contractors
appointed to build the scheme would be
required to prepare a traffic management plan
which will describe the traffic management,
safety and control measures proposed during
construction of the scheme. The requirement
to produce a traffic management plan after
consultation with the relevant planning
authority is set out at paragraph 8 of Part 1 of
Schedule 2 of the Draft Development
Consent Order (application document
reference 3.1).
The traffic management plan will include
details of measures to be implemented to
reduce construction traffic impacts as well as
a list of roads which may be used by
construction traffic in the vicinity of the site
including any restrictions to construction traffic
on these routes.

9

Agreed / Not agreed / Under
discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Alconbury Parish Council

Date:

10

5

Appendix A

5.1

Copy of the relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
Alconbury Parish Council has concerns that the village will be adversely affected by increased noise and pollution once the
A14 improvement scheme is in operation. In particular: Increased noise pollution due to the extra traffic diverted from the old
A14 spur, affecting both sides of the A1 as it passes by Alconbury village. Increased traffic flow from the A1 to the Alconbury
Weald development (diverted from the old A14 spur). Effect of the new road from the Ellington junction to Woolley Road,
especially during the construction phase. The Parish Council is very concerned that five houses in the south of Alconbury
village, will not benefit from any noise reduction barriers.

11

6

Appendix B – Noise mitigation plan
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Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Brampton Parish Council. It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014 and accepted on 27 January 2015 for examination by the Planning Inspectorate.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.
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1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example meetings, emails
and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and the Parish Council, in line with
the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from the Parish Council on whether
the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Brampton Parish Council.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion
The Parish Council representatives discussed their main concerns at the meeting with the
Highways Agency (now Highways England). These were points of detail in terms of
implementation rather than objection to the project. The Parish Council expressed their interest in
working closely with Highways England to ensure the design of the new route addresses their
concerns which can are summarised as:•

19 March
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory engagement

•
•
•
•

14 June
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory comms

Increased congestion on the local roads as a result of the removal of the Huntingdon
viaduct and concerns that both the level of new development in Huntingdon will not be
catered for by the new traffic management measures being promoted.
They would like to understand what contingency plans are in place to manage traffic should
there be a blockage on the new A14.
They wish to ensure the design is such that on the western boundary of Brampton
measures are put in place to address, light pollution, noise pollution and air quality.
Up to date traffic flow numbers (raw data) which had been used to model the road
proposals for the A14
As regards legacy issues the key aspiration is to create a link between the village and the
Brampton Woods.

There are a number of features that the parish council expressed their support for in the current
design. These include:
• The decision to abandon tolling
• Demolition of the viaduct
• The increase in the number of lanes of the A1 north of Brampton Hut
• The provision of a safe route for pedestrians and cyclists from the village to the Brampton
Hut Services and Brampton Wood. The latter will provide through routes for cyclists and
walkers into the national networks

3

Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion
•
•
•
•

14 June
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communication

The provision of a safe exit for heavy vehicles coming from the pyrolysis plant and the
recycling area
The removal of the dangerous junction where the slip road from the northbound A1 meets
the B1514.
The reduced volumes of traffic on the existing A14 north of Brampton, but adjacent to Oak
Drive, Laws Crescent, Wood View and Crane Street, etc.
Reduced delay at the notorious Spittals roundabout.

Concerns remain over pollution, road surfaces, access to critical services, traffic volumes and
delays, congestion at the station junction, protection from HGVs, sand and gravel extraction, A1
underpass and traffic volumes on a single carriageway and lorry parks.
The Parish Council sent an email which enclosed a copy of their response to the October 2013
public consultation. Detailed response concerned: whether the consultation was a sham; the A1;
concern over pollution; the toll; viaduct demolition; the Station Area; Thrapston Road; gravel
extraction; elevated junction between Brampton and Buckden; lighting and pollution; and, NMU
crossings.
Other considerations included: Construction Vehicles, Buckden Roundabout, Buckden Bypass,
dog leg, lorry parks and River Ouse Bridge.

15
December
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communication

Highways England presented at a public meeting in Brampton Memorial Centre.

5 March
2015

Parish Council up-date
meeting

A representative from the parish council attended the update meeting held on the 5 March 2015.
The update presented the Development Consent Order application process and in particular the
examination process.

12 March
2015

Pre-examination relevant
rep

A copy of the relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate is in Appendix A

3 June
2015

Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG) meeting:

Brampton Parish Council and Highways England representatives met to discuss the preparation of
a Statement of Common Ground. Please see section 3 for a record of the issues raised.
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2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Brampton Parish
Council.
2.1.3 There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
2.1.4 The Parish Council’s relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish Council’s
relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to
Brampton Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters can
be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Brampton Parish Council.
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3
3.1

Matters discussed
SoCG discussion

3.1.1 The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Brampton Parish Council at the meeting on

3rd June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the Parish Council’s current position on
each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

1

Principal Issue
Transportation
and Traffic
General support
for the scheme

Air Quality and
Emissions
2

3

In favour of air
quality
improvements

Air Quality and
Emissions

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

The Parish Council holds the view that
something needs to be done to improve
the A14.

Noted.

Agreed

The Brampton AQMA is predicted to have
improvements in air quality concentrations.
Concentrations at receptors across Brampton
when the road is operational were predicted by
means of modelling which takes into account
prevailing wind direction. The improvements in
pollutant concentrations predicted from the
modelling are due to a significant predicted
reduction in traffic flow of approximately 60%
along this part of the A14. This is explained
further in the Response to the First Written
Questions, Question 1.1.11, and Table 8.9 of the
ES and paragraph 8.5.20 of the ES.

Agreed

The improvements to air quality within
Brampton are positively received. The
Parish Council supports the
improvements to the Brampton Air
Quality Management Area (AQMA).

There is specific concern over PM10
particulates’ effect on Brampton Village
primary school. The Parish Council thus
has posed the question: What is the

With regards to the question on particulate dropout, the air quality assessment included human
sensitive receptors within 200m of the affected
road network, which is defined in the Design
6

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Brampton
Village Primary
School

critical distance for particulate drop-out
and what will happen if this critical
distance changes in the future?

Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB). Beyond
200m changes to pollutant concentrations as a
result of the scheme would be very small and
not significant.
Regarding Brampton Primary School, located
700m from the proposed scheme, was not
identified as a specific receptor in the air quality
assessment carried out for the Environmental
Statement (ES) as it is located beyond the area
of influence as set out in relevant guidance. The
ES, working on a precautionary basis, also did
not identify any likely significant noise effect on
the school (Section 14.6 of Volume 6.1, Chapter
14 of the ES and Appendix 14.6).
Other receptors located closer to the scheme
are not predicted to be significantly impacted. Air
quality at all receptors in Brampton, including
those closest to the scheme, is predicted to be
much better than the air quality objectives set to
protect human health as stated in Highways
England’s Response to Relevant
Representations.
Following the completion of the ES, further air
quality sensitivity testing was undertaken for
Brampton Primary School. The assessment
showed that NO2 and PM10 annual mean
results would be negligible in 2020 at this
location.
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Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Traffic volume will increase to the
western edge of the village, which will
experience the greatest impact. With
regards to noise impacts on properties,
the Parish Council has several concerns:
•

4

Noise and
Vibration
Mitigation for
noise impacts

•
•
•
•
•

Improvements in terms of noise
insulation are required for
properties in the northwest corner
of the parish
Properties closest to the scheme
require the most protection
Mitigation is needed for those
impacted on the west and south
of the existing junction
Mitigation is needed for the
housing development at the RAF
Brampton base
Specific request for an earth bund
with a 4 metre noise barrier
Information on noise needs to be
better communicated locally.

Detailed response can be found in Appendix B.

It is noted that low noise surfacing is
welcomed.

5

Landscape and
Visual Effects
Request for
additional tree
planting

The Parish Council would like year round
protection so is requesting nondeciduous trees, as they will also provide
protection in the winter and provide
visual and air benefits.

This comment is duly noted. The types of trees
used as mitigation measures have not been
decided to date but can be committed to through
future discussions and captured for use in the
detailed design.
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Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

6

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Landscape and
Visual Effects

The concern is over the impact from
street lighting more so than with vehicles.
Where the A14 crosses the A1 at the
elevated section, mitigation measures
need to be addressed.

Street light
impacts

Landscape and
Visual Effects
7

8

Borrow pits and
risk in legacy
use

Landscape and
Visual Effects
Flooding
concern

The parish would like to relinquish the
responsibility for maintenance of borrow
pits after the 10 year period.
The Council views borrow pits as
dangerous. Therefore it is preferred that
Highways England or another
organisation is responsible for maintain
them.
The Parish Council are concerned about
flood risk from the back water of the river
Great Ouse (where the water travels
from Milton Keynes). Their concern is
that the volumes would be too
substantial to pump and expensive to
divert into the borrow pits. They request
that surface runoff be disposed of safely.
They are seeking clarification of how
flood risk would be managed in practice
and reassurance on how it will be
managed and not modelled.
Conceptually the current plans are
flawed.

Highways England Response

Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

Detailed response can be found in Appendix C.

There is no expectation on the parish to
maintain the borrow pits. Highways England will
maintain the borrow pits while in ownership of
the land. After the 10 year period, should the
land be sold, the purchaser would be
responsible for the maintenance of the borrow
pits.
There are two current Statements of Common
Ground that pertain to Brampton Parish Council.
Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) are
requesting mitigation measures to manage the
impact of the scheme on flood risk as well as
measures for pre-existing flooding issues in
Brampton. The inclusion of betterment
measures are currently under discussion. CCC
state that the use of borrow pits to assist in
mitigating flood risk issues resulting from the
proposed scheme is a positive approach, but
does not address existing flooding, which is an
opportunity.
Highways England are also in the process of
preparing a Statement of Common Ground with
the Environment Agency which is seeking
9
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Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
agreement/action on the predicted impact of the
scheme on flood risk on the river Great Ouse.
Highways England are also undertaking
feasibility work to determine the best system for
using borrow pits to mitigate existing flood risk.
Through further discussion with technical
experts, we envisage that the reviewed plans
will be agreed by Brampton Parish Council.
With regards to surface water drainage, the
system has been designed to discharge into
land drains and existing watercourses via
attenuation ponds. There are 5 attenuation
ponds close to the Brampton Hut junction, one
of these is located to the east of the proposed
A14 (existing A1) approximately 1km south of
the Brampton Hut junction to the west of RAF
Brampton.
The new drainage networks include additional
capacity to accommodate predicted increased
rainfall as a result of climate change.

Economics
and Social
Effects
9

Timing of work
for housing
development at
RAF Brampton

There is a need to ensure that the A14
delivery is integrated with redevelopment
at RAF Brampton specifically regarding
the construction of the new road and
housing developments.

The ES assessed other developments that could
coincide with the delivery of the A14 scheme
which included the proposed development at
RAF Brampton.
The RAF Brampton site would affect the amenity
of footpaths Brampton 3 and 4 (28/3 and 28/4)
as these footpaths would be “sandwiched”
between the footprint of the scheme, close to
proposed soil storage areas and borrow pits,
10

Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
and RAF Brampton. Should the construction
periods of the two developments overlap, there
would be a considerable loss of amenity of
footpaths due to the close proximity of the
development. In terms of construction
management the contractor for each scheme will
need to liaise regarding construction plans,
potential road closure as well as consult with the
local community on these plans.
Where construction phases overlap, further
consideration of construction transport
management is recommended in order to
minimise disruption. Wherever possible the HGV
traffic associated with the earthworks for the
scheme would avoid the use of the public
highway network.

Transportation
and Traffic
10

Construction
traffic as a local
concern

The impacts of construction traffic and
construction itself are a local concern.
The Parish Council recognises that the
construction code of practice may be one
recourse. This needs to be
communicated.

As part of the Construction Code of Practice,
Appendix 20.2 of the Environmental Statement,
Highways England will prepare a community
engagement strategy for the construction stage
of the scheme which focuses on maintaining
effective community engagement, informing
affected communities in advance of relevant
construction works and the timetable of such
works, and provide information on the enquiry
and complaints procedures.
Highways England will be a key member of the
community focus groups providing strategic
insight and feedback to and from the wider
11

Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
scheme. Meetings will be attended by the
employer’s representative and a Community
Liaison Officer together with members of the
main contractor’s site team and local authorities
as may be necessary to cover matters needing
to be discussed.
During construction, a programme of high
quality, effective and sustained communications
will include online engagement, newsletters,
provision of information on construction works,
and notifications to parish councils, businesses,
and local residents, which will include details on:
•
•
•

•
•
•

The location of the planned works;
The activities to be carried out;
The duration of the planned works and
the periods within which works will be
undertaken (i.e. whether during normal
working hours, during the evening or
overnight);
The anticipated effects of the planned
works;
The measures to be implemented in line
with the ES and this CoCP to mitigate
the impact of the planned works; and
Enquiries and complaints procedure – as
described in Section 4.3, Appendix 20.2
of the ES.

With regards to effects on Brampton, the borrow
pits and soil storage areas are in close proximity
to residential areas in Brampton. Mitigation
12

Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
measures will be implemented to reduce the
impact from dust. Mitigation during construction
would be carried out in accordance with the
CoCP, outlined in Appendix 20.2 of the ES.
Mitigation will be implemented to reduce
potential nuisance dust issues at local
residential properties and businesses. With this
mitigation in place the impacts of the scheme
are not expected to be significant.
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Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Brampton Parish Council

Date:
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Appendix A - Relevant representation
The following is a copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.
Brampton Parish Council has sought to be closely involved in all the planning and consultations relating to the A14 over the many years
since its inception. It is recognised that there is a wider need for improved east/west links and to relieve noise and air pollution in and
around Huntingdon.
We understand, from the planning assumptions and associated analysis provided by the Highways Agency, that some properties will
receive less pollution, and houses in North West Brampton will have improved air quality. In parallel, the AQMAs will be relieved (similarly
this will also apply to Godmanchester and Stukeley Meadows neighbouring communities). However, it is also recognised that there are
some very strong views against the whole concept of this scheme amongst certain members of the Brampton community. There is
concern about the possible impact of increased traffic emissions on the health of children at the school; however, it is believed that the
school will be at least 700 yards from the nearer of the two roads.
On the assumption that the scheme will go ahead the Parish Council has the following issues which we wish to have agreed or resolved
as appropriate, prior to the scheme being given final approval:-

Provision of an input into all the mitigation measures being proposed, as this will be essential to explain into the village community

-

Confirmation of vehicle traffic surveys – to ensure that the analysis of the traffic flow and associated noise is valid and accurate:
for example

-

Air pollution – potential health impact at Brampton A1/A14 Interchange

-

Noise pollution – especially concern over additional traffic coming south and passing through once the viaduct has been removed,
this may not have been correctly assessed.

-

Light pollution – effects and mitigation

-

Movement and control of heavy lorries whilst construction is taking place; especially between the sand and gravel quarries on
both sides of the road.

-

Provision and location of the cement processing plant

-

Flooding risk to Brampton as a result of final construction.
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-

Property blight in Brampton

-

Concern over timing of work which will coincide with building of new housing and infrastructure in Brampton Park

-

Further consideration should be given to provide for tree planting around the perimeter of the school as a way of further alleviating
concerns.

This is a summary of the comments following the Extra Ordinary Parish Council Meeting held on Wednesday 11th March 2015.
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Appendix B – Noise and Noise Mitigation
Stakeholder Issue: Traffic volume will increase to the western edge of the village, which will experience the greatest impact. With
regards to noise impacts on properties, the Parish Council has several concerns:

1. Improvements in terms of noise insulation are required for properties in the northwest corner of the parish
2. Properties closest to the scheme require the most protection
3. Mitigation is needed for those impacted on the west and south of the existing junction
4. Mitigation is needed for the housing development at the RAF Brampton base
5. Specific request for an earth bund with a 4 metre noise barrier
6. Information on noise needs to be better communicated locally.
It is noted that low noise surfacing is welcomed.
Highways England Response

1. Improvements in terms of noise insulation are required for properties in the northwest corner of the parish.
2. Properties closest to the scheme require the most protection.
3. Mitigation is needed for those impacted on the west and south of the existing junction.
The first three issues raised are requesting mitigation and protection from noise. These are addressed in the following text. With regards
to noise insulation, Rectory Farm Great North Road, Brampton is predicted to experience noise levels higher than the noise insulation
trigger levels as defined in Noise Insulation Regulations 1975 (as amended). The installation of noise insulation would avoid the
significant observed adverse effect that would otherwise occur inside these dwellings. Further discussion is needed surrounding noise
insulation feasibility in the northwest corner of the parish.
In terms of noise, there is likely to be an adverse significant effect on the community on the south-western edge of Brampton (including
Belle Isle Crescent) due to the minor noise increases from the Huntingdon Southern Bypass and the realigned A1. As per Section 14.5
of the ES, substantial noise mitigation is incorporated into the proposed scheme to minimise as far as practicable adverse noise effects
on the closest homes in Brampton.
These include:
•
Low noise surfacing on the A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass;
17

•
•
•
•

Low noise surfacing on the realigned A1;
Realignment of the A1 further away from Brampton;
Using the new A14 embankment to screen the western edge of Brampton from noise coming from the A1; and
Provision of landscape bunding adjacent to the Brampton Barracks and the western edge of Brampton (will contribute to noise
reduction).

4. Mitigation is needed for the housing development at the RAF Brampton base.
To the west of Brampton and the western edge of RAF Brampton, the increase in noise due to an increase in traffic is likely to produce
a significant adverse effect at a number of properties in these two community areas (Chapter 14, Section 14.7.9 of the ES).
In the construction phase, there would be temporary significant noise effects at the south-west corner of RAF Brampton base for
approximately 10 dwellings through operation of borrow pits and soil storage compounds (Chapter 14, Section 14.4.10 of the ES). In
addition, likely significant noise effects would be predicted in the daytime for Landsmans Ltd on Brampton Road during the soil storage
works and construction of Buckden Bridge.
At Brampton, a 2m absorptive barrier on top of a 2m false cutting is proposed along the route alignment, including along the A1 to the
south-west of Brampton (Chapter 14, Table 14.21 of the ES). For Important Area 5152, a 3m high absorptive barrier is proposed to
mitigate noise impacts for the Little Meadow and Woodhatch Farm properties (Chapter 14, Table 14.21 of the ES). Rectory Farm, Great
North Road, Brampton is predicted to experience noise levels higher than the noise insulation trigger levels as defined in the Noise
Insulation Regulations, 1975 (as amended). The installation of noise insulation would avoid the significant adverse effect (Chapter 14,
Table 14.4.36 of the ES) that would otherwise occur inside these dwellings.
Noise assessments are downwind and worst case scenarios have been modelled. It is noted that distance is the strongest determinant
of the promulgation of noise impacts and the wind direction can account for 10 DB differential in noise impacts. A full explanation of
the assessment methodology can be found in Chapter 3 of Appendix 14.1 of the Environmental Statement.

5. Specific request for an earth bund with a 4 metre noise barrier.
This request is being reviewed by acoustics specialists to determine the feasibility of raising the 2 metre barrier to 4 metre.
As with other noise barrier mitigation the most feasible solution was not designed exclusively for noise mitigation. Landscaping and
visual impact, as well as highway safety considerations such as sight line restrictions, were accounted for. The final outcome of the
barrier design developed between these disciplines was based upon a 2m high environmental earth bund, which would be situated
near to the southbound carriageway, and run between the public right of way (PROW) at the A1 over-bridge and where a new balancing
pond is to be incorporated, adjacent to RAF Brampton. The earth bund is within the base scheme and designated as ‘incorporated
mitigation’ within the scheme itself. The proposed 4m noise barrier includes a 2m high vertical reflective barrier located along the apex
of the bund. To maximise the noise mitigation, the vertical barrier would run along the full length of the proposed bund.
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The inclusion of an additional noise barrier south of Grafham Road, to mitigate noise at properties on the western periphery of RAF
Brampton, was also assessed. Different options were considered, including a 5 metre high noise barrier; the result of this assessment
determined that even a 5 metre high noise barrier would provide only a slight noise reduction, which was considered to be unsustainable
in terms of national policy.

6. Information on noise needs to be better communicated locally.
Across the scheme as a whole, noise mitigation has been proposed using the following hierarchy of avoiding, reducing and offsetting
effects. Some of the proposed measures include:
• Materials: The proposed scheme incorporates low noise road surfacing including the assumption that Highways England would
have completed installation of low noise surfacing at Important Areas (where 1% of the population is affected by the highest noise
levels) on the existing network by 2021 with or without the proposed scheme (refer to section 14.2 of the ES).
• Layout: The alignment of the new sections of the proposed scheme has been selected to minimise environmental impact,
including noise, as far as sustainable. Additional noise mitigation has been incorporated into the scheme (section 14.5 of the ES),
in the form of noise fence barriers.
• Receptor mitigation: Where sustainable scheme mitigation has been exhausted, and the residual noise levels exceed the relevant
trigger values at residential dwellings, noise insulation would be provided in accordance with the Noise Insulation Regulations.
Changes in traffic patterns through Brampton arising from the proposed scheme has been used as the basis for the noise assessment
in Chapter 14 of Volume 6.1 of the Environmental Statement.
Along the de-trafficked section of the A14 to the north and east of Brampton, nearest properties to the A14 would experience a likely
beneficial significant effect with a reduction in noise during scheme operation (Chapter 14, Section 14.7.9 of the ES).
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Appendix C – Landscape and Visual
Stakeholder Issue
The concern is over the impact from street lighting more so than with vehicles. Where the A14 crosses the A1 at the elevated section,
mitigation measures need to be addressed.
Highways England Response
Following construction the most visually intrusive features visible from the western edge of Brampton/RAF Brampton would be:
-

The raised junction links and associated lighting at Ellington junction and Brampton interchange;

-

The elevated A1 Brampton interchange bridge; and

-

The extensive borrow pits (in the short term).

Whilst the properties on the western edge of Brampton are close to the scheme, views of the highway infrastructure would largely be
screened by garden vegetation on the edge of properties and the proposed environmental bund along the highway corridor (refer to ES
Figure 10.6 Photomontage 12).
Further south, properties and public right of way on the edge of RAF Brampton would have close foreground views of the proposed
borrow pits and distant views of Brampton interchange and lighting (refer to ES Figure 10.6 Photomontage 2).
The planting proposals would establish belts of screening vegetation that would, over time, provide screening of views of the scheme
and would generally reduce the significance of visual effects in the long term. However the junction lighting and some of the signage
would remain as intrusive elements.
The extent of lighting provided, as well as suitable equipment types, would be derived from the Highways England particular
requirements, which are informed by, and provide supplementary information to, British, European and international standards. Road
lighting luminaires would be required to meet luminous intensity class G4 or better, as defined by BS EN 13201: 2003 Road lighting:
calculation of performance (British Standards Institute, 2003), to limit glare and ensure good cut-off characteristics. The general
distribution of light from luminaires would be required to be the most appropriate to the task, with spill light reduced to a minimum.
Luminous intensities above 95° (from the downward vertical) would be zero.
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Highways England’s road lighting aims to be connected to the Motorway Road Lighting Control System (MORLICS) to enable variable
operation based on near real-time traffic flow. With this system the lighting output would operate only as much as required to provide
safe illumination of the road. MORLICS also contains a facility to switch-off the lighting if traffic flows fall below a prescribed level.
Properties along the southern edge of RAF Brampton and users of part of footpath Brampton 3, along the southern boundary of RAF
Brampton, would experience residual effects of moderate adverse significance. Whilst established mitigation planting along the A14
embankments, in addition to intervening field boundary vegetation when in leaf, would filter views of traffic on the A14 and at Brampton
interchange, views of traffic on B1514 would remain. The upper part of lighting columns/light spill at Brampton interchange would also
remain evident.
Additional discussions are needed to determine the feasibility of further mitigation measures and to address concerns surrounding the
elevated A1 Brampton interchange bridge.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Buckden Parish Council. It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG;

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each;

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and the Parish Council, in
line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter. Including comments from the Parish
Council on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion;

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions;

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to PINS;

Appendix B

Huntingdon Viaduct;

Appendix C

Summary of scheme and route options; and

Appendix D

Code of Construction Practice.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Buckden Parish Council.
Date

Type of engagement

8 October
2013

Parish Council briefing

9 October
2013

Pre-application nonstatutory engagement
Letter from the Chairman
at Buckden Parish
Council to Highways
England (then Highways
Agency) regarding the
impact of the proposed
scheme on local
residents

Summary of discussion

Briefing to Buckden Parish Council in Buckden Millennium Centre
The letter explains that although the Parish Council takes the wider view of the best interests of the
local area as a whole, its views are especially influenced by the effects (of the scheme) on the
villages of Brampton, Buckden, Diddington and Southoe. As such, the Parish Council continue to
believe that there are serious flaws in the proposals, which will have an effect on the free and safe
flow of traffic.
The Council’s concerns can be summarised under five headings:
a. The impact on local residents both during the construction period and after the completion of
the work.
b. The need for an A1 Bypass for Diddington and Buckden
c. The configuration of the Brampton/Buckden A1/A14 interchange.
d. The removal of the Huntingdon Bypass viaduct over the Brampton Road.
e. The need for Tolling.
The Parish Council is pleased to see that its previous concerns about the capacity of the A1 to the
north of Brampton Hut have been taken into account in the proposed new plans.

14 February
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communication
Early engagement nonstatutory meeting with
Buckden Parish Council

Discussion on process, consultation and communication going forward
Outline of concerns raised by Parish Council:
 Retention of the Brampton Road viaduct
 Perceived lack of strategic context for the new A14 (new housing in Alconbury)
 Buckden A1 Bypass (compromise deliverability)
 Traffic figures and local movement (potential congestion)
 The Ouse (potential for flooding)
3

Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

 Footpaths (potential for improvement)
 Construction plan and impacts (temporary changes communicated)
 The PC is delighted that its concerns about the A1/A14 intersection and the need for the road to
be configured in such a way as to allow a future Buckden A1 bypass have been addressed.
Believes this strengthens strategic thinking in the longer term.
 Raises doubts about the possible decision to remove the current A14 viaduct across the
Brampton Road. Notes outlining PC concerns are attached to correspondence. Requests that
the information below are provided at the upcoming meeting:
 The definitive traffic figures for the Brampton Road between the Hinchingbrooke Park and the
Huntingdon Ring Road.
 The definitive air pollution and noise figures for the same stretch of road.
 Details of how flooding will be avoided to the north of Mill Road around the Marina and other
houses.
 Request HA views on whether a new local road river and rail crossing between Buckden and The
Offords might be achieved by building a road alongside the proposed dual carriage way.

23 April
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communication

13 May
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communication

Detailed justification put forward for the retention of the Brampton Road viaduct.

13 May
2014

Meeting with A14
Working Group

Meeting at Buckden Village Hall with the A14 Working Group

11 June
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communication

Key issues as above for 23 March 2014.

5 March
2015

Parish Council Up-date
meetings

A representative from the parish council attended the update meeting held on the 2 March 2015.
The update presented the Development Consent Order application process and in particular the
examination process.

9 March
2015

Pre-examination
relevant representation

Please refer to Appendix A below.
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Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

27 May
2015

Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG)
discussion

The aim of the meeting was to discuss the preparation of a Statement of Common Ground. The
meeting was attended by Buckden Parish Council members and representatives from Highways
England. Please refer to section 3 below for a summary of the issues raised.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Buckden

Parish Council.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The Parish Council’s relevant representation has formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the

Parish Council’s relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance

to Buckden Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those
matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Buckden Parish
Council.
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3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion
The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Buckden Parish Council at the meeting on
27 June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the Parish Council’s current position on
each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

1

Design and
engineering
standards
Support in
principle for the
scheme

Road alignment and
carriageway design.
The Parish Council agree
that there is a need to
enhance the traffic flow
through the existing A14
corridor and the line of the
proposed route but is
against the scheme as
proposed in the draft DCO
application.

2

Design and
engineering
Huntingdon
viaduct

The parish council considers
that the improved traffic
flows would be better
achieved if the option of
retaining Huntingdon
Viaduct and building the
new Huntingdon bypass
between Ellington and
Swavesey as a dual two

Highways England Response

Duly noted.

The option of retaining the viaduct at Huntingdon and a
reduced standard Huntingdon southern bypass has been
investigated as part of the scheme proposal development.
Although initially cheaper than the proposed scheme, traffic
flow over the dual two lane carriageway would continue to
deteriorate to the extent that congestion would return and
further widening would be needed. The environmental benefits
to the town of Huntingdon from removing the viaduct would not
be realised.
A fuller report on the benefits and impacts is in Appendix B.
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Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

lane carriageway is
proposed.
3

Traffic and
transportation
Strategic nature
of scheme

There is concern over the
impact of traffic volumes on
the surrounding highway
network.
With the proposed mixed
use development at
Alconbury Weald (5000+
homes), it is likely that traffic
flows will increase towards
Cambridge.

One of the key objectives of the scheme is to unlock growth,
enabling major residential and commercial developments to
proceed and contributing to increased economic growth. The
new road and its junctions have taken into account the scale
and location of planned developments that are expected to
occur in the period to 2035.
The traffic model includes allowance for the full build out of the
Alconbury Weald. As this development is not dependent on
the A14 scheme it is included in both the ‘with scheme’ and
‘without scheme’ scenarios. Hence, Highways England’s traffic
forecasts already take account of the impact of these
developments.
The A14 scheme is expected to be beneficial to the Alconbury
Weald development and surrounding villages. The scheme
would result in a substantial reduction in traffic on the A14
Spur and at the Spittals Interchange (A14 Junction 23), freeing
up capacity for development traffic.

4

Traffic and
transportation
Traffic flow
predictions and
their
consequences
for the
environment

Concerns that removing
Huntingdon Viaduct would
create substantial local
traffic impacts.

A traffic model has been produced to assess the impact of
the scheme. Two scenarios have been modelled; the DoMinimum scenario, which represents the situation where
there are limited changes to the existing road network and
the viaduct is retained; and the Do-Something scenario,
which represents the situation where the scheme is
implemented and the viaduct is removed and replaced by
local road connections. The Do-Something therefore
necessarily consider predicted traffic flows on local roads
as a result of the removal of the viaduct. The impact of the
scheme has been determined by comparing the forecast
traffic flows, journey times and delays in these two
7

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
scenarios. The removal of the viaduct would enable the
creation of new local road connections that would provide
improved access into Huntingdon Town centre, would
reduce traffic levels and reduce delays on a number of
other key routes in to the town. In particular, there would be
a substantial reduction in the amount of traffic using the Old
Town Bridge and travelling through Godmanchester to join
the A14.

5

Economic and
social effects
Retain the
viaduct

The Parish Council’s view is
that Huntingdon Viaduct
should not be removed as it
is robust and that any weak
parts could be repaired.
It appears that the County
Council are overly
concerned about taking on
maintenance costs.

Retention of the viaduct even for the short term would
require continual maintenance, the current repair deals with
a potential failure of the half-joint but the remainder of the
viaduct is over 40 years old. Retention of the viaduct is also
not supported by the local authorities; it is considered a
blight on the economic development of the town and
environmentally damaging.

6

Design and
engineering
standards
The A428
requires
investment

Upgrading the A428 would
be an important component
of an integrated solution.
The A428 upgrade would
provide greater resilience to
the local and strategic road
network.

7

Transportation
and traffic
Modelling data
is needed

There has been a lack of
detail regarding traffic
modelling.

The Roads Investment Strategy published as part of the
Autumn Statement of 2014 indicated a Government
commitment to upgrading the remaining single carriageway
section of the A428 subject to such a scheme offering value
for money and proceeding through statutory processes.
This scheme, which is the subject of a feasibility study,
would be complementary to the A14 improvement. It would
not replace the need for the A14 scheme as the road caters
for different traffic movements.
Since the DCO application was submitted, we have
undertaken some additional traffic modelling and assessment
work on:


The effect on the application of the November Department
for Transport’s (DfT’s) revised economic parameters, and

8

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response



the refinements to network coding and to the ‘external to
external’ growth factors, and;
The effect on the application of the March 2015 DfT Road
Traffic Forecasts (RTF 2015).

Highways England has reported these effects within the Traffic
Modelling Update Report submitted to the Examining Authority
(ExA) for Deadline 2 of the examination timetable (15 June
2015).
Highways England in its letter to the Planning Inspectorate on
12th May 2015 (relating to the Traffic Modelling Update)
recommended adding this extra deadline to the examination
timetable to allow sufficient time for Interested Parties to
respond to the report.
Interested Parties have until 7 July 2015 (Deadline 3) to
respond to the Traffic Modelling Update Report.
Buckden Parish has been invited to the Parish Update on
29 June 2015 at Huntingdon Marriot Hotel to discuss this
and other issues further.

8

Design and
Engineering
On balance, it
is agreeable
that the A1 is
planned to the
west of
Buckden

The A1 improvements and
removal of the Buckden
Roundabout are required to
alleviate rat running over the
local network. There is
potential for a future bypass
and the fact that A1
improvement study has
been approved is welcomed
development.

Duly noted.

9

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

9

Design and
Engineering
Location of
borrow pits

Borrow pits should not
preclude the delivery of the
potential new by-pass for
Buckden. The council
wishes to see the orientation
of the borrow pits to the
west of Brampton reviewed
to ensure future schemes
are feasible without affecting
unduly properties within the
parish that are to the west of
the A1.

Your comment is noted. We suggest further discussions to
provide clarity on the borrow pit locations.

10

Borrow pits
Use, restoration
and legacy of
borrow pits

There are alternative sources
of gravel that could be used
for the construction of the
scheme.
Concerned about the
restoration of borrow pits sites
and potential for permanent
environmental impacts.

The need to use borrow pits to supply the majority of the raw
materials for construction of the A14 scheme is a long
established and agreed requirement. This has been consulted
upon by Cambridgeshire County Council as mineral planning
authority through the development plan process and provides
the most environmentally acceptable and cost effective
solution to the raw material needs of the scheme. As part of
the development plan preparation process these areas have
been widely consulted upon prior to adoption of the plan.
Commercial quarries exist in the area, however to import the
quantities of material required (5 million m3) on the local road
network would result in a significant increase in lorry
movements on an already congested network. It is also
difficult to forecast the future availability and quality of fill that
will be available from local quarries at the time when
construction will start.
Pursuant to DCO Requirement 10, the borrow pits will be
restored in accordance with the Borrow Pits Restoration Plan
contained in Appendix 3.3 of the Environmental Statement.
The specific detail of the restoration proposals for each

10

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
borrow pit, including detailed landscaping works and
planting specifications, will be determined by Highways
England during the detailed design phase of the scheme,
and in light of on-going geophysical investigations, in
consultation with the County Council and the local planning
authority.
There are a number of factors that will ultimately influence
the final restoration designs for the borrow pits which it is
not possible to close out at this time due to the nature of the
scheme procurement and design process. The final
implemented design will be influenced by further work with
respect to detailed construction and operational provisions
for the borrow pits, further environmental surveys, and
refinement of restoration details and aftercare
arrangements.
There is no expectation on the parish to maintain the
borrow pits. Highways England will maintain the borrow pits
while in ownership of the land. After the 10 year period,
should the land be sold, the purchaser would be
responsible for the maintenance of the borrow pits.

11

12

Economic and
social effects
Alternatives to
the submitted
scheme

Comparative cost analysis
and alternative scheme
options require further work.

Design and
engineering
NMU facilities

As part of the A14
improvement scheme,
Highways England should
provide:

Some background information on the alternative schemes
and options appraisal including an economic appraisal is
provided in Appendix B.

The scheme proposed would reinstate a bridleway link
between Brampton and Brampton Wood, which leads to
Grafham Water (via bridleway 19), and would use new
grade separated crossings of the A1 and A14. Bridleways
11

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue


NMU facilities from
Brampton to
Brampton Wood.
 A cycle path should
from Buckden to
Grafham Water.
 NMU facilities linking
Buckden to Grafham
and Grafham Water.
The Parish Council also
expressed concern about
the practicalities of the Mere
Way improvements.

13

Design and
engineering
New Grafham
Road A14/ A1
over – bridge.

Further consideration should
be given to the sequencing
of works for the new
Grafham Road A14/ A1 over
– bridge.

Highways England Response
are available for use by equestrians, cyclists and
pedestrians. The new facilities would also create links with
footpaths 28/2 and 28/15 and the west side of the new
A14/A1 alignment. Links are also provided with Brampton
Hut services and Grafham Road. Grafham Road carries the
National Cycle Route 12, which links with Grafham Water.
The new facilities provide also a circular route from
Grafham Road bridge to Brampton Hut services on each
side of the new A14/A1 alignment, and would link all of the
public rights of way on each side of the route between
those locations.
Buckden is linked to Grafham Water currently by minor
roads and footpath 32/7. This route is some way from the
A14 improvement scheme, and as a result, upgrading of
footpath 32/7 to bridleway for use by equestrians and
cyclists could not form part of the DCO for the scheme and
would be a matter for Cambridgeshire County Council.
However, shared footway/cycleways would be provided as
part of the Buckden Road junction modifications.
Mere Way has a dedicated over-bridge of the new
alignment of A14. The bridge would be provided to enable
safe and convenient use by NMU traffic.
The design of the new bridge and alignment of Grafham
Road is off the line of the existing highway. This would
facilitate its construction with less disruption to traffic on the
existing route.
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Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

14

Traffic and
transportation
Construction
sites and
vehicles

The Parish Council have
found it difficult to identify
details regarding
construction sites, access
routes and construction
vehicles. Further information
is required.

Construction sites are shown on Figure 14.3 in Volume 6.2
of the Environmental Statement. A copy of the plan is in
Appendix E of this document.
Some additional information regarding construction code of
practice and construction traffic management is in Appendix
D.

15

Economic and
social effects
Costs of the
scheme

Costs of the scheme and
costs of alternatives to the
submitted scheme
There is a local need to
communicate greater levels
of certainty regarding the
cost of the scheme. It is
considered that there is a
lack of detail regarding
scheme costs and costs of
alternative schemes.

Pages 56 and 57 of the document titled Technical Review
of Options (September 2013) provided in support of the
options consultation held in September and October 2013
sets out a comparison of six options brought forward from
the A14 Study and states benefit cost ratios (BCR) for each.
The BCR of the proposed scheme, which evolved from a
combination of the best performing elements of options 3
and 5, is set out at section 5 of the Case for the Scheme,
document 7.1. Following the decision by Government not to
toll the road, the proposed scheme was re-evaluated and
this exercise confirmed that it remained high value for
money, i.e. that it had a BCR of over 2.

16

Environmental
Impact
Assessment
Noise

There are local concerns
about the volume of traffic
and the impacts this could
have on the environment. In
particular, the impacts on
Hinchingbrooke School.
Effective route-wide
mitigation is required. The
quietest possible road
surfaces should be used to
mitigate noise impacts. Wind

The Environmental Statement has not identified any likely
significant adverse noise and vibration effects at Buckden
village as a result of the Scheme and additional noise
mitigation has not been investigated. Noise assessments
are carried out through using the worst case scenario,
which accounts for downwind. The village is located around
900m from the Huntingdon Southern Bypass. Thus, the
village is not a specific receptor for noise as it is located
beyond the area of influence as set out in relevant
guidance.

13

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

17

Principal Issue

Environmental
Impact
Assessment
Visual impact

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

direction causes noise
disturbance from the
existing A1. Thus noise from
the new road must be
addressed.

Low road noise surfaces are complementary to the A14
scheme specifically focusing on any areas with Important
Area (IA) status (significant noise problems). It is assumed
that low road noise surfacing will be implemented at
Important Areas on the existing network by 2021 before the
A14 scheme is complete. This has not been modelled as
part of the benefits of the scheme, but it will generate up to
3 DB reduction in noise impacts.

It is considered that light
impacts would become
apparent once the scheme
is constructed. The Parish
Council are particularly
concerned regarding lights
from moving vehicles. The
planting of trees from
Buckden to Offord needs to
be carefully considered.
Bishops Way, Green Way
will suffer visual impacts
which require mitigation.
Planting to screen the road
is essential, especially from
the HGVs. Trees will take
too long to grow from
saplings. Therefore, some
mature trees are required
within planting schemes to
provide instant cover.

The scheme proposes intermittent screen planting with fast
and large growing trees such as poplar and willow on the
floodplain either side of the River Great Ouse Viaduct. This
planting would be intermittent to provide flight paths for bats
to fly under the viaduct. Dense planting linking with an
existing hedgerow is proposed around the outer
embankment slops of a proposed retention pond east of the
river. There would be a small portion of planted
embankment at the western abutment of the proposed
bridge over the railway. Off-site planting which would be
subject to agreement from affected land owners, could be
discussed and investigated.
Extensive landscape measures are proposed to mitigate
the impact of the new highway embankments.
Environmental bunds, creation of false cuttings, tree and
shrub planting, establishment of grassland, use of
hedgerows and structural planting are included in figure 3.2
of the Environmental Statement Figures (document
reference 6.2), and would be developed further at the
detailed design stage. Figure 3.2 Sheets 5 and 6 can be
found in Appendix E.
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Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

An alternative scheme
would alleviate the local
impacts.
18

Other Matters
Preserving the
Observation
Post is
supported as a
military relic

19

Other Matters
Buckden
Marina
Complex

There should be adequate
measures to protect the
WW2 Observation Post
during the construction
phase.

Concerned about the
proximity of the Buckden
Marina Complex to the
scheme and if the impacts
on residents of the Buckden
Marina Complex been
considered.

The Royal Observer Corps building complex (Observation
Post) is identified in the ES as Asset 169 (chapter 9,
Section 9.3.56 of the ES). The proposed work in this area
requires improvements to the existing access track that
links to Lodge Farm. The work will be limited to this area
and as a result the asset will not be impacted by the
scheme. Due to discussions with the Royal Observer Corps
and in conjunction with their Statement of Common Ground,
concerns have been addressed that construction activities
(movement of HGV and plant) may impact on the
Observation Post.
During the construction phase, the Observation Post would
be fenced off with panels. Effective construction
management plans would be in place during the
construction phase and construction contractors would be
made aware of the location of the post and the need for its
protection. The Royal Observer Corps have entered into a
SoCG with Highways England in relation to this matter.
The marina and the adjacent timber lodges are located at
their closest point just over 600m from the proposed
scheme. As described in Chapter 14 of Volume 6.1 to the
ES, road traffic noise levels decrease with distance and
hence the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges –DMRB (HD213/11) defines a calculation area that only extends to
600m from the new or altered roads. As part of the noise
assessment long term baseline noise monitoring was
undertaken at Buckden Marina, at a location agreed with
the Marina, using a method agreed with the local authority.
15

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
This baseline information is reported in Appendix 14.3 of
Volume 6.1 of the ES.
The proposed route in the vicinity of Buckden has been
designed to reduce visual intrusion along the river Great
Ouse valley and limit any potential impacts on flood risk
within the river Great Ouse floodplain.
Both noise and air quality effects have been modelled and
no significant effects are expected with the proposed
mitigation in place (including landscape planting). Overall
effects on the surrounding landscape and communities are
also not expected to be significant, and where adverse
effects have been identified a range of mitigation measures
would be implemented. The Environmental Statement (Doc
6.1) assesses both the operational and construction effects,
the latter of which is also outlined in the Code of
Construction Practice (Doc 6.3, Appendix 20.2).

20

Other Matters
Impact of
construction
traffic

There is no practical reason
for construction traffic to use
Buckden as a route. This
needs to be enforced existing congestion is a
concern and construction
traffic should be prohibited.
Lorries cannot physically
access over the Offord
crossing.

Construction works associated with a road scheme of this
scale would inevitably have some impacts on local
communities and the environment and that the impacts
have been assessed are reported in the Environmental
Statement. Measures to mitigate likely significant adverse
impacts are also reported in the ES, including the Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) (Appendix 20.2).
The Code of Construction Practice (document reference
6.3, appendix 20.2) sets out control measures and
standards that would be implemented throughout
construction of the scheme.
As part of this the contractors appointed to build the
scheme would be required to prepare a traffic management
plan which will describe the traffic management, safety and
16

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
control measures proposed during construction of the
scheme. The requirement to produce a traffic management
plan after consultation with the relevant planning authority is
set out at paragraph 8 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of the Draft
Development Consent Order (application document
reference 3.1).
The traffic management plan will include details of
measures to be implemented to reduce construction traffic
impacts as well as a list of roads which may be used by
construction traffic in the vicinity of the site including any
restrictions to construction traffic on these routes. The traffic
management plan will be communicated to stakeholders
where stakeholders will then have the opportunity to
discuss their views.
During construction, a programme of high quality, effective
and sustained communications will include online
engagement, newsletters, provision of information on
construction works, and notifications to parish councils,
businesses, and local residents, which will include details
on:
 The location of the planned works;
 The activities to be carried out;
 The duration of the planned works and the periods
within which works will be undertaken (i.e. whether
during normal working hours, during the evening or
overnight);
 The anticipated effects of the planned works;
 The measures to be implemented in line with the ES
and this CoCP to mitigate the impact of the planned
works; and
 Enquiries and complaints procedure – as described
in Section 4.3, Appendix 20.2 of the ES.
17

Agreed / Not Agreed
/ Under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Buckden Parish Council

Date:
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5

Appendix A – Relevant representation

5.1

Copy of relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
‘Buckden Parish Council wishes to register its interest in the Development Consent Order process for the A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. Although the Council broadly supports the principal objectives of the scheme, it still believes that
these objectives could be fully achieved at a significantly lower cost to the public purse if the option of retaining the Huntingdon
viaduct and building the new Huntingdon bypass between Ellington and Swavesey as a D2 Dual 2 lane carriageway is reconsidered
and accepted. We request that as part of the DCO process the Planning Executive carry out a full comparative cost analysis of this
option and the currently proposed scheme. Whichever scheme is finally adopted, Buckden Parish Council does have a number of
specific concerns related to the construction and post- construction phases. The Council’s concerns during the construction phase
include:
1. That adequate steps are taken to stringently limit the impact of potential traffic flow disruption and traffic congestion through and
around Buckden village including on the section of the A1 that lies within the parish
2. That all temporary changes such as utilisation of land and public rights of way for diverted agricultural traffic are in operation for
the minimum time necessary and are fully restored to their original condition by the end of this phase
3. That adequate mitigation measures are in place to minimise the environmental impact of construction sites/camps in terms of
noise, particulates and light pollution as well as associated vehicle movements The Council has further concerns that relate to the
legacy of the scheme. These include:


That all necessary measures should be taken to minimise any negative impact of the scheme on the environment in and
around Buckden, particularly relating to noise, light, particulate and air pollution. This should include a requirement for the
Highways Agency to put in place amelioration measures for problems of this nature identified within a period of 12 months
following the completion of the scheme.



That all borrow/steal pits used for the extraction of gravel , clay and sands for use as construction materials should be
closed and the land restored to its original use as soon as the construction phase is complete



That opportunities to provide tangible and lasting benefits for communities located adjacent to the scheme are given full
and sympathetic consideration and support.’
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Appendix B: Huntingdon Viaduct
The following response was provided to a question submitted to the Planning Inspectorate regarding Huntingdon Viaduct. It is
included here for your information.

6.1

Removal of the Viaduct
It is proposed to remove the viaduct for principally the following reasons:

6.2



Removal supports Huntingdon District Council’s strategic regeneration objectives, as articulated in the West Area Action
Plan, as well as enhancing the character of the Huntingdon Conservation Area;



Removal is a condition of local authority financial contributions to the scheme;



Removal would improve air quality in the town as a consequence of the redirection of strategic traffic to the new bypass;



Removal enables improved road connections within the town, to the existing link roads, notably to the railway station, and
also to the hospital and secondary school for those travelling from Godmanchester;



Removal improves accessibility of the town for local travellers;



Due to continued use by strategic traffic, its retention would not resolve congestion at Brampton Hut and Spittals
Interchange;



There is an ongoing annual maintenance cost of £342,000 whilst the viaduct remains; and



The economic life of the existing viaduct is ten years only in its current use, due to anticipated increased traffic requiring
widening which could only be achieved through demolition and rebuild. This would require additional land take in an urban
area.

Environmental benefits in removal of viaduct
The Transport Assessment (document reference 7.1) states a reduction in traffic on the A14 between the viaduct and Spittals
Interchange from 78,600 to 27,600 annual average daily traffic (AADT) flows in the opening year of the scheme. If the viaduct were to
remain then a proportion of this traffic would continue to use the existing route, with consequential noise and air quality impacts.
The Huntingdon area is currently designated as an air quality management area where annual mean NO2 concentrations exceed the
relevant air quality objective. Huntingdon is the main area where improvements in air quality are predicted to occur as a result of the
scheme; the re-routing of traffic onto the new road takes traffic away from the urban areas of Huntingdon.

20

In addition, the continued use of the existing route by HGVs would detrimentally impact on the safety objectives of the scheme in that
a proportion of the strategic traffic would continue to pass through an urban area rather than make use of the bypass.

6.3

Economic development within Huntingdon
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 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.’
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. The viaduct currently passes through the Huntingdon Conservation Area; its removal would therefore enhance the
character of the conservation area.

6.4

Local connections and access
The proposed scheme includes the creation of a link road that connects the de-trunked A14 to the East of Huntingdon with that to the
West via a new road across Mill Common, the Brampton Road making use of the Brampton Road Bridge over the east Coast
Mainline railway, and a new road crossing Views Common. This retains an East/West passage for vehicles, other than heavy goods
vehicles, through Huntingdon and supports the scheme objective of connecting people by helping to put the right traffic on the right
roads. It improves access to the railway station and, in connecting with the recently constructed link road running parallel with the
railway and the inner ring road within Huntingdon, it improves accessibility to the town centre.

6.5

Access to the hospital and secondary school via Brampton Road Bridge is maintained
The removal of the viaduct and the creation of local link roads would also improve access into Huntingdon for residents of
Godmanchester, providing them with an alternative to the B1044 which crosses the Old Town Bridge, so reducing traffic levels on
this historic structure. This again supports the scheme objective of connecting people.

6.6

Local authority support
For all of the above reasons, local authorities in Huntingdon and Cambridgeshire have stated that they would not support any
scheme which retained the A14 viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway as it would be a constraint to plans for local
regeneration and economic development and in conflict with their local plans.
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Appendix C: Summary of scheme and route options assessment
The Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS) considered the contribution that low cost measures could make to
addressing the problems and issues on the A14. All multi-modal studies were tasked with doing this and the conclusions were much
the same. In the CHUMMS case, the conclusion was that low cost options alone could not provide a satisfactory solution, but could
make a useful contribution to the solution. Hence the recommendation to invest in public transport measures (the guided busway and
the Felixstowe to Nuneaton rail upgrade), traffic calming in local villages and demand restraint in Cambridge city centre. But providing
more capacity on the strategic trunk road remained essential.
The development of the scheme and route options considered is set out in the Case for the Scheme (Chapter 4) (document
reference 7.1).
The Option Generation and Initial Sifting Report conducted by Atkins in 2012 for the Department for Transport (DfT) provided options
to alleviate transport problems in the A14 corridor around Cambridge and Huntingdon.
As part of these options, two options (Option 45 and Option 46) were considered where the proposed A14 scheme was routed further
west of Brampton. These options were discounted in part due to environmental reasons. Option 45 was rejected as it would pass
through Buckden Landfill Site and have a high impact to the Godmanchester community. Option 46 was rejected due to the visual
impacts and increased requirement for land acquisition/relocation of electricity infrastructure and proximity to Godmanchester and
Brampton communities.
As a result of this evaluation process six highways options for the scheme emerged and are outlined in the A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing and Appraisal Report, conducted by Atkins in 2012. This provided six options, of which Options 2 - 6 involved a two
or three lane Huntingdon Southern Bypass running to the south-west of Brampton.
Further appraisal of these options against economic, environmental and social and community criteria was carried out as part of the
study. Option 3 and Option 5 were identified as offering the best overall solutions. Due to the need to provide a scheme that
performed well in economic, environmental and social terms, the best performing aspects of Options 3 and 5 were combined to
provide a seventh option.
Option 7 was further refined and modelled as per the previous six options and emerged from the A14 Study as the preferred option to
be taken forward into more detailed development. Following further refinement Option 7B emerged. This preferred option was subject
to a value engineering exercise to explore modifications which would offer improvement in certain key areas. This option was further
refined to include a different layout at the Brampton Interchange whereby the A14 crossed the A1 near Brampton Hut on an elevated
section of road.
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8

Appendix D: Code of Construction Practice
The main contractors would consult with the local highway authority regarding routes that may be used by the main contractors to
access the construction sites. Access routes for construction traffic would be limited, as far as reasonably practicable, to the trunk
road network and main roads on the local road network. Traffic management plans for the construction works would be submitted to
Highways England which would be reviewed with the local authorities. Further information on the contents of a Traffic Management
plan is contained in document 6.3 Environmental Statement Appendix 20.2, section 15.1.
The contractor will be required to identify routing of construction vehicles in consultation with the local authorities and the police and
measures to seek to reduce disruption to journeys for all types of travellers, including pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians.
A Code of Construction Practice has been prepared for the scheme which sets out mitigation measures and standards of work to be
used by Highways England and its contractors. The Code of Construction Practice and the further management plans described in it
are designed to control impacts on people, businesses and the natural and historic environment resulting from the scheme.
Additionally, mitigation in regard to air quality and noise and vibration will be applied, reducing the impacts from construction on
communities. See ES chapters 8 and 14 respectively for further information.

23

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme
Statement of Common Ground between
Highways England and
Coton Parish Council
Date: 24.06.15
Reference: DRAFT v.1

Contents

1

Introduction

1

1.1 Purpose of document

1

1.2 This Statement of Common Ground

1

1.3 Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

3

3

Matters discussed

4

4

Agreement on this SoCG

8

5

Appendix A – Relevant representation

9

5.1 Copy of relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
6

Appendix B – Possible future layout at Girton Interchange

9
10

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Coton Parish Council. It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG.

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Coton Parish Council,
in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from Coton
Parish on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to PINS.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Coton Parish Council.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

2 March 2015

Parish Council up-date meeting

A representative from the parish council attended the update meeting held on
the 2 March 2015. The update presented the Development Consent Order
application process and in particular the examination process.

11 March 2015

Pre-examination relevant rep

Please see Appendix A for a copy of the relevant representation submitted to
the Planning Inspectorate.

20 May 2015

SoCG discussion

Meeting held between Coton Parish Council and Highways England
representatives to discuss and prepare a Statement of Common Ground.
Section 3 of this report provides a summary of the issues raised.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Coton

Parish Council.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The Parish Council’s relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish

Council’s relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance

to Coton Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those
matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Coton Parish
Council.

3

3

Matters discussed

3.1.1 The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Coton Parish Council at the meeting on 20

May 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the Parish Council’s current position on each
matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

1

Transportation
and Traffic
Support for the
scheme

In principle the parish council is in favour
of the improvement of the A14. It is
widely accepted there is a need to invest
in resolving repeat congestion and
associated issues on surrounding local
traffic.

Noted.

2

Design and
Engineering
Ability to access
northbound
routes from
Coton

Constraints remain for vehicles
heading northbound to the A14 from
Coton which create local transport and
environmental impacts which cannot be
resolved with the proposed scheme
junction designs.

Your point is noted. However, issues
relating to north bound access onto the
M11 are outside of the scope of the
A14 improvement scheme.

Design and
Engineering
The need to
upgrade the A428

The A428 is an outstanding issue of
local concern. The Parish Council notes
that these improvements sit outside of
the scope of the scheme. However, poor
connectivity remains given the
missing movements at Girton
Interchange; Coton’s specific concerns
are in the ability to access southbound

As you may be aware, the Roads
Investment Strategy published as part
of the Autumn Statement of 2014
indicated a Government commitment to
upgrading the remaining single
carriageway section of the A428 subject
to such a scheme offering value for
money and proceeding through
statutory processes. This scheme,

3

4

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Matters under discussion

Ref Principal Issue

4

Noise and
Vibration
Noise impacts
remain

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

routes heading towards London from the
A428.

which is the subject of a feasibility
study, would be complementary to the
A14 improvement. It would not replace
the need for the A14 scheme as the
road caters for different traffic
movements.
Whilst it is not proposed as part of the
scheme to provide connections at
Girton Interchange between the A428
and the A14 or M11, the scheme does
not preclude the provision of works to
accommodate these movements.
Appendix B of the strategy 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 ne]8w local
access road); and
 M11 northbound and A428
westbound.

Although low noise surfacing is being
considered, concerns remain over the
potential noise impacts, especially from
the elevated section of the road on the
new westbound curve of the Girton
junction.

Across the scheme as a whole, noise
mitigation has been proposed using the
following hierarchy of avoiding,
reducing and offsetting effects. Some of
the proposed measures include:
 Materials: The proposed scheme
incorporates low noise road surfacing
including the assumption that Highways
5

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Matters under discussion

Ref Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
England would have completed
installation of low noise surfacing at
Important Areas (where 1% of the
population is affected by the highest
noise levels) on the existing network by
2021 with or without the proposed
scheme (refer to section 14.2 of the
ES).
 Layout: The alignment of the new
sections of the proposed scheme has
been selected to minimise
environmental impact, including noise,
as far as sustainable. Additional noise
mitigation has been incorporated into
the scheme (section 14.5 of the ES), in
the form of noise fence barriers.
 Receptor mitigation: Where
sustainable scheme mitigation has
been exhausted, and the residual noise
levels exceed the relevant trigger
values at residential dwellings, noise
insulation would be provided in
accordance with the Noise Insulation
Regulations16.
This situation does not arise at
properties at the Girton Interchange.

5

Transportation
and Transport
Public transport
links need to be
improved

The need to provide better bus routes
and convenient stops remains. Routes
are physically constrained within villages,
especially Coton. Any improvement
needs to fit with the allocations made

Noted.

6

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Matters under discussion

Ref Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

within the Local Growth Fund for
transport improvement into Cambridge.
However, the Parish Council recognises
that this aspect is outside of the scope of
the A14 improvement scheme.

7

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Matters under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Helen Bradbury

Signature:

On behalf of:

Coton Parish Council

Date:

8

5

Appendix A – Relevant representation

5.1

Copy of relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
‘Coton Parish Council wishes to make representations about:


The planned layout of roads affected by the scheme;



Provision of public transportation in the affected areas, including (but not limited to) frequent coach services along
the M11 and A14, linked with local buses, to allow a substantial movement from cars to coaches on these major trunk
roads;



Provision of cycling routes in the affected areas;



Pedestrian safety in the affected areas;



Impact of the scheme on local communities;



Effects on through traffic to London.’

9

6

Appendix B – Possible future layout at Girton Interchange

6.1.1

The possible future layout at Girton Interchange to provide additional vehicular movements (future works indicated in pink).

6.1.2

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 above.
10

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme
Statement of Common Ground between
Highways England and
Dry Drayton Parish Council

Date: 24.06.15
Reference: DRAFT v.1

Contents

1

Introduction

1

1.1 Purpose of document

1

1.2 This Statement of Common Ground

1

1.3 Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

3

3

Matters discussed

5

3.1 SoCG discussion

5

4

Agreement on this SoCG

15

5

Appendix A: Relevant representation

16

6

Appendix B: Noise mitigation plan

17

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Dry Drayton Parish Council. It refers to
the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG;

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each;

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and the Parish Council, in
line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter. Including comments from the Parish
Council on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion;

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions;

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to PINS; and

Appendix B

Noise mitigation plan.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The Dry Drayton Parish and Highways England have a long track record of engagement with regards the A14 Improvement
Scheme. The following is a record of the most recent engagement.

Date

Type of engagement

20 March 2014

Meeting (progress /
update discussions)

24 February 2015

Pre-examination
relevant representation

2 March 2015

Parish Council Update
meetings

10 June 2015

Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG)
meeting

Summary of discussion
This early engagement meeting was held to update the parish on the DCO process and the
opportunities for engagement through the DCO process. At the meeting the parish highlighted that
they would like to see improved cycle routes to Cambridge as part of legacy of scheme and their
concern that extensively new development in the area will impact the A14, A428 and ultimately the
M11. The Townlands Trust site within the parish was also discussed.
A copy of the Parish Council’s pre-examination relevant representation submitted to PINS is in
Appendix A.
A representative from the parish council attended the update meeting held on the 2 March 2015.
The update presented the Development Consent Order application process and in particular the
examination process.

Attendees included representatives of Dry Drayton Parish Council and Highways England.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Dry

Drayton Parish Council.
2.1.3 There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
2.1.4 The Parish Council’s relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish

Council’s relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
3

2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to Dry
Drayton Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters can be
read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Dry Drayton Parish Council.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1 The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Dry Drayton Parish Council at the meeting

on 10th June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the parish council’s current position on
each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.
Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

1

Transportation
and Traffic

The Parish Council are in favour of the
A14 upgrade in principle.

Comments duly noted.

Local
agreement in
principle with
the need for the
A14
improvement
scheme
2

Design and
Engineering
Girton
Interchange

The upgrade is overdue; the accident
rate is a travesty, and the existing
congestion on the A14 means that action
is required as soon as practical.
In particular westbound delays at or
around Bar Hill are frequent, as are
eastbound delays into Cambridge.
The Parish Council is also in favour of
the Dry Drayton fly-over being removed.
There is a need to connect the M11,
A428 and the A14. The A14 is a major
arterial route and better connectivity is
needed to accommodate the growth of
Cambridge. An interchange at Girton
would help to prevent Dry Drayton being
used as a link road through a rural
community.
The current scheme as proposed is
inadequate as it does not provide the link

The Roads Investment Strategy
published as part of the Autumn
Statement of 2014 indicated a
Government commitment to upgrading
the remaining single carriageway
section of the A428 subject to such a
scheme offering value for money and
proceeding through statutory
processes. The linkages between the
A428 and M11 will be considered as
5

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

required to the A428 and other strategic
routes and as a result deal with the issue
of rat running through Dry Drayton.

part of the work to look at the possible
Expressway between Oxford and
Cambridge.
This scheme, which is the subject of a
feasibility study, would be
complementary to the A14
improvement and does not replace the
need for the A14 scheme as the road
caters for different traffic movements.
Furthermore, as set out in Highways
England's response to Examining
Authority's question 1.5.10, the daily
volume of 2-way traffic that is forecast
to travel between the A428 and M11
south in the 2035 Do Something+
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.
Whilst it is not proposed as part of the
scheme to provide connections at
Girton Interchange between the A428
and the A14 or M11, the scheme does

6

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

3

Principal Issue

Design and
Engineering
Girton
Interchange and
capital funding

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Cambridge has £500 million for
infrastructure improvements over 20
years, with the first tranche of £100
million currently being allocated. This is
being administered by Cambridge City
Council, Cambridgeshire County Council
and other partners.

not preclude the provision of works to
accommodate these movements.
Appendix B of the strategy 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 ne]8w local
access road); and
 M11 northbound and A428
westbound.
The layout of Girton Interchange has
been designed to not preclude any
future provision of links not provided for
by the scheme. It is for the local
authorities to determine whether their
available capital funding is spent on
such links.

An upgrade of the interchange as
proposed at Girton is an opportunity to
join up this capital funding with Highways
England works.
4

Design and
Engineering
Weight
restrictions are
required

A weight restriction (3 tonne maximum
except for local access) is suggested as
a solution to prevent traffic cutting
through Dry Drayton.

As a result of the A14 scheme it is not
considered that there would be any
significant increase in the use of the
route through Dry Drayton for heavy
vehicles. Therefore the matter is an
issue for the local highway authority.
7

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

There is need for Cambridgeshire County
Council and Highways England to
collaborate on this matter.
This will help to inform Sat Nav route
options to ensure that through traffic
without local knowledge will not use Dry
Drayton.
5

Design and
Engineering
Proposed local
access road
adjacent to the
A14

The proposed new local access road
from St Ives provides access across the
A14 and over the A428 into Huntingdon
Road.
The new proposals appear to present a
series of roundabouts and obstacles to
accessing Cambridge for local traffic
from St Ives.
It would appear to be more sensible to
continue the local access road over the
north side of the A14, resulting in less
land take and a quicker/shorter route.

We note your comments.
The local access road would provide an
alternative route for local traffic to travel
between Cambridge (Huntingdon Road)
and Huntingdon. It is proposed that
several local roads and accesses are
connected to it rather than directly to
A14 as they are currently.
Consequently there are several
junctions proposed on the local access
road. However all have been sized to
cater for the predicted traffic and no
significant delays are envisaged.
If the local access road was to stay on
the north side of the A14, (east of Dry
Drayton), it would not be possible to
connect it to Huntingdon Road
Cambridge; without construction of new
bridges over the A14 slip and (possibly)
the A428, (rather than reusing the
existing bridges in the current scheme
proposals). The connection would also
require further land-take southeast of
8

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
the A14/A428 to tie in to Huntingdon
road.

6

Design and
Engineering
Speed limits
required
enforcement

7

Design and
Engineering
Needs of
cyclists

Speed limits require enforcement. A
speed watch at Scotland Farm has
recorded a vehicle travelling at 60mph.

The enforcement of speed limits is the
jurisdiction of the police, however the
draft Development Consent Order does
set speed limits across the scheme.

Cycling is a popular form of commuting
and improvements are welcomed.

High quality NMU facilities are
proposed within the application
(including around 30km of new NMU
Cycle paths need to be carefully planned.
facilities), which provide sufficient width,
For example, Bar Hill to Cambridge,
limits of curvature and gradient, and
there is a need to segregate the nondesign speed (cyclists) for safe and
motorised traffic, reduce traffic speed
convenient shared use taking account
and limit local traffic passing through the
of the type of users accommodated in
villages.
each facility (equestrians, cyclists or
pedestrians).
The proposals have been discussed at
length with specialists from the Local
Traffic Authority, Cambridgeshire
County Council, other Local Authorities
and user groups. The latest Department
for Transport best practice guidelines
have been used, in conjunction with
Highways England’s design standards.
It is anticipated that further details, for
instance of signing for NMUs, would be
discussed during the detailed design
process.
9

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
Within Dry Drayton parish, the NMU
facility would be provided alongside the
extent of the local access road. It would
be separated from the carriageway by a
hard-strip and verge. North of Dry
Drayton bridge, the facility would
comprise a 3m wide metalled path, with
a 2m wide verge at the rear, and south
of Dry Drayton bridge, a 4m wide
metalled path, with a 2 metre wide
verge at the rear.

8

Noise and
vibration
Noise is a
significant local
concern

Noise impacts are a concern for the
village. When the air is still or the wind is
from the north east, and during the
winter, the road noise is a particular
concern.
The elevation of the road will radiate
noise impacts further, therefore noise
reduction fences are required along the
as much of the route as practical.
Mitigation should also include planting of
mature trees along the road. Also the
type of road surface used is a critical
area to address.

Comments are duly noted. The
proposed scheme incorporates low
noise road surfacing including the
assumption that Highways England
would have completed installation of
low noise surfacing at Important Areas
(where 1% of the population is affected
by the highest noise levels) on the
existing network by 2021 with or without
the proposed scheme (refer to section
14.2 of the ES).
In addition the proposed mitigation
measures specific to Dry Drayton are
as follows (and are identified in the plan
in Appendix B):
Dry Drayton (Crouchfield Villa and
Westdene:

10

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
At Important Area HA ID reference
5139, an optimised 260m long 3m high
barrier proposed would provide
substantial reductions in road traffic
noise at the two dwellings and would
prevent the unacceptable adverse
noise effects that currently exist.
Dry Drayton (Cambridge
Crematorium):
A noise barrier will be provided at this
location that is a continuation of the one
for Important Area HA ID reference
5139. The optimised barrier is 290m
long and 3m high and reduces the
traffic noise exposure of visitors to the
crematorium.
Dry Drayton (Catch Hall):
At Important Area HA ID reference
5138, the optimised mitigation in the
form of 200m long 3m high barrier
would provide substantial reductions in
road traffic noise at the six dwellings.
Increasing the height or length would
not lead to an appreciable further
improvement.

11

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

9

Compulsory
Acquisition

The Townsland Trust rents out land it
owns to local farmers – clarification is
required as it is not clear if this land is
within the land take for the A14.

The plot of land (Plot No. 23/18) is
owned by Dry Drayton Townsland Trust
this land is required for planting and the
Development Consent Order. The
existing access from the A14 is being
stopped up for safety reasons. A new
access is proposed from the local
access road, which will run behind/west
of Cambridge Crematorium.

There is a local
parcel of land
where the use is
not clear

10

Economic and
social effects
Local rural
sustainability

Dry Drayton Parish Council understand
that an access route will be provided
from the link road and the A14.
Clarification is required if this is not the
case.
There is local concern that a balance is
needed between growth and the need for
local communities to live peacefully.
There is a strong sense of local
community, the scheme needs to be
sensitive to this rather than destroy the
community. The rural nature of
communities to the west of Cambridge
need to be protected where practical.
The scheme would result in an inevitable
increase in traffic and further
development pressure.

An assessment of the potential impacts
of the scheme on local communities
has been undertaken and is reported in
Chapter 16 of the Environmental
Statement. Improving quality of life for
local communities is one of the
fundamental objectives of the scheme.
Reduction in the volume of traffic and
especially heavy goods vehicles would
improve conditions in towns and
villages along the existing A14 route.
The effect of the scheme on Dry
Drayton is assessed as slight adverse
in terms of community impacts in the
environmental impact assessment as
temporary disruption during
construction would be likely.

12

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

11

Traffic and
transportation

Construction traffic should avoid using
the local roads. This is a local concern
that requires action.

The majority of construction traffic
would be within the DCO site boundary,
transporting engineering fill material
between areas of the site. These onsite movements within the DCO
boundary would take place mainly
along haul roads (location of haul roads
is shown in Figure 3.1 of the
Environmental Statement).

Construction
traffic

Tonnes of aggregate will be hauled and
this needs to be carefully planned to
minimise local traffic impacts.

Dry Drayton junction would be required
for regular movements across the A14
during construction. Temporary haul
routes would be created off Dry Drayton
road and Oakington Road thereby
mitigating the need for construction
traffic to travel via Dry Drayton village.
In addition the Code of Construction
Practice (document reference 6.3,
appendix 20.2) sets out control
measures and standards that would be
implemented throughout construction of
the scheme. As part of this the
contractors appointed to build the
scheme would be required to prepare a
traffic management plan which will
describe the traffic management, safety

13

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
and control measures proposed during
construction of the scheme.
The draft Development Consent Order
also includes a requirement to produce
a traffic management plan after
consultation with the relevant planning
authority and this is set out at
paragraph 8 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 of
the Draft Development Consent Order
(application document reference 3.1).
The traffic management plan will
include details of measures to be
implemented to reduce construction
traffic impacts as well as a list of roads
which may be used by construction
traffic in the vicinity of the site including
any restrictions to construction traffic on
these routes. No development of the
Scheme can commence until this traffic
management plan has been approved.

14

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion
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Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Dry Drayton Parish Council

Date:
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Appendix A: Relevant representation
The following relevant representation was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate.
‘As Chairman of the Parish Council, I need to present the views of the residents I represent as to how the proposals will affect
them:
1.

The main concern of Dry Drayton Parish Council (DDPC) is to reduce, if not eliminate traffic, particularly heavy goods
traffic passing through the village. As things stand, Dry Drayton would be an obvious link road, or "rat run" between two
already heavily used major roads, and the road through the village cannot bear the expected volumes of traffic.

2.

DDPC would like to see a link road from the A428 eastbound to the A14 westbound, and from the A14 eastbound to
the A428 westbound at Girton interchange. This is to eliminate through traffic, particularly heavy goods traffic, passing
through the village.

3.

DDPC would like to see a link road from the A428 eastbound to the M11 southbound, and from the M11 northbound to
the A428 westbound at Girton interchange. This is to considerably reduce traffic, particularly heavy goods traffic from
Madingley Hill and to reduce congestion for local traffic going into Cambridge, especially at the morning rush hour.

4.

DDPC would prefer the local road Swavesey / Bar Hill / Dry Drayton to continue onto Huntingdon Road into Cambridge
on the north side of the A14. This would use far less land, reduce costs and simplify local journeys into and out of
Cambridge.

5.

DDPC would like ALL construction traffic banned from passing through Dry Drayton.

6.

DDPC would like to see a weight restriction placed on the road through the village.’

16
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Appendix B: Noise mitigation plan
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Fen Drayton Parish Council. It refers to
the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG.

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and the Parish Council, in
line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from the Parish
Council on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

Appendix B

Huntingdon Viaduct.

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Fen Drayton Parish Council.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

4 March
2015

Parish Council up-date
meeting

A representative from the parish council attended the update meeting held on 5 March 2015.
The update presented the Development Consent Order application process and in particular the
examination process.

11
March
2015

Pre-examination relevant
representation

27 May
2015

Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) meeting

Please refer to Appendix A below.

Meeting with Fen Drayton Parish Council to discuss preparation of this SoCG. The meeting was
attended by Parish Council members and Highways England representatives. Issues discussed
are recorded in section 3 below.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Fen

Drayton Parish Council.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The Parish Council’s relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish

Council’s relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance

to Fen Drayton Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those
matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Fen Drayton
Parish Council.

3

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1 The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Fen Drayton Parish Council at the meeting

on 26 May 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the Parish Council’s current position on
each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.
Ref

Principal Issue

Transportation
and Traffic
1

There is a need
for the A14 and
its up-grade

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Overall there is local
agreement with the up-grade
as planned.
The improvements to the A14
are required to avoid the
situation getting progressively
worst.

Support is duly noted.

The local roads become
congested when the A14 is
blocked or congested.
Relieving this situation is
welcomed.
Design and
Engineering
2

Local access is
improved

Local access is recognised
as slightly better in accessing
Cambridge from the planned
improvements.

Comment noted. The scheme is expected to improve
conditions for traffic commuting towards Cambridge.
Local traffic from Huntingdon and surrounding towns
and villages would benefit from a choice of routes.
Commuter traffic travelling towards north-west
Cambridge would have a choice of routes, with both the
A14 mainline and the proposed local access road
providing access on to the A1307 Huntingdon Road.
4

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
Traffic travelling to other areas of Cambridge would be
expected to use the A14 mainline to access the
Cambridge Northern Bypass or M11 and would benefit
from the increased road capacity on this section of the
A14.

3

4

Design and
Engineering
Access onto detrunked A14

Design and
Engineering
Local access
road concern

Design and
Engineering
5

Swavesey
Junction
complexity

Fen Drayton residents prefer
to access the A14 via
Swavesey due to the existing
dangerous short slip road at
Fen Drayton. A roundabout
would provide for better
access onto the A14 as it
would be safer and more
convenient. There is a lack of
clarity regarding access onto
the existing A14, rather than
filtering local traffic onto a
parallel road.

The detrunked section of the A14 at Fen Drayton will
retain its existing design, which is illustrated in Sheet 13
of the General Arrangement plans. We will continue
discussion with the parish council regarding this issue.

The local access road will
provide an alternative route
into Cambridge and provide
access into properties.
However, it is insufficient for
local traffic if it is a single
carriageway.

The Transport Assessment (document reference 7.2)
indicates that the number of lanes across the scheme
has been carefully considered to ensure that sufficient
capacity is provided for the forecast traffic flows.

Local access at Cambridge
Services onto the A14 due to
volume of traffic will remain a
pinch point. Currently it is
difficult to turn west from the
A14 into Swavesey at the

Swavesey junction provides connections between
several routes including the proposed A14, the local
access roads, the de-trunked A14, several other local
roads as well as serving Cambridge services.
The proposed layout limits conflict between principal
traffic flows heading between the de-trunked A14 and
5

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

current T junction and to
make a right-hand turn
across the flow of traffic.

the new A14, local traffic travelling via the local access
road and traffic bound for Cambridge Services. The
layout would be straightforward to sign and there would
be little confusion for motorists as to the route to take.

The design is problematic
with a complex system of
roundabouts planned.
‘There is the prospect that
local traffic from the area of
St Ives, and villages such as
Fen Drayton will debouche
on to the new A14 at the
earliest point that could lead
to congestion on slip roads.
In particular the road from
Swavesey to the junction with
the A14 is likely to become
congested as it is a point
where all the roads meet.
Possibly traffic lights could
the potential solution.’

6

Design and
Engineering
Access for
villages

As a result of consultation a dedicated west bound
diverge to the Cambridge Services has been added to
provide direct access from the east. Access to the
services from the west would be slightly more
complicated than at present however, flows on the
route would be largely un-impeded by principal traffic
flows between the de-trunked A14 and the A14. This is
set out in the Response to Relevant Representations
report.

Villages north of the Ouse will
need to access the A14 at
Trinity Foot junction as this is
the only feasible route.
Is there a system of traffic
lights envisaged to help filter
the turn at peak times of day?
This would be a constructive
step in detailed planning.

This will be resolved in detailed design.

6

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Economic and
Social effects
7

Retain the
Huntingdon
viaduct

Noise and
Vibration
8

Noise impacts
require
mitigation

Stakeholder Issue
The Parish Council are in
favour of retaining the viaduct
for local access as it would
provide a useful relief or
detour route in case the new
A14 was blocked.
Taking away the viaduct will
create build-up of traffic, via
Godmanchester on the
Ermine Street (A1198) which
will generate further local
transport impacts.

Noise impacts are a key
concern across the village.
The original plans had the
new A14 being built further
south and therefore away
from the village. There is
concern that noise would be
made worse by prevailing
west winds. The elevation of
the road is also a concern.

Highways England Response

The Response to the First Written Questions, Report 7:
Economic and Social Effects Question 1.7.9, discusses
in detail the option of retaining the Huntingdon viaduct.
An excerpt from this response regarding the decision to
remove the viaduct is provided in Appendix B below.

The potential for operational noise and vibration
impacts from the proposed scheme at Fen Drayton has
been fully assessed in the ES (Volume 6.1, Chapter 14
and Appendix 14.6). The closest part of the centre of
Fen Drayton is around 500m from the existing A14 and
around 600m from the proposed bypass. The centre of
the village is represented by Assessment Locations
1015, 1016 and 1017. Appendix 14.6 and Figure 14.7
to the ES show that the forecast long term noise
increase at these locations is at most a 1 dB increase
(this is the increase between 2020 without the scheme
and 2035 with the scheme). As noted in paragraph
3.37 of DMRB HD213/11, “In the long term (typically 15
years after project opening), a 3 dB LA10, 18h change
is considered perceptible.” A 1 dB increase is therefore
imperceptible in the long term and hence the ES
identified no significant noise effects at Fen Drayton.
Homes located on Mill Road and Middleton Way
(between the existing A14 Huntingdon Road and Fen
7

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
Drayton) will experience even smaller increases and
those closest to the existing A14 will benefit from noise
reductions (Assessment Locations 648, 649 and 654).
Noise levels with the proposed scheme in operation
have been forecast using the Government’s Calculation
of Road Traffic Noise. This method errs on the side of
caution and assumes that the wind continuously blows
from the road being assessed to the receptors under
consideration (re DMRB HD213/11 para A4.56).

9

Noise and
Vibration
Horse and Gate
Street

There are six properties
directly facing onto the road
along Horse and Gate Street
and 17 properties already
damaged due to vibration
from the existing road. Issues
relating to vibration are being
discussed with Cambridge
Country Council, the
highways authority. The
concern is that this could be
exacerbated by the
construction of the A14.

Horse and Gate Street is in the centre of the village and
is therefore over 500m from the existing to be detrunked A14 and hence over 500m from any of the
construction or operation of the proposed scheme. As
set out in Volume 6.1 Chapter 14 of the ES, based on
best practice the study area for construction vibration is
300m from the works (para 14.2.1). Properties on
Horse and Gate Street are therefore substantially
outside the study area.
Para 14.2.62 of Chapter 14 of the ES notes that
“Indirect impacts of vibration from construction traffic
using the highway network can potentially arise from
two sources:
• groundborne vibration produced by the movement of
heavy vehicles over irregularities in the road surface;
and
• airborne vibration arising from low frequency noise
emitted by vehicle engines and exhausts”.
However, no construction traffic will pass through Fen
Drayton.
The ES therefore reports no significant construction
8

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

vibration effects at Fen Drayton and this conclusion is
unchanged by the information about the existing
condition of the properties identified by the Parish
Council.
A drainage ditch runs through
Fen Drayton.

Water Issues
10

Oxholme Brook
and local flood
risk through the
existing drain 1

A small catchment could be
overrun with the water from a
large arterial road. The brook
represents a potential flood
risk if there is greater levels
of concentrated run-off then
the scheme could exacerbate
the run-off water and
increase risk. Water could
run off Covells Drain which
could be used as an
alternative catchment.
Flood defence banks were
built by South Cambridge
District Council to protect the
village from the Ouse.

The scheme will cross both watercourses (Oxholme
drain and Covells drain) on an embankment requiring
new culverts on both watercourses. Hydraulic modelling
has been undertaken as part of the Flood Risk
Assessment to assess the impact of the scheme on
both watercourses. The result of the assessment is that
the scheme will have a neutral impact on both
watercourses.
The hydraulic modelling concludes that the flood
extents on the two watercourses remain separate for
the 1% Annual Exceedance Probability (1 in 100 / Flood
Zone 3) event. This does not correlate with the flood
zone maps published by the Environment Agency
which we are currently discussing with them.
We welcome the opportunity of discussing the outcome
of this with the Parish Council.

1 Additional correspondence. Covells Drain which comes under the A14 opposite where the Cambridge road from Fen Drayton meets the A14.Public drain no. 1 (Covells
Drain) has a significant catchment to the South of the A14 , running under the road then parallel to Cambridge Road towards the River Ouse. There is a balancing pond
proposed (indicated on the map, sheet 13) but there are large areas of road development to the immediate South and West which have a large area of run-off and it is likely
that at times of heavy rain, the volume of polluted water could be substantial. This will debouche into the existing public drain. There is an existing problem, which occurs
regularly, of overflow of water onto the road and land (a serious impact on crops) at the road junction here. This is caused primarily by the drain executing a dog-leg
immediately after it emerges from the culvert under the A14 before it assumes its normal course northwards. Any excess run-off will exacerbate this and it is suggested that
there is an opportunity now to straighten the watercourse

9

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

This could be resolved during
detailed design to divert the
run off.
‘The flood defence system is
dependent upon a low
volume of water from the
Oxholme catchment during
periods of inundation from
the Ouse as this flow is
trapped behind the flood
barrier and only a limited
sump is available as a buffer
for water retention. A14 water
should be diverted into the
Covell’s Drain catchment
where a balancing pond is
provided as part of the new
development.’

11

Transportation
and traffic
Public rights of
way

The errata documents acknowledge that an existing
footpath was not shown on Sheet 13 near Fen Drayton.
The existing and proposed non-motorised user (NMU)
provision has been clarified adjacent to the existing
There is currently a right of
way to Conington west of the A14/Huntingdon Road in the area of its junction with
A14. Reinstating the footpath New Barns Lane. The New Barns Lane Bridge provides
footway, cycleway and equestrian track access to
and bridleway and the
Conington as seen on Sheet 13 of the General
connection with Conington
Arrangement plans, Traffic modelling, policy and errata
with a bridge would be
report dated 12 May 2015.
welcomed.
There would be no direct impact upon Footpath 86/3.
However there would be a new footpath provided along
the northern boundary of the eastbound de-trunked A14
10

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
route from the Mill Road/Huntingdon Road junction to
the point where it would tie into the proposed NMU
route commencing at Swavesey junction. The proposed
new footpath would also cross the de-trunked A14
approximately 180m east of 86/3 and onto the new
Conington Road bridge over the new A14. There would
therefore be much greater connectivity between 86/3
and other routes suitable for NMU greatly enhancing
the recreational and utility value of the route. Although
53/2 would be permanently stopped up, the new NMU
route over Conington bridge would provide a new northsouth route and the reduction of traffic flows of 60 to
70% on the de-trunked A14 would provide an increased
opportunity for NMU to cross the A14 and continue
journeys. The overall enhanced provision and
connectivity may attract greater use of these routes.
Connectivity of New Barns Road would be maintained
with the proposed new Conington Road bridge which
would also have a new shared
footway/cycleway/equestrian facility provided. The
reduction of traffic flows of 60 to 70% on the de-trunked
A14 would provide an increased opportunity for NMU to
cross the A14 and continue journeys, improving the
utility and recreational value of the route. This is set out
in Table 15.7 of the Environmental Statement.

Compulsory
acquisition
12

Compulsory
purchase of a
parcel of land
adjacent to the

Reassurance is needed that
access will remain to a parcel
of land which the Parish
Council are trustees of and is
currently rented out under a
charitable trust. The land has
direct legal access onto the

The field access from the detrunked A14 is intended to
be stopped up as shown on sheet 16 of the Rights of
Way Plans (document reference 2.05). If however in
discussion with the relevant land interest holder(s), that
the only access to the adjacent field is deemed only
11

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

A14 and income
for the parish

A14. Income from renting the
land is used for the local
community work.

accessible from the detrunked A14, then the existing
access will be retained.

This issue will certainly form
part of the written
representation. It needs to be
managed appropriately to
alleviate local concern.

Transportation
and Traffic
13

Construction
traffic and
potential
impacts in Fen
Drayton

There is recent experience
from the building of the
guided busway where heavy
goods vehicles used the
village as access. Is there
provision within the
Construction Code of
Practice to prevent rat
running and construction
traffic?

We will continue to review and discuss this matter with
the Parish Council.

The contractors appointed to build the scheme would
be required to prepare a traffic management plan which
will describe the traffic management, safety and control
measures proposed during construction of the scheme.
The traffic management plan will include details of
measures to be implemented to reduce construction
traffic impacts as well as a list of roads which may be
used by construction traffic in the vicinity of the site
including any restrictions to construction traffic on these
routes.
The appointed contractors will consult with local roads
authorities regarding access routes that may be used
by the appointed contractors to access the construction
sites, including consultation regarding any particular
timing restrictions on the use of roads. Signing will be
provided by the contractor, including seeking any
approvals or consents necessary. Where appropriate,
the main contractors will provide haul routes through
the works for use by construction vehicles to reduce the
need to use public roads. Site access points will be
positioned to enable the use of haul routes to be
maximised, subject to safety considerations in the
design and construction of appropriate access points.
12

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
Further detail on construction traffic impacts is detailed
in Appendix 20.2, Chapter 15 of the Environmental
Statement.
Dedicated haul routes are identified on the scheme and
are set out in the Construction Strategy – document 6.2
of the Environmental Statement, Figure 3.1, sheet 4.
(http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010018/2.%20PostSubmission/Application%20Documents/Environmental
%20Statement/A14%206.2%20ES%20Figure%2003.01
.pdf).
As shown on Figure 3.1, there are no dedicated haul
routes through Fen Drayton.

13

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Fen Drayton Parish Council

Date:
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Appendix A: Relevant representation
The following relevant representation was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate.
1. The new A14 will be not much further from Fen Drayton as is the existing A14. It will be at a higher elevation and there
should be adequate noise reduction measures.
2. The village has a new flood defence system based on existing drainage from the catchment of the Oxholme Brook.
Measures should be in place to ensure any run-off from the A14 does not impact the current drainage system.
3. Maintenance of current, and restoration of pre-existing rights of way.
4. The A14 viaduct at Huntingdon should be maintained (possibly with a weight limit) to alleviate the congestion at
Godmanchester and Huntingdon and act as a relief road in emergencies for the new A14. It will also eliminate any need
for a new road across the St Ives Meadows that has been proposed as an area of outstanding natural beauty.
5. The service or secondary road from Swavesey to Cambridge is 2 lanes which will be insufficient for the local traffic north
of the A14 between Girton and St Ives, particularly given the new village developments in prospect.
6. Fen Drayton has an interest in any compulsory land 2 purchase arrangements affecting the parish.
7. During the development of the new A14 Fen Drayton would require that construction traffic is not permitted to pass through
the village. Additionally, if it is discovered that the village is being used as an access route or “rat-run”, means of
addressing this should be provided (such as vehicle restrictions or calming measures) by the Development organisation.
8. Access would need to be retained to the Fen Drayton Town Lands field from the A14.

2

We do have concerns that despite our registration for representation (ref 10031014), the A14 upgrade could have a serious negative impact on the future income
received by the Fen Drayton Parish Council. This relates to council land which abuts the A14 and for which replacement access has not been designated.
We would therefore welcome a statement addressing the remediation of this omission. Presumably there are pro-formas which can be used to make a representation
straightforward.
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Appendix B: Huntingdon Viaduct

The following response was provided to Written Question 1.7.9, (Chapter 7 of Highways England’s Response to the First Written Questions)
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate regarding Huntingdon Viaduct. It is included here for your information.
It is proposed to remove the viaduct for principally the following reasons:
Removal supports Huntingdon District Council’s strategic regeneration objectives, as articulated in the West Area Action Plan, as well as
enhancing the character of the Huntingdon Conservation Area;
Removal is a condition of local authority financial contributions to the scheme;
Removal would improve air quality in the town as a consequence of the redirection of strategic traffic to the new bypass;
Removal enables improved road connections within the town, to the existing link roads, notably to the railway station, and also to the hospital
and secondary school for those travelling from Godmanchester;
Removal improves accessibility of the town for local travellers;
Due to continued use by strategic traffic, its retention would not resolve congestion at Brampton Hut and Spittals Interchange;
There is an ongoing annual maintenance cost of £342,000 whilst the viaduct remains; and
The economic life of the existing viaduct is ten years only in its current use, due to anticipated increased traffic requiring widening which could
only be achieved through demolition and rebuild. This would require additional land take in an urban area.
Environmental benefits in removal of viaduct
The Transport Assessment (document reference 7.1) states a reduction in traffic on the A14 between the viaduct and Spittals Interchange from
78,600 to 27,600 annual average daily traffic (AADT) flows in the opening year of the scheme. If the viaduct were to remain then a proportion of
this traffic would continue to use the existing route, with consequential noise and air quality impacts.
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The Huntingdon area is currently designated as an air quality management area where annual mean NO2 concentrations exceed the relevant
air quality objective. Huntingdon is the main area where improvements in air quality are predicted to occur as a result of the scheme; the rerouting of traffic onto the new road takes traffic away from the urban areas of Huntingdon.
In addition, the continued use of the existing route by HGVs would detrimentally impact on the safety objectives of the scheme in that a
proportion of the strategic traffic would continue to pass through an urban area rather than make use of the bypass.
Economic development within Huntingdon
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 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.’
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. The viaduct currently passes through the Huntingdon Conservation Area; its removal would therefore enhance the character of the
conservation area.
Local connections and access
The proposed scheme includes the creation of a link road that connects the de-trunked A14 to the East of Huntingdon with that to the West via
a new road across Mill Common, the Brampton Road making use of the Brampton Road Bridge over the east Coast Mainline railway, and a
new road crossing Views Common. This retains an East/West passage for vehicles, other than heavy goods vehicles, through Huntingdon and
supports the scheme objective of connecting people by helping to put the right traffic on the right roads. It improves access to the railway
station and, in connecting with the recently constructed link road running parallel with the railway and the inner ring road within Huntingdon, it
improves accessibility to the town centre.
Access to the hospital and secondary school via Brampton Road Bridge is maintained.
17

The removal of the viaduct and the creation of local link roads would also improve access into Huntingdon for residents of Godmanchester,
providing them with an alternative to the B1044 which crosses the Old Town Bridge, so reducing traffic levels on this historic structure. This
again supports the scheme objective of connecting people.
Local authority support
For all of the above reasons, local authorities in Huntingdon and Cambridgeshire have stated that they would not support any scheme which
retained the A14 viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway as it would be a constraint to plans for local regeneration and economic
development and in conflict with their local plans.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Fenstanton Parish Council. It refers to
the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Fenstanton Parish
Council, in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from
Fenstanton Parish Council on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

Appendix B

Extract from Construction Code of Practice.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Fenstanton Parish Council.

Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion
Fenstanton Parish Council made a formal response to the statutory consultation. The main issues
identified in the response included the following:
 The Parish Council are broadly in support of the proposed scheme but reserves the right to
withdraw support if the proposed scheme changes
 The Parish Council states its intention to make further comments when more detail of the
scheme is made available by Highways England
 Traffic modelling information is requested in respect to a number of local roads
 The Parish Council requested a higher bund instead of the proposed 2m bund as a more
appropriate visual and noise mitigation measure
 The Parish Council indicates willingness to accept compromise in terms of noise mitigation in the
form of planting of substantial tree
 Parish Council reiterates its support of Mr & Mrs Pulley of Old Clayfields Hilton Road

13 June
2014

Pre-application
Statutory
Consultation

6 March
2015

Pre-examination
relevant rep

A copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate is in Appendix A

4 June
2015

Statement of
Common Ground
(SoCG)

The aim of the meeting was to discuss preparation of a Statement of Common Ground. The meeting
was attended by Fenstanton Parish Council members and representatives of Highways England. Please
refer to section 3 below for the key issues raised at the meeting.

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and
Fenstanton Parish Council.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4

The Parish Council’s relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish
Council’s relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
3

2.1.5

It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or
relevance to Fenstanton Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties.
As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to
Fenstanton Parish Council.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Fenstanton Parish Council at the meeting
on 4 June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the Parish Council’s current position on
each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Transportation
and Traffic
1

In support of the
scheme in
principle

Transportation
and Traffic
2

Traffic modelling
requires greater
clarity

Stakeholder Issue
The Parish Council accepts
the current route for the
scheme, as long as it does
not move any closer to the
village. This position is being
made on behalf of Hilton
Road residents and the wider
Fenstanton parish. The
impacts of delays and
frequent disruption on the
A14 and the knock on effect
on traffic in Fenstanton needs
to be addressed.

The results of the revised
traffic modelling and local
impacts needs to be
communicated.

Highways England Response

Noted.

Since the DCO application was submitted, we have
undertaken some additional traffic modelling and
assessment work on the effect on the application of the
November Department for Transport’s (DfT’s) revised
economic parameters, and the refinements to network
coding and to the ‘external to external’ growth factors,
and the effect on the application of the March 2015 DfT
Road Traffic Forecasts (RTF 2015).

5

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
Highways England has reported these effects within the
Traffic Modelling Update Report to be submitted to the
Examining Authority (ExA) by Deadline 2 of the
examination timetable (15 June 2015).

Noise and
Vibrations
3

Mitigation

The PC are of the opinion
that the noise mitigation as
proposed is inadequate. The
proposed 2 metre earth bund
should be increased to 4
metres for both noise and
visual reasons. There is a
clear request for a
commitment to a higher bund
to provide protection,
principally would like
screening at Pear Tree Close
but requests that mitigation
take into account the whole
parish.

During operation, Fenstanton would benefit from noise
reductions as a result of re-routeing the traffic out of
town and along the new bypass. The existing Important
Area 5144 at Fenstanton where there are several
individual dwellings very close to the A14 will, thus,
benefit. With this being an Important Area, there is an
assumption that Highways England would have also
completed installation of low noise surfacing at
Important Areas (where 1% of the population is affected
by the highest noise levels) on the existing network by
2021 with or without the proposed scheme (refer to
section 14.2 of the ES). This future resurfacing has not
been modelled as part of the benefits of the scheme,
but it will generate up to 3 DB reduction in noise
impacts
However, moderate adverse effects will be felt at
dwellings in the vicinity of Pear Tree Close. A request
for increasing the height of the 2 metre earth bund has
been determined to not be sustainable as set out in
section 14.5 of Chapter 14 in the Environmental
Statement particularly due to:


Benefit (monetised benefit of noise reduction
evaluated using Government’s WebTAG
methodology) compared to cost of the
mitigation; and

6

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response


Landscape and
Visual Effects
4

Tree line and
visual impacts of
HGVs needs to
be reconsidered

Other Issues
5

Impact on the Old
Clayfields
property

Tree cover between Hilton
Road and the A14 is
requested. The trees planted
need to be mature to offer
visual protection. This
includes feathering of the
trees between mature and
saplings to provide protection
immediately.
The A14 is adjacent to the
property at Old Clayfields.
There are concerns over the
lack of parking space as well
as impact from increase in
traffic along Hilton Road for
construction works. The
Parish Council also raised
the issue of potential flood
risk due to surface water runoff impacting on the Old
Clayfields property. Lastly,
there is concern regarding
access to the attenuation
ponds and what the extra
land at adjacent to this
property is used for.

Other environmental effects potentially caused
by the mitigation (for example landscape or
visual effects).

Your comment has been noted. We will continue to
discuss matters of detailed design with Fenstanton
Parish Council. These issues will also be discussed as
part of the parish updates and through landowner
engagement.

This matter is currently being reviewed and we propose
a meeting to continue discussions on this issue.
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Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Economic and
Social Effects
6

7

Construction
compound sites

Economic and
Social Effects
Legacy

Other Matters
8

Effects during
construction
periods

Stakeholder Issue

Construction workers
accommodation
arrangements need to be
communicated locally. There
is specific concern about
accessing construction
camps. The potential impacts
need to be managed and
monitored.

Highways England Response
Construction compound sites are expected to
accommodate office and welfare facilities, plant and
machinery parking, storage facilities, maintenance
areas and workshops, and on-site temporary residential
premises. There’s a more detailed description in section
4.4 of the Environmental Statement, Appendix 3.2.
Dedicated haul routes are identified on the scheme and
can be seen within Figure 3.1 of the Environmental
Statement (document reference 6.2), Sheet 3.
As shown on this Figure, there are no dedicated haul
routes through Fenstanton. As well as the new haul
routes shown, the route alignment on the off-line
sections would be used as a main haul route during the
construction phase. Where on new alignments,
temporary haul routes would be created by stripping the
topsoil and replacing with capping material to create a
hard standing surface suitable for heavy goods and offroad vehicles.

There is a potential
opportunity for borrow pits to
be used for recreational use.
Legacy needs to be
considered subject to the
landowners’ preference.

Highways England will maintain the borrow pits while in
ownership of the land for the committed 10 year period.
After the 10 year period, should the land be sold, the
purchaser would be responsible for the maintenance of
the borrow pits with the potential to convert the borrow
pits into a new use, including leisure.

Access roads to connecting
villages should not be
blocked during construction.
Debris, mud and litter needs
to be regularly cleaned to
prevent local impacts.

The main contractors would consult with the local
highway authority regarding routes that may be used by
the main contractors to access the construction sites.
Access routes for construction traffic would be limited,
as far as reasonably practicable, to the trunk road
network and main roads on the local road network.
Traffic management plans for the construction works
8

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Continuity of travel with
planned severance is
important and agreeable
within the scheduling of
works to bridges.

would be submitted to Highways England which would
be reviewed with the local authorities. Further
information on the contents of a Traffic Management
plan is contained in document 6.3 Environmental
Statement Appendix 20.2, section 15.1.

During construction and
within operation, the existing
A14 should be used to haul
material from the borrow pits.
This would be agreeable
locally subject to Highways
England confirmation.

Also the requirement to produce traffic management
plans after consultation with the relevant planning
authority is set out at paragraph 8 of Part 1 of Schedule
2 of the Draft Development Consent Order (application
document reference 3.1). These would include details
of proposals for traffic management and the routing of
construction vehicles, to be described in a Traffic
Management Plan. Main contractors would liaise with
the local authorities and the police to implement traffic
management plans and measures to seek to reduce
disruption to journeys for all types of travellers,
including pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians.
A Code of Construction Practice (Document 6.3
Environmental Statement, Appendix 20.02) has been
prepared for the scheme which sets out mitigation
measures and standards of work to be used by
Highways England and its contractors. The Code of
Construction Practice and the further management
plans described in it are designed to control impacts on
people, businesses and the natural and historic
environment resulting from the scheme.

Other Matters
9

Materials and
construction
impacts

There is a local concern that
residents at Pear Tree be
protected from night-hour
construction activity, this
needs to be firmed up in the

As part of the Construction Code of Practice, Highways
England will prepare a community engagement strategy
for the construction stage of the scheme which focuses
on maintaining effective community engagement,
informing affected communities in advance of relevant
9

Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Construction Code of
Practice and communicated
to residents in Fenstanton.

construction works and the timetable of such works,
and provide information on the enquiry and complaints
procedures.
Please see Appendix B for further information regarding
noise and complaints procedures.
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Agreed / Not agreed /
Under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Fenstanton Parish Council

Date:
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Appendix A – Relevant representation
The following is a copy of the relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
‘As the Vice Chairman of Fenstanton Parish Council I have been authorised to represent the Parish Council and Parish residents. We
are broadly in favour of the proposed A14 scheme assuming there is no deviation to the published route. However, if the proposed route
is moved closer to Fenstanton Village we reserve the right to withdraw our support.
The Parish Council reserves the right to make further comments when more detail is made available by the Highways Authority in respect
the impact of the following on Fenstanton Village: Noise Pollution, Air Pollution, Visual Pollution, Water & Flooding risks.
The proposed A14 Bund on the Fenstanton side of the A14 is planned to be 2 meters high with young trees planted for protection from
noise and visual pollution. The Parish Council believe that this provides inadequate protection and a higher 3 to 4 meter Bund is require
to shield the Village from passing A14 traffic both visually and acoustically.
We also request that a combination of mature, feathered and small trees are planted on the Bund to give immediate protection and
consideration is given to providing a further planting of a substantial tree screen which would act as a barrier between the A14 and the
Village, this tree screen should run between the local road and the A14.
We also support the representation made by Mr & Mrs Pulley of Old Clayfields, Hilton Road, Fenstanton, to move the start of the Hilton
Road gradient which commences outside their property entrance on the Fenstanton side of the Hilton Road A14 flyover.
The current position of the gradient start introduces a danger of speeding traffic en-route from Hilton and potential flooding of Old
Clayfields driveway from excess water running down the gradient during rainfall. Additionally, there is a Water Pumping Station next to
Old Clayfields driveway entrance, where water tankers frequently park causing a hazard which would be accentuated by the close
proximity of the start of the flyover gradient. Moving the start of the flyover approach gradient and providing sufficient parking space for
the water tankers would remove a potential Hilton road hazard.
On the latest plans we have viewed there is also an entrance gate way to the open land on the Hilton side of Old Clayfields. This should
be removed as it could potentially provide access for travellers to park up on the open land between Old Clayfields and the A14.’
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Appendix B – extract from Construction Code of Practice
Highways England will be a key member of the community focus groups providing strategic insight and feedback to and from the wider
scheme. Meetings will be attended by the employer’s representative and a Community Liaison Officer together with members of the
main contractor’s site team and local authorities as may be necessary to cover matters needing to be discussed.
During construction, a programme of high quality, effective and sustained communications will include online engagement, newsletters,
provision of information on construction works, and notifications to parish councils, businesses, and local residents, which will include
details on:


The location of the planned works;



The activities to be carried out;



The duration of the planned works and the periods within which works will be undertaken (i.e. whether during normal working
hours, during the evening or overnight);



The anticipated effects of the planned works;



The measures to be implemented in line with the ES and this CoCP to mitigate the impact of the planned works; and



Enquiries and complaints procedure – as described in Section 4.3.

Core working hours will be from 08:00 to 18:00 on weekdays (excluding bank holidays) and from 08:00 to 16:00 on Saturdays. The
contractors will adhere to these core working hours for each site as far as is reasonably practicable or unless otherwise permitted under
Section 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974.
To maximise productivity within the core hours, the contractors will require a period of up to one hour before and up to one hour after
normal working hours for start-up and close down of activities. This will include but not be limited to deliveries, movement to place of
work, unloading, maintenance and general preparation works. This will not include operation of plant or machinery likely to cause a
disturbance to local residents or businesses.
These periods will not be considered an extension of core working hours. Further information on working hours can be found in Section
5, Appendix 20.2 of the Environmental Statement.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Hilton Parish Council. It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG.

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Hilton Parish Council,
in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from Hilton
Parish Council on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

Appendix B

Bridge height requirements.

Appendix C

Example earth bund from Design Manual for Roads and Bridges.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Hilton Parish Council.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

10 February
2014

Pre-application ongoing
correspondence

Letter from Hilton Parish Council to Highways England regarding:
 Decision to abandon tolling
 Preferred route option
 Opportunity for further engagement and consultation
 Outline of impact of scheme on Hilton

21 February
2014

Pre-application ongoing
correspondence

Response from Highways England to Hilton Parish Council providing:
 Progress update and consultation programme
 Response to query on design options and environmental impacts

Pre-application ongoing
correspondence

Informal early engagement meeting with Hilton Parish Council:
 Discussion on process, actions going forward and need for early engagement
 Outline of main concerns including rat-running, impact on air quality, design of scheme,
availability of detailed information, and borrow pits.
 Discussion on legacy proposal, and further engagement opportunities.

Pre-application ongoing
correspondence

Informal village meeting with Parish Council and local community:
 Discussion on progress
 Discussion of key issues and concerns including the proximity of the road to the north of
the village, height of the road, visual and noise impact, drainage and flooding, traffic
congestion within village, impact on property value, air quality and noise monitoring and
consultation process

Pre-application ongoing
correspondence

Letter following exhibitions and discussions with Highways England:
 Outline of main concerns including: road route, road height, impact on local transport
journeys, traffic congestion, visual impact, construction phase
 Discussion on mitigation measures
 Further engagement

20 March
2014

08 June 2014

12 June 2014

3

Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion
Letter inviting Hilton Parish to attend a meeting to discuss representations that have been
received:
 Main objective of meeting to discuss: groundswell of opinion
 Acknowledge the ramifications of the pre application consultation
 Highlight the differences between the 1980 Highways Act and the 2008 Planning Act and
the misunderstandings that have arisen
 The future opportunities of consultation available and
 Discuss, in detail, the proposals improvements of the off line section north of Hilton.

13 June 2014

Pre-application ongoing
correspondence

17 June 2014

Pre-application ongoing
correspondence

Meeting held with local councillors to discuss EIA report and key issues.

Pre-application nonstatutory letter

Letter from Hilton Parish Council:
 Requesting further opportunity to comment on the A14 proposal prior to completion of
detailed design process
 Discussion of key areas of concern including choice of southern bypass route; road
height; increased air, light and noise pollution; visual impact; drainage and flood risk; rat
running; and traffic congestion.
 Invitation to attend village exhibition

19
September
2014

16 October
2014

Pre-application ongoing
correspondence

Meeting to update Parish Council on changes to scheme and to gain feedback from village
exhibition:
 Outline of history of route options, and assessment of various options
 Update on progress and DCO process and programme
 Discussion on best mitigations against possible effect of new road
 Outline of concerns including impact on air quality, rat running and excess HGVs,
borrow pits, construction issues
 Discussion regarding design changes and public consultation

4

Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

02 March
2015

Relevant Representation

04 March
2015

Parish Council Up-date
meetings

A representative from the parish council attended the update meeting held on the 2 March
2015. The update presented the Development Consent Order application process and in
particular the examination process

08 June 2015

Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG) meeting

The aim of the meeting was to discuss preparation of a statement of common ground and was
attended by members of Hilton Parish Council and representatives of Highways England.
Please see section 3 below for the issues that were discussed.

A copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspector is in Appendix A

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Hilton

Parish Council.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The Parish Council’s relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish

Council’s relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance

to Hilton Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those
matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Hilton Parish
Council.
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3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1 The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Hilton Parish Council at the meeting on 8

June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the Parish Council’s current position on each
matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref Principal Issue Stakeholder Issue

1

Noise and
vibration
Noise and
visual
mitigation

Clarification is required as to the
actual height of the proposed bund
on the southern side of the bypass
(between Potton Road and Hilton
Road bridges). The drawing
suggests the bund is 2m but could
be decreased in height by 1 meter.
The Parish Council would like this
to be higher with an additional
metal fence and planting to
provide maximum screening and
mitigation, in alignment with
design guidance for noise barriers.
An example of the type of bund is
given in Appendix B. Clarity as to
whether plastic/metal noise
barriers can be used, similar to
that used across Europe.

Highways England Response

The height of the proposed bund as appears on the
drawing is 2m (with a 1 metre tolerance either way)
above existing ground level. The height of the road
above existing ground level is 3 metres. The total height
of the bund above existing ground level is 5 metres.
There is currently no noise fence proposed along the
scheme adjacent to Hilton. Given the distance between
the road and the village noise barriers would not provide
any additional mitigation.
As we are moving into the detailed design stage of the
project we would like to discuss the issues you have
raised further and involve the Highways England
detailed design team.

6

Agreed / Not
agreed / Under
discussion

Ref Principal Issue Stakeholder Issue

2

3

Design and
Engineering
Standards
Height of
overbridges

Landscape
and visual
effects

Clarification is required as on
actual height of bridges above
existing ground level. The Potton
Road and Hilton Road bridges
appear to be up to 2 metres higher
than what is actually required with
Potton Road at 11m; and Hilton
Road bridge at 10.7m. More
detailed engineering drawings are
require and engagement at the
detailed design stage.

Concerns regarding the visual
impact and appearance of
structures along the route.

Highways England Response

This is duly noted. There is scope for refinement at
detailed design stage when exact structural options are
determined. There will be opportunity for consultation
and engagement during detailed design stage, at which
stage there will be opportunities to comment on designs.
In the meantime we will continue to discuss the height
and appearance of structures with you.

In view of the concerns raised about visual impacts as
the road passes Hilton (in particular relating to the
Potton Road over bridge), a desk study has been
undertaken to identify a proposed additional and
representative viewpoint on the north edge of the village
which places the overbridge clearly in view without
intervening screening. It is to show the proposed
scheme and the Potton Road bridge before construction
and at year 1 and year 15 after construction.
This viewpoint were shared with Hilton Parish Council
and a site meeting was held with the Parish Council on 3
June 2015 to assess the suitability of this and potential
alternative viewpoints suggested by the Parish Council.
The Parish Council concurred that Highways England's
proposed viewpoint is suitable for an additional
photomontage.
The photomontages from the agreed viewpoint can be
found within Highways England’s Response to the First

7

Agreed / Not
agreed / Under
discussion

Ref Principal Issue Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
Written Questions Report 9: Landscape and Visual
Effects at the following location:
http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010018/Events/Deadline
%202/HE-A14-EX36%20ExAQ1%20Report%209%20Landscape%20and
%20Visual%20Effects.pdf
The response to WQ1.9.7 is on pages 18-20 of the
document and the photomontages are within the
appendices at pages 40/41.

4

Environmental
Impact
Assessment
Air quality
standards

Clarity is required with regard to
whether the scheme needs to
respond to new air quality
standards in light of the recent
high court judgement.

We will continue to discuss this matter with you.
The Supreme Court's judgment relating to the
application made by ClientEarth has no effect on the
proposed scheme. The judgment required the UK to
prepare a new plan to meet the limit values for nitrogen
dioxide. This plan is required because the UK had not
complied with the limit values by the due date required
by the Air Quality Directive. The UK must now prepare
this plan by the end of 2015. This plan must show that
the UK will work to meet the limit values in as short a
time as possible and will address how to reduce nitrogen
dioxide concentrations in areas that are currently above
the limit value.
The assessment of the A14 scheme (including
cumulative impacts) has shown that there are no risks to
compliance with the air quality limit value in the opening
year or any future year, this would not affect the revised
8

Agreed / Not
agreed / Under
discussion

Ref Principal Issue Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
plan that is required to be prepared as a result of the
Supreme Court's judgment in the Client Earth case.
For further information on this, please refer to the
response provided to question 1.1.15 of the Response
to the First Examining Authority Questions – Air Quality
and Carbon Emissions report submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 15 June 2015 (document reference
HE/A14/EX/28).

Design and
Engineering

5

6

Weight limits
and through
traffic

Landscape
and visual
effects
Light pollution

A weight limit along the B1040 is
suggested to prevent HGV
through traffic in Hilton.

If gantries are going to be
illuminated it is requested that
these be ‘blinkered’ to minimise
light pollution.

Your comments are duly noted.
Highways England will work with the County Council to
monitor traffic levels, if there is an exceedance over and
above the levels forecast Highways England will
consider funding additional mitigation measures.
Gantry mounted direction signage will be illuminated
with LED units mounted into the structure. They will be
focused with a tight distribution that can be adjusted on
site (shields and louvres can also be used to control the
spread). Where the signs form an irregular shape
(meaning the lighting may be passing through or over
the sign), blanking backing plates can be provided to
make the structure into a rectangle.
For gantry mounted variable message signs there would
be limited spillage of light. LEDs are set in narrow cones
to limit the visibility of the message and should only be
seen from one carriageway.
Gantries for advanced signs are used when it is thought
that there is a risk of verge mounted signs being
obscured by other traffic. They are used for dual
9

Agreed / Not
agreed / Under
discussion

Ref Principal Issue Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
carriageways with three or more lanes, and where there
is a high percentage of HGV traffic, both of which are
relevant to the A14 scheme.
Please refer to section 5 and 6 of the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges (DRMB) TD 18/85, found at the
following link, for further information
http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/dmrb/vol9/sectio
n1/td1885.pdf.
This is a detailed design issue and we will continue to
discuss it through the detailed design stage.

The accompanied site visit does
not include stopping in Hilton.

We raised this issue with PINS who have agreed that to
amend the site visit to include stopping in Hilton. We will
contact you in order to discuss this further.
It is noted that the open floor hearing on Monday 13 July
2015 is being held at Hilton Village Hall and will give the
Examining Authority the opportunity to visit the village.

8

Transportation
and Traffic
Updated traffic
report

The updated traffic report is being
issued in parallel to the
submission of the written
representations which does not
give the parish council time to
comment on this.

Interested Parties have until 7 July 2015 (deadline 3) to
respond to the Traffic Modelling Update Report which
was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 15 June
2015. Highways England in its letter to the Planning
Inspectorate on 12 May 2015 (relating to the Traffic
Modelling Update) recommended adding this extra
deadline to the examination timetable to allow sufficient
time for Interested Parties to respond to the report.

9

Transportation
and Traffic
Traffic
congestion

There is concern that a bottle neck
will be created where the southern
bypass reduces from three lanes
down to two lanes at Brampton

The number of lanes on each section of the mainline
carriageway has been carefully considered to ensure
that sufficient capacity is provided for the forecast traffic
flows. Analysis of the forecast traffic figures on the

7

Development
Consent Order
Accompanied
site visit

10

Agreed / Not
agreed / Under
discussion

Ref Principal Issue Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
proposed Huntingdon Southern Bypass (travelling
westbound towards Brampton Interchange), indicates
that a high proportion of the mainline flow will leave the
carriageway to join the A1 northbound, therefore there is
no requirement to continue three lanes northbound on
the A14 from this point. Similarly, a high proportion of
traffic would join the A14 from the A1 southbound,
requiring an increase from two to three lanes on the A14
eastbound carriageway at this location. It is proposed to
continue three lanes on the A14 mainline from the
Huntingdon Southern Bypass through Swavesey
Junction; there is no lane reduction proposed at this
location.

10

Other matters
Climate change
agenda

The Government’s climate change
agenda is contradicted by the
building of more roads,
clarification required as to whether
alternatives options have been
explored i.e. rail networks.

As confirmed by Mike Evan’s during the SOCG meeting,
research has shown that an upgrade of the rail network
would only marginally reduce the number of vehicles on
the road.
The A14 scheme is already part of a multi-modal
solution including alternative transport modes such as
rail freight links. In 2011 the Department for Transport
commissioned the A14 Study to look at multi-modal
transport solutions in response congestion in the trunk
road corridor between Huntingdon.
It identified a range of interventions, which comprised a
public transport package, a rail-freight package and a
road package. It concluded that packages in isolation
would not solve the problems but that all packages were
needed.

11

Agreed / Not
agreed / Under
discussion

Ref Principal Issue Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
The freight package aimed to reduce HGV traffic on the
A14 by encouraging a transfer of freight movements
from road to rail. This centred on traffic moving between
the Haven Ports and the Midlands. It also concentrated
on measures for improving the Felixstowe to Nuneaton
route to achieve shorter journey times and to enable
longer trains and additional freight paths to be
introduced. The rail freight package was forecast to
reduce HGV traffic on the A14 in the core study area by
up to 11 per cent, which would offset 60 to 80 per cent of
the forecast growth in HGV traffic on the A14 between
2011 and 2031. Rail freight proposals within the A14
Study have either been completed or are programmed to
be carried out within the current control period which
runs until March 2019.

11

Economic and
social effects

It is felt that Hilton is the ‘biggest
loser’ of the villages affected by
the scheme.

We will continue discussions with the parish council
about the scheme, detailed design and mitigation that
can be delivered.

12

Agreed / Not
agreed / Under
discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Hilton Parish Council

Date:
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Appendix A – Relevant representation
We believe that Hilton will be significantly, and adversely, affected by the construction and operation of this proposed new
road. Our detailed representations will cover, inter alia, the following matters:


The consultation process, which lacked transparency and did not, in our view, comply with the Planning Act 2008.



During the consultation process, HA/Jacobs referred to Hilton being “one of the losers” in the A14 project yet there
were few references to Hilton in the DCO application and not a single change to the proposals in response to Hilton’s
representations.



The lack of value for the use of public money in creating a new road when existing roads could be enhanced (including
the A428 upgrade) without further destroying the local countryside



The choice of route, which seems to have been pre-determined, and why it must pass so close to Hilton. (Volume 7.1
Case for the Scheme) adds nothing to our understanding of this matter.



The design, which calls for the road to be elevated by 3 metres as it passes Hilton, with bridges being as high as 9
metres.



The lack of effective measures to mitigate ongoing traffic intrusion, including rat-running, and visual, noise, air quality
and night time light pollution.



The lack of detail in the available documentation particularly defining mitigation measures, traffic modelling and
environmental impact.



The construction phase which, without mitigation, will bring intolerable levels of heavy goods vehicles through the
village.



The lack of any consideration of the intrusion by the scheme into the existing tranquil nature of Hilton Village and of
the historic and architectural assets of the village with the resultant reduction in Quality of Life for the residents and in
contradiction to a stated objective of creating a positive legacy for the residents of Hilton (# 3.6 Volume 7.1 Case for
the Scheme).
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Appendix B – Bridge height requirements
The typical height of an overbridge is 11.2 metres above ground level, this height is a summation of the following requirements:
1. The height of the mainline above ground level is driven by drainage requirements
2. A 5.3-5.7 metre headroom is required under the bridge to accord with design standards (this depends on the structures
impact resistance, so the scheme uses 5.7 metre structure to keep structure options open
3. A structural depth of 2.0 metres is typically required (dependent upon the structure type and span)
4. Allowance for construction on bridge
5. Allowances for road crossfall, gradient, construction and settlement etc.
The calculation is therefore as follows:
3m + 5.7m + 2m + 0.5m = 11.2 metres above ground level
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Appendix C – Environmental barrier example
Design Guide for Environmental Barriers (2001)1.

1

DfT. (2001) Design Guide for Environmental Barriers [online] available at: http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/dmrb/vol10/section5/ha6594.pdf
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Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order
(DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is not an agreement
and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG
can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO
application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with various
parties, including Parish Councils.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Histon & Impington Parish Council. It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at
Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton,
and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the widening of a 4.5 mile section of
the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition, it includes the
de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the
removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG;

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example meetings, emails
and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each;

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and the Parish Council, in line with
the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from the Parish Council on whether
the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion;

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions; and

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Histon & Impington Parish Council.
Date

1 April
2014

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

Pre-application
statutory consultation

Histon & Impington Parish Council response to EIA scoping report is summarised below:
 Lack of consideration of PM2.5s and concern at the standard and consistency of monitoring of both
PM10s and PM2.5s
 Concern at the lack of baseline data for noise measurements
 Provision of noise pollution mitigation
 Replacement of noise barriers at Orchard Park
 Water runoff from the carriageway between Histon and Girton and conflict between plans for balancing
ponds and Darwin Green
 Provision and maintenance of sound reducing surface between Girton to Milton
 Maintenance of footpaths and public rights of ways
The aim of the meeting was to update the Parish Council on changes to the scheme following the public
consultation, and to discuss the DCO process going forward.
The key issues discussed include:

1 April
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communication







13 June
2014

Pre-application
statutory consultation

The Parish Council explained that an A14 working group has been formed and expressed
disappointment with the consultation.
The Parish Council highlighted the need for noise attenuation at the south end of the village at the new
balancing pond and the need for noise monitoring to take place in all wind conditions.
Air quality was identified as a key concern for the village
A lower speed limit was suggested by the Parish Council to help road flow and grid lock issues.
Concern regarding peak hour congestion at Milton and Histon-Impington junctions and missing cycle
link to the new NMU route west of Girton was raised by the Parish Council.

The response outlines the parish council’s main areas of concerns. These are summarised below:



Scheme design with regards to traffic capacity, abrupt end of scheme at the Milton interchange and
peak congestion at Histon junction
Air quality – Lack of focus on PM2.5s, and monitoring of PM10s and PM2.5s

3










Baseline data for noise measurements, noise impact and noise mitigation
Drainage – water runoff from carriageway between Histon and Girton, and conflict between balancing
ponds and Darwin Green earth bunds
Lower speed limit
Traffic congestion
Asymmetric widening of Histon-Milton stretch
Lighting of guided busway and connecting NMU provision with NIAB accommodation bridge
Construction especially at peak hours
Replacement of felled trees

2 March
2015

Parish Council update meeting

A representative from the parish council attended the update meeting held on the 3 March 2015. The update
presented the Development Consent Order application process and in particular the examination process.

12
March
2015

Pre-examination
relevant
representation

A copy of the relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate is in Appendix A.

22 May
2015

Statement of
Common Ground
discussion

The aim of the meeting was to discuss preparation of a Statement of Common Ground. The meeting was
attended by Histon and Impington Parish Council members and representatives of Highways England.
Please refer to section 3 below for the key issues raised at the meeting.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Histon & Impington
Parish Council.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The Parish Council’s relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish Council’s
relevant representation can be found at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to Histon
and Impington Parish Council, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters
can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Histon & Impington Parish Council.
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3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1 The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Histon and Impington Parish Council at the meeting on
22 May 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the Parish Council’s current position on each matter.
The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

1

Transportation and
Traffic
Broadly in favour of
the need to improve
the A14

The Parish Council agree that the A14
is not fit for purpose and that there is a
need for enhancement to improve
access to the East of England and the
Midlands.

Support is duly noted.

2

Economic and
Social Effect
Access into
employment sites in
Cambridge

Histon residents who work at the West
Campus and in the centre of
Cambridge require better connectivity.

The scheme would help to improve
traffic flow, alleviate congestion and
enhance journey reliability into
Cambridge. The scheme includes the
widening of the A14 between Histon
and Milton to three lanes in each
direction. This would take place in
addition to the current Highways
England ‘Pinchpoint Scheme’
between Girton and Histon.
These improvements would increase
local and strategic capacity whilst also
improving accessibility and
connectivity into Cambridge.
The scheme would provide commuter
traffic travelling towards north-west
Cambridge a choice of routes, with

5

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
both the A14 mainline and the
proposed local access road providing
access on to the A1307 Huntingdon
Road.
Traffic travelling to other areas of
Cambridge would be expected to use
the A14 mainline to access the
Cambridge Northern Bypass or M11
and would benefit from the increased
road capacity on this section of the
A14.
In addition, the scheme includes
provision of high quality NMU facilities
(approximately 30km) comprising a
route suitable for pedestrians, cyclists
and equestrians.
The proposed new NMU facility is
intended to link a number of existing
bridleways and footpaths and
provide/improve links between
Cambridge, and a number of villages.

3

Design and
Engineering
Junction strategy and
design

The Parish Council states that Histon
roundabout requires increased capacity
to work, especially given the AM peak
and considers that the scheme is
designed for off-peak levels of traffic.
The Parish Council considers that the
A14 / B1049 crossing is in conflict with
6

Extensive traffic modelling studies
have been undertaken to ensure that
the proposed layouts would
accommodate predicted traffic levels.
The scheme would provide increased
capacity for local and strategic traffic
by widening the A14 between Histon
and Milton to three lanes in each
direction in addition to the current

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

4

Principal Issue

Design and
Engineering
Milton Interchange
(A10 roundabout)

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

the priority lights for exit off the A14 and
expresses concern that without
capacity increases the village will suffer
congestion; and this will not be
resolved.

Highways England ‘Pinchpoint
Scheme’.
The improvements to both Histon and
Milton junctions has been designed to
accommodate the forecast increase in
traffic flow.
The slip roads and signage at Histon
junction would be improved along with
improvements to the junction with the
B1049 adding capacity and increasing
safety. Histon slips are designed to be
improved, including widening and
realignment works.

The Parish Council suggests that the
scheme at Milton requires extending by
200 metres to enable better traffic flows
and amendments made to the red line
boundary and construction programme
in order to facilitate this

Regarding a 200 metres section which
you refer to, the mainline A14
widening works would end at the
Milton eastbound diverge slip road
(where the third lane would continue
onto the slip road as a ‘lane drop’
arrangement) and the Milton
westbound merge slip road (the third
lane would continue from the slip road
to the mainline as a ‘lane gain’
arrangement). From this point, the
mainline would continue to the east
with two lanes in each direction, as
existing. In doing so the scheme will
enhance capacity at Milton junction by
improving the west facing slip roads,

7

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
adding an extra left turn lane to the
A10 north and adding an extra lane
over the east bridge on the circulatory.
This would improve capacity however
it would remain a busy junction.
The improvements to Milton junctions
have been designed to ensure that,
despite the forecast increase in traffic
using the junction, future conditions
with the scheme would be no worse
than if the scheme does not go ahead.
Chapter 7 of the Transport
Assessment (document reference 7.2)
demonstrates that the scheme has
adequate capacity to accommodate
predicted traffic levels, including at
junctions up until the year 2035.

5

Transportation and
Traffic
Histon to Milton speed
limits are not safe

Traffic movement
Dangerous speed differential between
on-going traffic and traffic exiting at
Histon or Milton roundabouts. A
reduced speed limit across this whole
section would be preferred.

8

One of the key objectives of the
scheme is to improve safety and this
includes consideration of speed
differentials.
The proposals would be built to
modern highway standards as set out
by the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges (DMRB) and The Traffic Signs
Regulations and General Directions
(TSRGD), introducing better lane
control and providing adequate
capacity for predicted traffic levels.

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

6

Principal Issue

Design and
Engineering
Junction
rationalisation

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

The Parish Council considers that the
closure of Oakington-Dry Drayton
intersection onto A14 will result in more
traffic through the villages of Histon and
Oakington.

The proposed improvements would be
suitable for comfortable and safe use
at speeds up to 70mph. It is also
proposed to provide gantry mounted
signals to inform drivers of congestion
and incidents and to advise reduced
speeds during congested periods.
The reasons for the closure of the Dry
Drayton junction (Junction 30) is
safety driven. The Dry Drayton
junction is located less than 1.5km
from the Bar Hill junction, which is well
below Highways England’s
recommended junction spacing of
2km and introduces a conflict where
traffic joining the A14 at Bar Hill
(Junction 29) has to cross traffic
leaving the A14 at Dry Drayton (and
vice-versa).
Secondly, with the proposal to widen
the A14 to 4 lanes in each direction
between Bar Hill and Girton, traffic
joining the A14 at Dry Drayton would
need to cross more lanes of traffic.
Both of these are significant road
safety issues that have the potential to
cause congestion and delays.
Highways England therefore
considers it is most appropriate to
close Junction 30. Access to the
surrounding villages would be
maintained via the local access road.

9

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
Residents of Girton, Oakington and
Dry Drayton would need to travel via
Bar Hill to access the M11 and A14
East, an additional distance of
approximately 3.2km compared with
the existing arrangement. The
Highways England's traffic forecasts
indicate that the additional journey
time associated with this diversion
would be offset by the journey time
savings associated with the improved
operation of the A14 between Bar Hill
and Girton, with no net change in
overall journey time.
It is expected that the scheme would
reduce rat running through villages.
Currently, congestion and uncertain
journey times on the A14 lead to
some drivers choosing to use
alternative routes. The improvements
to the A14 would reduce journey times
and make them more reliable.

7

Transportation and
Traffic
Reduction in speed
limits, especially for
the GirtonInterchange.

The Parish Council considers the
cheapest way to achieve many goals
would be to reduce the Girton
Interchange speed limits to 50-60 mph
which will result in a reduction in
accidents. In effect implementing active
traffic management would reduce

10

Girton Interchange is a complex
junction and currently suffers from a
significant number of accidents for a
number of reasons:
 The main A14 westbound
movement requires vehicles to
diverge off the mainline onto a long

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

congestion like on a motorway. This
would also help mitigate noise.

interchange link with severely
substandard geometry, prior to
merging with the M11
northbound. A14 westbound traffic
is also in conflict with traffic
diverging to the M11 southbound
and with traffic travelling between
the M11 northbound and A428
eastbound.
 The A14 eastbound link and its
merge with the A428 eastbound
has insufficient capacity to
accommodate traffic flows. The
existing offside diverge on the A14
interchange link is also
substandard and dangerous.
The improvements at Girton
Interchange would provide a
continuous link for westbound A14
traffic, removing the existing
conflicting traffic manoeuvres and
would also provide adequate capacity
at all merges/diverges for forecast
traffic flows. It is proposed to
implement a 50mph speed limit on the
A14 westbound interchange link to
encourage drivers to reduce their
speed to one that is more suitable for
the curved geometry of the link (and
to reduce the likelihood of large goods
vehicles overturning).
11

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

8

Principal Issue

Design and
Engineering
Widening of
carriageway

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

It is the Parish Councils view that
asymmetric widening could increase
noise impacts by moving the
carriageway closer to residential
properties with line of sight of the A14
and the noise issues will be
exacerbated. This may have impacts
on the lake and permissive footpath
adjacent to the Holiday Inn.

12

The noise assessment reported in
Chapter 14 of the Environmental
Statement (document reference 6.1)
has taken account of the design
speed limits.
Between Histon and Milton junctions
the scheme will be implemented using
asymmetric widening (to the north) to
minimise the impact to existing
sensitive environmental receptors and
buildings and dwellings to the south.
Asymmetric widening would make the
construction easier and quicker with
improved access, reduced noise
during construction, and would be
safer with more works away from live
traffic. Environmentally there are no
significant negative effects to the
north, and the additional landtake may
give the opportunity for enhanced
landscape treatment. Construction
around the area would temporally
require the footpath to be closed.
A noise impact assessment has been
undertaken and is reported in Chapter
14 of the Environmental Statement
(document reference 6.1).
Extensive mitigation measures have

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
been designed into the scheme to
reduce noise impacts during operation
including the alignment and cuttings,
low noise road surfacing and
landscape earthworks to mitigate
visual impact and reduce noise.

9

Design and
Engineering
Bridge and lighting for
NMU needs resolving

Lighting needs to be resolved in
detailed design. Currently, the guided
bus has an unlit underpass beneath the
A14, and associated non-motorised
user footpath. Adding extra lanes at this
point makes lighting of the underpass
necessary.

10

Design and
Engineering
Non-motorised users
(MNU) need better
provision

Orbital routes for NMU use are lacking.
In particular, Histon & Impington would
wish to see more direct access from the
parishes to the west of Cambridge,
ideally via the NIAB accommodation
bridge.
It is recognised that options to provide
better access are limited due to
restricted public rights of way and
cross-country routes.

13

Issues 13, 14, 15 & 16 below provide
additional information regarding noise.
The need for lighting of the guided
busway underpass would be
assessed at the detailed design stage
in association with the local highway
authority, Cambridgeshire County
Council. If this assessment indicates
that lighting is required, this would be
designed in accordance with BS 5489.
The conversion of the Woodhouse
Accommodation Bridge for NMU use
is understood to be part of the
highway proposals for the Darwin
Green (formerly NIAB) development.
NMU facilities within that development
would be a matter for Cambridgeshire
County Council, in its planning and
highways role.
However these matters are part of the
pinch-point scheme between Girton
and Histon junctions, rather than the
A14 scheme.

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

11

Air Quality and
Emissions
Air quality needs
further consideration

PM2.5s are deemed to be more
hazardous to health than PM10s yet
they are not monitored.
The country is below UK limits and the
scheme will exacerbate this. The lack of
local monitoring and baseline data is a
concern.
Monitoring is currently to the south of
the carriageway and prevailing wind
means that pollutants are generally
blown away from the air quality
monitoring station toward Histon and
Impington.

The likely significant effects on air
quality are assessed as part of the
Environmental Impact Assessment
and are reported in Chapter 8 of the
Environmental Statement (document
reference 6.1).
The air quality assessment
considered the main pollutants of
concern from vehicle emissions, which
are fine particulate matter (PM10 and
PM2.5) and NOx and NO2. CO was
not included within the assessment
because it is no longer a pollutant of
concern in the UK (no monitoring sites
measure an exceedance of the
standard) and CO has “not been
identified as being at risk of exceeding
the objectives in the area managed by
Cambridge City, South
Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire
Councils” (see paragraph 8.1.4, ES).
The air quality assessment concluded
that for PM10 and NO2 there are no
exceedences of the objectives or limit
values and therefore “no significant
impacts were identified as requiring
mitigation in the operational phase”
and “the scheme is predicted to
improve air quality in a number of
areas” (paragraphs 8.6.5-8.6.6, ES).
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
A PM2.5 assessment has not been
included in the ES as monitoring
indicates that across the UK and
particularly within the area
surrounding the scheme, the limit
values introduced for PM2.5 in the EU
Directive are met and therefore PM2.5
was not identified as a pollutant of
concern.
Full results of all monitoring used in
the assessment are provided in ES
Appendix 8.1 (document reference
6.3), this provides a robust
assessment of the baseline conditions
for these pollutants.

12

Noise and Vibration
Impact and Mitigation

Noise is the greatest concern locally
and the area which is most likely to lead
to an objection. The original road built
in the 1970s never delivered promised
noise barriers and the existing wooden
fencing is inadequate. Locally it is a
very sensitive issues and needs
resolving.
Local MP has been lobbied and made
representations to the Minister for
Transport to provide assurance.
The pinchpoint scheme has not
delivered or provided the noise barrier
solution required and it is up to the A14
scheme to do so.
Rotary Avenue residents are within
metres of the carriageway, this means it
15

The following specific measures are
proposed and are illustrated on the
plan in Appendix B.
M29 Impington
Important Area HA ID reference 5044,
represents four dwellings at
Woodhouse Farm. The mitigation
measures proposed would result in
major beneficial impacts to three of
these dwellings. The optimised
mitigation is in the form of a 250m
long 2m high barrier.

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

an option to use the garden or have the
windows open. Background noise
levels are not level is not acceptable.
Potential noise reduction surface offers
the ability for improvement. Noise
barriers were mandated, to WHO
standards, when the guided busway
was constructed.

M30/M33 Impington
Important Area HA ID 6109
represents dwellings in Impington
adjacent to the existing A14. There is
an existing noise fence barrier to the
north of the existing A14 at this
location which would be enhanced
and expanded as part of the scheme,
reducing road traffic noise levels at
the dwellings.
The optimised mitigation consists of
replacing the existing 2m high barrier
with a new 320m long 4m high
absorptive barrier. In addition, the
existing barrier would be extended by
250m with a 3m high absorptive
barrier.

13

Noise and Vibration
Noise barriers need to
be absorptive

Reflective noise barriers at Orchard
Park across open countryside have
exacerbated local problems. There are
solar powered noise-cancelling
solutions that could be explored, the
outcome of the trials could be
instructive.
If reflective barriers are used opposite
Rotary Avenue that would not be
welcomed locally. The specification of

16

Overall the impacts are being
mitigated.
Mitigation identified in the
Environmental Statement includes the
following barriers in the area of the
A14/B1049 and are illustrated on the
plan in Appendix 3b.
On the south side a new 2m high
250m long absorptive barrier for
properties in Orchard Close and
Woodhouse Farm, just west
of Junction 32; on the north side
replacement of the existing 2m high

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

14

Principal Issue

Noise and Vibration
Sound-reducing
surface

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

the noise barriers need to be resolved
to satisfy local sensitivities.
Residents, even those some distance
from the A14 suffer with open
countryside suffer from noise and air
quality pollution.

barrier with new 4m high absorptive
barrier, and also extension to the west
by 250m with a 3m high absorptive
barrier. The barriers are shown on
Figure 14.6 of the Environmental
Statement which are included in
Appendix C.
Highways England would retain the
existing highways standard barrier
adjacent to Orchard Park as
assessment has shown no significant
benefit from altering the current
barrier.
Noise insulation would be provided for
properties close to construction
activities where noise would otherwise
be disruptive and during operation
where road traffic noise levels meet
the scheme criteria for noise
insulation.
The scheme incorporates the use of
low noise road surfacing (and the
assumption that Highways England
would have completed installation of
low noise surfacing at Important Areas
on the existing network by 2021).
Following construction the scheme
would be maintained by Highways
England’s managing agents.

The ongoing maintenance of low noise
surfaces is critical, to ensure
performance over its lifetime.

17

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

15

Noise and Vibration
Earth bunds need to
be widely used

Vegetation cover is required on both
sides of the road to mitigate pollution
and noise. Especially the use of trees
which can help absorb pollution.
The Pinchpoint scheme removed
vegetation which proved to be a shock
to residents.
The landscaping and planting scheme
needs to be communicated to
residents.

16

Water Issues
Drainage and water
run-off needs to be
managed

This is locally sensitive and especially
in light of the August 2014 flooding
events. The total volume of water and
polluted run-off needs to be considered.
Sustainable drainage is required.
An Environment Agency study identifies
the cost of £1 million to resolve the
issues locally, it would be encouraging
to identify where the A14 balancing
ponds can alleviate local problems.

18

The use of vegetation cover will be
considered as part of the detailed
designs and as part of future
discussions.

Land drainage will be considered
further during detailed design. The
scheme will maintain existing
drainage wherever possible and
provide alternative arrangements
where it is not.
Where the construction of the road
causes existing land drainage
systems to be severed then head
drains would be laid within private
land by Highways England to collect
the land drainage flows and convey
them to the nearest watercourse.
These head drains would be owned
and maintained by the private
landowner.

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

17

Transportation and
Traffic
Construction traffic
needs to be effectively
managed

Highways England need to
communicate detailed plans that
contractors are required to commit to
within the code for good construction
practice. In particular, Histon and
Impington want strict controls of any
construction traffic.

Chapter 15 of the Code of
Construction Practice (document
reference 6.3, appendix 20.2) sets out
the general provisions for traffic,
transport and all travellers during
construction.
The contractors appointed to build the
scheme would be required to prepare
a traffic management plan which will
describe the traffic management,
safety and control measures proposed
during construction of the scheme.
The requirement to produce a traffic
management plan after consultation
with the relevant planning authority is
set out at paragraph 8 of Part 1 of
Schedule 2 of the Draft Development
Consent Order (application document
reference 3.1).
The main contractors would consult
with the local highway authority
regarding routes that may be used by
the main contractors to access the
construction sites. Access routes for
construction traffic would be limited,
as far as reasonably practicable, to
the trunk road network and main
roads on the local road network.
As part of the Construction Code of
Practice, Highways England will
prepare a community engagement
strategy for the construction stage of
19

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
the scheme which focuses on
maintaining effective community
engagement, informing affected
communities in advance of relevant
construction works and the timetable
of such works, and provide
information on the enquiry and
complaints procedures.

20

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Histon & Impington Parish Council

Date:
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5

Appendix A – Relevant representation
The following is a copy of the relevant representation that was submitted to the planning inspectorate:
‘Histon & Impington Parish Council wish to make the following statement to summarise our concerns on the A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme:
Scheme Design
-

The scheme is designed for off-peak levels of traffic, including our own junction. We already have a scheme like that
and are spending £1.5Bn to rectify it.

-

Scheme ends abruptly at Milton Interchange, leaving a flawed topology (3 lanes to 2 AND having an off slip - re A10M25 junction until fixed). Scheme should be extended e.g. 200m.

-

Restricted access onto A14 Southbound at Oakington could force more traffic on to B1049 exacerbating peakcongestion at the Histon Interchange.

Air Quality
-

PM2.5s are not properly addressed – and are considered more hazardous to health then PM10s and NOxs.

-

Lack of baseline air quality data for PM10s and PM2.5s in existing Air Quality Management Area, especially on north
side of Carriageway Noise.

-

Lack of baseline noise data in all conditions (weather and traffic) and at multiple residential sites around Histon and
Impington.

-

Absolute noise levels are already too high (European Union and World Health Organisation standards)

-

WHO standards were adopted by The Inspectorate at the Public Inquiry into the Guided Busway, and therefore (by
case-law) will be regarded as minimum standard for the A14.

-

Noise barriers must be absorptive not reflective - developer installed reflective at Orchard Park and exacerbated
problems in Histon and Impington.
22

-

Sound-reducing surface and be properly maintained as such especially in open landscape between Girton and
Milton.

-

Earth bunds and vegetation cover required to reduce visual, light and sound pollution & intrusion as well as providing
pollutant absorption given the correct choice of species

-

Drainage. Water runoff from the carriageway between Histon and Girton with any pollutants ending up in Award
Drain 164 which runs to The Green at Histon

Speed Limits.
-

Slower speeds at the Girton-Interchange would allow safer merging on an overly-complex junction with dangerously
high speed differentials - a 50 or 60mph limit through Impington would also increase the capacity and throughput of
the road, reduce fuel consumption, noise and pollution. E.g. the M1 near Sheffield, the A34 past Oxford, the A3 by
Guildford and at the A1 Black Cat Roundabout approach and at Elkesley and proposed for the M3 Histon-Milton

-

Effect of Asymmetric widening on residents with line-of-sight to the A14.

-

Viability and stability of earthworks for Asymmetric widening by lake.

-

Viability of well-used maintenance footpath between embankment foot and Chivers Lake Guided Busway.

-

Lighting issues under bridge at Orchard Park.

Construction
-

Construction traffic must be kept off the B1049 and road network as a whole during peak hours Non-Motorised
Users (NMU).

-

Opening the Woodhouse (or NIAB) Accommodation Bridge would match what is proposed along most of the rest of
the scheme.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14
at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a new
bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing
A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge
Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the widening of a
4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and
approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition, it includes the
de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the
existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 57-62 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s “Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April 2013
version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it
may also be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has
not been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and the Alconbury and Ellington Independent
Drainage Board (Hereinafter – “The Board”).

1.2.2

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England's motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major "A" roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.
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1.2.3

Alconbury and Ellington Internal Drainage Board provides and maintains an
arterial surface water drainage system that is managed to achieve
sustainable standards of flood protection in an area that extends from the
parish of Alconbury in the north, Ellington to the west and includes much of
the parish of Brampton to the east and south of its district. The Board is a
member of the Bedford Group of Internal Drainage Boards.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
The Board in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 of this SoCG provides an overview of the proposed scheme.

1.3.3

Section 3 provides an overview of consultation to date between Highways
England and The Board

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.6

Section 6 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.7

Section 7 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this
SoCG.

1.3.8

Throughout this SoCG:


Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as agreed by Highways England and The Board



Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as not agreed by Highways England and The
Board.



Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter
that is still under discussion by Highways England and The Board.
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2
2.1.1

Overview of Previous Engagement Undertaken
A summary of the key meetings (including meeting notes) and
correspondence that has taken place between Highways England and The
Board is outlined in the table below:

Date

Form of Contact or Summary of that Contact and
Type
of Outcomes and Points of Discussion
Correspondence

19 June 2014

Meeting

Key

Discussion on flood and drainage issues

5 September 2014 Meeting

Joint meeting with the Environment Agency, the
Board and Highways England to provide
overview of the Scheme and initiate Statement
of Common Ground Discussions,

23 October 2014

Between the Board, Pinsent Masons and J2A
to discuss relevant DCO consents process and
continue SoCG dialogue.

Meeting

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and The Board in relation to
the matters recorded in Section 4.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Topics contained within this SoCG

3.1

The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered
within this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of
relevance that have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date
between Highways England and The Board.


Consultation
o

Scheme elements (layout)

o

Widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury

o

A1 and A14 adjacent to Brampton



Borrow Pits



Flooding and Drainage



Construction/Delivery



Management and Maintenance
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1

Matters Agreed

Need for the Scheme
Description

Ref

Matters Agreed

Scheme objectives

The Board agrees that
improvements to the A14
are necessary in order to
deliver the local growth
agenda, and improve
journey times and road
safety for the travelling
public.

1

Borrow Pits

The Board supports the
principle of excavating
areas identified in the
County Mineral and Waste
Plan areas to supply
suitable material for the
development of the
scheme,

2

Flood risk

The Board accepts the
scheme on the proviso that
the flood risk to its area is
not increased. Details of
which are set out in the
Environmental
Statement
Appendix 17.1: Flood Risk
Assessment

3

4.2

Record of
agreement

Meeting 23
October
2014

Meeting 23
October
2014

Meeting 23
October
2014

Matters Not Agreed

Need for the Scheme
Description

Matters Not Agreed

Ref
There are no matters that are ‘not agreed’
1
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Record of
non
agreement

5
Ref

Record of areas still under discussion
Description

Matters Agreed

Detailed planning

Detailed planning affecting
the
Board’s
area,
particularly on the planned
widening
of
the
A1
Northbound from Brampton
Hut, the new Ellington
junction, the construction of
a new A1 and A14 adjacent
to Brampton Hut.
These matters will be
addressed at the detailed
planning stage.

1

Borrow pit one to the south of Brampton
Hut services.

2

Maintenance of balancing ponds and
outfalls to the Board’s watercourses in
relevant areas (see 6-1above).

Highways England:
Periodic inspection and
maintenance of existing
drainage assets is carried
out at appropriate intervals
by Highways England. The
regime would also be
applied to the maintenance
of
proposed
drainage
assets.
Highways England is
currently involved in
discussions with the Board
as to suitable protective
provisions for inclusion
within the DCO for the
benefit of Board. This is with
a view to obtaining the
agreement from the Board
to the disapplication of the
relevant watercourse

4

5

The Board wishes to be
involved in any discussions
regarding the potential use
of borrow pits as part of a
wider flood management in
the area south of Brampton
Hut services.
This
matter
will
be
addressed
during
the
detailed design stage.
Confirmation
of
maintenance
agreements
on balancing ponds and
outfalls to the Board’s
watercourses.

Consents and legal fees
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Record of
agreement

Meeting 23
October
2014

Meeting 23
October
2014

Meeting 23
October
2014

Meeting 23
October
2014

Ref

Description

Matters Agreed
consents under article 3 of
the draft DCO.
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Record of
agreement

6

Summary
While agreeing to the need to improve the A14 from Cambridge to
Huntingdon, discussions with Alconbury and Ellington Internal Drainage
Board will continue at the detailed design stage to ensure the Board’s area is
not adversely affected by relevant drainage and flood alleviation measures.
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Alconbury & Ellington Independent Drainage Board

Date:
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Annex A – Overview of scheme
The proposed scheme
The scheme comprises:


Widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 5.6 km (3½ miles) from the existing two lane dual carriageway
to a three lane dual carriageway. Between Alconbury and Brampton Hut this
would generally be achieved by widening on the east side of the existing road;
between Brampton and Brampton Hut a new road would be constructed to the
west of the existing A1 which wuld become the new A1. This would enable
the existing carriageway over this length to form part of the new A14
Huntingdon southern bypass. A local access road approximately 2.5 km (1.6
miles) long would link the Ellington junction with Woolley Road.



A new Huntingdon southern bypass of approximately 20 km (12½ miles) in
length, which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington
and the A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton
and Swavesey. The new bypass would cross over the river Great Ouse and
the East Coast mainline railway, and would include junctions with the A1 at
Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester.



Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status,
with ownership transferred to local government) over approximately 21 km (13
miles) between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between Alconbury
and Spittals interchange.



Huntingdon town centre improvements, including the closure and demolition
of the A14 viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway and Brampton Road
in Huntingdon. A new link would be constructed to improve accessibility into
Huntingdon from the south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with
Huntingdon ring road near the bus station and by constructing a new link road
from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. As such, a through
route for light vehicles would be maintained.



Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 7.9 km (5 miles) to provide
three lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill, and four lanes
in each direction between Bar Hill and Girton.



Widening of a 2.5 km (1½ mile) section of the Cambridge northern bypass
between Histon and Milton.



Improving existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton in order to
increase the road’s capacity, ensure compatibility with adjacent proposed
developments such as Northstowe, and provide improved connections for
non-motorised users.



A new local access road following the route of the A14 over a distance of
approximately 8 km (5 miles), including construction of a dual carriageway link
between the existing A14 near Fen Drayton and Swavesey junction and a
single carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a
route for local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing
access to properties and businesses along the corridor.
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Annex A – Overview of Scheme

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to
Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 57-62 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s “Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April 2013
version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it
may also be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has
not been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and Anglian Water Services Ltd (“Anglian
Water”).

1.2.2

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England's motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major "A" roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
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Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.
1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
Anglian Water in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 of this SoCG provides an overview of the proposed scheme.

1.3.3

Section 3 provides an overview of consultation to date between Highways
England and Anglian Water,

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.6

Section 6 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.7

Section 7 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this
SoCG.

1.3.8

Section 8 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.9

Throughout this SoCG:
 Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as agreed by Highways England and Anglian
Water.
 Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as not agreed by Highways England and Anglian
Water.
 Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter
that is still under discussion by Highways England and Anglian Water.
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2

Overview of Previous Engagement Undertaken

2.1

A summary of the key meetings (including meeting notes) and
correspondence that has taken place between Highways England and
Anglian Water is outlined in the table below:

Date

Form of Contact or
Type of
Correspondence

Summary of that Contact and Key
Outcomes and Points of Discussion

27 August
2014

Meeting

Initial meeting regarding SoCG. Anglian Water
(AW) highlighted the need to protect statutory
and negotiated easements; the need for
detailed plans; and the wish to progress under
the Water Industry Act 1991.

25 November
2014

Meeting:

Meeting regarding the proposed amended
design at Swavesey Junction and Cambridge
Extra. The meeting was called to facilitate a
redesigned junction and increased lorry parking
capacity.

Anglian Water
J2A

8 Jan 2015

Cambridge Extra
Services
Meeting:
Richard Lyon (RL1 J2A)

Meeting re proposed utility diversions for
Anglian Water assets.

Nishil Parmar (NP – J2A)
Max Shone (MS - AW)
Sue Bull (SB - AW)
Richard Lyon (RL2 - AW)
Nicki S (NS - AW)
3 March 2015

Email: S Bull to G
Dodgson

Amendments to the SoCG proposed by Anglian
Water

11 March
2015

Telecon: G Dodgson and
S Bull

Confirming redline does not encroach on
Anglian Water land at its Cambridge Water
Recycling Centre

26 March
2015

Email: G Dodgson to S
Bull

Amendments to SoCG taking into account
Anglian Water’s Relevant Representation

2 April 2015

Email: S Bull to G
Dodgson

Minor amends to SoCG

2.1.1

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence that has taken part between Highways England and Anglian
Water to date in relation to the matters recorded in Section 4.

2.1.2

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Topics contained within this SoCG

3.1.1

The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered
within this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of
relevance that have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date
between Highways England and Anglian Water
 Consultation
o Scheme elements (layout)
o Widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury
o A1 and A14 adjacent to Brampton
o De-trunking
o Huntingdon Southern Bypass
o Widening of the existing A14
o Local Access Roads
o Existing Junction Improvements
 Environment
 Noise and Vibration
 Air Quality
 Landscape and Visual (including mitigation proposals)
 Heritage and Conservation
 Land Contamination
 Ecology, biodiversity and nature conservation
 Flooding and Drainage as likely to affect AW assets and operations.
 Construction/Delivery to understand implications for existing assets.
 Management and Maintenance to understand implications for existing
assets
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4

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4.1

Matters agreed

Ref

Description

Matters Agreed

Record of
agreement

1

The need and economic
case for the Scheme

Anglian Water agrees that the Scheme is
necessary to alleviate traffic congestion
and enhance the economy of the region.

Meeting 27
Aug 2014

2

Legacy

Anglian Water supports the scheme’s
ambition to create a positive legacy to
enhance the reputation and
attractiveness of Cambridgeshire

Meeting 27
Aug 2014

3

Improved safety

Meeting 27
Aug 2014

4

Cambridge Water
Recycling Centre 9
(previously referred to as
sewage or wastewater
treatment works)

Anglian Water welcomes the improved
safety and the reduction in driver stress
that the scheme will provide by keeping
the right traffic on the right roads, and
providing safe local access for
pedestrians and NMUs
It is agreed that the planned scheme will
not utilise any area of land at the Milton
works during construction for the storage
of aggregates.

4.2

Telecon 11
March
2015

Matters not agreed

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

Record of
nonagreement

1

Funding pre-construction
investigations

Anglian Water requested budget from
Highways England to undertake preconstruction investigations on their
behalf. Highways England does not
agree with this request.

Emails 2
March
2015 and 3
April 2015
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5

Record of areas still under discussion

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

1

Identification of AW assets

Meeting 27
Aug 2014
and
subsequent
emails

2

Need to agree work
schedules to avoid potential
disruption to services.

3

Agreement re handling
under Section 185 of the
Water Industry Act 1991

Anglian Water has reviewed the
diversions put forward and broadly
agrees with the diversions. Included in
the written representations submitted by
Anglian Water are the up-to-date
schedule of Assets Affected. On-site
inspections are ongoing which may
identify further Assets. In addition there
may be private sewers not on Anglian
Water records which are impacted that
may come into Anglian Water ownership.
Anglian Water expect the protective
provisions included in the DCO will cover
the protection and notification of these
currently unidentified assets.
Anglian Water and Highways England are
keen to avoid potential service disruption.
While discussion is on-going to avoid
disruption, this cannot be finalised until
programme of construction is decided
and a formal Section 185 notice is
submitted.
For example, Anglian Water will need to
continue to provide clean and used
water services, so contingency plans
are required. Sewers serving
Cambourne for example will need to
remain in service. Anglian Water feels
this additional cost should be covered
by Highways England
Anglian Water has requested clarity on
who would undertake work under s185
(from detailed design through to
construction). There are ongoing
discussions about this.

4

Placement of the Anglian
Water pipe at Cambridge
Services. Three options
currently being
considered.
Connection at Uttons
Drove Water Recycling
Centre.

Discussions are on-going to determine
the most effective solution for all parties
during detailed design process.

Meeting 27
Aug 2014
and
subsequent
emails
Meeting 27
Aug 2014
and
subsequent
emails

5

Anglian Water and Highways England are
discussing whether there is a requirement
for compulsory purchase at this location.
This is under investigation, no agreement
has been reached.
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Meeting 27
Aug 2014
and emails 2
March 2015
and 3 April
2015

Meeting 27
Aug 2014
and
subsequent
emails

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

6

There is a lack of detail at
this level of design phase.
It would be too early to
accept the designs based
on this level of detail.

AW has provided C3 costs with the
caveat that this would need re-costing
once further detail is available

Emails 2
March 2015
and 3 April
2015

7

Easements at diverted
assets

Emails 2
March 2015
and 3 April
2015

8

Finalisation of diversions
for Anglian Water assets

9

Protection of Anglian
Water assets

Anglian Water has standard easements
which need to be adhered to for
diverted assets. Discussions on this
matter will continue during detailed
design.
Anglian Water has stated that all 3rd
party detailed design on Anglian Water
assets needs to be approved by
Anglian Water before construction.
Discussions on this matter will continue
during detailed design.
Anglian Water has stated that, when
Anglian Water assets require protection
during construction works, as a
minimum NJUG (National Joint Utilities
Group) guidelines are to be adopted.
Discussions on this matter will continue
during detailed design.
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Emails 2
March 2015
and 3 April
2015

Emails 2
March 2015
and 3 April
2015

6

Summary

6.1.1

While broadly supportive of the need for the A14 improvement scheme, both
Highways England and Anglian Water recognise that there is considerable
discussion required during the detailed design phase.
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Anglian Water Services Ltd

Date:
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Annex A - Overview of scheme
The proposed scheme comprises:
 widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 3½ miles, from the existing two lane dual carriageway to a
three lane dual carriageway. This would be achieved between Brampton
and Brampton Hut by constructing a new road to the west of the existing
A1, with the existing A1 road becoming part of the new A14 Huntingdon
Southern Bypass;
 a new Huntingdon Southern Bypass of approximately 12½ miles in length,
which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington and
the A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton
and Swavesey; this would remove a large proportion of traffic from the
section of the existing A14 between Huntingdon and Swavesey as well as
Brampton Hut and Spittals interchange. The new bypass would include a
raised viaduct section of road running across the river Great Ouse and a
bridge over the East Coast Mainline railway. it would include junctions
with the A1 at Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester;
 downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road
status) over approximately 12 miles between Brampton Hut and
Swavesey, as well as between Alconbury and Spittals interchange;
 Huntingdon Town Centre improvements, to include the demolition of the
A14 viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway and Brampton Road in
Huntingdon. A new link would improve accessibility into Huntingdon: from
the south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with Huntingdon
Ring Road near the bus station, with Brampton road adjacent to the
railway station and from the north and west by constructing a new link
road from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. A through
route for light vehicles would be maintained;
 widening of the existing A14 over approximately 5½ miles to provide three
lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill and to four lanes
in each direction between Bar Hill and Girton;
 widening of a 1½ mile section of the Cambridge Northern Bypass between
Histon and Milton;
 improvement of existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton;
to improve the capacity of the road, ensures compatibility with adjacent
proposed developments such as Northstowe, and connections for nonmotorised users; and
 a new local access road, approximately five miles in length, to be
constructed as a dual carriageway between Fen Drayton and Swavesey
and as a single carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road
would provide a route for local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon
as well as providing access to properties and businesses along the
corridor.
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AECOM
10th Floor, Sunley House
4 Bedford Park
Croydon
CR0 2AP
F.A.O. Nishil Parmar

Our Ref.
Your Ref.
Telephone:
Facsimile:
Date:

W3/A14 IMP/TCG/15
0121 498 8075
01733 343708
15 May, 2015

Dear Sir,
Agreement to the Huntingdon to Cambridge Improvement Scheme
We write further to your calls and emails received dated 21.07.14, 01.09.14, 01.10.14, 12.12.14, 05.01.15,
03.02.15 where you requested a C3 estimate that we provided on 05.02.15 and 20.03.15. We also refer to your
emails sent to us dated 25.11.14 where you provided information regarding A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Scheme Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) update.
We have reviewed the information received and that provided with the Development Consent Order application
submitted on 31st December 2014.
Based on the information made available to date, we can confirm that BT & Openreach has no objection or points
to discuss in relation to the proposed development. The diversions required in relation to our plant have been
discussed and agreed in its current form and there are no objections to the scheme. We do not therefore consider a
Statement of Common Ground is necessary or needed in this particular instance and instead provide this letter for
your records in its place.

Yours Faithfully,

Trevor Garrod
Repayments Project Engineer

BT Repayment Project Office,
Post Point W3,
Telephone House,
Wentworth Street,
PETERBOROUGH.
PE1 1BA

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme

Statement of Common Ground
between
Highways England
and
Cambridge Water plc

Date: June 26 2015
Reference:

Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363

Version: Deadline 3 examination
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Annex A – Overview of scheme

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to
Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended..

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 57-62 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s “Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April 2013
version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it
may also be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has
not been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and Cambridge Water plc (“Cambridge Water”).

1.2.2

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England's motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major "A" roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
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Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.
1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
Cambridge Water in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 provides an overview of engagement to date between Highways
England and Cambridge Water.

1.3.3

Section 3 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG.

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.6

Section 6 of this SoCG provides a summary of the current position of the
SoCG.

1.3.7

Section 7 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.8

Annex A includes an overview of the proposed scheme

1.3.9

Annex B includes copies of the documents which are mentioned as evidence
in this SoCG.

1.3.10

Throughout this SoCG:

 Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has been
specifically stated as agreed by Highways England and Cambridge Water.
 Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as not agreed by Highways England and Cambridge
Water.
 Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter that
is still under discussion by Highways England and Cambridge Water.
 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 4 and 5 of
this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to Cambridge Water, and
therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties.
As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they
are either not of material interest or relevance to Cambridge Water.
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2

Overview of Previous Engagement Undertaken

2.1

A summary of the key meetings (including meeting notes) and
correspondence that has taken place between Highways England and
Cambridge Water is outlined in the table below:

Date

Form of Contact or
Type of
Correspondence

Summary of that Contact and Key
Outcomes and Points of Discussion

18/09/2014

Meeting

Consideration of issues affecting design
costings, design and statement of common
ground.

05/02/2015

Meeting

Discussion on SoCG – version 1

23/2/2015

Email

Approving this version

2.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Cambridge Water in
relation to the matters recorded in Sections 4 and 5.

2.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Topics contained within this SoCG

3.1

The list below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered
within this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of
relevance that have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date
between Highways England and Cambridge Water:


Scheme objectives to deliver local growth and improve journey times



Improved safety for drivers, pedestrians and NMUs



Adequate access to Cambridge Water assets



Adequate archaeological surveys are conducted



Avoidance of tree planting close to Cambridge Water assets



Powers related to discovered abandoned pipes



Allowing adequate access to pipes in bridges to allow resilience of
supply



Work schedules to avoid disruption of water supply during peak demand
periods



Land adjoining Cambridge Services
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4

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4.1

Matters agreed

Ref

Description

Matters Agreed

Record of
agreement

1

Access

Cambridge Water will have
adequate access to enable
access and repair of its assets
along the proposed scheme.

Meeting 5
February
2015

2

Archaeology

Meeting 5
February
2015

3

Environmental plans

4

Abandoned pipes

Cambridge Water agrees to
work on the scheme on the
basis that Highways England
has undertaken adequate
archaeological surveys.
Cambridge Water accepts the
scheme proposals provided
detailed design ensures that tree
planting is avoided within 6-10
metres (10m for pipes with a
diameter in excess of 250mm) of
any Cambridge Water assets
It is agreed that Cambridge
Water retains powers, but not
liability, on any abandoned pipes
discovered during the process of
scheme construction. This
provides Cambridge Water with
the opportunity to reinstate
abandoned pipes in the event of
an operational requirement

5

Swavesey interchange

4.2

Matters not agreed

Meeting 5
February
2015

Meeting 5
February
2015

Ref

Description

Matters Not Agreed

Record of
non
agreement

1

Construction/ maintenance

Cambridge Water would prefer to
run pipes under bridge decks. If
this is not possible, CW requires
agreement that twin pipes will be
laid beneath the carriageway for
resilience of supply and avoidance
of highway closure to effect
repairs.

Meeting 5
February
2015
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Ref

Description

Matters Not Agreed

Construction

A number of supply mains are
affected by the proposed works.
As a minimum Cambridge Water
will need to ensure that the
current infrastructure is replicated.
A certain amount of rationalisation
may be possible; however, this is
currently unknown
Cambridge Water is concerned
about the potential impacts on its
business and customers of
unforeseen
costs
which
Cambridge Water may have to
incur in relation to the work.
Cambridge Water should not be
responsible for all of the costs
(together with any professional
costs and charges) incurred or
that may be suffered by
Cambridge
Water
as
a
consequence of the works.
Cambridge Waters' customers
should not be placed at a
detriment because of the works.

2

Customers

3
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Record of
non
agreement

Relevant
Representa
tion
No.
629

Relevant
Representa
tion
No.
629

5

Record of areas still under discussion

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

1

Work schedules

Meeting 5
February
2015/
Telcon 11
June 2015

2

Land adjoining Cambridge Services

Cambridge Water will cooperate
with work schedules to the best of
its ability. However, it states that
no strategic connections works
will be carried out between May
and September to avoid
disruption of consumer and
wholesale supply during peak
demand periods for key
transmission pipes.
This matter will be addressed at
the detailed C4 stage of design.
Clarity on plans for this junction is
still to be agreed. Cambridge
Water has complex valve gear
adjoining Swavesey junction and
will need to ensure adequate
access is provided.
This matter will be addressed at
the detailed C4 stage of design.
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Meeting 5
February
2015/
Telcon 11
June 2015

6

Summary

6.1

Cambridge Water has engaged fully with the initial design phase. The
company broadly supports the scheme and its objectives. However, full
resolution of a number of matters will not be achieved until the detailed
design stage.
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Cambridge Water

Date:
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Annex A – Overview of scheme
 The scheme comprises:
 Widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 5.6 km (3½ miles) from the existing two lane dual carriageway
to a three lane dual carriageway. Between Alconbury and Brampton Hut this
would generally be achieved by widening on the east side of the existing
road; between Brampton and Brampton Hut a new road would be
constructed to the west of the existing A1 which wuld become the new A1.
This would enable the existing carriageway over this length to form part of
the new A14 Huntingdon southern bypass.
A local access road
approximately 2.5 km (1.6 miles) long would link the Ellington junction with
Woolley Road.
 A new Huntingdon southern bypass of approximately 20 km (12½ miles) in
length, which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington
and the A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between
Brampton and Swavesey. The new bypass would cross over the river Great
Ouse and the East Coast mainline railway, and would include junctions with
the A1 at Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester.
 Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status,
with ownership transferred to local government) over approximately 21 km
(13 miles) between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between
Alconbury and Spittals interchange.
 Huntingdon town centre improvements, including the closure and demolition
of the A14 viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway and Brampton Road
in Huntingdon. A new link would be constructed to improve accessibility into
Huntingdon from the south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with
Huntingdon ring road near the bus stationand by constructing a new link
road from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. As such, a
through route for light vehicles would be maintained.
 Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 7.9 km (5 miles) to provide
three lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill, and four lanes
in each direction between Bar Hill and Girton.
 Widening of a 2.5 km (1½ mile) section of the Cambridge northern bypass
between Histon and Milton.
 Improving existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton in order to
increase the road’s capacity, ensure compatibility with adjacent proposed
developments such as Northstowe, and provide improved connections for
non-motorised users.
 A new local access road following the route of the A14 over a distance of
approximately 8 km (5 miles), including construction of a dual carriageway
link between the existing A14 near Fen Drayton and Swavesey junction and
a single carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide
a route for local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as
providing access to properties and businesses along the corridor.

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme

Statement of Common Ground
between
Highways England
and
Cambridgeshire Constabulary
Cambridgeshire Fire & Rescue
Service
East of England Ambulance Service
Date:
Reference:
Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363

26 June 2015
Version: Deadline 3 examination
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Annex A – Overview of the scheme

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to
Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This Statement of Common Ground (‘SoCG’) has been prepared in respect of
the Scheme. Guidance about the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is
given in paragraphs 57-62 of the Department for Communities and Local
Government’s “Planning Act 2008: examination of applications for
development consent” (26th April 2013 version). Paragraph 57, copied below,
confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by the
applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which they
agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it may also
be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has not been
reached. The statement should include references to show where those
matters are dealt with in the written representations or other documentary
evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and Cambridgeshire Fire & Rescue Service (Fire),
Cambridgeshire Constabulary (Police) and East of England Ambulance
Service (hereafter “Emergency Services” unless specified separately as
“Fire”, “Police” or “Ambulance” respectively).

1.2.2

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
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network is made up of England's motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major "A" roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.
1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to the
Emergency Services in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 provides an overview of consultation to date between Highways
England and the Emergency Services,

1.3.3

Section 3 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas that
have not been agreed.

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.6

Section 6 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this
SoCG.

1.3.7

Section 7 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.8

Throughout this SoCG:



Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has been
specifically stated as agreed by Highways England and the Emergency
Services.



Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as not agreed by Highways England and the
Emergency Services.



Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter that is
still under discussion by Highways England and the Emergency Services



It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 4 and 5 of
this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to the emergency services,
and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the
parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that
they are either not or material interest or relevance to the emergency services
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2

Overview of Previous Engagement Undertaken

2.1.1

A summary of the key meetings (including meeting notes) and
correspondence that has taken place between Highways England and the
Emergency Services is outlined in the table below:

Date

Form of Contact or
Type of
Correspondence

Summary of that Contact and Key
Outcomes and Points of Discussion

20 June 2014 and
8 July 2014

Meeting

A14 Traffic management, closures, speed
mitigation and PCF products.

18 September
2014

Meeting

Outline of Scheme including provision of design
features relevant to emergency services,
including emergency access points, emergency
laybys, proposed speed limits,

9 October 2014

Delivery

TROs delivered on CD to D Crosby (Police)

23 October

Meeting

Review initial SoCG draft with Cambridgeshire
Police TMO

D Crosby and G
Dodgson
29 October 2014

Email

Providing design and dimensions of proposed
emergency layby

G Dodgson to D
Crosby (Police); G
Wise (Ambulance)
and S Smith (Fire)
29 October 2014

Email
S Smith (Cambs Fire
& Rescue) to G
Dodgson

27 November 2014

Meeting
D Crosby and G
Dodgson

24 February 2015

Meeting

Confirming proposed dimensions of emergency
layby design are acceptable.

Provision of proposed TROs via electronic
media.
Update on SoCG progress

D Crosby and G
Dodgson
24 February 2015

Email exchange (D
Crosby and G
Dodgson)

Provision of update on TRO amends in final
DCO

27 March 2015

Email exchange (D
Crosby and G
Dodgson)

Further discussion regarding speed limits and
potential enforcement at Girton interchange
westbound

27 March 2015

Email

Providing latest (V4) SoCG

G Dodgson to I
Smith & B Parcell
17 April 2015

Meeting G Young,

Overview of scheme and focus on provision for
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Ambulance Service
and G Dodgson

emergency access/ laybys.

2.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and the Emergency Services in
relation to the matters recorded in Section 4.

2.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Topics contained within this SoCG

3.1.1

The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered within
this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of relevance that
have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date between
Highways England and the Emergency Services.



The need for the scheme and scheme objectives



Prohibition orders



Traffic regulation orders



Laybys



Emergency services access and security of access



Non-motorised user provision



Road design safety considerations at Girton interchange



Diversion routes



Weighbridge provision



Security of Police HQ in Huntingdon related to the new Views Common Link
road
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4

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4.1

Matters agreed

Ref

Description

Matters Agreed

Record of
agreement

1

The need for the scheme

It is agreed that the A14 in
Cambridgeshire is in need of
improvement.

2

Scheme objectives

It is that the proposed scheme meets
the scheme objectives

3

Prohibition order

It is agreed that non-motorised users
should be prohibited from using the A14
between Girton and New Ellington
junctions.

Meetings
20 June
2014 and 8
July 2014
Meetings
20 June
2014 and 8
July 2014
Meetings
20 June
2014 and 8
July 2014

4

Traffic regulation orders
(TROs)

Support is given for the proposed TROs
covering weight restrictions, speed
limits and height restrictions.

5

Lodge Farm emergency
access

It is agreed that this solution is
acceptable, but in a perfect world could
be shortened.

6

Laybys

It is agreed, with the exception of
emergency laybys, that there will be no
laybys along the improved route.

Meeting
24
February
2015
Meetings
20 June
2014 and 8
July 2014
Meeting
29 October
2014

7

Emergency access security

It is agreed that preference will be for
emergency access slips and routes to
be gated, but not locked.

Meeting
29 October
2014

8

Non-motorised user provision

It is agreed that the design making
separate provision for NMUs is
supported.

9

TROs

Cambridgeshire Police TRO has
reviewed all TROs supplied on 23
October 2014. The proposed TROs
were agreed with Constabulary in
January

Meetings
20 June
2014 and 8
July 2014
Meeting
23 October
Email of 24
Feb 15
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4.2

Matters not agreed

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

Record of non
agreement

1

Weighbridge provision

Cambridgeshire Constabulary would
like consideration to be given to
installing a weighbridge in the disused
section of the A14 westbound from
Girton Junction.
Highways England does not believe
that this is something which can be
delivered within the A14 scheme, it
would need to be discussed and
agreed with the Highways Authority
(Cambridgeshire County Council)

Meeting 20 June
2014
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5

Record of areas still under discussion

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

2

Girton junction: A14
westbound

Email 31
March 2015

3

New Ellington roundabout

4

Emergency laybys

Cambridgeshire Constabulary are most
likely to support the proposed
mandatory 50mph speed limit at the
Girton Junction westbound, provided
the enforcement of the restriction using
speed cameras at detailed design is
incorporated.
Discussion continues on whether a
50mph speed limit should be advisory
or mandatory. If RSA decide it should
be mandatory, then support will be
given for camera enforcement.
The Emergency Services would like the
addition of west facing emergency slips
at the new Ellington roundabout.
Discussions continue.
HE have reviewed and these require
more discussion at detailed design
stage
Emergency services require further
details around dimensions

5

Diversion routes

Traffic management plans in the event
of road closure to be shared with
emergency services.

Meeting
8 July 2014

The Highways England resilience group
is working on this issue and results will
be provided to Emergency Services
when available.
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Meeting of
17 April 2015

Meeting of
17 April 2015

6

Summary
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Cambridgeshire Constabulary

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Cambridgeshire Fire & Rescue Service

Date:
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Name:

Signature:

Position:
East of England NHS Ambulance Trust
On behalf of:
Date:
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Annex A – Overview of scheme
The proposed scheme
The scheme comprises:


Widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 5.6 km (3½ miles) from the existing two lane dual carriageway
to a three lane dual carriageway. Between Alconbury and Brampton Hut this
would generally be achieved by widening on the east side of the existing road;
between Brampton and Brampton Hut a new road would be constructed to the
west of the existing A1 which would become the new A1. This would enable
the existing carriageway over this length to form part of the new A14
Huntingdon southern bypass. A local access road approximately 2.5 km (1.6
miles) long would link the Ellington junction with Woolley Road.



A new Huntingdon southern bypass of approximately 20 km (12½ miles) in
length, which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington
and the A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton
and Swavesey. The new bypass would cross over the river Great Ouse and
the East Coast mainline railway, and would include junctions with the A1 at
Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester.



Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status,
with ownership transferred to local government) over approximately 21 km (13
miles) between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between Alconbury
and Spittals interchange.



Huntingdon town centre improvements, including the closure and demolition
of the A14 viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway and Brampton Road
in Huntingdon. A new link would be constructed to improve accessibility into
Huntingdon from the south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with
Huntingdon ring road near the bus station and by constructing a new link road
from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. As such, a through
route for light vehicles would be maintained.



Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 7.9 km (5 miles) to provide
three lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill, and four lanes
in each direction between Bar Hill and Girton.



Widening of a 2.5 km (1½ mile) section of the Cambridge northern bypass
between Histon and Milton.



Improving existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton in order to
increase the road’s capacity, ensure compatibility with adjacent proposed
developments such as Northstowe, and provide improved connections for
non-motorised users.



A new local access road following the route of the A14 over a distance of
approximately 8 km (5 miles), including construction of a dual carriageway link
between the existing A14 near Fen Drayton and Swavesey junction and a
single carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a
route for local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing
access to properties and businesses along the corridor.

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme

Statement of Common Ground
between
Highways England
and
Gas Transport Company

Date: 26 June 2015
Reference: A14 SOCG GTC 1

Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ
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Appendix A – Overview of the scheme

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to
Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended..

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 57-62 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s “Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April 2013
version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it
may also be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has
not been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and Gas Transport Company (“GTC”). GTC’s
utilities asset is affected by this scheme.

1.2.2

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England's motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major "A" roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
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Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.
1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
Gas Transport Company in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 provides an overview of engagement to date between Highways
England and GTC. Copies of relevant letters and meeting minutes are
provided in Appendix B.

1.3.3

Section 3 provides a list of the topics considered in this SoCG.

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.6

Section 6 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this
SoCG.

1.3.7

Section 7 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.8

Appendix A of this SoCG provides an overview of the proposed scheme.

1.3.9

Appendix B of this SoCG provides a copy of key correspondence referenced
in Section 2.

1.3.10

Throughout this SoCG:


Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as agreed by Highways England and Gas
Transport Company.



Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as not agreed by Highways England and Gas
Transport Company.



Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter
that is still under discussion by Highways England and Gas Transport
Company.



It is agreed than any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 4 and
5 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to GTC and
therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the
parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent
that they are either not of material interest or relevance to GTC.
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2

Overview of Previous Engagement Undertaken

2.1

A summary of the key meetings and correspondence that has taken place
between Highways England and Gas Transport Company is outlined in the
table below:

Date

Form of Contact or Summary of that Contact and
Type
of Outcomes and Points of Discussion
Correspondence

Key

17 February
2014

Letter sent via email

C2 Enquiry.

24 February
2014

Letter sent via email

C2 Enquiry and J2A response.

01 October 2014

E-mail
correspondence

C3 estimate request and introduction to the
SoCG process.

02 October 2014

E-mail
correspondence

Utilities drawings provided to Gas Transport
Company (GTC).

09 October 2014

E-mail
correspondence

SoCG clarification.

27 October 2014

E-mail
correspondence

Received draft SoCG from GTC and their
network drawings for C3 estimate. One issue,
the location of the pipe to be determined by trial
pits which was agreed.

16 November
2014

E-mail
correspondence

C3 Estimate received.

16 December
2014

E-mail
correspondence

C3 Estimate query.

2.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Gas Transport Company in
relation to the matters recorded in Section 4.

2.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Topics contained within this SoCG

3.1

The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered
within this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of
relevance that have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date
between Highways England and Gas Transport Company (GTC).


Proposed utility diversions



Construction and maintenance
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4

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4.1

Matters Agreed

Ref

Description
Construction/
Maintenance

Possible need for protection and /or
lowering over the 180mmPE MP main,
close to B1040 Potton Road Bridge.
To be determined by trial holes to
confirm the depths of main.

Gas Transport Company
proposed diversion at the
C3 stage.

Agreement in principle at this C3 stage
for the proposed diversion location.

Construction/
Maintenance

The Gas Transport Company
proposed diversion to be routed
around the bridge instead of buried
within the bridge deck at B1040 Potton
Road Bridge.

1

2

3

4.2

Ref

Matters Agreed

Record of
agreement
Email attachment
received from
GTC (Tom
Duncan)
27/10/2014
Email attachment
received from
GTC (Tom
Duncan)
16/11/2014
Email attachment
received from
GTC (Tom
Duncan)
30/12/2014

Matters Not Agreed

Description

Matters Not Agreed

1
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Record of nonagreement

Record of areas still under discussion

5
Ref

Description

Matters still under discussion

1
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Record of
discussion

6

Summary
For Gas Transport Company (GTC) there is one proposed diversion which
has been agreed at this C3 stage. There are no matters which have not
been agreed or areas still under discussion however the matters agreed
relate to the one proposed diversion at B1040 Potton Road Bridge where
the GTC cable is to be diverted. GTC have agreed that trial pits are
required to determine the depths of the main and whether protection and/or
lowering is required. GTC have also agreed that the 180mmPE main pipe
will be routed to avoid being placed on the bridge deck.
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Gas transport Company

Date:
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Annex A – Overview of scheme
The proposed scheme
The proposed scheme comprises:


widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 3½ miles, from the existing two lane dual carriageway to a
three lane dual carriageway. This would be achieved between Brampton and
Brampton Hut by constructing a new road to the west of the existing A1, with
the existing A1 road becoming part of the new A14 Huntingdon Southern
Bypass;



a new Huntingdon Southern Bypass of approximately 12½ miles in length,
which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington and the
A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton and
Swavesey; this would remove a large proportion of traffic from the section of
the existing A14 between Huntingdon and Swavesey as well as Brampton Hut
and Spittals interchange. The new bypass would include a raised viaduct
section of road running across the river Great Ouse and a bridge over the
East Coast Mainline railway. it would include junctions with the A1 at
Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester;



downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status)
over approximately 12 miles between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well
as between Alconbury and Spittals interchange;



Huntingdon Town Centre improvements, to include the demolition of the A14
viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway and Brampton Road in
Huntingdon. A new link would improve accessibility into Huntingdon: from the
south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with Huntingdon Ring Road
near the bus station, with Brampton road adjacent to the railway station and
from the north and west by constructing a new link road from Brampton Road
to connect with the A14 to the west. A through route for light vehicles would
be maintained;



widening of the existing A14 over approximately 5½ miles to provide three
lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill and to four lanes in
each direction between Bar Hill and Girton;



widening of a 1½ mile section of the Cambridge Northern Bypass between
Histon and Milton;



improvement of existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton; to
improve the capacity of the road, ensures compatibility with adjacent
proposed developments such as Northstowe, and connections for nonmotorised users; and



a new local access road, approximately five miles in length, to be constructed
as a dual carriageway between Fen Drayton and Swavesey and as a single
carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a route
for local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing
access to properties and businesses along the corridor.
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8

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to
Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 57-62 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s “Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April 2013
version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it
may also be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has
not been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and The Old West Internal Drainage Board (“The
Board”).

1.2.2

The district of the Old West Internal Drainage Board is located to the north
west of the City of Cambridge. The District forms part of the South Level
fens with the Old West River forming the northern boundary and the
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Waterbeach Level District the eastern boundary. To the south and west, the
District boundary is formed by the higher lands surrounding Cambridge.
1.2.3

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England’s motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major “A” roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed,
Highways England will be responsible for operating, maintaining the
improved A14.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
The Board in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 provides an overview of engagement to date between Highways
England and The Board.

1.3.3

Section 3 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG.

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.6

Section 6 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this
SoCG.

1.3.7

Section 7 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.8

Throughout this SoCG:


Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as agreed by Highways England and The Board.



Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as not agreed by Highways England and The
Board.



Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter
that is still under discussion by Highways England and The Board.



It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 4 and 5
of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to The Board, and
therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the
parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent
that they are either not or material interest or relevance to The Board.

Page 3 of 8

2

Overview of Previous Engagement Undertaken

2.1.1

A summary of the key meetings (including meeting notes) and
correspondence that has taken place between Highways England and The
Board is outlined in the table below:

Date

Form of Contact or Summary of that Contact and
Type
of Outcomes and Points of Discussion
Correspondence

6 August 2014

Meeting

Scheme proposals explained and potential
issues that may affect the Board discussed.

13 January 2015

Email

Submitting SoCG to Old West Board for
comment following telephone discussion.

19 January 2015

Email

Confirming Old West Board agreement to
SoCG

Key

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and The Board in relation to
the matters recorded in Section 4.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

3

Topics contained within this SoCG

3.1.1

The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered
within this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of
relevance that have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date
between Highways England and The Board.


The principles behind and the need for the scheme



The scheme objective



Flooding and drainage
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4

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4.1

Matters agreed
Description

Ref

Matters agreed

A14OWID
B-A001

Agree to the principle of the
project

The Board would like to highlight
the importance of addressing
improvements to the A14 as soon
as possible

A14OWID
B-A002

Scheme objectives

Improvements to the A14 are
necessary in order to deliver the
local growth agenda, and improve
journey times and road safety for
the travelling public. The A14
between Cambridge and
Huntingdon is a vital route of
international, national, regional,
and local importance, and needs
to be improved urgently.

A14OWID
B-A003

4.2

Flooding

The Board supports the scheme
provided flow rates into its area do
not exceed 1litre/sec/hectare.

Matters not agreed

There are no matters that are ‘not agreed’
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Record of
agreement
Meeting 6
August
2014

Meeting 6
August
2014

Meeting 6
August
2014

5

Record of areas still under discussion
Description

Ref

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion
Email
24
June 2015

1

Consents

Highways England is currently
involved in discussions with the Old
West Internal Drainage Board as
to suitable protective provisions for
inclusion within the DCO for the
benefit of the Board. This is with a
view to obtaining the agreement
from the Board to the disapplication
of the relevant watercourse
consents under article 3 of the draft
DCO.

2

Detailed design

The Board wishes to discuss any
matters that may be relevant to its
district as detailed design for the
scheme progresses

6

Email
24
June 2015

Summary
The Old West Internal Drainage Board supports the A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon improvement scheme provided drainage specifications are met.
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position
On behalf of:

The Old West Internal Drainage Board

Date:
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Annex A – Overview of scheme
The scheme comprises:


Widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 5.6 km (3½ miles) from the existing two lane dual carriageway
to a three lane dual carriageway. Between Alconbury and Brampton Hut this
would generally be achieved by widening on the east side of the existing road;
between Brampton and Brampton Hut a new road would be constructed to the
west of the existing A1 which would become the new A1. This would enable
the existing carriageway over this length to form part of the new A14
Huntingdon southern bypass. A local access road approximately 2.5 km (1.6
miles) long would link the Ellington junction with Woolley Road.



A new Huntingdon southern bypass of approximately 20 km (12½ miles) in
length, which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington
and the A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton
and Swavesey. The new bypass would cross over the river Great Ouse and
the East Coast mainline railway, and would include junctions with the A1 at
Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester.



Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status,
with ownership transferred to local government) over approximately 21 km (13
miles) between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between Alconbury
and Spittals interchange.



Huntingdon town centre improvements, including the closure and demolition
of the A14 viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway and Brampton Road
in Huntingdon. A new link would be constructed to improve accessibility into
Huntingdon from the south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with
Huntingdon ring road near the bus station and by constructing a new link road
from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. As such, a through
route for light vehicles would be maintained.



Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 7.9 km (5 miles) to provide
three lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill, and four lanes
in each direction between Bar Hill and Girton.



Widening of a 2.5 km (1½ mile) section of the Cambridge northern bypass
between Histon and Milton.



Improving existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton in order to
increase the road’s capacity, ensure compatibility with adjacent proposed
developments such as Northstowe, and provide improved connections for
non-motorised users.



A new local access road following the route of the A14 over a distance of
approximately 8 km (5 miles), including construction of a dual carriageway link
between the existing A14 near Fen Drayton and Swavesey junction and a
single carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a
route for local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing
access to properties and businesses along the corridor.
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Annex A – Overview of the Scheme
Annex B – Relevant documents

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to
Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 57-62 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s “Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April 2013
version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it
may also be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has
not been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and Scottish and Southern Energy (“SSE”).

1.2.2

This scheme affects the Utilities assets of SSE and the solution is to divert
the cables where discussed. The affected SSE cable lies within another
Statutory Undertaker’s duct, Virgin Media (VM). SSE and VM have agreed
that the works are to be undertaken by VM and supervised by SSE.
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1.2.3

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England's motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major "A" roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
Scottish and Southern Energy in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 provides an overview of engagement to date between Highways
England and Scottish and Southern Energy.

1.3.3

Section 3 provides an outline of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG.

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.6

Section 6 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this
SoCG.

1.3.7

Section 7 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.8

Throughout this SoCG:



It is agreed than any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 4 and 5 of
this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to the Environment Agency
and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the
parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that
they are either not of material interest or relevance to the Environment
Agency.
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2
2.1.1

Overview of previous engagement undertaken
A summary of the key meetings, correspondence and discussions that has
taken place between Highways England and Scottish and Southern Energy
(SSE) is outlined in the table below. Other Statutory Undertaker
correspondence has also been noted which includes SSE.

Date

Form of Contact or Summary of that Contact and
Type
of Outcomes and Points of Discussion
Correspondence

17 February
2014

Letter sent via email

C2 Enquiry sent.

24 February
2014
02 April 2014

Letter sent via email

C2 Enquiry sent.

E-mail correspondence

C2 Enquiry reminder sent.

E-mail correspondence

SSE sent a request for re-submittal of C2
enquiry.

E-mail correspondence

SSE highlighted apparatus within the scheme
extent.

Letter sent via email

C3 Estimate request.

E-mail correspondence

SSE replied stating that they have no apparatus
within the scheme extent.

E-mail correspondence

J2A responded with the location where SSE
apparatus is known within the scheme extent.

Letter - received from
SSE (Russell Steel)

C3 Estimate received and location of apparatus
within the scheme extent highlighted.

E-mail correspondence
- received from SSE
(Neil Draper)

Diversion and maintenance of SSE cable.

E-mail correspondence
- received from VM
(Colin Haggis)

Virgin Media confirmed that they will undertake
the civils works and SSE to supervise the
diversion of their cable.

03 April 2014
04 April 2014
04 April 2014
07 April 2014
07 April 2014
16 April 2014
02 November
2014

14 November
2014

Key

2.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Scottish and Southern
Energy in relation to the matters recorded in Section 4.

2.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3
3.1

Topics contained within this SoCG
The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered
within this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of
relevance that have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date
between Highways England and Scottish and Southern Energy.


Proposed utility diversions
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Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4
4.1
Ref

Matters Agreed
Description

Matters Agreed

Scottish and Southern
Energy proposed
diversion at the C3 stage.

Agreement in principle at this
C3 stage for the proposed
diversion of the SSE cable
within the Virgin Media duct.

1

4.2
4.2.1

Ref

Record of agreement
1. Letter - received from
SSE (Russell Steel)
16/04/2014
2. Email - received from
SSE (Neil Draper)
02/10/2014
3. Email - received from
VM (Colin Haggis)
14/10/2014

Matters Not Agreed
There are no matters not agreed

Description

Matters Not Agreed

1
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Record of nonagreement

Record of areas still under discussion

5
Ref

Description

Matters still under discussion

1
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Record of
discussion

6

Summary
For Scottish and Southern Energy there is one proposed diversion which has
been agreed at this C3 stage. There are no matters which have not been
agreed or areas still under discussion however the matter agreed relates to
the one proposed diversion at Milton Junction where the SSE cable is within a
Virgin Media (VM) duct. VM and SSE have agreed that VM will undertake the
diversion works and SSE will supervise the works to their cable.
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Scottish and Southern Energy

Date:
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Annex A – Overview of scheme
The scheme comprises:


widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 5.6 km (3½ miles) from the existing two lane dual carriageway to
a three lane dual carriageway. Between Alconbury and Brampton Hut this would
generally be achieved by widening on the east side of the existing road; between
Brampton and Brampton Hut a new road would be constructed to the west of the
existing A1 which wuld become the new A1. This would enable the existing
carriageway over this length to form part of the new A14 Huntingdon southern
bypass. A local access road approximately 2.5 km (1.6 miles) long would link
the Ellington junction with Woolley Road.



A new Huntingdon southern bypass of approximately 20 km (12½ miles) in
length, which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington and
the A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton and
Swavesey. The new bypass would cross over the river Great Ouse and the East
Coast mainline railway, and would include junctions with the A1 at Brampton and
with the A1198 at Godmanchester.



Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status, with
ownership transferred to local government) over approximately 21 km (13 miles)
between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between Alconbury and
Spittals interchange.



Huntingdon town centre improvements, including the closure and demolition of
the A14 viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway and Brampton Road in
Huntingdon. A new link would be constructed to improve accessibility into
Huntingdon from the south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with
Huntingdon ring road near the bus stationand by constructing a new link road
from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. As such, a through
route for light vehicles would be maintained.



Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 7.9 km (5 miles) to provide
three lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill, and four lanes in
each direction between Bar Hill and Girton.



Widening of a 2.5 km (1½ mile) section of the Cambridge northern bypass
between Histon and Milton.



Improving existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton in order to
increase the road’s capacity, ensure compatibility with adjacent proposed
developments such as Northstowe, and provide improved connections for nonmotorised users.



A new local access road following the route of the A14 over a distance of
approximately 8 km (5 miles), including construction of a dual carriageway link
between the existing A14 near Fen Drayton and Swavesey junction and a single
carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a route for
local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing access to
properties and businesses along the corridor.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by the
Highways Agency for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to
Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 57-62 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s “Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April 2013
version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it
may also be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has
not been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and Swavesey Internal Drainage Board (“The
Board”).

1.2.2

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England's motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major "A" roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
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Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.
1.2.3

1.3

The Board is a statutory internal drainage board within the provisions of and
operating under the Land Drainage Act 1991 and exercises jurisdiction within
its District in and adjoining the village of Swavesey, exercising powers
conferred by that Act. By design, the Board’s area only enjoys a level of
protection from the main river of 10% (1:10) return period.
Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
The Board in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 provides an overview of consultation to date between Highways
England and The Board,

1.3.3

Section 3 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.6

Section 6 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this
SoCG.

1.3.7

Section 7 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.8

Throughout this SoCG:
 Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as agreed by Highways England and The Board.
 Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as not agreed by Highways England and The
Board.
 Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter
that is still under discussion by Highways England and The Board.
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2

Overview of Previous Engagement Undertaken

2.1

A summary of the key meetings (including meeting notes) and
correspondence that has taken place between Highways England and The
Board is outlined in the table below:

Date

Form of Contact or
Type of
Correspondence

Summary of that Contact and Key
Outcomes and Points of Discussion

4 September
2014

Meeting

Overview of the scheme presented and
issues of concern to The Board identified

3 December
2014

Meeting
M Symonds, G
Dodgson, I Smith

Issues of concern regarding drain flows,
balancing pond operation and maintenance
discussed.

9 February 2015

Email

SoCG amended after meeting of The Board

27 April 2015

Email

Email from I Smith confirming draft SoCG
(v1c) agreed by The Board, and action
needed with regard to Relevant
Representation submitted to PINS

05 June 2015

Letter

I Smith wrote to PINS outlining Swavesey
IDB’s written representations and
comments on the scheme.

2.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and The Board in relation to
the matters recorded in Sections 4 and 5.

2.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3
3.1

Topics contained within this SoCG
The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered
within this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of
relevance that have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date
between Highways England and The Board.


Support for the scheme


Highways and surface water drainage, particularly in the area from Fen
Drayton to Bar HIll


Maintenance of culverts and balancing ponds



Flood risk assessments



Balancing ponds



Culvert modification
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4

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4.1

Matters agreed

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

Record of
agreement

1

Scheme support

The Board accepts the scheme so long as the
works provide drainage flows from the main
highway and local access roads that is
equivalent to (at least) current greenfield rates.

Meeting
4-9-2014,
Letter 0506-2015

2

Highway drainage

The Board accepts the scheme on the basis
that the works ensure the flood risk is (as far as
possible) lower or no worse than if the roads
had not been built.

Meeting
4-9-2014,
Letter 0506-2015

Matters not agreed

Record of
nonagreement

4.2
Ref

Matters not agreed
Description

There are no matters not agreed.
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5

Record of areas still under discussion

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

1

Highway Drainage

Meeting
4-9-2014,
Letter 05-062015

2

Maintenance

The board is concerned that the design of the
drainage scheme should allow for maximum
storage for when the Webbs Hole Sluice is
shut (e.g. at times of high river levels), by
emptying the balancing areas when free flow
is possible. This will prevent water attenuation
when the water would otherwise have been
free to discharge, which would have increased
flood risk. This will be address further during
detailed design.
The Board require assurance that the
maintenance schedule for the attenuation,
balancing pond and other facilities is at an
adequate level and frequency, and is stated in
the public domain before the project is
approved.

3

Flood risk

4

Surface water drainage

5

Balancing ponds

6

Highway drainage

Highways England:
Periodic inspection and maintenance of
existing drainage assets is carried out at
appropriate intervals by Highways England.
The regime would also be applied to the
maintenance of proposed drainage assets.
The Board has queries regarding the
modelled drainage flows around the proposed
Swavesey Junction. This will be addressed
further during detailed design.
The Board queries the impact of surface water
drainage from Bar Hill and Northstowe on the
proposals, as the current mitigation measures
for Bar Hill do not seem to be working
correctly.
Highways England:
Notes the concerns, but points out matters
relating to Northstowe mitigation is a matter
for the Northstowe developers.
The board continues to seek clarity as to
whether balancing ponds will be operated
purely to balance surface water flow, or
whether there will be some ecological benefit
as well. The board is concerned that the
primary purpose of the balancing pond is
served before any ecological considerations.
Given that the board’s area operates at a 10%
annual chance of flooding, there is concern
about managing drainage from the proposed
local access road from Swavesey junction to
Bar Hill junction to avoid any increased risk.
This will be addressed by further discussions
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Meeting
4-9-2014,
Letter 05-062015

Meeting
4-9-2014,
Letter 05-062015
Meeting
4-9-2014,
Letter 05-062015

Meeting
4-9-2014,
Letter 05-062015

Meeting
4-9-2014,
Letter 05-062015

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

during detailed design.

7

Culvert modifications

The Board has concerns around the effect of
the removal / modification of existing culverts
(will be addressed at detailed design stage).

8

Surface flows

The Board queries the impact of the flows
from the local access roads

9

Balancing Ponds

The Board has queried that the design of the
ponds ensures appropriate access to facilties
by machinery for maintenance purposes

10

Consents

Highways England is currently involved in
discussions with Swavesey Internal Drainage
Board as to suitable protective provisions for
inclusion within the DCO for the benefit of
Swavesey Internal Drainage Board. This is
with a view to obtaining the agreement from
the Board to the disapplication of the relevant
watercourse consents under article 3 of the
draft DCO.
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Meeting
4-9-2014,
Relevant
Representati
on 573,
Letter 05-062015
Letter 05-062015

Letter 05-062015

6
6.1

Summary
While agreeing to the need to improve the A14 from Cambridge to
Huntingdon, discussions with Swavesey Internal Drainage Board will
continue at the detailed design stage to ensure the Board’s area is not
adversely affected by relevant drainage and flood alleviation measures.
Highways England will continue discussions with Swavesey Internal
Drainage Board through the detailed design stage to address concerns.
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Swavesey Internal Drainage Board

Date:
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Annex A – Overview of scheme
The proposed scheme
The scheme comprises:


Widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 5.6 km (3½ miles) from the existing two lane dual carriageway
to a three lane dual carriageway. Between Alconbury and Brampton Hut this
would generally be achieved by widening on the east side of the existing road;
between Brampton and Brampton Hut a new road would be constructed to the
west of the existing A1 which wuld become the new A1. This would enable
the existing carriageway over this length to form part of the new A14
Huntingdon southern bypass. A local access road approximately 2.5 km (1.6
miles) long would link the Ellington junction with Woolley Road.



A new Huntingdon southern bypass of approximately 20 km (12½ miles) in
length, which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington
and the A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton
and Swavesey. The new bypass would cross over the river Great Ouse and
the East Coast mainline railway, and would include junctions with the A1 at
Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester.



Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status,
with ownership transferred to local government) over approximately 21 km (13
miles) between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between Alconbury
and Spittals interchange.



Huntingdon town centre improvements, including the closure and demolition
of the A14 viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway and Brampton Road
in Huntingdon. A new link would be constructed to improve accessibility into
Huntingdon from the south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with
Huntingdon ring road near the bus station and by constructing a new link road
from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. As such, a through
route for light vehicles would be maintained.



Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 7.9 km (5 miles) to provide
three lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill, and four lanes
in each direction between Bar Hill and Girton.



Widening of a 2.5 km (1½ mile) section of the Cambridge northern bypass
between Histon and Milton.



Improving existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton in order to
increase the road’s capacity, ensure compatibility with adjacent proposed
developments such as Northstowe, and provide improved connections for
non-motorised users.



A new local access road following the route of the A14 over a distance of
approximately 8 km (5 miles), including construction of a dual carriageway link
between the existing A14 near Fen Drayton and Swavesey junction and a
single carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a
route for local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing
access to properties and businesses along the corridor.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

This document is submitted to the Secretary of State through the Planning
Inspectorate (as responsible agency) in relation to the application by the
Highways Agency for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme. The
scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon, to
Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.1.2

The Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.1.3

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the Scheme. Guidance about
the purpose and possible content of SoCGs is given in paragraphs 57-62 of
the Department for Communities and Local Government’s “Planning Act
2008: examination of applications for development consent” (26th April 2013
version). Paragraph 57, copied below, confirms the basic function of SoCGs:

1.1.4

“A statement of common ground is a written statement prepared jointly by
the applicant and another party or parties, setting out any matters on which
they agree. As well as identifying matters which are not in real dispute, it
may also be useful for a statement to identify areas where agreement has
not been reached. The statement should include references to show where
those matters are dealt with in the written representations or other
documentary evidence.”

1.1.5

SoCGs therefore are a useful and established means of ensuring that the
evidence at the post-application examination focuses on the material
differences between the main parties, and so aim to help facilitate a more
efficient examination process.

1.2

Parties to this SoCG

1.2.1

This SoCG has been prepared in respect of the scheme by Highways
England, as the Applicant, and Virgin Media (“VM”).

1.2.2

This scheme affects the Utilities assets of Virgin Media. The solution is to
divert the cables as per discussions. At Milton Junction there is one location
where the VM duct also contains another Statutory Undertakers’ cable. The
Statutory Undertaker is Scottish and Southern Energy where they have
agreed with VM that the works are to be undertaken by VM and supervised
by SSE.
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1.2.3

Highways England is a government company responsible for operating,
maintaining and improving the strategic road network in England. The
network is made up of England's motorways and all-purpose trunk roads (the
major "A" roads). The A14 is part of the trunk road network for which
Highways England is responsible. Following the Scheme being constructed
Highways England will be responsible for operating and maintaining the
improved A14.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG has been structured to reflect matters and topics of interest to
Virgin Media in relation to the proposed scheme.

1.3.2

Section 2 provides an overview of consultation to date between Highways
England and Virgin Media

1.3.3

Section 3 provides a summary of the main areas and topics covered by this
SoCG

1.3.4

Section 4 provides a summary of areas that have been agreed and areas
that have not been agreed.

1.3.5

Section 5 provides a record of areas still under discussion.

1.3.6

Section 6 provides a succinct summary of the matters contained within this
SoCG.

1.3.7

Section 7 includes the signatures of all parties to indicate agreement that this
is an accurate record of issues and discussions.

1.3.8

Annex A of this SoCG provides an overview of the proposed scheme.

1.3.9

Throughout this SoCG:


Where a sentence begins "It is agreed", this signifies a matter that has
been specifically stated as agreed by Highways England and Virgin
Media.



Where a sentence begins "It is not agreed", this signifies a matter that
has been specifically stated as not agreed by Highways England and
Virgin Media.



Where a sentence begins "It is under discussion" this signifies a matter
that is still under discussion by Highways England and Virgin Media.



It is agreed than any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 4
and 5 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to VM and
therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the
parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the
extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to VM.
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2
2.1

Overview of Previous Engagement Undertaken
A summary of the key meetings and correspondence that has taken place
between Highways England and Virgin Media is outlined in the table below:

Date

Form of Contact or Summary of that Contact and
Type
of Outcomes and Points of Discussion
Correspondence

Key

17 February
2014

Letter sent via email

C2 Enquiry sent to
plant.enquiries.team@virginmedia.co.uk.

24 February
2014

Letter sent via email

C2 Enquiry sent to
plant.enquiries.team@virginmedia.co.uk.

4 April 2014

Letter sent via email

C3 Estimate request.

18 June 2014

E-mail correspondence

C3 Estimate received duct and chamber
specification received.

01 October
2014

E-mail correspondence

Clarification on VM C3 fee estimate and
introduction to the Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG).

14 October
2014

E-mail correspondence

Clarification of proposed diversion.

15 October
2014

E-mail correspondence

Received draft SoCG from Virgin Media. Virgin
Media confirmed no issues with the proposed
diversions.

27 November

E-mail correspondence

SoCG Rev1 comments received from VM.

2.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Virgin Media in relation to
the matters recorded in Section 4.

2.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3
3.1

Topics contained within this SoCG
The below provides a summary of the topics that have been considered within
this SoCG and provide a structure as to topics and matters of relevance that
have been the subject of correspondence and contact to date between
Highways England and Virgin Media.


Utility diversion at C3 stage



NMU Provision



Construction/ Maintenance
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4

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

4.1

Matters Agreed

Ref

1

Description

Matters Agreed

Record of
agreement

Virgin Media proposed
diversions at the C3
stage.

Agreement in principle at this C3 stage
for the proposed diversion locations.
Descriptions of the C3 estimate
prepared by Virgin Media

NMU Provision.

Preference to place/retain/divert Virgin
Media cables within the
footway/cycleway/verges where
possible.

Construction/
Maintenance

Virgin Media cables to be diverted, it is
acceptable to be buried / installed
within the bridge deck.

Email attachment
received from VM
(Colin Haggis)
17/06/2014
Email attachment
received from VM
(Colin Haggis)
27/11/2014
Email attachment
received from VM
(Colin Haggis)
27/11/2014

2

3

4.2
Ref

Matters Not Agreed
Description

Matters Not Agreed

1
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Record of nonagreement

Record of areas still under discussion

5
Ref

Description
Construction
/Maintenance

1

Matters still under discussion
Highways England to confirm at the
C4 stage whether there is a speed
camera provision for disconnecting
and recovering cable if required at A14
Godmanchester as Virgin Media have
placed an allowable within the C3
Budget Estimate.
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Record of
Discussion
Email attachment
received from VM
(Colin Haggis)
15/10/2014

6

Summary
For Virgin Media all proposed diversions have been agreed at this C3
stage. There are no matters which have not been agreed however the area
still under discussion is whether there is a provision for cables for speed
cameras to be disconnected and recovered if required at A14
Godmanchester. It is important to note that Virgin Media have already
allowed a budget for this within their current C3 Estimate received on 17th
June 2014.
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7

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Virgin Media

Date:
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Annex A – The proposed scheme
The scheme comprises:


widening of the A1 between Brampton and Alconbury over a length of
approximately 5.6 km (3½ miles) from the existing two lane dual carriageway to
a three lane dual carriageway. Between Alconbury and Brampton Hut this
would generally be achieved by widening on the east side of the existing road;
between Brampton and Brampton Hut a new road would be constructed to the
west of the existing A1 which would become the new A1. This would enable
the existing carriageway over this length to form part of the new A14
Huntingdon southern bypass. A local access road approximately 2.5 km (1.6
miles) long would link the Ellington junction with Woolley Road.



A new Huntingdon southern bypass of approximately 20 km (12½ miles) in
length, which would provide a two lane dual carriageway between Ellington and
the A1 at Brampton and a three lane dual carriageway between Brampton and
Swavesey. The new bypass would cross over the river Great Ouse and the
East Coast mainline railway, and would include junctions with the A1 at
Brampton and with the A1198 at Godmanchester.



Downgrading the existing A14 trunk road (de-trunking to county road status,
with ownership transferred to local government) over approximately 21 km (13
miles) between Brampton Hut and Swavesey, as well as between Alconbury
and Spittals interchange.



Huntingdon town centre improvements, including the closure and demolition of
the A14 viaduct over the East Coast mainline railway and Brampton Road in
Huntingdon. A new link would be constructed to improve accessibility into
Huntingdon from the south and east by connecting the old A14 directly with
Huntingdon ring road near the bus stationand by constructing a new link road
from Brampton Road to connect with the A14 to the west. As such, a through
route for light vehicles would be maintained.



Widening of the existing A14 over approximately 7.9 km (5 miles) to provide
three lanes in each direction between Swavesey and Bar Hill, and four lanes in
each direction between Bar Hill and Girton.



Widening of a 2.5 km (1½ mile) section of the Cambridge northern bypass
between Histon and Milton.



Improving existing A14 junctions at Swavesey, Bar Hill and Girton in order to
increase the road’s capacity, ensure compatibility with adjacent proposed
developments such as Northstowe, and provide improved connections for nonmotorised users.



A new local access road following the route of the A14 over a distance of
approximately 8 km (5 miles), including construction of a dual carriageway link
between the existing A14 near Fen Drayton and Swavesey junction and a
single carriageway between Swavesey and Girton. The road would provide a
route for local traffic between Cambridge and Huntingdon as well as providing
access to properties and businesses along the corridor.

Annex B – Relevant documents
All copies of the relevant documents are saved as pdf in a separate document.

Your ref
Our ref

NRSWA/3.03/001518

Date

13th January 2015
Smale House
114 Great Suffolk Street
London
SE1 0SL

Nishil Parmar
Aecom

C3requests@vodafone.com
By email
Budget Estimate Diversion/Protection of Vodafone Apparatus
Dear Sirs,
New Roads and Street Works Act 1991
Proposed Works at: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Unfortunately, we are unable to issue any generic statements relating to Diversionary Works requests.
We can only refer you to our C3 letter (NRSWA/3.03/001518 – dated 3rd June 2014). For any further
information relating to our diversionary works requirements, we would ask you to proceed to C4 stage.
If you wish to obtain a C4 detailed estimate, the cost of providing this is £4000 plus VAT.
All payments should be made payable to “Vodafone Limited” for the attention of Rob Baker at
Vodafone Diversionary Works Team, Smale House, Floor 2E, 114 Great Suffolk Street, London SE1 0SL,
and should have our unique reference number (NRSWA/3.03/001518) clearly referenced.
I hope that this information is helpful.
Yours faithfully

Diversionary Works Team
Vodafone

Vodafone Limited
The Connection, Newbury,
Berkshire, RG14 2FN, United Kingdom

Phone +44 (0)1635 33251
Fax +44 (0)1635 682729

vodafone.co.uk
Registered office: Vodafone House, The Connection, Newbury, Berkshi e, RG14 2FN, England. Registe ed in England No. 1471587
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Chancellor Masters and Scholars of The University of
Cambridge (“The University”), as tenants to Trinity College in relation to
Yarmouth Farm, Catchall Farm, Ladysmith Farm. It refers to the application
for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which
was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.

Page 1 of 5

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and The University:

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

06/11/14

Meeting with Iain
Nott (land agent),
Sarah Collins
(Highways England),
Jon Lewell, Richard
Griffin (The
University), David
Knott (Trumpington
Farms, contractors
farmers for
University Land).

The issues discussed are summarised below:
 the DCO process
 Process for land acquisition
 Land requirements for ecology mitigation,
flood compensation, highways drainage
lagoons and soil storage and construction
compounds

11/02/15

Meeting with Iain
Nott, Phil Welbourn
(land valuer), Jon
Lewell and Marja
Wilding.

The issues discussed are summarised below:
 Land value
 Process for land acquisition
 Land requirements for ecology mitigation,
flood compensation, highways drainage
lagoons and soil storage and construction
compounds

11/03/15

Outline
Representations
sent to the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS)
on behalf of the
Chancellor Masters
and Scholars of The
University of
Cambridge by Ian
Nott (land agent)

The following issues were covered in the
outline representation submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate:
 Objections to the compulsory purchase of
land rather than the use of temporary
possession orders
 issues concerning specific plots of land,
relating to environmental mitigation and
footpaths

2.1.2

In additional to the formal engagement listed above, there has been much
informal contact with representatives of the University the regard to access
for survey work. The University have been consistently helpful with these
requests.

2.1.3

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and The University in relation
to the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

2.1.4

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and The
University are in agreement, the record of agreement refers to the source
document in which the agreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

1

None

Matters agreed

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table bellows shows the areas where Highways England and the
University are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement refers to the
source document in which the confirmed disagreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

CPO process

The University is opposed to the CPO process in
relation land acquisition for the scheme.
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and The University. The record of
agreement refers to the source document in which the original point of
discussion has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Land Acquisition

The University believes the scale of the landscaping mitigation
measures requires clarification in order that the extent to which
the affected land is required can be established.

2

Land take of area
adjoining and within
plot 25/2b (land
isolated within Girton
junction)

The University as tenant believes that access to the land is
heavily constrained following the scheme and that the land
should be compulsorily acquired, there is concern over the
potential status of AHA tenancy. Overarching concern is that of
difficult future access and security.

3

Environmental
mitigation – Plot
23/15b and 23/15d

The University asks that greater consideration be given to realigning the environmental mitigation to reduce the impact of
the scheme on the University’s retained land and their ability to
commercially farm that land. This includes flood compensation,
highway attenuation ponds and ecological habitat creation.
This issue can be reviewed at the detailed design stage,
however some areas are required for protected species
mitigation and overall areas of the other requirements will have
to be maintained. Rationalised layout can be maintained

4

Environmental Impact
– Plot 24/3a

The University feels the balancing pond should be relocated to
a position adjoining the road to reduce the impact of the
scheme on the University’s retained land.
This will be looked at in the detailed design stage.

5

Traffic measures –
Plot 24/9c

The University believes a ‘Side Road Order’ is necessary to
stop up the Avenue track.
This issue is being discussed with Highways England. This
section of highway will be redundant and will be broken out /
reduced to allow farm access only, and rights for HE access for
maintenance only. In the detail design HE will agree with the
University the retained width and the level of fencing and gating
required.

6

NMU provision –
Footpaths Girton 7 &
8

The University requires clarification and confirmation as to
whether these footpaths are being closed.
Highways England can confirm that Footpath Girton 7 is being
closed from The Avenue heading towards Cambridge.
Footpath Girton 8 is maintained in its current form.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Chancellor Masters and Scholars of The University of Cambridge

Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters which are agreed between both parties, as well as
matters which are not agreed and matters which will be discussed in the
future.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Iain Nott on behalf of Church Commissioners for England
(Corpus Christi Farm, Brampton Lodge Farm, Lower Debden Farm and
Debden Farm). It refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014, and accepted on 27 January 2015 for
examination by the Planning Inspectorate.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction, including identification of the land to which
this SoCG relates.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
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 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates

Plot number (from Land Plan showing
BoR) for land in plot number (from
DCO boundary
BoR)

Cross-reference to relevant
sheet
of
General
Arrangement (GA) drawings

5/10

Sheet 02

5/22a

Sheet 05
Sheet 05

5/22b

Sheet 05

Sheet 02

5/22c

Sheet 05

Sheet 02

5/29b

Sheet 05

Sheet 03

6/6

Sheet 06

Sheet 03

6/12

Sheet 06

Sheet 03

6/13

Sheet 06

Sheet 03

6/14

Sheet 06

Sheet 03

6/15

Sheet 06

Sheet 03

7/2
7/3

Sheet 07
Sheet 07

Sheet 05
Sheet 05

7/4a

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/7a

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/7b

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/7c

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/7d

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/7e

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/12

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/13a

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/13b

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/13c

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/14

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/16a

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/16b

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/18

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/20

Sheet 07

Sheet 05

7/4b

Sheet 02
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8/2

Sheet 08

Sheet 05

8/3a

Sheet 08

Sheet 05

8/3b

Sheet 08

Sheet 05

8/13

Sheet 08

Sheet 05

8/24

Sheet 08

Sheet 06

9/6

Sheet 09

Sheet 07

9/11

Sheet 09

Sheet 14

9/15

Sheet 09

Sheet 07

10/5

Sheet 10

Sheet 07

10/7a

Sheet 10

10/7b

Sheet 10

Sheet 08
Sheet 08

10/7c

Sheet 10

Sheet 08

11/6a

Sheet 11

Sheet 08

11/6b

Sheet 11

Sheet 08

11/8a

Sheet 11

11/8c

Sheet 11

Sheet 09
Sheet 09

11/8d

Sheet 11

Sheet 09

12/2a

Sheet 12

Sheet 09

12/2b

Sheet 12

Sheet 09

12/2c

Sheet 12

Sheet 09
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below identifies those referred to in the SoCG:

Representing

Name

Position / Role

Landowner

Iain Nott

Land Agent

Highways England

Phil Wellbourn

Valuer

Highways England

Jon Lewell

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

Highways England

Kara Connon

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

2.1.2

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Iain Nott on behalf of Church Commissioners for England
(Corpus Christi Farm GA07/08, Brampton Lodge Farm GA05, Lower Debden
Farm GA08 and Debden Farm GA08/09).
Type of
engagement

Date

Summary of discussion

The meeting covered the following issues:
 Loss of land and value
 Borrow pits need and value
 Demolition of Grafham Road cottages
 Lodge Farm injurious affection
 North South Access to Lenton land from
Grafham Road
 Flood Compensation areas

25/02/15

Iain Nott Jon
Lewell, Phil
Welbourn A14
Valuer

11/03/15

Relevant
representation
sent to the
Planning
Inspectorate by
Iain Nott on behalf
of the Church
Commissioners of
England

2.1.3

The relevant representation covers the
following issues:








Land requirements
Environmental mitigation
Borrow pits
Lodge farm, Brampton
Corpus Christi farm
Lower Debden farm
Debden farm

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Iain Nott on behalf of
Church Commissioners for England (Corpus Christi Farm, Brampton Lodge
Farm, Lower Debden Farm, Debden Farm and Top Farm)
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Iain Nott on
behalf of Church Commissioners (Corpus Christi Farm GA07/08, Brampton
Lodge Farm GA05, Lower Debden Farm GA08 and Debden Farm GA08/09)
are in agreement.

Ref

Description

1

Brampton Lodge
Farm – third party
access
(GA03,GA05)

2

Land change to
west of A1 to
accommodate
Brampton Lodge
farm access track
– third party
(GA05)

3

Lodge Farm,
Brampton
(GA06)

4

Debden Farm –
access
(GA09)

Matters agreed

The Church Commissioners contend that at Plot7/7c rights
should not be granted to third party landowners/tenants
(Lenton Farms) on this access as it will be prejudicial to the
landowner’s enjoyment of the property. Instead, rights should
be diverted to the eastern boundary of 7/4b and then utilise
the newly proposed track located adjoining the northbound A1
carriageway and flood storage ponds at plots 6/14 and 6/15.
The rights over this track were not part of the scheme
application. Highways England will make provision for the
proposed access by submitting revisions to the Land Plans,
Rights of Way and Access Plans and the DCO. This shall run
from Grafham Rd northwards adjacent to the A1 and return
westwards to the Lenton land, running along bridleway
Brampton 19.
The boundary line between plot 7/4a and 7/4b shall be
adjusted westwards by 20 metres to accommodate the third
party access track / bridleway and landscaping strip.
The next stage in the design process will confirm the revised
boundary between the two plots. 20m is considered to be
worst case. Once this adjustment has been finalised,
revisions to the Land Plans, Rights of Way and Access Plans
and the DCO will be submitted to the Examination.
The Church Commissioners of England note that the book of
reference has identified many plots as being in the occupation
of the Commissioners when they are in fact occupied as
tenant by Mrs Ruston. Highways England is aware anomalies
in the land referencing and have updated the records.
Highways England are aware of anomalies in the land
referencing that have been identified by the Church
Commissioners, and corrected these in the Book of Reference
that was submitted to the Examining Authority with the s.59
certificate.
The DCO, Land Plans and Rights of Way and Access Plans
will be amended to resolve matters relating to access at plat
12/2a, where access is not presently provided to the severed
land by Debden Farm adjoining the proposed soil storage
area. It is agreed that Highways England will provide access
adjacent and north west of the soil storage area and will
maintain and provide access and security to the existing pond.
Highways England notes that the pond is fed by field drainage
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Ref

Description

Matters agreed

which will need to be maintained during construction.

Corpus Christi
Farm
Accommodation
Bridge
(GA08)

Corpus Christi Accommodation Bridge fails to provide access
to severed land east of the bridge and south of the new road.
Insufficient room has been left for manoeuvring modern
agricultural equipment safely onto the bridge.
Highways England acknowledges the need for the turning
movements of all access tracks to take large farm machinery
and will provide a further link off the over bridge into the
Church Commissioners’ land to the south east with
associated embankment works with appropriate width and
alignment to meet farming requirements. Once this provision
has been finalised, revisions to the Land Plans, Rights of Way
and Access Plans and the DCO will be submitted to the
Examination.

Lower Debden
Farm – access
(GA08)

Rights of access are required over the track at Lower Debden
Farm to provide access from Silver Street eastwards to
severed land south of the A14 via the ecological mitigation
area. Highways England is aware of this requirement and
access and rights will be provided. Exact alignment and width
will be agreed during detail design however, necessary
revisions to the Rights of Way and Access Plans and the DCO
will be submitted to the Examination.

Access For
Debden Farm
(GA09)

The Church Commissioners’ are concerned that South West
of the southern Ermine St roundabout the new farm access
westwards does not give rights to the Church Commissioners
to segregated land to the south of the A14 across plot 12/6b
and 12/12a. Highways England are making provision to
provide rights and access and will amend the plans
accordingly during the detailed design. The revised Rights of
Way and Access Plans and DCO will be submitted to the
Examination.

8

Brampton Lodge
Farm access
track directly
north of farm
buildings
(GA03,GA05)

The Church Commissioners believe that it is unclear as to the
necessity of the inclusion of the track at plot 6/13 for use as
landscaping, given it is located on the periphery of the scheme
and having regard to its importance to the cultivation of the
farm.
Highways England acknowledges the use of this track as an
essential movement for managing the farms and to avoid
conflicts both long term and during construction. Highways
England will not make use of this track and it will make
provision for the continued use and ownership by the farm.

9

Brampton Lodge
Farm – access
along Grafham
Rd
(GA05)

The Church Commissioners’ believe passing bays will be
required along Grafham Road for farm traffic between Mere
Way and Lodge Farm. Highways England will make provisions
to facilitate this movement and by agreement with the local
highway authority provide passing bays to allow safe
movement of farm vehicles.

5

6

7

Page 6 of 10

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Iain Nott on
behalf of Church Commissioners for England (Corpus Christi Farm GA07/08,
Brampton Lodge Farm GA05, Lower Debden Farm GA08 and Debden Farm
GA08/09) are not in agreement.

Ref

1

2

Description

Matters not agreed

Borrow pits
(GA03,GA05)

The Church Commissioners of England
have several queries:
 Concerns regarding temporary
possession powers of land during the
construction of borrow pits; and
 The necessity of flood water storage in
former borrow pits given that existing
catchment water is being carried by
Brampton Brook and Grafham Road
drain under the new road scheme and
dispersed to the east.
Highways England considers that it has
powers under DCO of the borrow pit land
for essential construction of the scheme
and that the flood water storage is part of
the essential mitigation for the scheme.

Lodge Farm – usable land
(GA06)

The Church Commissioners of England
have several concerns in relation to land
use:
 The Church Commissioners want the
land at Brampton Lodge Farm to be
restored to productive arable land
following mineral extraction and flood
compensation area. Highways
England considers that once the
minerals have been extracted the
land will be unsuitable for agricultural
use.
Borrow Pits will not be returned to
landowners as they will need to be
secured for mitigation purposes on an ongoing basis throughout the operation of
the Scheme.
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4

Record of areas for future discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which will be discussed
in the future between Highways England and Iain Nott on behalf of Church
Commissioners for England (Corpus Christi Farm GA07/08, Brampton Lodge
Farm GA05, Lower Debden Farm GA08 and Debden Farm GA08/09).

Ref

Description

Matters to be discussed in the future

1

Land requirements

In cases where the affected land is not required
permanently, Highways England has stated that powers
of permanent compulsory acquisition of land are not
required.
The Church Commissioners also raise concerns about
the accuracy of the plans and maps relied upon by
Highways England, and argue that they should not be
used for the purposes of land acquisition.
Highways England is aware of the anomalies that have
been identified by the Church Commissioners and has
and will continue to make changes to the submitted Land
Plans. Final versions of the Plans will be submitted to the
Examining Authority prior to the conclusion of the
Examination.

2

3

Environmental
mitigation

Corpus Christi Farm
– Highways England
pond access
(GA07)

The Church Commissioners of England have queried the
necessity and the scale of the landscaping mitigation
measures sought by Highways England. It is believed
that there is a lack of hydrological evidence to support the
current designation of flood alleviation areas and
balancing ponds.
Highways England design is based on agreement with the
Environment Agency and although there will be some
adjustment of the shape of the areas in the detail design,
the overall principles of the requirement is likely to have to
remain the same.
The Church Commissioners of England raises queries
about:
 Suitability of the proposed access through the
farmyard and over the adjoining field (which is ridge
and furrow pasture) to the railway bridge; and
southwards to the Highways England ponds at the
Ouse Crossing.
Highways England notes the concerns. In the detailed
design process the alignment of the track will be
discussed and agreed with the Church Commissioners’
and the tenant farmer to ensure that it takes the most
logical line to reduce impact on the farmland.
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Ref

Description

Matters to be discussed in the future

4

Borrow Pit
aggregate value
(GA03)

The Church Commissioners stated that borrow pit 1
represents an aggregate reserve to them including hope
value over and above agricultural value. Highways
England notes this at this stage and is keen to progress
greater clarity on value as early as possible through
ongoing dialogue.

5

Loss of land –
demolition of
Grafham cottages
(GA5)

The Church Commissioners of England will experience
extensive loss of land including the major part of borrow
pit 1, demolition of the two Grafham Cottages. Other land
holdings cut in half. The loss of land has raised concerns
about the loss of long term income. Highways England
notes the concern and will minimise the loss to farming
during the detailed design and will continue early
discussions to understand compensation issues where
possible.
The demolition of Grafham cottages is a life-changing
event. The Church Commissioners of England tenants
have settled in the cottages for good. They will now have
a complete change of circumstances and are unlikely to
be able to replicate the current situation and probably the
current rental situation.
Highways England understands the severity of this impact
and has started a dialogue with the residents of Grafham
Cottages and understands that the Church
Commissioners would like to agree sale at the earliest
possible opportunity.

6

Lodge Farm –
usable land
(GA06)

Plot 7/13c and 7/13b flood compensation area,
environmental mitigation south of Grafham Road drain
needs to be re-aligned for ease of future agricultural
cultivations.
Highways England are aware of several areas where
detailed design in agreement with the Environment
Agency and the land owner could improve the form and
quantity of the land returned to agriculture that will be
temporarily possessed for the purposes of the Scheme.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Mr Cooper. It refers to the application for the proposed A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition,
it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing
A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the
removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at
Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
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1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates
Plot number (from
BoR) for land in
DCO boundary

Land Plan showing
plot number (from
BoR)

Cross-reference to relevant
sheet of the GA drawings

14/14

14

Sheet 11

14/6

14

Sheet 11

14/7

14

Sheet 11

14/8

14

Sheet 11

15/5

15

Sheet 11

15/3

15

Sheet 11

15/4

15

Sheet 11
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Mr Cooper (Oxholme Farm). There has been ongoing contact
with regard to access to land for environmental survey work, in this regard
Mr Cooper has been very helpful despite difficult conditions. Mr Cooper and
his family live within approximately 140 metres of the proposed road and
farm 130 acres of farmland to the north and west of the house. Mr Cooper is
among the worst affected landowners on the scheme and one of the very
few owner / occupier farmers impacted. There has been ongoing discussion
in relation to land access for survey work and Mr Cooper has been very
helpful in this regard.

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

21.05.14

Meeting with Mr P
Cooper and
Richard Baker
(Land Agent), Jon
Lewell / Jake Kuyer
(J2A)

The following was discussed:
 Scheme location appears further south than has been
previously submitted.
 Mr Cooper considers that taking land for the Borrow
Pits is totally unacceptable. He has an overall holding
of 130 acres and estimated would lose over 60%. Mr
Cooper feels strongly that the Borrow Pit could be
located on other land where impact to farming would
be less or that the material required could be sought
from existing local suppliers.
 Mr Cooper feels that he is one of the very few owner /
farmers on the scheme, with no wider interests, this
loss would leave an unviable situation. Feels the A14
does not have the right to destroy his families farming
retail outlet which has taken a lifetime to build up. This
is the third time that he and his family have been
severely affected / moved by a highway scheme
including the demolition of his previous house.
 Issues of land acquisition, relating to embankments,
road height and noise protection. Screen
embankments take too much land in relation to screen
fencing and acoustic fencing would be more effective.
 Quality of public consultation was queried in relation to
the route options.
 Cannot understand that the road needs to be elevated
to 1.5 / 3.0 metres above existing ground level.
Principals of drainage explained / discussed long
profile of road etc. However Mr Cooper maintains that
existing roads drain adequately without the need to
elevate.

12/03/15

Outline
Representations
sent to the
Planning
Inspectorate

The Outline Representations submitted on behalf of Mr P
Cooper covered the following topics:
 Proposed earth bund (southern boundary of road
between Fenstanton Road and B1040)
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(PINS) on behalf of 
Mr P Cooper



26/03/15

Meeting with Mr P
Cooper and
Richard
Baker(Land Agent)
Sarah Collins
(Highways
England), Phil
Welbourn (A14
Valuer) and Jon
Lewell

Proposed ditch along southern side of the road
Issues of inaccuracies in projected map distances
from the farmhouse to the proposed road.
Impact on Mr P Cooper’s home and business
Issues of land acquisition relating to screen
embankments and road height.

Meeting to summarise latest position, early land
discussions with Valuer and clarify options and S of CG
content.
 Update and explanation of latest DCO situation.
 Mr Cooper considers screen bunding is an inefficient
use of land and that visual benefits from Hilton would
be minimal or non-existent.
 Mr Cooper considers that overall the land take is
excessive and unreasonable including Borrow Pits and
associated green areas. His concerns over the
proposed drainage system and work to existing ditch
system including continued viability of land drainage.
 Mr Cooper maintains the view that the road alignment
based on other curves on the proposed scheme could
be moved northwards to minimise land impact and
impact on property. Mr Cooper also maintains It would
also benefit the village of Hilton but have minimal
further detriment to Fenstanton which will gain by the
reduction of traffic on the existing A14.
 Small areas (triangles between A14 and existing ditch
boundaries) south of the proposed A14 are a further
loss of land. These are proposed as scheme planting
to help break up the visual road line. Mr Cooper says
this is totally unnecessary and unacceptable land loss
as these areas can easily be integrated into his
retained land.
Despite previous promises by Highways England that
these areas could be reviewed / removed, they still
remain within the scheme.
 Mr Cooper maintains his overall objection to loss to
Borrow pits especially in relation to business impact
and land / mineral value.

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Mr P Cooper in relation to
the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr P
Cooper are in agreement, the record of agreement refers to the source
document in which the agreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

None.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr P
Cooper are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement refers to the
source document in which the confirmed disagreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

Scheme location /
alignment

Mr Cooper feels that the location of the road should be
moved / curved further north to align better with the field
boundaries, perhaps north of the Huntingdon Award drain.
Highways England feels that the location of the road is the
optimal position between Fenstanton and Hilton

2

Route Options
Consultation

Mr Cooper feels that previous engagement in September
2013 around the route of the road was minimal and his
requests and suggestions dismissed without consideration.
Highways England feels that the consultations and the
options proposed were properly consulted on and sufficient
opportunities to comment on the proposals were offered.

3

Land acquisition:
Balancing pond north
of Oxholme farm

Mr Cooper feels this is an unnecessary land-take and any
balancing ponds should be positioned closer to field
boundaries minimising land-take and suggests use of the
gravel pit which will be alongside.
Balancing ponds are required to attenuate water flow from
the highways scheme and need to be separate from the
existing land drainage or water features. Highways England
will review the ponds in the detail design to ensure minimal
land take, but the overall capacity will be required in this
location.

4

Retained land impacts

Mr Cooper believes that there has been little effort made to
find alternative solutions to the development’s severe
impacts on his home and business.
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Mr P C Cooper. The record of
agreement refers to the source document in which the original point of
discussion has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters Under Discussion

1

Small planting areas.
South East end of plot
15/4 and West end of
plot 14/7

There are a number of small pieces of land which Highways
England has considered to be unfarmable and provide an
opportunity to break up the line of the road. They are
therefore included as part of the scheme. Mr Cooper is
adamant this is unnecessary landscaping and sees this as
further loss of valuable farmland which can easily be
integrated into his retained fields. Highways England will
continue to review these triangles of planting south of the
road in the wider scheme and understands Mr Coopers
views on the matter in relation to the overall land loss.

2

Inaccuracies in map
projections

The DCO submission quotes a distance of 230 metres
between Oxholme Farm and the new road. Mr Cooper
believes that this will be a maximum of 140 metres in
practice. Measuring to the farm buildings is irrelevant as the
house is nearest to the new road.
Highways England has investigated this uncertainty and will
update Mr Cooper. However in general terms the context of
the measurement is within the landscape assessment and
the measurements are taken from the centre line of the road
as standard methodology. The distances are given as
guidance as the actual assessment of the visual impact is
based on site inspections, so the results shown would
remain valid.
Highways England will continue to discuss this matter with
Mr Cooper to ensure full understanding.

3

Land acquisition:
Embankments

Justification for the height of the road (2-3m above existing
ground level in places) is required. The embankment
necessary for this road height would require greater landtake than a lower road height including the acoustic
mounding.
Highways England considers that the road height above
existing ground level is to allow for adequate drainage from
the scheme. This remains contested by Mr Cooper.

4

Land acquisition:
Borrow Pit, on Oxholme
farm

The large loss of agricultural land to the borrow pit means
future farming of the retained land would be less viable and
less cost-effective.
Negotiations continue over the value to be placed on the
land for the CPO

5

Proposed earth bund
between (Fenstanton
Road and B1040).

Mr Cooper proposes that the earth bund (between
Fenstanton Road and the B1040) should be replaced with a
modern, acoustic sound barrier. He feels this would be
more effective as a sound barrier and requires much less
land. Mr Cooper feels that any visual benefit from an earth
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Ref

Description

Matters Under Discussion
bund would be outweighed by sound reduction from an
acoustic noise barrier and would require substantial
reduction in land take. Mr Cooper contends that an elevated
six lane road is a considerable blot on the rural landscape
and that an acoustic sound barrier will cause minimal further
detraction.
Highways England believes that a landscaped earth bund is
more appropriate in this rural context. The bund and its
planting will continue to mature long term, although
accepting that the short term impact of planting would be
small. Highways England would undertake in the detail
design to consult with Mr Cooper on the type of planting to
maximise early mitigation potential.

6

Ditch (southern side of
A14) and drainage.

Mr Cooper believes the base of the proposed ditch lies
above adjacent farmland, with risks of leakage.
The ditch forms an integral part of the highway drainage
scheme and would be designed to ensure there is no
residual impact on the farmland to the south. In general
terms Mr cooper will be further consulted during the detail
design stage on all aspects of the local drainage especially
the agricultural and agree the detail with Mr Cooper.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters which have been agreed between both parties, as
well as matters which have not been agreed and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England Company
Limited1 (Highways England), as the applicant, and Domino Printing
Sciences Public Limited Company2 (Domino Printing). It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme which was submitted by Highways England to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014 and accepted on 27 January 2015 for
examination by the Planning Inspectorate.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction, including identification of the land to which
this SoCG relates.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.

1
2

Incorporated in England with company number 09346363
Incorporated in England with company number 01363137
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 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

Engagement undertaken between Highways England and Domino Printing
has been on-going since April 2015 and, prior to that, from about January
2014, there was engagement in relation to the matter by Domino Printing
with the Highways Agency in its capacity as the executive agency of the
Secretary of State for Transport-. Domino printing has been keen to meet
and progress jointly with Highways England design issues surrounding
Domino Printing’s new development proposals with approved planning
permission for its premises at Trafalgar Way, Bar Hill and adjoining land at
Lolworth.

Plot number

Land Plan No

General Arrangement Drawing reference

Plot 21/16b

Sheet 21

Sheet 17

Plot 21/16a

Sheet 21

Sheet 17

Plot 22/2

Sheet 22

Sheet 17

Plot 22/5

Sheet 22

Sheet 17

2.1.2

It is expected that there will continue to be discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Domino
Printing are in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

Land previously
proposed to be used
as replacement land
for Special Category
Land

A plot of land owned by Domino Printing has now
been taken out of the scheme as no longer required
as a replacement for special category land.
Updated designs show this. No longer an issue.

2

Previously proposed
Bar Hill Services
access road

A proposed access road at Bar Hill services
between the junction and entry to the services via
the Domino Printing development site has been
removed. An alternative access has been provided
from the proposed new A14 slip road direct to the
Lolworth Services.

3.1.2

Accordingly, and save for the land which may be required in accordance with
item 1 in section 4.1.1 below (but in respect of which Domino Printing – and
each of the other companies in the Domino Printing group of companies together the Domino Companies reserves their respective positions),
Highways England confirms that no part or parts of the land currently owned
by Domino Printing (or by any other of the Domino Companies) at any of Bar
Hill and Lolworth is currently required for, or otherwise in connection with,
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Domino
Printing are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement refers to the
source document in which the confirmed disagreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

Record of
nonagreement

N/A

N/A

N/A
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Domino Printing.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Drainage/Flood design
at Domino Printing
development site
fronting the proposed
A14 revised alignment.
Area of design overlap.
Plots 21/16a, 16b

There is an overlap between the A14 scheme and
Domino Printing’s development proposals in
respect of the land at the northern end of the land
registered at HM Land Registry under title number
CB393344 – such land at the northern end being
shown – to its maximum extent- hatched blue on
the attached copy of the title plan for CB393344
(the Northern Land).
The initial ditch structure proposed within the A14
scheme overlaps a similar drainage feature in the
Domino Printing development. Highways England
has amended its drainage proposal (in so far as it
might affect the said land) to a piped system and
is providing capacity in other areas locally in the
scheme (but outwith any of the land currently
owned by any of the Domino Companies). This
reduces Highways England’s proposals to take
land from the Northern to a minimum. A solution to
compensate for the drainage capacity still lost by
Domino Printing (if any of the Northern Land is
taken by Highways England) has been proposed
in the form of an proposed additional lagoon /
ditch (at least equal in capacity to the capacity that
would otherwise be lost) situate immediately
adjoining the western boundary of the Northern
Land.
If Highways England takes any part of the
Northern Land then Highways England would
procure that land (immediately to the west of the
Northern Land) is transferred to one of the
Domino Companies sufficient in extent and other
qualities to facilitate the construction of drainage
facilities to fully compensate for the loss of
capacity on the Northern Land.
In principle, at this stage, Domino Printing is
happy with the proposal, as it appears to
adequately replace the lost drainage capacity.
However a detailed design needs to be completed
and assessed by suitably qualified engineers and
then reviewed in the light of Domino Printing’s
development proposals and a costs analysis
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
carried out in order to identify any financial impact
on those proposals. Accordingly, at this stage,
Domino Printing’s agreement is limited to giving
due further consideration to the matter.
Discussions and design are ongoing.

2

Footpath / Bridleway
issues. Plots 21/16a,
22/2 and 22/5

In association with Domino Printing’s development
proposals (and possibly to assist in solving the
wider drainage concerns) details around the
proposed diversion of bridleway no. 16/1 at Bar
Hill (so that, amongst other proposals for the
diverted route, it will run immediately below and
broadly parallel to the southern boundary of the
Northern Land) need to be resolved. These are
being looked at in conjunction with the drainage
issues and design detail is ongoing. Discussions
are ongoing to confirm. Domino Printing, or one of
the other Domino Companies, will shortly submit
its formal application for consent for diversion of
the bridleway (pre-submission consultation having
already been concluded).

3

Concerns during the
construction period.

Domino Printing is concerned that during
construction of the proposed A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon improvement scheme the levels of
dust/ air pollution and vibration will increase to a
level where its highly sensitive and high cost
operations in adjacent buildings to the A14 could
be affected.
Highways England has noted these concerns and
has noted that certain operations and construction
processes could give rise to changes in vibration
which could impact Domino Printing’s operations.
These concerns will be passed onto the detail
design and construction process at the earliest
possible time. Highways England’s contractors will
engage in early discussions with Domino
Printing to understand their specialist research
and production issues and discuss construction
methodologies.

4

Flood Risk

Domino Printing raised concerns over increased
flood risk as a result of the proposed A14
improvement scheme.
Highways England explained the overall scheme
strategy and design in relation to the flood risk
design is being developed in conjunction with the
Environment Agency. Highways England notes
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
Domino Printing’s concerns especially in the light
of recent storm and flooding events and is happy
to continue discussion through detail design.

5

Road Alignment

Domino Printing queried the design philosophy of
the proposed A14 road widening through Bar Hill
and especially in relation to the Domino Printing
frontage. Highways England explained that the
horizontal alignment was reliant on fitting with
parts of the existing highway structure at Bar Hill
and then merging with the widened sections to the
west giving rise to the overlap in drainage
described above.

6

Domino Cables to
Development Site

Highways England notes Domino Printing’s
potential need to bring a new cable to their site,
considered to be most likely from the east.
Highways England is happy to continue
discussion on this matter to coordinate work with
the proposed A14 improvement as required.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Domino Printing Sciences Plc

Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Mr Everdell, owner of West End Farm and Gables Farm. It
refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on
31 December 2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.
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1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates

Plot number (from Land Plan showing Cross-reference to relevant
BoR) for land in plot number (from sheet of the GA drawings
DCO boundary
BoR)
14/5

14

Sheet 11

14/11

14

Sheet 11

14/16, 17

14

Sheet 11

15/2

15

Sheet 11

15/12a

15

Sheet 11

15/14

15

Sheet 11

15/11a

15

Sheet 12

15/11b

15

Sheet 11

15/11c

15

Sheet 11

15/9a

15

Sheet 11

15/9b

15

Sheet 11
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Mr Everdell:

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

07/03/14

Meeting with Mr
and Mrs Everdell,
Vanda Farbon
(nee Everdell),
Michael Alexander
(Land Agent) and
Jon Lewell

Discussions around:
 Introductory meeting to discuss the
proposed scheme
 Concern over location of borrow pit
 Query over compensation levels
 Opposition to the compulsory purchase
order system

29/05/14

Meeting with
General discussions around scheme
Michael Alexander, progress and process going forward
Angela Hawking
and Jon Lewell

04/03/15

Meeting with
Discussion around:
Michael Alexander,
 Land values for borrow pit
Sarah Collins
 Return of land to Mr Everdell after
(Highways
construction, including flood
England), Phil
compensation areas, soil storage
Welbourn and Jon
areas and borrow pits
Lewell
 Covenants around flood
compensation areas
 Ecological mitigation areas
 Drainage attenuation ponds
 Confirmation of rights over the
access track

11/03/15

Outline
Representation
sent to the
Planning
Inspectorate by
Michael Alexander
on behalf of Mr
Everdell








Borrow pits
Drainage
Fencing
Land ownership
Trees and habitat
Land access

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Mr Everdell in relation to
the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr Everdell
are in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

Incorrect land
ownership details.
Plots 14/17, 15/13A
and 15/13B

Mr Everdell contends that plots 14/17, 15/13A and
15/13B, which are identified as being owned by
Cambridgeshire County Council, are actually in the
ownership of Mr Everdell – ownership extends to
midpoint of the existing highway. Highways
England understands this concern and accepts that
where existing roads are stopped up as a general
principle the land would revert to the adjoining land
owners.

2

Incorrect land
ownership details

The Book of Reference wrongly identifies plot 14/15
as being let, it is in the occupation of the owner. Mr
Everdell’s land is incorrectly identified as occupied
by F.B Rule and Sons, the correct reference should
be F B Rule and Sons and R W Eayrs and Partners
trading as Hilgrave Farming. Highways England is
updating the book of reference.

3

Land north of Plot 15/2

Mr Everdell is concerned that land shown outside
the northern boundary of the borrow pit is shown as
grass land where as it is currently a wooded
plantation offering screening to the proposed road
from West End farm.
Highways England confirms that the existing
planting will not be affected by the scheme and that
existing peripheral planting in this overall area will
be maintained.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table bellows shows the areas where Highways England and Mr
Everdell are not in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

CPO process
regarding borrow pit 3,
northern cell (West
End Farm). General
Arrangement Dwg 11.
Plots 14/11, 14/16 and

Mr Everdell is opposed to the CPO process in
relation to the borrow pits (including flood
compensation areas) and considers that the
removal of aggregates is wrong, and that the
landowner should be entitled to fair and proper
compensation.
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Ref

Description
15/2.

Matters not agreed
Under the proposed plans the land at West End
Farm (north of the proposed route / Hilton) will
contain the northern part of borrow pit 3.
Highways England understands that Mr Everdell is
also opposed to the Flood compensation areas
shown on his land
There are very early discussions underway
between Mr Everdell’s Agent and Highways
England about the value of the land to be CPOed
and including the value of the aggregate

2

Flood Compensation
Areas Gen Arr 12. Plot
15/ 11a

Mr Everdell does not believe that land for flood
compensation should be permanently acquired as
part of the CPO and should be taken only
temporarily for the construction period. Highways
England considers that the land is an essential part
of the scheme and will undergo significant change
of form by lowering the land to create the
compensatory flood capacity.
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Mr Everdell.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Impact of borrow pit 3 on
farming viability and (West
End Farm). General
Arrangement Dwg 11.
Plots 14/11, 14/16 and
15/2.

Mr Everdell has several concerns in relation
to the excavation of borrow pits:
 The essential water supply could be
compromised;
 Water levels and fish stocks could be
adversely affected;
 In a worst case scenario domestic
water supply and fishing lakes could
be lost.

2

Future owner ship and
management of land taken
by the scheme. Especially
in relation to Rights of Way
and Access Plans
numbered 13 & 14.

Mr Everdell has concerns regarding the
ownership and management post scheme of
the proposed A14 road and side road
verges, embankments and environmental
areas, in particular area on Rights of Way
and Access Plans numbered 13 & 14.
Highways England will take ownership of all
land essential to the ongoing commitments
of the A14 scheme. Highways England
understands that there is concern over the
future management and will seek to minimise
that ongoing liability in the detail design.
Land retained will be maintained by
Highways England’s agents in perpetuity.

3

Land access to fields,
General Arrangement
Dwg11. Plot 15/11c

Mr Everdell notes that one parcel of land to
be retained in their ownership is without
access on the basis of the DCO submission.
Highways England is reviewing and ensuring
that proper and legal access off the Hilton
Road is provided.

4

Trees and habitat. General
Arrangement Dwg 11

Mr Everdell believes that existing trees and
habitat at plot 15/2 should be maintained.
Highways England will be maintaining all the
existing vegetation / habitat in all areas
surrounding the area shown for Borrow Pit 3.

5

Fencing generally.

Mr Everdell has ongoing concerns regarding
the provision of appropriate fencing
alongside the new highway boundaries.
This will be discussed with Mr Everdell and
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
agreed at detailed design stage to suit the
ongoing activities on the land.

6

Existing/ realigned and
proposed Drainage
ditches. Gen Arr 11

Mr Everdell has ongoing concerns regarding
the effective maintenance of existing
drainage systems.
Details of the existing drainage systems will
be considered at the detailed design stage.
Ongoing discussions with the Environment
Agency / Drainage boards and local
authorities will maintain the existing
management structure.

7

Flood Compensation Area.
Gen Arr 12. Plot 15/11a

Highways England will discuss the details
and design of the FCA with Mr Everdell
during the detailed design stage, with the
intention of maximising farmability.
Notwithstanding that Highways England
understands that Mr Everdell is opposed to
the taking of the flood compensation areas
compulsorily and permanently.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters which are agreed between both parties, as well as
matters which are not agreed and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of the SoCG is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and J.J.Gallagher Ltd, and includes J.J.Gallagher Ltd and Land
Improvement Holdings Plc, BPHA Ltd and Premier Inn Hotels Ltd. It refers to
the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014 and accepted on 27 January 2015 for examination by the Planning
Inspectorate.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition,
it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing
A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the
removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at
Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction, including identification of the land to which
this SoCG relates.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
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1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates

Plot number (from
Book of Reference
(BoR)) for land in DCO
boundary

Land Plan with Plot
number (from BoR)

Cross-reference to relevant
sheet of the General
Arrangement (GA) drawings

27/16
27/19

Sheet 27
Sheet 27

Sheet 23
Sheet 23

27/20

Sheet 27

Sheet 23

27/22

Sheet 27

Sheet 23

28/3

Sheet 28

Sheet 23
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below identifies those referred to in the SoCG:

Representing

Name

J.J. Gallaghter Ltd

Mark Highton

J.J. Gallaghter Ltd

Nick Blacke

Development Director

J.J. Gallaghter Ltd

Alan Joyner

Executive Director

BPHA Ltd

Luke Wille

BPHA Ltd

Christine Steele

Development manager

Highways England

Anna Smyth

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

Highways England

Rob Ramshaw

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

Highways England

Jon Lewell

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

2.1.2

Position / Role

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and J.J.Gallagher Ltd, and includes J.J.Gallagher Ltd, Land
Improvement Holdings Plc, BPHA Ltd, Premier Inn Hotels Ltd (collectively
referred to below as J.J.Gallagher):

2.1.3
Date

11/10/14 and
29/04/15

10/06/15

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

Site meetings Mark
Highton, Gallaghers.
Jon Lewell / Rob
Ramshaw ,J2A.

Mark Highton, Nick
Black[Alan Joyner
for JJ Gallagher
LimitedLuke Wille
and Christine Stealth
for BPHA Limited,
Anna Smythe for HE

The following was discussed / inspected:
 The current layout of carparks and access
roads
 existing drainage features
 extent and use of land within the red line
boundary
 previous historic schemes discussed
 multi storey car park at Premier Inn
The following was discussed:
 The interests involved in the land adjacent
to the A14 at Orchard Park
 The A14 preliminary detail proposals that
show more detail of the works proposed
 Ongoing discussion required
 Access for construction
 Drainage on land outside the highway
boundary
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Rob Ramshaw and
Jon Lewell J2A

11/03/15

Relevant
Representation
received by the
Planning
Inspectorate from
J.J. Gallagher Ltd

 Overall planned schedule for project
The Relevant Representation submitted by J.J.
Gallagher Ltd covered the following topics:
 J.J. Gallager Ltd gives strong support to the
A14 Scheme;
 Query the boundaries shown for Plots
27/16, 27/19, 27/20, 27/21, 28/3, 28/4; and
 Request ongoing co-ordination at the
detailed design stage to ensure that are no
clashes or overlapping at the boundary to
Orchard Park.

2.1.4

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and J.J.Gallagher Ltd, in
relation to the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

2.1.5

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and
J.J.Gallagher Ltd, are in agreement:

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

Extent of proposed
compulsory acquisition of
the land on Plots 27/16,
27/19, 27/20, 27/22 and
28/3(GA Drawings, Sheet
23)

J.J.Gallagher was concerned that the scheme red line
boundary may conflict with the current existing layout on
site of the developments adjacent to the A14. Current on
site uses include access roads, car parks, multi storey car
park and general green estate including highway and
local drainage arrangements. As such the current red line
boundary would render these facilities unworkable.
Highways England considers that the temporary
possession and use of land could potentially provide safe
access and facilitate the creation of gantry footings, the
replacement or improvement of noise fencing and
planting. This area of land was recently reassessed
following discussion with JJ Gallagher once new
information on gantry location, design and construction
became available. Highways England has undertaken
some early detail design to ensure that the required
permanent work will be contained within the existing
highway boundary.
Highways England will consult with the relevant parties as
landowners or lessees with regard to access for
construction which includes work to the drainage
infrastructure and agree safe and appropriate
methodologies for carrying out the work. Highways
England notes that in this regard the areas under
consideration are currently in use for parking and
servicing of the buildings including bike racks.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and
J.J.Gallagher Ltd, are not in agreement;

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

N/A

N/A

N/A
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and J.J.Gallagher Ltd.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Detail Design and
construction

In relation to the land issues and work methodologies
Highways England will continue discussion and supply detail
drawings and sections in relation to the matters noted at
paragraph 3.1.1 Ref 1 above and including construction
methodologies and timing.

Page 6 of 7

5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

J.J.Gallagher Ltd, and includes J.J.Gallagher Ltd and Land
Improvement Holdings Plc, BPHA Ltd and Premier Inn Hotels Ltd

Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and the George Lenton Trust, Lenton Bros Ltd and Elizabeth
Ruston as the three legal entities and including Christine King as party to the
George Lenton Trust and Lenton Bros Ltd. The land interests covered in this
SoCG are Brampton Lodge Farm, Park Farm, Rectory Farm and Low
Harthay Farm all situated in Brampton east and west of the A1). For ease of
reference the three separate entities are referred to as Lenton Farms
throughout this document, where Lenton Farms is mentioned it should be
taken to represent all three legal entities.

1.2.2

This SoCG refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The scheme extends from Ellington, on the western outskirts of Huntingdon,
to Milton in the north east of Cambridge. It includes both new highway
construction and the widening and improvement of existing highways over a
total length of 34 km (21 miles). It includes a new bypass to the south of
Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between Swavesey
and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also
includes junction improvements, the widening of the A1 trunk road between
Brampton and Alconbury, and new local access roads. In addition, the
existing A14 between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions is to be detrunked (ie returned to county road status), the road viaduct over the East
Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon removed and road connections to the
existing A14 from within the town amended.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
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 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.
1.4

Previous engagement undertaken

1.4.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Lenton Farms. Discussions have also included their agents,
David Sinfield of Brown and Co Alexanders and Julian Dingle in relation to
planning / mineral issues. Main discussions have included all parties with
agents. In addition there have been several informal discussions to update,
clarify and in relation to site access for survey work. There has been ongoing
dialogue in relation to land access for environmental, geotechnical and
archaeology surveys. Mrs Ruston and Mrs King have been extremely helpful
in this regard.

1.4.2

The issues discussed remained very similar at each meeting, as the design
and consultation progressed so did the more detailed knowledge of the
scheme by the Trust and its impact on the three parties. The last meeting on
the 10/2/15 clarified and brought together all issues and included early
discussion around the land loss and compensation with the District Valuer
(A14).

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

05/02/14

Meeting with
Elizabeth Ruston
and Christine King (
Lenton Farms Trust)

Issues raised are listed and summarised below:
 All parties resist the land take either as
owners or tenant farmers.
 All parties object to the principle of CPO for
Borrow Pits.
 There is concern / objection to bridleways
around the fishing lakes with regard to
security / rider ingress to farmland. They
include health and safety conflict with
fishing activities.
 Want to avoid excessive ponds and
landscaping, this should be kept to
minimum to limit impact on farming activity
 Objections to the position of the flood
compensation area, east of the road and
reducing the impact of the area on
farmability.
 Requirement that the land taken for soil
storage is returned to the Lenton Trust after
construction finishes
 Proposed access to Mick George Site
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21/05/14

should be moved
The need for access between the farm and
all directions on the A1.
Borrow pits and mineral extraction and
ongoing liabilities if returned to owners.
Potential issues in moving large agricultural
vehicles through the new Brampton
junctions north and south, and problems at
the Buckden Road underbridge.
Need for rabbit fencing to protect crops,
where appropriate to changes in layout

Meeting with
Christine King,
Elizabeth Ruston
and Alan Hendry

Issues raised are listed and summarised below:
 Land take and issues around CPO for
borrow pits
 Security concerns related to the bridleways
around the fishing lakes
 Minimising impact of ponds and
landscaping
 Position of the flood compensation area
 Return of land following construction
 Access to Mick George Site
 Access between the farm and A1 and
general circulation including use of the Mere
Lane Byway Open to All Traffic (BOAT).
 Liabilities related to borrow pits and mineral
extraction
 Allowances for movements of large
agricultural vehicles
 Rabbit fencing / rabbit issues need to be
considered in detail design.

Meeting with Mrs
Elizabeth Ruston,
Mrs Christine King
and Julian Dingle
(Agent). Jon Lewell
and Jake Kuyer

Issues raised are listed and summarised below:
 Land take and issues around CPO for area
of the highway and borrow pits especially in
relation to development potential.
 Discussion about previous planning
proposals on borrow Pit 2 land.
 General discussion around planning issues
/ development potential for land taken to the
A14 scheme.
 Wish to retain land segregated within new
junction layouts.
 Ongoing objection to bridleways with regard
to security and health and safety.
 Consider land take around Borrow Pit 2 is
excessive and cannot be justified.
Minimising impact of ponds and
landscaping to reduce land take.
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10/02/15

Meeting – David
Sinfield (Agent), Mrs
Elizabeth Ruston,
Mrs Christine King.
Philip Welbourn A14
Valuer, Sarah
Collins / Anna
Smythe Highways
England, Jon Lewell.

Flood compensation areas could better
designed to allow for agricultural need.
Ongoing concern over the process of return
of land to current landowners / to agriculture
where possible.
Noted access to Mick George site is being
reviewed and likely to be switched to the
north of site.
Access directly onto A1 southbound from
farmland to back of layby is lost and access
from Park farm to other farm land
Discussion over detail widths of farm
access tracks and need to accommodate
large Agricultural vehicles especially track
from Park Road to Buckden Road.

Issues raised are listed and summarised below:
 Land take and issues around CPO for
borrow pits including the current thoughts
on land value especially for borrow pits.
Perceived inefficient use of land around
borrow pits.
 Security concerns related to the bridleways
around the fishing lakes
 Ongoing discussion around the perceived
excessive landtake for landscape / Ecology.
 Flood compensation areas at detail design
to rationalise to reduce agricultural impact.
 Return of land following construction.
 Mick George / recycling site access
confirmed as now approaching from the
north (existing position)
 BOAT confirmed as being upgraded detail
discussed. Security / misuse issues. Inc
widening of Grafham road locally with
passing places.
 Access from Grafham Rd north to Lenton
Farms land to the north without conflicting
with Brampton Lodge Farm.
 Increased use of Wooley Road by adding
local access road.
 Continued access to fishing lakes and
parking provision. Security in relation to
illegal use.

1.4.3

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and the Lenton Farms in
relation to the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

1.4.4

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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2

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

2.1

Matters agreed

2.1.1

The table below shows a summary of the areas where Highways England
and Lenton Farms are in agreement and where changes have been made
to the scheme design or where Highways England commits to further
discussion.

2.1.2

The three separate parties are noted below and abbreviated to George
Lenton Trust ( GLT). Lenton Brothers Ltd ( LBLtd) and Mrs E A Ruston
(EAR).

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

Alignment / boundary
of Ecological Area
between A14 and
Recycling Centre.
Gen Arr Sheet 04.
Plot 4/6
LB Ltd (Owner /
Occupier)

Following discussions with Lenton Bros the west boundary
of the ecology area has been straightened to give more
logical farming boundary.

2

Recycling Centre
Access. Gen Arr
Sheet 04
LBLtd Land (Owner /
Occupier)

The original plans for the A14 scheme showed access to
the Ellington Recycling Centre operated by Mick George
being through the Lenton Bros land. Following discussions
with Lenton Bros, Mick George and the Marshall family this
access has been moved to run along the front of the
properties beside the A14. The detail arrangements are
being refined to improve access for all parties.

3

Farm access between
Park Farm and
Brampton Lodge
Farm to allow
movement on and off
the A1.
LBLtd, GLT and EAR
(Lenton Farms).

To facilitate this movement of agricultural machinery a track
has been provided from Park Road in Buckden to the
B1514 Buckden Road. The track joins Buckden Road
south west of Borrow Pit 2.
This track arrangement allows movement between the
farms and maintains access to the A1 for farmland to and
from Park Farm with Agricultural machinery / grain lorries
etc. Noted as giving access heading southwards on the A1
to related enterprises.

4

Land take of track and
hedge at the north
edge of Borrow Pit 2.
LBLtd, GLT. Plot 7/19

The current DCO plans show the track and hedge along
the north edge of Borrow Pit 2 as being within the red line
boundary for the scheme.
Following discussion with the owner, Highways England
confirms that the track, ditch and hedge will remain in the
ownership of the George Lenton Trust rather than being
included in the land acquisition for the scheme. This is to
enable access to the adjoining grass field and maintenance
of the hedges and ditches. The red line will be changed at
the next revision of the DCO documentation to reflect this.

Highways England notes Lenton Farms’ ongoing objection
to extent of land take for ecology.
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Ref

Description

Matters agreed

5

Timing of
Construction.
GLT / LBLtd / EAR
(Lenton Farms)

Lenton Farms have requested ongoing discussion and as
much advanced warning as possible to allow planning of
farming operations.
Highways England is committed to providing as much
information and notice as possible to allow planning of
farming operation before and during construction.

6

Access Northwards
from the Grafham
Road to GLT / LBLtd
land south of
Brampton Hut
Services. Gen Arr 05
and 03. Through Plots
7/4a, 7/7a and 6/15.

It is agreed that a track and right of access will be provided
from Grafham Road northwards running parallel with the
A1 and returning westwards along Bridleway Brampton 19
to access land to the north to replace that already in
existence. It is also noted that an internal accommodation
track will be provided running further north running
northwards along the edge of Borrow Pit 1 to link up the
High Harthay roadway to replace the existing provision.

7

Private means of
access to Fishing
Lakes over existing
stopped up Highway.
Plot 7/8b. GLT / LBLtd

It is agreed that a private means of access will be provided
from the realigned eastern approach to the Grafham Rd
overbridge to the old Grafham Rd alignment leaving
existing access and informal parking arrangements. Gating
and fencing will be provided and agreed with the
landowner.

8

Track Running north
from Brampton Lodge
farm. Within Red line.
Gen arrangement
Sheets 03 and 05.
GLT / LBLtd / EAR.

The Lenton Trust has concerns about the inclusion of the
track in Plot 6/13 on the western edge of the borrow Pit 1
from Brampton Lodge Farm northwards within the DCO red
line. Acquiring this track would unnecessarily deny use to
current authorised users and would interfere with the
viability of farming operations. Highways England
acknowledges the use of this track as an essential
movement for managing the farms and to avoid conflicts
both long term and during construction Highways England
will not make use of this track and it will make provision for
the continued use of the farms.

9

Access to small
parcels of land around
the A1 and the B1514
Buckden Road
junction. Gen
Arrangement Sheets
05 and 06. Plots 7/9c
8/5c, and 8/5b,
GLT / LBLtd

Highways England will provide access to all parcels of land
around this junction. Noting that access off the B1514 west
of the new A14 and east of the A1 will comprise two access
points opposite each other. Three access points in total to
be discussed further and detail location agreed with the
landowner.

10

Mere Lane BOAT
Lenton Farms Gen
Arrangement Sheet
05. Plots 7/12, 13a,
20a, 21a

The existing BOAT track as part of general circulation
becomes essential access to the farming operation
therefore by agreement the upgrading and surfacing needs
to be included and agreed during the detail design stage to
ensure that it is suitable for heavy farm use and that
security concerns are understood and addressed at both
ends. Highways England will take additional land to
construct a secondary access point from the B.O.A.T onto
Graffham Road which can be properly secured against
unwanted use without contravening the historic rights. The

Page 6 of 11

Ref

Description

Matters agreed
remaining northern end of the track can remain as existing.

2.2

Matters not agreed

2.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Lenton
Farms are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement summarises the
areas where Lenton Farms still have concerns over either design detail or
land acquisition matters and is reflected in representations made by Lenton
Farms. As a general principle Lenton Farms would like to see as little land
taken as possible and as much as possible returned to agriculture.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

Land for Borrow Pits.
Gen Arr Dwg 03 and
05 GLT / LBLtd / EAR

Lenton Farms objects to the land take for borrow pits by
compulsory means and considers that the removal of
aggregates is wrong, and that the landowner should be
entitled to some compensation.
Highways England believes that the DCO gives the
necessary powers to allow this compulsory land take.

2

Additional Bridleway
across farm land.
North of Fishing
Lakes GLT / LBLtd.
General Arrangement
Dwg 03 and 05. Plot
7/6a

Lenton Farms objects as there is already a link to BW19
over which the Grafham flyover then westwards, which is to
be retained over the new A1/A14 flyover. Highways
England notes the concerns regarding H & S and security
around the fishing lakes. Highway England has provided
the link and that the additional link provided is though
consultation with NMU user groups.

3

Land for flood
compensation. Gen
Arrangement Sheet
05. Plot 7/13b
(Lenton Farms)

Lenton Farm object to the land take for flood compensation
and question the need for flood compensation west of the
A1 and the viability of using Borrow Pits for the same.
Highway England considers that the land for Flood
compensation forms part of an overall plan developed in
discussion with the environment agency.

4

Ecological mitigation
areas.
(Lenton Farms)

Lenton Farms object to the excessive land take for
ecological and landscape mitigation and question the need
for it in various locations. Highway England considers that
the land is required to mitigate the environmental mitigation
in accordance with environmental legislation.

5

Access to the HE
ponds east of the A1
at Brampton Gen
Arrangement Sheet 3.
Plot 6/16a
(GLT/LBLtd)

GLT/LBLtd object to the proposed access to the balancing
ponds from Park Road and propose the creation of a new
track to link West End to the NMU crossing and provide
access to the Highway attenuation pond. Highways
England will assess the viability of this option during the
detail design and consult further with the Landowner.

6

Land take between
Lenton Lakes, Park
Road and West End.
Plot 7/6a

Lenton Farms object to the land take in this area which is
for no apparent reason.
Highway England clarifies that this land shown in plot 7/6a
is for flood compensation and the adjacent plot to the north
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Ref

Description
GLT & LBLtd

Matters not agreed
shown as temporary use is for short term working area.
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3

Record of areas still under discussion

3.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Lenton Farms. This is a
summary record of areas where Lenton Farms still have concerns over
either design detail or land acquisition matters which is reflected in
representations made by Lenton Farms.

3.1.2

The three separate parties are noted below and abbreviated to George
Lenton Trust ( GLT). Lenton Brothers Ltd (LBLtd) and Mrs E A Ruston
(EAR), collectively known as Lenton Farms.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Borrow Pit 2 Future
Ownership. Gen Arr
Sheet 05.
GLT

The Lenton Trust is concerned about what factors will be
considered in decisions about the future of Borrow Pit 2
once construction is completed.
The Landowner has not yet decided whether they would
want to re-acquire the borrow pit, due to uncertainty about
the condition and subsequent valuation of the land.
Highways England and the Lenton Trust are prepared to
discuss this further as and when appropriate.

2

Borrow Pit 2 – impact
on future land use and
adjoining surrounding
land. Gen Arr Sheet
05. Plot 7/19. 8/4.
GLT

The Lenton Trust considers that the land to be taken for
Borrow Pit 2 has potential for development and want this
reflected in the valuation placed on the land, particularly as
it is not in the floodplain. Highways England will continue to
discuss the basis for the land valuation.
Further the landowner considers that the smaller borrow pit
to the east part of BP 2 could be designed out of the
scheme as it currently takes a very large field for a small
area of pit.
Highways England is committed to progressing
rationalisation of the Borrow Pits through the detail design
where possible.

3

Extent of land take at
Rectory, Lodge and
Park Farms with
regard to borrow pits
1 & 2. GLT / LBLtd /
EAR (Lenton Farms).
General arrangement
sheets 3, 4, & 5

Lenton Farms have concerns about the farmability of the
residual agricultural land around borrow pits 1 and 2 which
may be unviable. Lenton Farms wishes to discuss
whether Highways England will take ownership of the
residual land.
Highways England has taken land to build the scheme, the
detail design will continue to refine the layout and will
discuss with the landowners design efficiency where
possible. Where land proves to be unviable Highways
England will consider taking ownership. Currently
Highways England believes it is showing appropriate
landtake to construct the scheme.
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

4

Brampton Lodge
Farm – flood
compensation area.
Plot 7/13b.
EAR as Tenant.

EAR has queried whether the flood compensation area
(FCA) could be moved or removed so that their fields are
left full, intact and in a sensible shape for farming.
Highways England is committed to reviewing the flood
compensation areas in the detail design to maximise
farming practice.

5

Rectory, Lodge and
Park Farms –
unusable land. Gen
Arrangement sheets
03, 04 & 05. LBLtd.

LBLtd has concerns regarding detail of ponds and planting
to the north of Borrow Pits 1 & and east of 2. LBLtd
believes this is an unnecessary land take for ecology
purposes. LBLtd has concerns over future ownership of
these areas of land and long term management.
Highways England notes the concerns and considers that
the landscaping shown is for mitigation of the scheme.
However Highways England will continue through the detail
design process to rationalise the borrow pits to minimise
impact where possible.

6

Brampton Lodge
Farm, Park Farm and
Rectory Farm – rabbit
fencing.
GLT / LBLtd / EAR

The Lenton Trust has asked that rabbit fencing is
considered in detail design works to protect crops /
planting. Highways England have noted the concern and
confirm that this issue is dealt with during detail design
across the whole scheme.

7

Access to Park Farm
from Brampton Lodge
Farm along Mere
Lane (B.O.A.T). Gen
Arr 05 . Plot 7/12.
GLT / LBLtd / EAR
(Lenton Farms)

Lenton Farms welcomes the upgrading of this track as part
of the scheme, but has concerns that others may view the
new track as an attractive short cut to Grafham Water.
Highways England and Lenton Farms will continue
discussions during detailed design stage about surfacing,
appearance and visual measures to reduce likelihood to
use. Highways England is making further provision to
provide an additional exit point onto Grafham Rd which can
be gated / secured without impeding the BOAT.

8

Access to Brampton
Lodge Farm along
Grafham Road
additional Passing
areas. Gen Arr Sheet
05. Plot 7/11a. GLT /
LBLtd / EAR (Lenton
Farms)

With the closure of the slip road off the A1 northbound at
the Grafham Road Cottages, passing bays will be required
on the length of Grafham Road for farm traffic and grain
lorries using the surfaced Mere Lane (BOAT) (variously
Plots 7/12 to 8/3a) from the A1 northbound to Lodge Farm.
Highways England is prepared to provide localised layby /
widening to allow farm vehicles to pass safely and will
discuss this further in the detail design.

9

Access to The HE
ponds east of the A1
at Brampton Gen Arr
sheet 03. GLT / LBLtd

The HE will discuss in the detail design stage the option to
access this pond from West End Road in Brampton as an
alternative to the access point from the fishing lakes.
Highways England will need to consider further the length
of the access route from a management perspective.

10

PMA 3 Access Track
Park Rd Southwards
to Brampton Road.
West side of BP2.
Gen Arr Sheet 05.
Plot 7/9a. GLT

The George Lenton Trust would prefer to retain ownership
of the track and provide Highways England with rights to
access the highway pond.
Highways England is happy to discuss the final ownership
of this track following confirmation of the detail design.
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Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

John Rowland

Signature:

Position:

A14 Project Manager

On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Mr R Lenton. It refers to the application for the proposed A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Mr R Lenton. Mr Lenton is Owner Occupier at Depden Farm
Ermine Street Plots12/ 6a,6b,6c,6d and Tenant on Corpus Christi Farm Plots
10/ 7, 7b, 7c: General Arrangement Plans - Corpus Christi Farm 07 / 08 and
Depden Farm 09. Corpus Christi Highways England access to Ouse Viaduct
Gen Arr Dwg 14.

Date
19/02/15

10/03/15

Type of
engagement
Meeting with
Michael Alexander
(land agent), Phil
Welbourn (land
valuer), Sarah
Collins (Highways
England) and Jon
Lewell

Summary of discussion

Outline
representation
sent to the
Planning
Inspectorate by
Michael Alexander
on behalf of Mr R
S Lenton

The following issues have been raised in
the relevant representation:
 Corpus Christi Farm – road access
 Depden Farm House - Impacts of
construction on Farm House,
including topsoil storage surrounding
farm buildings.
 Ongoing environmental impact on
Depden Farm House of noise, fumes

Discussions around:
 Corpus Christi Farm - Access to land
at and use of the farm track by
Highways England to access the
attenuation pond
 Depden Farm House - Access to
Farm Land
 Depden Farm –Extent of land take at
Ermine Street junction
 Depden Farm Ecological mitigation
areas
 Depden Farm – Existing Planting
 Provision of appropriate fencing
 Corpus Christi and Depden Farms
Severance of land drainage on both
farms
 Impacts of construction and ongoing
operation of the road on Depden
Farm House
 Impacts of the soil storage area on
the Farm dwelling during
construction and impact on residual
fertility and structure of the ground.
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and lighting.
Depden Farm House - Impact on
Farm House related to privacy
Corpus Christi and Depden Farm Provision of appropriate fencing
Depden Farm - Access to land
farmed as part of Depden Farm
during construction
Depden Farm - Access to land to the
south of the road via others land.
Depden Farm - Ecological mitigation
areas
Corpus Christi Farm- Access to
Highway Lagoon from Corpus Christi
farm yard via bridge over railway
south to Ouse Crossing
Challenge the general powers to
take land under DCO

2.1.2

In addition to the formal meetings above there have been a number of
informal meetings with Mr Lenton. Mr Lenton has been very helpful in
providing local knowledge and feedback and allowing access to his land for
environmental, technical survey work and also for ground investigations.

2.1.3

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Mr R Lenton in relation to
the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

2.1.4

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr R Lenton
are in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

Corpus Christi
Farm – road
access. Gen
Arrangement Plan
09 West of Ermine
Street.

Mr Lenton supports the proposed bridge and access
tracks, which will be shared with Mr Carr at Offord Hill
Farm, as long as the bridge/road is an adequate width
and overall required specification for large modern
agricultural vehicles. And that currently the bridge does
not provide a separate access onto Corpus Christi land.
Highways England will provide an additional exit from
the overbridge onto Corpus Christi Farmland to the
south of the new A14 and agree detail alignment with
Mr Lenton (and the landowner)
Highways England will consult further about the detail
specification of the bridge and track with Mr Lenton
during detailed design, however the general principle of
6 metres between parapets on the bridge and 4.5
metres for tracks with localised widening on turns and
passing places where appropriate is agreed. Surface
materials will be discussed and agreed during detail
design. It is understood that this is an internal field to
field access where demounting agricultural equipment
would not be appropriate.

2

Depden FarmLand take for
Ermine Street
junction. Gen
Arrange Dwg 09

As a result of the design review, the roundabout
proposed for the Ermine Street junction was moved
eastwards to sit more comfortably in the landscape
setting, save tree belts and rationalise farming impact.
Following discussions with Highways England, Mr
Lenton is happy with the new location of the
roundabout.

3

Depden Farm –
road access from
Ermine Street at
plot 12/6d

Mr Lenton is concerned that access to areas of Depden
Farm from Ermine Street will be constrained if the red
line boundary shown on the drawings is accurate.
Highways England can confirm and will ensure that
access to Depden Farm is maintained at all times,
closure is not required during the overall construction
process of the A14 and the roundabouts. If during
specific short term construction operations there is
impact then prior consultation and agreement will be
undertaken with Mr Lenton.
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Ref

Description

Matters agreed

4

Depden Farm –
access to land.
Plots12/12a to plot
12/6b

Mr Lenton is concerned that access to his land south of
the A14 will be constrained as he will now need to cross
land belonging to Depden Lodge Farm.
Highways England will provide an access track and
rights will be provided to allow Mr Lenton to continue to
access his land to the south of the A14 and just off the
southern roundabout. The specification for the track
provided will be agreed with Mr Lenton during detail
design.

5

Existing New
Planting just south
of Depden Farm.

Mr Lenton has recently planted screening trees in
anticipation of the scheme. He is concerned about the
removal of some of this screen.
Mr Lenton concern that recent existing planting south of
Depden Farm may be lost to the scheme is fully
understood and has been viewed on site.
Highways England confirms that the existing hedges
and trees will be unaffected by the scheme and can be
maintained and protected through the construction
process.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr R Lenton
are not in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

Removal of the
Huntingdon viaduct

Mr Lenton objects to the removal and believes it is a
waste of valuable resource to the highways network.

2

Depden Farm Ecological Mitigation
Areas

Two ecology mitigation areas originally proposed at
Depden Farm have been amended. However Mr
Lenton still feels that generally that landtake for
ecology is excessive and that the residual small area
just west of Depden Farm should be fully justified.
Highways England believes that ecology mitigation
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Description

Matters not agreed
areas are necessary and appropriate for the scheme
to meet current protected species legislation.
Therefore they need to be retained in the design.
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Mr R Lenton.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Depden Farm
Construction
impacts. Gen
Arrangement Dwg
09

Mr Lenton is concerned that his farm house will be
surrounded on all sides by the soil storage areas.
The soil storage is anticipated to be bunds
approximately 2m high. He feels that the impacts
of dust, vermin and drainage may be greater than
anticipated. He also is concerned that his views will
be – albeit temporarily – obstructed during
construction.
Highways England is committed to minimising the
impacts of construction. A meeting will be held
with the contractor (once appointed) and Mr Lenton
to highlight these issues and agree with Mr Lenton
how this issue will be monitored and mitigated
during construction. At the moment the General
Arrangement plans show a distance of 30 to 40
metres from Depden Farm House, we understand
Mr Lentons concerns and if this is felt to be
intrusive it will be possible to increase this distance,
however clearly this is limited by the need to have
enough land to properly store soil arising from the
construction process.

2

Depden Farm
House
Environmental
impact on Depden
Farm House –
noise, fumes and
lighting. Gen
Arrangement Dwg
09

Mr Lenton is concerned that insufficient regard has
been given to the effect of noise, fumes and
lighting on his home, especially since the house will
be approximately 150m from the road.
A response has been requested from the technical
team at Highways England and is included in the
response to relevant representations.

3

Fencing Provision
Generally

Mr Lenton has requested the provision of
appropriate fencing alongside the new highway.
Highways England has agreed that it can provide
appropriate fencing as accommodation works,
suitable for his farming operations, along the
boundary line of the new road and this will be
agreed following further discussion. As an ‘A’ road
the fence would become the property of the
landowner including ongoing maintenance
responsibilities.
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

4

Corpus Christi Farm
Highways England
rights over a farm
track. Gen Arrange
dwg 14 cont to dwg
07.

There is a proposed farm track from Offord Road to
the attenuation pond at the Great Ouse crossing.
This track crosses Corpus Christi Farm land and
the East Coast Mainline track. The track will only
be used for infrequent long term maintenance
access at the attenuation pond. Highways England
can confirm that it is not required for construction
access except some early inspection, survey and
set up work.
Mr Lenton feels that the route of this track needs to
be refined to reflect the field layout and usage.
Highways England agrees to review the track at the
detailed design stage and amend the alignment
through agreement with the landowner / tenant
farmer.

5

Depden Farm - Soil
storage area and
topsoil quality /
impact on land
quality. Gen
Arrange Dwg 09

Mr Lenton believes that on return the quality of the
land used for the SSA will not be as good as it is
currently. The reduction in quality results from
compaction by machinery.

Depden Farm and
Corpus Christi Farm
impact on land
drainage.

Mr Lenton is concerned that the land drainage on
his farms will be permanently cut by construction of
the new road.

6

Highways England acknowledges this issue and
that the movement of soil and the machines which
go with it are capable of degrading the underlying
soil and indeed the soil moved. The contractor will
be required to take account of the current guidance
on the removal, storage and restitution of top soil.
Highways England’s contractors are committed to
meeting with Mr Lenton to discuss the storage of
top soil and its return in the best condition possible.
Any degradation of quality would be subject to
further compensation discussion, but highways
England will always seek to minimise damage in
the first instance.

Highways England has agreed to discuss and
agree with Mr Lenton the best designs for
mitigating the disruption to land drainage.
Highways England will meet with Mr Lenton to
finalise designs during the detailed design stage
and agree alignment, type and capacity of the
reinstated drainage system. Mr Lenton has
provided detail plans of the existing system.
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

7

Rights over Depden
Farm land from
Ermine Street to
Church
Commissioners land
to the west. Plot
12/6b to plot 12/2c

To allow access to the Church Commissioner’s
land Highways England will need to take rights
over a strip 5 metres wide along the northern edge
of plot 12/6b running from plot 12/12a to plot 12/2c
(noting additional rights will be taken to allow Mr
Lenton access over plot 12/12a from Ermine
Street).
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Mr P Mann (Lodge Farm, Buckden). It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.
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1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates

Plot number (from Land Plan showing Cross-reference to relevant
BoR) for land in plot number (from sheet of the GA drawings
DCO boundary
BoR)
8/21e

8

Sheet 6

8/21d

8

Sheet 6

8/21c

8

Sheet 6

8/21b

8

Sheet 6

8/21f

8

Sheet 6

8/27

8

Sheet 6

8/29a

8

Sheet 6

8/21g

8

Sheet 6

8/21j

8

Sheet 6

8/21h

8

Sheet 6

9/2b

9

Sheet 6

9/2a

9

Sheet 6

9/2c

9

Sheet 6

9/2f

9

Sheet 6

9/5

9

Sheet 6

9/2e

9

Sheet 6

9/3b

9

Sheet 6

9/3a

9

Sheet 6

9/3c

9

Sheet 6

9/4b

9

Sheet 6

9/4a

9

Sheet 6
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Mr P Mann (Lodge Farm, Buckden). There has been regular
and informal engagement with Mr Mann in relation to access to his land for
environmental and technical surveys Mr Mann has been extremely helpful in
this regard :

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

12/02/14

Meeting with Mr
Peter Mann and
Andrew Meikle (land
agent from
Bletsoes), Jon
Lewell

This meeting is a general introduction to the
scheme as no confirmed details of the preferred
design are yet available.
Mr Peter Mann considers that his land is
severely impacted upon by the A14 proposals.
In addition he spends the majority of his time at
Lodge Farm and considers it much more than
just a productive farm.
Mr Mann raised concerns over the following:
 The nature of the scheme in relation to
traffic movements,
 The fact that there is no provision of screen
fencing or boundary treatment, other than
planting, along the southern side of the road
to provide privacy and security,
 Land loss affecting farm income and
efficiency, especially with the fields being
segregated meaning they are more difficult
and inefficient to manage.
 The proposed route of the new road, and its
impacts on the viability of farming the
holding.

24/02/015

Meeting with Mr
Peter Mann, Andrew
Meikle, Phil
Welbourn (land
valuer), Sarah
Collins (Highways
England), Anna
Smythe (Highways
England) and Jon
Lewell

Meeting to confirm details of agreements
reached and ongoing issues. The topics
discussed are summarised below:
 Providing adequate access arrangements to
Mr Mann’s land north of the A14
 Removal of emergency services access to
the A14
 Location of and access to the drainage
attenuation pond
 Location of the flood compensation area
 Proposals for transfer of land ownership
 Security of the farm
 Location of the soil storage area
 Impact on future business
 Impact on the farm’s main drainage system
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12/03/15

Relevant
representation made
by Andrew Meikle on
behalf of Mr Mann

This issues covered in the relevant
representation are summarised below:
 Providing adequate access arrangements to
Mr Mann’s land north of the A14
 Removal of emergency services access to
the A14
 Location of and access to the drainage
attenuation pond
 Location of the flood compensation area
 Proposals for transfer of land ownership
 Security of the farm
 Location of the soil storage area
 Impact on future business
 Changes to flood risk

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Mr P Mann (Lodge Farm,
Buckden) in relation to the matters noted in the following sections of this
document.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr P Mann
(Lodge Farm, Buckden) are in agreement, the record of agreement refers to
the source document in which the agreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters Agreed

1

Access to farm land

Access to land north of the new road will be provided beneath
the new carriageway. This will need to be accessible year
round. The area is prone to flooding and this will need to be
addressed in the detail design. A second access will be
provided from the Buckden Road end north of the proposed
A14, linking to the segregated land and beyond to the
highway pond.
The access will need to be similar in size to the existing one
and large enough to accommodate large agricultural vehicles.
This will need to maximise the clearance available beneath
the viaduct.

2

Removal of the
emergency /
maintenance access to
A14 attenuation pond
from Buckden Rd
running eastwards
along southern edge of
proposed A14.

This access track has been removed as it was felt it posed
security issues to Mr Mann’s Farm buildings. Alternatives
being progressed.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr P Mann
(Lodge Farm, Buckden) are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement
refers to the source document in which the confirmed disagreement has
been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

Location of drainage
attenuation pond

Mr Mann believes that the current location of the attenuation
pond is on good agricultural land. He feels it should be
moved to a location north of the A14 to an area adjacent to
the landfill which has less agricultural value and where it
would be less disruptive to farming operations.
This suggestion was rejected by the A14 design team due to
alternative locations being in the flood plain. Highways
England will continue to look at Mr Mann’s concerns during
the detail design stage.

2

Alignment of the route

Mr Mann believes the route could be moved north to run
across less productive land in Buckden Lakes and to the
edge of Buckden landfill. He believes the proposed route
cuts Lodge Farm holding in half with impacts on the viability
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Ref

Description

Matters not agreed
of farming the holding in future which could be mitigated by
the movement to the north.

3

Location of flood
compensation area
(FCA) Gen Arr Sheet 6
Inset A. Plot 8/ 21g

Mr Mann feels that the FCA is a further erosion of good
agricultural land and therefore objects and feels that other
alternative locations could be found either a new location or
other methods of mitigating flood risk in this area more fully
explored. Highways England in the detail design will consult
further on this matter to reduce impact to agricultural land
where possible.

4

Permanent transfer of
ownership

Mr Mann queries the need to permanently transfer
ownership of the areas required for flood compensation
area, the soil storage area and landscape / environmental
mitigation. These could be accommodated with temporary
transfer of ownership or by taking of rights

5

Flood mitigation. Plot
9/2b

Mr Mann considers that the use of an additional short
section of bridge section and removal of embankment to the
west of the Great Ouse crossing would achieve the best
usage of ground for flood alleviation within the Ouse Valley
and reduce the loss of valuable grazing land.

6

Soil Storage Area (SSA).
North of proposed A14

Mr Mann considers that the temporary soil storage area is
moved to the adjacent landfill site, rather than using good
agricultural land that will affect the management of his cattle
herd even over a short period. Highways England will look
for alternatives but confirms that at the moment this is an
essential requirement of the scheme.

7

Impact on future
business

Mr Mann has limited grazing on the holding, which is
predominantly located to the north of his land holding (north
of the existing concrete track). The impact that this will have
on his pedigree Limousin herd will be severe, to the extent
that he may have to reduce his herd size which clearly has
implication in terms of its pedigree. It is noted that it is a
closed herd so movement on and off Lodge farm is not
possible. It is also noted that during construction the
situation is likely to be very difficult to manage.
Highways England through the detail design and
construction phase will liaise with Mr Mann to manage this
situation and reduce impact as far as possible. Although
understands there are severe
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Mr P Mann (Lodge Farm,
Buckden). The record of agreement refers to the source document in which
the original point of discussion has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion and to be discussed

1

Access to highway
attenuation pond

Access to this area should not be through Lodge Farm
but directly from the proposed highway. Highways
England is proposing an alternative route now being
detailed north of the A14 avoiding any routes through
the farm buildings. Discussions will continue to ensure
that the arrangement is the best possible for the
landowner.

2

Security

Mr Mann requests clarity on the design of the
emergency accesses from the highway. Specifically the
security of any new access points created and the
boundary fencing/ barriers detailed preventing trespass
and reducing risk of burglary.
Highways England acknowledges Mr Mann’s concerns
about security based on his experience of the area.
Highways England will work with Mr Mann during the
detailed design stage to agree suitable fencing, gates
and barriers to maximise security of the farm as much
as possible. Including ownership of tracks north of the
A14 road and fence lines.

3

Use of “viaduct access track”
Plot 9/4b

Mr Mann queries the purpose and frequency of use of
this access track. Highways England confirms that use
of the track is on a very infrequent basis of maximum
once a year to inspect the viaduct structure.

4

Impact on the farm’s main
drainage system

The farm’s main drainage system runs through the
proposed attenuation pond access area and might be
damaged in the construction phase.
Further, the land drainage system for the whole farm
needs to be assessed to understand the impact of the
construction and operation of the road on it and
alternative schemes designed and agreed with Mr
Mann.
Highways England will during the detail design stage
discuss and agree with Mr Mann the impact on the
existing Farm and land drainage and agree a design to
divert / replace the existing system.

5

Flood risk

The Flood Risk Assessment for the redesigned Great
Ouse crossing predicts an increase in flood risk above
neutral to the river Great Ouse. The preliminary
modelling suggests an increase of 10-12 millimetres in a
100 year event along the banks of the Great Ouse. The
preliminary drawings were shown to Mr Mann.
Highways England will provide more information and
detail of the increase in flood risk to Mr Mann’s land, this
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion and to be discussed
is currently being drafted and agreed with the
Environment Agency. Notwithstanding Mr Mann’s
overall view that removal of the highway embankment to
the west of the Great Ouse and the lakes on Mr Mann’s
land would reduce the need for flood compensation and
the slight increase in flood risk.

6

Detail Design Generally

Mr Mann feels strongly that many issues have been set
aside for detail design, making it difficult for him to fully
understand and agree many of the concerns. Highways
England undertakes to consult at the earliest
opportunity in the detail design with Mr Mann to work to
reduce ongoing concerns.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and The Marshall Family (Woodhatch Farm). It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:


Section 1 – this introduction.



Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.



Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.



Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.



Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
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1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates
Plot number (from Cross-reference
to
BoR) for land in DCO relevant sheet of the GA
boundary
drawings
5/14

A14-ARP-ZZ-E2-DR-Z0004 Rev 00

5/15

A14-ARP-ZZ-E2-DR-Z0004 Rev 00

5/16

A14-ARP-ZZ-E2-DR-Z0004 Rev 00

5/17

A14-ARP-ZZ-E2-DR-Z0004 Rev 00

5/19

A14-ARP-ZZ-E2-DR-Z0004 Rev 00

5/20

A14-ARP-ZZ-E2-DR-Z0004 Rev 00

5/1m

A14-ARP-ZZ-E2-DR-Z0004 Rev 00
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and the Marshall Family (Woodhatch Farm):

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion
Discussions of issues relating to land owned by
the Marshall Family which includes:
 House at Woodhatch Farm and adjacent
bungalow
 Recycling site with tenants Mick George
and Energy 10

18/11/14

05/03/15

31/03/15

Issues discussed included:
 The width of the track to the recycling site,
critical that it allows 2 articulated lorries to
pass
 Confirmed that the position of access to
front of the recycling site is being retained
 Confirmed that the proposed access to the
rear of recycling site has been removed
 Noted ongoing discussion from a previous
scheme between the Marshalls and
Highways England resolving owner of the
access track
 Explained the overall traffic movements of
the Brampton Hut junction
 Provision of noise attenuation mitigation
within the A14 scheme will be provided
North of Woodhatch Farm and Little
Meadow

Informal meeting
with Glenn and
Barry Marshall, Jon
Lewell and Kara
Connon

Meeting with Mick
George (tenant)

Discussions around maintaining good access
to the site, of adequate width to allow two
lorries to pass.
Explained the junction layout which would allow
movement in all directions.

Informal meeting
with Barry Marshall,
Philip Baker (A14
landowner liaison)
and Jon Lewell

Revised plans were shown wider access and
realignment to the Mick George depot, allowing
lorries to pass. It was explained that additional
land would be required at the front garden of
Woodhatch Farm to allow the increase in width
of access track. The revised plans also take
into account movement past existing utility
pylon.
Mr Marshall understood the principles of the
revised access allowing 2 lorries to pass but
wanted to confirm acceptability with other
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family members (and is likely to want to include
an agent).
2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key

correspondence between Highways England and The Marshall Family
(Woodhatch Farm) in relation to the matters noted in the following sections of
this document.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and the Marshall
Family (Woodhatch Farm – General Arrangement Drawing 04, Book of
Reference Plots 5/14, 5/15, 5/16, 5/17, 5/19, 5/20, 5/1m) are in agreement,
the record of agreement refers to the source document in which the
agreement has been noted.
Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

N/A

N/A

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and the Marshall
Family (Woodhatch Farm – General Arrangement Drawing 04, Book of
Reference Plots 5/14, 5/15, 5/16, 5/17, 5/19, 5/20, 5/1m) are not in
agreement, the record of non-agreement refers to the source document in
which the confirmed disagreement has been noted.
Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

N/A

N/A
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and the Marshall Family (Woodhatch
Farm – General Arrangement Drawing 04, Book of Reference Plots 5/14,
5/15, 5/16, 5/17, 5/19, 5/20, 5/1m). The record of agreement refers to the
source document in which the original point of discussion has been noted.
Ref

1

Description

Matters under discussion

Access to the recycling
and Energy 10 sites at
Woodhatch farm
Drawing: A14-ARP-ZZE2-DR-Z-0004 Rev 00

It is important that the access track from
Brampton Hut Junction Westwards to
Woodhatch Farm and the Recycling Centre
allows two lorries to pass. Highways
England have proposed a solution which
requires additional land at Woodhatch
Farm frontage which will allow two lorries
to pass in and out of the depot and would
require revised allowance for access to the
separate Energy 10 car park.
Highways England have noted that the
land owner considers that retention of the
wooden electricity pylon compromises the
sweep of the road and if removed would
potentially reduce land take of Woodhatch
Farm front garden and the Energy 10 car
park area.
It is noted that at this stage in the design
the distance between the eastern corner of
Little Meadow and the proposed realigned
boundary fence would be approximately
8m. The detail of arrangements for
driveways for both properties would be
finalised in the detailed design but
Highways England at this stage would be
providing a 2m high screen fence and hard
surface driveway to be agreed with the
landowner. In addition it is likely that the
land owner would want additional and
replacement planting at both properties.
Highways England is happy to agree and
provide all fencing, gates, planting and
hard surfacing as required.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters which are agreed between both parties, as well as
matters which are not agreed and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Mr Pearson of Grange Farm. It refers to the application for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which
was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014 and
accepted on 27 January 2015 for examination by the Planning Inspectorate.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction, including identification of the land to which
this SoCG relates.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.
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1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates

Plot number (from
Book of Reference
(BoR)) for land in DCO
boundary

Land Plan with Plot
number (from BoR)

Cross-reference to relevant
sheet of the General
Arrangement (GA) drawings

20/6a

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/6b

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/6c

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/6d

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/14

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

Sheet 20

Sheet 16

20/15b

Sheet 20

Sheet 16

20/23a

Sheet 20

Sheet 16

20/23b

Sheet 20

Sheet 16

21/4b

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

21/4c

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

21/10a

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

21/10b

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

21/10c

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

21/10e

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

21/12

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

21/13

Sheet 21

Sheet 16

20/15a

21/10d
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Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below identifies those referred to in the SoCG:

Representing

Name

Position / Role

Landowner

Tim Jones

Land agent

Highways England

Jon Lewell

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

Highways England

Kara Connon

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

Highways England

Jake Kuyer

Jacobs, Environmental Economist

N/A

Robert Pearson

Landowner

N/A

Christian Pearson

Landowner's son

2.1.2

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Mr Pearson:

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

13/02/14

Meeting with Mr
Pearson and Jon
Lewell





Meeting with Mr
Pearson and
Christian Pearson,
Jake Kuyer and
Kara Connon

Discussions around:
 Land access and ensuring adequacy for
large farm vehicles
 Access to the attenuation pond
 Special category land replacement area
 Drainage
 Issues around utility realignment during
construction
 Screening around Clare College Farm
 Maintenance of public access road next to
Grange Farm
 Land take for construction compound
 Query relating to relocation of borrow pits
Discussions around:

05/06/14

21/10/14

Meeting with Mr
Pearson, Jon Lewell
and Kara Connon






Introductory meeting
Explanation of the scheme
Initial exploration of perceived issues

Public footpath/bridleway and security
concerns
Minimising loss of woodland
Drainage ditches
Issues around utility realignment during
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01/12/14

Meeting with Tim
Jones (Mr Pearson’s
Land Agent), Jon
Lewell and Kara
Connon

24/02/15

Meeting with Mr
Pearson, Tim Jones
and Jon Lewell

construction
 Construction and design of farm tracks to
be adequate for farm vehicles
Discussion around:
 Maintaining current right of way access over
Green link space owned by Cambridge
University.
 Minimising loss of woodland at the
attenuation pond
 Location of attenuation pond
 Materials to be used in farm track
construction
 Temporary possession and use of land
 Clare College Farm track
 Various concerns to do with compensation
issues giving tax disbenefits
 Existing issues around drainage from
current A14
 Tim Jones requested meeting closer to
detailed design to discuss issues again
Discussions around:
 Minimising woodland loss at the
attenuation pond
 Issues around utility realignment during
construction
 Large farm vehicle access to the farms
and along farm tracks
 Objection to the bridleway across
Grange Farm
 Various concerns to do with
compensation issues giving tax
disbenefits

2.1.3

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Mr Pearson, Grange Farm
in relation to the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

2.1.4

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr Pearson
are in agreement.
Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

Robins Lane over bridge
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16)

Design of road alignment over A14
improved prior to DCO submission. Mr
Pearson is happy with this and accepts the
small loss of land it entails.

2

Temporary possession
and use of land
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16,
Plot 20/6b, 20/6d)

Highways England confirms that it will
return land which is proposed to be used
and possessed temporarily to Mr Pearson
after construction is complete (20/6b).
Highways England confirms that land
shown behind Cambridge Services for the
site compound will be for temporary use
only (plots 20/6b and 20/6d).

3

Replacement land for
special category land
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16)

Previously, at the consultation stage, areas
of 'replacement land' within Grange Farm
were proposed to be used to provide
replacement land in exchange for special
category land which was proposed to be
acquired compulsorily in connection with
the scheme. These areas of 'replacement
land' have been removed from the scheme
as it is Highways England's position that
they are not required.
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3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr Pearson
are not in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters Not Agreed

1

Attenuation pond 35
access track
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16,
plot 21/4b, Updated
Rights of Way and Access
Plans (document
reference HE/A14/EX14)
Sheet 19, Private Means
of Access Reference 4))

Although the design of the track has now
been agreed, Mr Pearson does not, in
principle, want the access to the drainage
attenuation pond to be via the proposed
Clare College Farm access track. He
suggests it should have independent
access from Robins Lane on land
permanently acquired by Highways
England.
Lack of a separate access to the drainage
attenuation ponds has a huge impact
agriculturally, and will be an on-going cost.
It is Highways England's position that
access to the drainage attenuation pond
will be infrequent and therefore does not
justify a separate access arrangement and
use of agricultural land.
Highways England will discuss with the
land owner practical measures to locally
reduce the security risk of other persons
potentially attempting to utilise this track.
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4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Mr Pearson.
Ref

Description

Matters Under Discussion

1

Access between Clare
College Farm and Grange
Farm
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16)

Mr Pearson would prefer that the access
between the two farms be directly opposite
at Robins Lane, thereby keeping farm
traffic separate from normal road users.
The current proposal shows the need for
farm vehicles and articulated lorries to do a
difficult turn onto Robins Lane at the Clare
College Farm access and to travel along
the realigned Robins Lane for a distance of
about 150 metres.
Highways England agrees to make
provision for access opposite the existing
Grange Farm access point on Robins
Lane.

2

Woodland removal and
drainage design required
for drainage attenuation
pond 38 and swales at
Grange Farm
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16)

Mr Pearson would like the proposed loss of
woodland to be minimised during the
detailed design stage.
Highways England will minimise tree loss
wherever possible at the detailed design
stage.

3

Footpath and bridleway
from Bar Hill across
Grange Farm
(GA Drawings, Sheets 16
and 17, Updated Rights of
Way and Access Plans
(document reference
HE/A14/EX14) Sheets 19
and 20))

The existing footpath across Mr Pearson’s
land between Lolworth and the A14 is not
currently much used. The scheme will link
this footpath more directly to Bar Hill and
could result in increased use with
subsequent implications for the security of
Grange Farm.
Highways England will discuss with the
land owner practical measures to locally
reduce the security risk of persons using
the bridleway to access Grange Farm
during detailed design.

4

Track construction, width
and overhang and ditch
crossings at Grange Farm
and Clare College Farm
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16)

Consideration will be needed at detailed
design stage to the practicality of track
usage by large farm vehicles and
articulated lorries. It will need to ensure
adequate room for turning and overhang of
large farm machinery.
Highways England agrees they will need to
ensure adequate room for turning and
overhang of large farm machinery and will
agree the final design with the land owner
at detailed design.
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Ref

Description

Matters Under Discussion

5

Width of access at Robins
Lane for Clare College
Farm and Grange Farm
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16)

Consideration will need to be given at
detailed design stage to ensure there is
adequate turning space at the accesses to
allow large farm vehicles and articulated
lorries to use them. Highways England
agrees the new access points alter the
alignment of the farm tracks to Robins
Lane and so affect accessibility.

6

Drainage
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16)

Mr Pearson has concerns which need to
be addressed in the detailed design stage
about drainage along Robins Lane and
land drainage on Clare College Farm and
Grange Farm.
Highways England agrees drainage will
need to be adequate and will agree with
the land owner the specification during the
detailed design.

7

Farm access track from
Robins Lane to Clare
College Farm and beyond
to Highways England
drainage attenuation pond
35
(GA Drawings, Sheet 16)
(Rights of Way and
Access Plans, Sheet 19
Private Means of Access
Reference 4)

Mr Pearson has confirmed that the
redesigned access track is acceptable and
will have less impact on cultivation than the
previous consultation design.
Highways England confirms that the track
will be wide enough for farm vehicles and
articulated lorries.
Impact on cultivation will be extensive.
Construction of the access track has to be
of an adequate hard surface at least to
Clare College Farm and beyond to take
large farm vehicles and articulated lorries.
Highways England accepts the need for
construction of the access track to be from
either concrete or compacted stone.
Highways England will confirm the material
to be used at the detailed design stage.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Mr Pearson

Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and
another party. It sets out matters which are agreed between both parties,
as well as matters which are not agreed and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used
as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and The Sewell Family (Harcourt Farm, Nursery and Meadow
View Farms) . It refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014 and accepted on 27 January 2015 for
examination by the Planning Inspectorate.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1.3
1.3.1

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground
This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction, including identification of the land to which
this SoCG relates.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
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1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates
Plot number (from
Book of
Reference (BoR))
for land in DCO
boundary

Land Plan showing Cross-reference to relevant
plot number (from sheet of the General
BoR)
Arrangement (GA)
Drawings

3/15a

Sheet 3

Sheet 2

3/15b

Sheet 3

Sheet 2

3/15c

Sheet 3

Sheet 2

3/15d

Sheet 3

Sheet 2

3/16

Sheet 3

Sheet 2

5/1aa

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

5/3

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/4a

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/4b

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/4c

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/5a

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/5b

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/5c

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/5d

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/5e

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

5/5f

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

5/6

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/7

Sheet 5

Sheet 4

5/9

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/11

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

5/22a

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/22b

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/22c

Sheet 5

Sheet 2

5/28

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

5/30

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

5/33a

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

5/33b

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

5/34

Sheet 5

Sheet 3
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2

5/37

Sheet 5

Sheet 3

6/3b

Sheet 6

Sheet 3

6/4

Sheet 6

Sheet 3

33/2

Sheet 33

N/A

33/3

Sheet 33

N/A

33/4

Sheet 33

N/A

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below identifies those referred to in the SoCG:

Representing

Name

Position / Role

N/A

Martin Sewell

Landowner

N/A

John Sewell

Landowner

Basil King
Landowner

Andrew Meikle

Land Agent

John Border
Highways England

Jon Lewell

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways Agency

Highways England

Jake Kuyer

Jacobs, Environmental Economist

Highways England

Kara Connon

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways Agency

Highways England

Sarah Collins

Highways England, Property Project
Manager

Highways England

Anna Smythe

Highways England

Valuation
Agency

Office Phil Welbourn

District Valuer

2.1.2 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways

England and the Sewell family (Harcourt Farm, Nursery and Meadow View
Farms). There have been ongoing informal meetings with the Sewell Family
with regard to access for surveys and minor updates and points of
clarification. The Sewell family has consistently been very helpful in providing
local knowledge and allowing access to its land.

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

22/04/14

Meeting with Martin
Sewell,John Sewell,
Basil King, Andrew
Meikle, John Border,

Discussions around:
 specific issues around the movement of
agricultural vehicles through Huntingdon

Page 3 of 11

Jon Lewell.
Brampton Village
Hall Consultation.

31/01/14

04/06/14

19/11/14

Town Centre to allow existing
movements from east to west. Noted
size of vehicles, large tracked, low
loaders and multi trailer assemblies.

Informal Meeting
with John Sewell,
Martin Sewell and
Jon Lewell

Discussions around:
 general introduction to A14 scheme
 survey access arrangements

Meeting with Sewell
family, Andrew
Meikle , Jon Lewell
and Jake Kuyer

Discussions around:
 land allocation and farm machinery
movement
 land access requirements and the impact
changes in access on farming viability
 NMU provision
 maintenance of land drains and access
tracks
 loss of development opportunity around
Brampton Hut services
 security at the fishing lakes and A1 layby
 flood compensation area
 Highway attenuation ponds

Informal Meeting
with John Sewell,
Martin Sewell, Jon
Lewell and Kara
Connon

Discussions around:
 the revised EA flood risk map and the
importance of local knowledge.

24/02/15

Meeting with the
Sewell Family,
Andrew Meikle,
Sarah Collins, Anna
Smyth, Phil
Welbourn and Jon
Lewell

The issues discussed are summarised below:
 the need for ecological habitat mitigation
for watervoles and inefficiency of
landtake with highway attenuation
ponds and area of flood compensation
 confirmation of the closure of the layby
on the A1 and the bridleway south east
of Brampton Hut
 access across Lenton land to Sewell /
Brawn land west of A1
 agricultural movement through
Huntingdon
 development value of land south of
Brampton Hut after completion
 security of the access track running
from north to south along east side of
A1 from Alconbury Junction south to
Sewells land via Highway attenuation
ponds

10/03/15

Outline
Representations
sent to the Planning

The Outline Representations submitted on
behalf of G B Sewell & Partners covered the
following topics:
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Inspectorate (PINS) 
on behalf of G B
Sewell & Partners by
Andrew Meikle

















2.1.3

further details on the proposed scheme
have been requested from Highways
England and their contractors
concerns that such requests and
subsequent design issues regarding the
project will be dealt with at the detailed
design stage only
Book of Reference contains incorrect
statements
compulsory acquisition of land for the
development
temporary possession of the land as
necessary for any required work to be
completed
issues regarding the total area of the Land
which is required by the A14 development
case for the scheme
issues regarding attenuation & ecology
ponds, and ecology mitigation areas in plots
5/4c, 3/15c and 4/15d
issues to changes of attenuation pond
design in plots 3/15b and 3/15d
consultation required regarding plot 5/5c for
its use as a flood compensation area
clarification regarding access road plot 5/7
consultation required due to G B Sewell &
Partners’ ownership of plot 5/1AA
future agricultural traffic concerns
Highways England to address outstanding
concerns at a later date, subsequent to the
detailed design process

In addition to the meetings listed above there have been numerous informal
meetings with the Sewell family in relation to ongoing design and access for
ecological surveys.

2.1.4 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key

correspondence between Highways England and the Sewell family in relation
to the matters noted in the following sections of this document.
2.1.5

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed
The table bellows shows the areas where Highways England and the
Sewell family are in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

A1 existing Lay-by east
side of A1. (GA
Drawings, Sheet 2)

The Sewell family is happy that the lay-by to the north-east of
Brampton Hut, on the old A1, has been removed and will be
permanently closed with no access to adjacent farm land.

2

Bridleway Gen Arr
Sheet 03. Plot 5/33a,
5/33b, 5/37.

The Sewell family is happy that the bridleway south-east of
Brampton Hut has been removed.

3

Removal of
Huntingdon Viaduct
Gen Arr Huntingdon
Town Centre.

The Sewell family requires access through Huntingdon for
large vehicles, removing the viaduct will make this more
difficult.
Highways England will put in place a mechanism to allow
permitted farm vehicles to pass through Huntingdon town
centre following the removal of the viaduct.

4

Land access Gen Arr
Sheets 03 and 04. Plot
5/7

The Sewell family requests access from the new local access
road on the west side of A1 to Sewell family land and to
Brawn land (where the Sewells are tenant farmers).
Highways England will provide this access and rights and
consult further with the Sewell family during detailed design
stage to agree exact alignment.

5

Access to Brawn Land
Plot 5/7

Access to the Brawn land (tenanted to the Sewell family) is
only required to boundary of the field rather than extending
across the width of the field to borrow pit 7 boundary
Highways England agrees to this and will consult further with
the Sewell family at the detailed design stage. The access
track will be used during the excavation of borrow pit 7 but will
be truncated back to the boundary of the Brawn land or point
to be agreed with all parties land once construction is
completed.

6

Concerns regarding
detailed design

The Sewell family has received correspondence from
Highways England that the matters raised by the family will be
dealt with at detailed design. The Sewell family is concerned
this could prevent its concerns being raised if it is only given
the opportunity to present them when it is already too late.
Highways England understands the concerns and will review
all the commitments made to landowners during the
engagement period. This review will be part of the detailed
design stage and will include further discussions and
subsequent agreement with Sewell family. Highways England
notes that of particular concern is the arrangement of
attenuation ponds, flood compensation areas and ecological /
landscape areas running down the east boundary of the A1.
The current arrangement is noted as leaving an inefficient
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Ref

Description

Matters agreed
field edge for farming.

7

Ownership of plot
5/1AA (GA Sheet 3)

Plot is incorrectly presumed to be within the ownership of The
Secretary of State for Transport. Plot is owned by G B Sewell
& Partners. Clarification and consultation requested to allow G
B Sewell & Partners to understand proposed use of land and
make a more appropriate relevant representation.
Highways England confirms that its records have been
amended and this will be reflected in the updated DCO
documents.
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3.2

Matters not agreed
The table bellows shows the areas where Highways England and the
Sewell family are not in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

1

Compulsory
acquisition

The Sewell family is opposed to the compulsory acquisition in
relation to the land required for flood compensation areas,
construction and landscaping. The family considers that this
land could be taken by rights only, avoiding compulsory
purchase or temporary possession.
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4

Record of areas still under discussion
The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and the Sewell Family.

Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

General Road / junction
design to take account of
large agricultural machinery
requirements.

Turning circle requirements for large farming machinery,
especially at Brampton Hut junction. Minimum of 60ft flat
surface needed for access approach to roundabouts to
avoid grounding. Highways England is aware of the
agricultural requirements and problems arising from
previous schemes and will consult further and agree with
the Sewell family to confirm adequacy of the detail
design.

2

Land acquisition (GA Sheet
03, Plot 5/1aa

The Sewell family considers the land it owns south of
Brampton Hut to have development potential. They
believe this could be reflected in any valuation placed on
the land.

3

Security of the farm and
fishing lakes
(GA Sheet 02) Plots 2/9b,
2/11b

The Sewell family appreciates the construction of the
track running north to south just east of the new A1 and
linking the Highways England drainage attenuation ponds
which affords them access to their land. However, the
family has concerns relating to security of the farm and
the fishing lakes following its construction.
Highways England considers that the track has limited
access and will be fenced; barriers will be agreed and
installed at appropriate locations. This will be finalised at
the detailed design stage.

4

Highway attenuation ponds,
east side of the A1. (GA
Drawings, Sheet 2. Plots
3/15d. 3/15c. 5/5c.)

The Sewell family has extensive knowledge of the local
drainage and water levels issues in the area. The family
feels that the Flood Compensation area is therefore
unsuitable and the family would like ongoing consultation
with Highways England in order that its local knowledge
is considered and taken into account.
Highways England will consult during the detailed design
stage on ways to rationalise the location and alignment of
ponds, flood compensation areas, landscaping and
ecological mitigation to ensure the best layout of retained
land for farming purposes with the best drainage.
Highways England will consult with the Sewell family at
the detail design stage.

5

Book of Reference

The Sewell family claims there are mistakes in the Book
of Reference with regard to G B Sewell & Partners’
landholdings: 5/22a, 5/22b and 5/22c are owned by G B
Sewell & Partners, not the Church Commissioners, as the
scheme documentation suggests. Highways England is
updating the Book of Reference to correct such errors.

6

Ecology Mitigation Areas (GA
Sheet 02 3/15d, 3/15c)

This northerly section of the Ecology Mitigation Area is
designated for accommodating watervoles. The Sewell
family opposes the use of this land for ecology mitigation
because it would mean the loss of valuable agricultural
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
land, when there are large areas of grassland nearby.
Highways England will assess during the detail design
the opportunities to rationalise the various scheme
elements along the western boundary of the Sewell
family's land with the A1 north of Brampton Hut, including
the watervole habitat.

7

Flood risk Ellington Brook
west of A1. (GA Drawings,
Sheet 2, Plot 5/7)

The Flood Risk Assessment for Ellington Brook predicts
an increase in flood risk above neutral on the brook. The
modelling suggests an increase of 10-12 millimetres in a
100 year event along the brook. The preliminary
drawings were shown to the Sewell family. The Sewell
family feels the increased flood risk is likely to have
minimal impact on its land and farming.
Highways England will provide further clarification and
details of the increase in flood risk to the Sewell family’s
land. This will be discussed further with the Sewell family
and agreed with the Environment Agency.

8

Access track running
southwards from the
Alconbury Junction to the
Sewells land north east of the
Brampton Hut Junction.
Including access to the
highway lagoons. (GA
Drawings, Sheet 2. Plots
3/7b to plots 3/15b to Plot
5/5b )

The access track is included to access the highways
lagoons and avoids any direct access of the A1 and
potential security issues. Highways England understands
the Sewell family's concerns over unauthorised use and
proposed fencing and gates / barriers at the junction with
the land owner to the north.
The track exists to the north from Alconbury on the
adjacent landowners land and will be similarly gated on
its new alignment. The detail design and specification of
these gates will be discussed and agreed with the Sewell
family in the detail design stage but it is anticipated that
secure fencing and gates / barriers will be provided in the
area of plot 3/14a to be agreed with the Sewell family.
Highways England confirms that the detail specification of
the track surface and width will be discussed and agreed
with the landowners. Highways England also confirms
that use will be solely by the local landowners to access
their own land and infrequently by Highways England for
attenuation pond maintenance.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by the Highways England, as the
Applicant, and St John’s College. It refers to the application for the proposed
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to
the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
 Section 1 – this introduction.
 Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.
 Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.
 Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
 Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.
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1.4

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates

Plot number (from Land Plan showing Cross-reference to relevant
BoR) for land in plot number (from sheet of the GA drawings
DCO boundary
BoR)
23/12

23

Sheet 18

24/5

24

Sheet 18

25/12

25

Sheet 21

25/7a

25

Sheet 21

26/2a

26

Sheet 21

26/2b

26

Sheet 21
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and St John’s College:

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

15/05/14

Meeting with Mr
Wootton (land
agent) and Jon
Lewell

General introduction to the scheme and DCO
process

Meeting with Mr
Wootton (land
agent), Sarah
Collins (Highways
England and Jon
Lewell

Discussions around:
 Concerns over access
 Concerns about proposed new NMU route
between Dry Drayton Road and Girton
 Security of adjacent farmland as a result of
the new NMU route
 Viability of small parcels of land isolated to
the south of the NMU route
 Location of attenuation pond
 Minimising permanent landtake for the
scheme.

22/10/14

06/03/15

Outline
representation
submitted by Mr J
Wootton on behalf of
St Johns College

The outline representation covered topics
related to:
 challenge the use of CPO for land
acquisition for the scheme
 the justification for the NMU track between
Dry Drayton and Girton
 compensation for the mineral value at
borrow pit 6

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and St John’s College in
relation to the matters noted in the following sections of this document.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table bellows shows the areas where Highways England and St John’s
College are in agreement, the record of agreement refers to the source
document in which the agreement has been noted.
Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

Grange Farm – NMU
track maintenance

Further, St John’s College requests clarification of
who will be responsible for the maintenance of this
track.
Highways England can confirm that the NMU track
will be owned and maintained by the Highway
Authority.

2

Grange Farm – NMU
route – Girton
footbridge

St John’s College is concerned that this provision
may change to allow cars to use this route in future.
Highways England confirms that this provision will
remain as a Non-Motorised User facility.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table bellows shows the areas where Highways England and St John’s
College are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement refers to the
source document in which the confirmed disagreement has been noted.
Ref

Description

1

None

Matters not agreed
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4

Record of areas still under discussion
The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and St John’s College.
Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Grange Farm – NMU track
construction

The type of surface for the NMU route needs to be
defined, and must be practical for the long term.
Highways England agrees this is an important
factor which has not yet been decided. The final
decision about the construction materials of the
track will be made at the detailed design stage and
type of surface and width will be discussed and
agreed with St Johns College to ensure safe use by
agricultural vehicles.

2

Grange Farm – Landtake
for borrow pit 6

St John’s College would like to retain as much
agricultural land as possible at Poplar Farm.
Highways England is happy to discuss how to
minimise the permanent landtake required for
borrow pit 6. Highways England will continue to
discuss with St John’s College to agree final
configuration at the detailed design stage to
maximise farming operations. (regardless of final
land issues which are not able to be confirmed at
this stage)

3

Grange Farm – Security of
land access from NMU

St John’s College is concerned about security of
their land following the construction of the new
NMU route.
Highways England will review the security of this
land and to provide adequate and appropriate
boundary provisions to ensure security. During
detail design a combination of fences,
gates/barriers and ditches as appropriate will be
discussed and agreed with St Johns College.

4

Grange Farm – Security of
the NMU track

St John’s College is concerned about how security
of their land will be maintained at the access point
on the Dry Drayton Road. The College has
requested details of the type of security gates and
who will have access.
Highways England acknowledges the College’s
concerns and will look at the most appropriate
methods to ensure security of the track and St
Johns land. The details will be finalised, in
consultation with St John’s College and other
affected parties, at the detailed design stage and
agreed with all parties, We will consider a
combination of fencing and gates especially at the
entrance to discreet farm ownership and at the
access point on the Dry Drayton road and along
and off the NMU, giving as many secure points as
necessary. Where possible and with agreement
with the landowner ditch systems could form part of
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
the secure boundary. The open nature of the
Cambridgeshire landscape means that Highways
England would avoid fencing if acceptable
alternatives are agreed by the landowner.

5

Grange Farm and Poplar
Farm – CPO process
regarding borrow pit 6 and
in general

St John’s College is opposed to the CPO process
in relation to borrow pit 6 and considers that the
removal of aggregates is wrong, and that the
landowner should be entitled to some
compensation.
There are very early discussions underway
between St John’s College and Highways England
about the value of the land included in the CPO.

6

Land acquisition of small
land parcels left isolated
by the scheme

St John’s College has requested clarification of
whether Highways England would agree to retain
ownership of any small parcels of land created by
the scheme which are not viable for farming.
Highways England will consider retention and
acquisition of such plots on an individual plot basis
but Highways England would normally be happy to
acquire in these circumstances where land
becomes inaccessible.. These discussions will
continue and be agreed during the detailed design
stage.

7

Location of the attenuation
pond

St John’s College is concerned that the proposed
alignment of the attenuation pond at Grange Farm
will create pockets of unfarmable land.
Highways England will endeavour to minimise the
need for permanent landtake for this feature and to
maximise the farmability of any returned land. As
above Highways England would look favourably to
acquire plots of land that have become segregated
or unfarmable due to shape and size as a result of
the A14 scheme. In the case of the pond, the NMU
alignment is designed to retain existing hedged
boundaries.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

John Wootton (Land Agent)

Signature:

On behalf of:

St Johns College

Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and G W Topham and Sons and Miss Papworth, Weybridge Farm
and Swansley Wood Partnership, Lower Debden Farm. It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In
addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the
existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and
the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway
at Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:


Section 1 – this introduction.



Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.



Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.



Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.



Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and G W Topham and Sons and Miss Papworth, Weybridge Farm
and Swansley Wood Partnership, Lower Debden Farm.

Date
26/03/14

30/05/14

Type of
engagement
Meeting Andrew
Watkin (Agent)
and Jon Lewell

Summary of discussion
Discussions around:
 General introduction to scheme and
DCO process. Overview of draft
designs
 Discussion on the Borrow pits
 Other issues outstanding with
Highways England
 Access to land for surveys

Meeting Andrew
Watkin / Camilla
Horsfall (Agent)
and Jon Lewell







15/12/14

Meeting Andrew
Watkin / Camilla
Horsfall (Agent)
Jon Lewell (J2A),
Sarah Collins (HE)
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Other issues outstanding with
Highways England
Lagoon design / layout.
Design development / Land Access.
Access through Weybridge farm for
construction.
Recap on Borrow pits/ Flood
compensation Areas.
Design development.
Access through Weybridge farm for
construction.
Access for Highlands Farm
Lagoon design and layout
Flood compensation areas
Other Issues Outstanding with
Highways England
Borrow Pits design and requirement
Access routes to the farms including
alternative access to Weybridge
Farm and Debden Top Farm.
Permanent and Temporary Land
take areas
Changes to be made to the plans

12/03/15

Outline
representation
sent to the
Planning
Inspectorate by
Camilla Horsfall
On behalf of Miss
Papworth, William
G Topham and
Swansley Wood
partnership.

30/04/15

Meeting Andrew
Watkin / Camilla
Horsfall (Agent)

The following issues have been raised in
the relevant representation:
 Powers to permanently acquire land
for Borrow Pits, flood compensation
and construction areas. Availability
of construction material from other
local sources.
 Access through Weybridge Farm.
 Flood Compensation area
justification and design.
 Extent of ecological and landscape
areas.
 Access from Hylands Farm
 Land drains
 Construction issues, dust etc
 Book of Reference information
 New rights of way
 Potential trespass by third parties
 Temporary severance of land during
construction
 Soils and Protection of Farmland
 Potential Traffic Flows on the local
access road
 Potential conflict between local road
users and agri-vehicles
 Land Take Areas for accommodation
works and construction areas
 Poor communications by HE
 Impact on the overall Agri-Business
and Haulage company
 Not all documents referred to have
been made available
 Protection of Openwater during
construction and operation
 Access Route changes to Debden
Top Farm along Silver Street
 The Inclusion of a Green Bridge
crossing Silver Street
 Impact on Property and People
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Other issues outstanding with
Highways England
Borrow pits and potential factors

Jon Lewell (J2A),
Anna Smythe
(HE).Phil
Welbourn (Valuer)










affecting valuing minerals.
Flood compensation areas detail
design.
Areas included in the Red line,
should not be CPO but licence.
Non-payment of CJ invoices
Detailed Design of the A14 and
requested CJ/ Topham input with
that
Use of the roads by Agricultural
Vehicles
The suggested permit system
proposed for Huntingdon
New access point using a redundant
farm road

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is record of the meetings and key correspondence
between Highways England and W G Topham, G W Topham and Sons,
Miss Papworth, Weybridge Farm and Swansley Wood Partnership, Lower
Debden Farm in relation to the matters noted in the following sections of this
document.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and G W
Topham and Sons and Miss Papworth, Weybridge Farm and Swansley
Wood Partnership, Lower Debden Farm are in agreement.

Ref

Description

1

Agricultural vehicle
use of the A1

2

Access to Ermine
Street from Silver
Street via farm
tracks with rights.

Matters agreed
Highways England confirms that the A1 retains ‘A’ road
status and therefore there will be no change to its use
by agricultural vehicles.
Highways England can see that there may be benefits
for some parties, however no such provision exists at
the moment and Highways England does not have
powers to approve use of this access beyond already
existing rights.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and G W
Topham and Sons and Miss Papworth, Weybridge Farm and Swansley
Wood Partnership, Lower Debden Farm are not in agreement.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

3

Remit of the DCO

The landowner does not agree to the powers of
temporary possession; rights to remove minerals,
creation of borrow pits when open mines already
exist; compulsory powers to take land for drainage
and flood compensation

4

Flood Compensation
Areas

The landowner does not agree to the size, scale,
shape and requirement of these areas as well as
location and the Highway’s right to take them under
CPO

5

Borrow Pits

Requirement of these areas, access to them and the
rights for Highways to acquire them

6

Balancing Ponds

Scale of these and their requirement as well as
locations.

7

Access through
Weybridge Farm

The use of the farm road at Weybridge Farm for preconstruction access and initial survey and set up
work
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Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

8

The use of a stopped
up access point east
of Weybridge Farm
buildings.

Access for the balancing pond, flood compensation
areas, construction vehicles and future farm access.
Highways England can confirm that this east / west
track would not be used for construction vehicles
where outside the red line. Provision for long term
access for the Farm is entirely a choice for the
landowner, but would be unviable until completion of
the Highway scheme.

9

Permanent
Acquisition of areas
within the red line.

The permanent acquisition of this land, especially if it
could be returned to the landowner and if it is
deemed superfluous to Highways requirements e.g.
borrow pits, flood compensation areas.

10

Design of the flood
compensation areas
and highway
balancing ponds

The landowner does not agree the water
management areas are at an appropriate scale
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4

Record of areas still under discussion
The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and G W Topham and Sons and
Miss Papworth, Weybridge Farm and Swansley Wood Partnership, Lower
Debden Farm.
Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Land Included for
Borrow Pits

The landowner are opposed to the CPO process in
relation to the borrow pits and considers that the
removal of aggregates is wrong, and that the
landowner should be entitled to some
compensation.
Under the proposed plans the land at Weybridge
Farm will contain borrow pit 3 formed of two
separate cells.
There are discussions underway between Miss
Papworth / Mr Topham and Highways England
about the process of the land and minerals to be
CPOed.
Highways England notes Miss Papworth / Mr
Tophams wish to retain areas of land shown for
borrow pits.

2

Access to the
northern end of the
Weybridge Farm
Track at Woolley
Road.

Highways England understands the need for
Weybridge Farm to remain accessible for ongoing
agricultural processes during the construction
period. Highways England’s contractors will
discuss with the landowner and agree the best way
to achieve this so that construction can progress
and the Farm continue to function.

3

Flood
Compensation
Areas

It is recognised that the flood compensation area
adjacent to the A1 and north of Brampton Hut on
Weybridge Farm could be adjusted and refined in
the detail design to better fit with the existing field
pattern to maximise farmability. Highways England
notes concern over the extent of the F C Areas but
confirms that they have designed in discussion and
agreement with the Environment Agency and takes
into account the existing provision built as part of
previous A1 improvements.

4

Highway Drainage
Attenuation pond
Woolley Road

The drainage pond close to Woolley has
undergone some design change, however
Highways England accepts that it still leaves
difficult to farm field areas which may be
unfarmable. Highway England through discussion
and with agreement with the landowner will
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
reassess the lagoon design / orientation to all
lagoons to improve farmability during the detail
design stage.

5

Alternative Access
to Borrow pit 7 from
Hylands Farm area

Highways England notes the offer of the
alternative, however at this stage it is not
envisaged that this would benefit construction
movements to the east of the borrow pit

6

Land drainage

Highways England fully understands concern in
relation to the existing land drainage systems on
the Farm and will discuss and agree with the
landowner the design of the replacement system
including pipe type and size, falls and outfalls.

7

Construction issues

Highways England notes concerns in relation to
construction dust. The contractors will comply with
site good practice and environmental legislation
and guidance. The contractors will liaise with
landowners throughout the scheme and will have to
provide mitigation and environmental facilities to
prevent dust nuisance.

8

Highway Ownership

Highways England is aware that in many instances
the underlying land of the highway will sit with the
landowner on either side and will make appropriate
allowance where applicable.

9

Concern of farm
Boundaries to local
access track

Highways England notes from our discussions
concern in relation to farm boundaries with the new
local access road. Highways England will discuss
and agree with the landowner accommodation
works by way of fencing/ gates and ditches where
appropriate to reasonably replace the existing level
of secure boundary. Accommodation works would
become the property of the landowner for ongoing
maintenance.

10

Silver Street Farm
Accommodation
Bridge at Lower
Debden Farm

Highways England notes concern that the
accommodation bridge at Silver Street will be
strong enough and wide enough to accommodate
the largest farm machinery, the specification will be
discussed and agreed with the landowners during
the detail design. The landowner has recorded their
required specification within their representation.

11

Use of the A14 and
Huntingdon by
agricultural vehicles

Concern has been raised that agricultural vehicles
will not have access to the new A14, the old A14
and Huntingdon and Godmanchester. Highways
England confirms that arrangements will be put in
place to allow access for agricultural vehicles
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
through Huntingdon to replace the viaduct once
removed. The New A14 will have restrictions on
agricultural use but the detrunked section will
remain unchanged. Agricultural movements
through Godmanchester will be unchanged.

12

Access through
Weybridge Farm for
construction

Highways England have noted H and Safety
concerns and have agreed that long term
construction traffic will not use the track through
Weybridge Farm. The landowner wishes to
maintain an objection to any use including for early
site setup and survey by light vehicles.

13

Access point to
Weybridge farm
from the local
access road.
Running East /
west. Including
access to the
proposed highway
drainage pond.

Access to the drainage pond will be required.
However Highways England understands that the
Landowner will want to make a decision later in the
detail design process about whether it continues to
the farm. Highways England is happy to
accommodate the landowners wishes on this
matter later in the design process. And
understands the landowners security concerns.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of the SoCG is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Mr A Wilderspin. It refers to the application for the proposed
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to
the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition,
it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing
A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the
removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at
Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:


Section 1 – this introduction.



Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.



Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.



Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion and a
summary of the issues related to each.



Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Mr A Wilderspin:
Type of
engagement

Date

Summary of discussion
The following was discussed:
 Mr Wilderspin will be taking an active role in
the changes to the farm. He would like a
meeting with the contractor to go through
their proposals.
 Borrow pit 5.
 Compensation levels, timescales of scheme
and the quality of land returned to
agriculture in the future.
 Impact on Mr Wilderspin’s long-term
leasehold
 More information is needed about the
proposals, to keep the landowners and
tenants informed
 The timing of Ground Inspection work and
the importance of keeping Mr Wilderspin
informed

10/09/14

Meeting with
Michael Hamilton
(Land Agent)

16/10/14

Meeting with Alan
Wilderspin

Awaiting information from Jon Lewell

Outline
Representations
sent to the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS)
on behalf of Mr A
Wilderspin, Mr D
Wilderspin, Mr T
Wilderspin and G, B
& A Wilderspin Ltd
by Mr M Hamilton

The Outline Representations submitted on
behalf of the Wilderspin family covered the
following topics:
 Compulsory purchase of land for the
development
 Temporary possession of the land as
necessary for any required work to be
completed
 Borrow pits, including excavation, working
and restoration
 Issues regarding the total area of the Land
which is required by the A14 development
 Issues of future business viability.

06/03/15

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key

correspondence between Highways England and Mr A Wilderspin in relation
to the matters noted in the following sections of this document.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr A
Wilderspin are in agreement, the record of agreement refers to the source
document in which the agreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

Record of
agreement

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mr A
Wilderspin are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement refers to the
source document in which the confirmed disagreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters not agreed
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Record of
nonagreement

4

Record of areas still under discussion

4.1.1

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Mr A Wilderspin. The record of
agreement refers to the source document in which the original point of
discussion has been noted.

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

Transfer of ownership of
land

Uncertainty exists about compensation
levels, timescales of scheme and the
quality of land returned to agriculture in the
future. Ongoing consultation is required to
maximise opportunity to return land back
for agricultural use.
Highways England’s response …

Meeting
10/09/14

2

Revised Documents

Amendments to plans showing borehole
location had been made prior to meeting
and did not match those in Mr Wilderspin’s
original notes. Revised plans would be
needed prior to signing any documents.
Highways England provided revised
drawings on …

Meeting
10/09/14

3

Ground investigations

GI team need to agree a date when they
can take photographs of the land.
Highways England’s response …

Meeting
10/09/14

4

Land acquisition: flood
compensation area

The land required for the flood
compensation areas could be taken by
rights only, avoiding compulsory or
temporary purchase.

Outline
Representati
on, 06/03/15

5

Land use acquisition:
landscaping

The land required for the Landscaping
areas could be taken by rights only,
avoiding compulsory or temporary
purchase

Outline
Representati
on, 06/03/15

6

Land use acquisition:
construction areas

The land required for the Construction
areas could be taken by rights only,
avoiding compulsory or temporary
purchase

Outline
Representati
on, 06/03/15

Land acquisition

Mr Wilderspin feels that Highways England
has not appropriately responded to issues
raised in earlier meetings about acquiring
more land than is required by the scheme
itself.
The plans are still regarded as inaccurate.

Outline
Representati
on, 06/03/15

Borrow pit

The excavation of clay from the Land
could be carried out in other local quarries
and pits rather the compulsory purchase
for the proposed borrow pit. If the works

Outline
Representati
on, 06/03/15

Ref

1

7

8
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

Record of
discussion

are to continue, compensation should be
discussed.

9

10

Borrow pit – impact on
agricultural viability

The proposed scheme would mean a loss
of 90% of Mr A Wilderspin’s land. The
proposed excavation of borrow pit should
be moved to local quarries which form part
of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough
Minerals and Waste plan.

Outline
Representati
on, 3/6/15

Case for the scheme

The case for the development needs
further clarification in order to justify the
proposed loss of land. The farm buildings
lie outside the proposed area of land
acquisition, leaving them (and the
business) redundant. Mr Wilderspin feels
this loss needs contextualising.

Outline
Representati
on, 3/6/15
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Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters which are agreed between both parties, as well as
matters which are not agreed and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Mrs Sadler, Mrs Farbon and Mrs Winter, owners of New
Barns Farm tenanted by C Behagg (Conington) and Brickyard Farm East
tenanted by Messrs John and James Witherow (Boxworth). It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014 and accepted on 27 January 2015 for examination by the Planning
Inspectorate.

1.2.2

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition,
it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing
A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the
removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at
Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:


Section 1 – this introduction, including identification of the land to which
this SoCG relates



Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.



Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as a
result of the discussions.



Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion, and a
summary of the issues related to each.
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1.4

Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record
of the discussions.

Identification of the land to which this SoCG relates

Plot number (from
Book of Reference
(BoR)) for land in DCO
boundary

Land Plan with Plot
Number (from BoR)

Cross-reference to relevant
sheet of the General
Arrangement (GA) drawings

16/24

Sheet 16

Sheet 13

17/4a

Sheet 17

Sheet 13

17/4c

Sheet 17

Sheet 13

18/6a

Sheet 18

Sheet 15

18/6b

Sheet 18

Sheet 15

18/6c

Sheet 18

Sheet 15

18/6d

Sheet 18

Sheet 15

18/6e

Sheet 18

Sheet 15

20/2a

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/2b

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/2c

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/2d

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/2f

Sheet 20

Sheet 15

20/2g

Sheet 20

Sheet 15
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below identifies those referred to in the SoCG:

Representing

Name

Position / Role

Landowner and
tenants

Michael Hamilton

Land Agent

N/A

Vanda Farbon

N/A

Melanie Sadler

Landowner
Landowner

N/A

Fiona Winter

Landowner

Highways England

Jon Lewell

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

Highways England

Kara Connon

Jacobs, appointed consultant acting
for Highways England

2.1.2 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways

England and Mrs Sadler, Mrs Farbon and Mrs Winter:
Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

21/03/14

Meeting with Vanda
Farbon, Melanie
Sadler, Fiona
Winter, Michael
Hamilton and Jon
Lewell

Discussions around:
 Access track from New Barns Farm to
Brickyard Farm in front of Friesland Farm
 Design of bridges


Field layout and farmability

10/09/14

Discussions around:
Meeting with Vanda
Farbon, Melanie
 Flood compensation area
Sadler, Fiona
 Land agent fees compensation
Winter, Michael
Hamilton, Jon Lewell  Access track from New Barns Farm to
Brickyard Farm in front of Friesland Farm
and Kara Connon
 Design of bridges
 Field layout and farmability

06/03/15

Relevant
Representations
sent to the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS)
on behalf of Mrs M
Sadler (Mr C
Behagg’s landlord)
by Mr M Hamilton
(Mrs M Sadler’s
Land Agent).

The Relevant Representations submitted on
behalf of Mrs M Sadler, Mrs V Farbon and Mrs
F Winter covered the following general topics:
 Compulsory purchase of land for the
development
 Temporary possession of the land as
necessary for any required work to be
completed


Borrow pits, including excavation, working
and restoration
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Issues regarding the total area of the Land
which is required by the A14 development
Book of Reference containing incorrect
statements (in the original application Book
of Reference submitted with the application
in December1)
Consultation requested related to land
acquisition and Highways England plans
The case for the scheme

06/03/15

Relevant
Representations
sent to the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS)
on behalf of Mrs M
Sadler by Mr M
Hamilton:
New Barns Farm,
Conington

The Relevant Representations submitted on
behalf of Mrs M Sadler, Mrs V Farbon and Mrs
F Winter covered the following topics for New
Barns Farm:
 Further consultation requested for Plots 17/6
and Plot 17/4a which are designated as an
Ecological Mitigation Area
 Future farm building use near these
Ecological Mitigation Areas in Plot 17/4a
 Full consultation requested at detailed
design stage for bridge replacement over
Covell’s Drain
 Full consultation requested at detailed
design stage for new access road linking
Brickyard Farm to New Barns Farm
 Full consultation requested at detailed
design stage relating to the impact of the
road upon existing land drainage, ditches
and field boundaries

06/03/15

Relevant
Representations
sent to the Planning
Inspectorate (PINS)
on behalf of Mrs M
Sadler by Mr M
Hamilton:
Brickyard Farm,
Boxworth

The Relevant Representations submitted on
behalf of Mrs M Sadler, Mrs V Farbon and Mrs
F Winter covered the following topics for
Brickyard Farm:
 Further land acquisition consultation
requested
 Further consultation requested for land used
to access Borrow Pit 5
 Full consultation requested at detailed
design stage relating to the impact of
construction works

2.1.3 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key

correspondence between Highways England and Mrs Sadler, Mrs Farbon and
Mrs Winter in relation to the matters noted in the following sections of this
document.
2.1.4

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

1

The original submission version of the Book of Reference (December 2014) was replaced by an updated Book
of Reference in March 2015.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mrs Sadler,
Mrs Farbon and Mrs Winter) are in agreement.
Ref

Description

Matters agreed

1

Farm access – New Barns
Farm
(GA Drawings, Sheets 13
and 15)

A track will be provided by the scheme
from New Barns Farm to Swavesey
Junction with a bridge over Covells Drain.
The part of the track which is located on
land owned by Friesland Farm will be
subject to rights granted Highways
England to Mrs F Winter, Mrs V Farbon
and Mrs M Sadler and their successors in
title.

2

Book of Reference

Plots 17/6, 18/5a, 18/5b, 18/5c, 18/5d, 20/3
and 20/4a, currently listed in the Book of
Reference as land with ‘Owner Unknown’,
are jointly owned by Mrs M Sadler, Mrs V
Farbon and Mrs F Winter.
To the extent (if any) that these concerns
have not already been addressed in the
updated Book of Reference which
Highways England submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate on 26 March 2015,
they will be investigated more particularly
by Highways England.

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Mrs Sadler,
Mrs Farbon and Mrs Winter are not in agreement.
Ref

Description

Matters not agreed

N/A

N/A
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Record of areas still under discussion
The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Mrs Sadler, Mrs Farbon and
Mrs Winter.
Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

1

Field pattern adjustment
(GA Drawing, Sheet 15)

Drainage is a significant concern for
landowner and tenant, in particular ditch
removal and field pattern adjustment.
Highways England has put forward the
option to remove ditches and rationalise
drainage providing that the end result is
fields of a reasonable size for the
operation of modern farm machinery.
When realigning drainage, the land
owner and tenant have pointed out the
need to ensure all culverts are deep
enough to match the channels already
in existence.
Highways England will consult the land
owner and tenant during detailed design
to ensure that details of the field
drainage are adequate.

2

Drainage under bridges

Any bridge on the farm should be large
enough to cope with the current water
flow.
Highways England confirms that any
bridges built would be adequate to allow
current water flow.
Highways England will agree with the
landowner the specification of bridges
during the detailed design.

3

Loss of land to flood
compensation area
(plots 17/4a and 17/6 –
GA Drawing, Sheet 13 )

The current design of the flood
compensation area (FCA) is considered
by the land owner to be inefficient for
agricultural purposes. It would result in
a loss of approximately 5Ha. There
should be ongoing discussions at
detailed design to minimise the impact
of the FCA on farmability.
Highways England will agree with the
landowner the specification of the FCA
during the detailed design.

4

Alignment of proposed
track around badger sett
at New Barns Farm
(GA Drawing, Sheet 13)

The alignment of the proposed track
should be examined at detailed design
stage to minimise the impact on
farmability.
Highways England will agree with the
landowner the specification of the track
during the detailed design.
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion

5

Land acquisition: flood
compensation area
(GA Drawing, Sheet 13)

The landowner feels the land required
for the flood compensation areas could
be subject to temporary rights only,
thereby avoiding compulsory acquisition
or possession of the land by Highways
England.
It is Highways England's position that
the land is required to be taken
permanently to ensure that
environmental mitigation can be
secured in perpetuity. Furthermore,
flood compensation areas are part of
the authorised development that is
permitted by the DCO.

6

Land acquisition:
landscaping
(GA Drawing, Sheet 13)

The landowner considers land required
for the landscaping areas could be
subject to temporary rights only,
avoiding compulsory acquisition of the
land by Highways England.
It is Highways England's position that
the land for landscaping is an essential
part of the scheme that needs to be
secured in perpetuity and therefore has
to be permanently acquired
Furthermore, landscaping areas are
part of the authorised development that
is permitted by the DCO.

7

Land acquisition:
construction
(GA Drawing, Sheets 13
and 15, plots 18/6e,
18/6b, 20/2b, 20/2a)

Highways England has confirmed that
the land required for the construction
compound will be subject only to
powers of temporary possession.

8

New Barns Farm land
take
(GA Drawing, Sheet 13,
plots 17/6 and 17/4a)

The landowner queries the extent of the
land, in Plots 17/6 and 17/4a, which is
proposed to be acquired compulsorily,
on the basis that the proposed land take
appears to be for purposes other than
road construction. However, it is
Highways England's position that the
proposed land take is essential to
enable it to ensure the provision of
environmental mitigation forming part of
the road scheme. In addition to being
required for road construction, the land
in Plots 17/6 and 17/4a is needed to
enable Highways England to deliver
ecological mitigation, drainage and flood
protection areas required in connection
with the road scheme. To ensure that
environmental mitigation can be
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Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
secured in perpetuity, this land will need
to be permanently acquired. The
detailed design process will refine the
flood compensation area boundaries
and alignment with the aim of
minimising the loss of agricultural land;
however, it is not envisaged that the
proposed level changes will be
significantly amended at the detailed
design stage, and accordingly, it is
considered likely that following the
implementation of the scheme, the land
would be less suitable for agricultural
use.

9

New Barns Farm
buildings
(GA Drawing, Sheet 13,
plot 17/4a)

The land owner considers that land
adjacent to farm buildings on plot 17/4a
taken for ecological mitigation will limit
future building use.
Highways England considers that the
use of this land is essential to the
scheme and will continue to discuss it in
negotiations with the landowner during
the detailed design process, in order to
understand any perceived impact on the
existing the buildings.

10

Drainage and field
boundaries, New Barns
Farm and Brickyard
Farm
(GA Drawing, Sheets 13
and 15)

The landowner has requested more
information relating to the impact of the
road upon existing land drainage,
ditches and field boundaries. This will
be addressed at the detailed design
stage.
Highways England will discuss and
agree with the landowner the design of
any drainage and field boundary issues
at the detailed design stage.

11

Acquisition of land
(GA Drawing, Sheet 15,
plots 20/2d, 20/2f )

The land owner questions the necessity
to acquire temporary rights to land
which will be used to access Borrow Pit
5.
Highways England needs rights to be
able to access Borrow Pit 5 without
impacting traffic on Boxworth Road by
building a separate haul route.
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5

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of the SoCG is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning
Inspectorate as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the
Applicant, and Coif Nominees Limited.

1.2.2

It refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on
31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the
existing A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the
Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and
Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition,
it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing
A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the
removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at
Huntingdon.

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:


Section 1 – this introduction.



Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken, for example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of
each.



Section 3 – tables recording areas which are agreed and not agreed as
a result of the discussions.



Section 4 – a table recording areas which are under discussion and a
summary of the issues related to each.



Section 5 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.
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2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Coif Nominees Ltd. The land referred to in the comments below
is a strip of land running along the southern edge of the A14 Highway to the
east of the Girton Road overbridge and on the northern edge of the existing
commercial building and notably the car park owned by Coif Nominees Ltd.
The land is shown at the western end of General Arrangement Sheet 22 and
Plots 26/28. Coif Nominees are represented by Maya Orme and Rosco
Chubb of BNP Paribas Real Estate.

Date

Type of
engagement

May / June

Various
conversations and
E-mails Maya Orme
and Anna Smyth

Summary of discussion

Maya Orme/ Roscoe
Chubb- BNP
22/06/2015

Paribas Real
Estate. Anna
Smyth/ Jon Lewell
– Highways
England

The following was discussed:
 General discussion the issue and efforts to
clarify the design and construction situation.
The following was discussed:
 Concern over red line as shown in the DCO
cutting across existing car park owned by
Coif Nominees.
 Timing of the DCO process
 Nature of S of Common Ground
 Construction impacts, timing and
methodology
 Ongoing Communication

It is agreed that this is a summary of record of the meetings and key
correspondence between Highways England and Maya Orme and Rosco
Chubb of BNP Paribas Real Estate for Coif Nominees Ltd in relation to the
matters noted in the following sections of this document.
2.1.2

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
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3

Matters agreed and matters not agreed

3.1

Matters agreed

3.1.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Coif
Nominees Ltd, the record of agreement refers to the source document in
which the agreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

Matters agreed

Ongoing detail design and
construction programme
issues.

The land owner is concerned that the construction
programme and process will impact on the operation of
the car park.
Highways England will undertake discussions with the
land owner and any other parties involved to manage the
construction process and avoid unnecessary disruption.
Notwithstanding concerns over the position of the red line
in relation to the existing Highway / Car Park Boundary
discussed below.

1

3.2

Matters not agreed

3.2.1

The table below shows the areas where Highways England and Coif
Nominees Ltd are not in agreement, the record of non-agreement refers to
the source document in which the confirmed disagreement has been noted.

Ref

Description

1

N/A

Matters not agreed
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Record of areas still under discussion

4

The table below provides a summary of the matters which are still under
discussion between Highways England and Coif Nominees Ltd in relation to
the land at the western end of General Arrangement Sheet 22 / Plot 26/28.
Ref

Description

Matters under discussion
The landowners primary concern is the perceived permanent
landtake under the CPO powers. The red line shown on the
current DCO’s scheme shows landtake of the existing
carpark, which is clearly unacceptable to the landowner. The
land is generally car park with some green verge and
associated with letting of the office / commercial buildings on
this local commercial development. The landowner has made
clear that they do not wish to object to the overall scheme and
see the benefit of the proposed noise mitigation fence. But as
detailed above have concerns over the clarity and meaning of
the DCO red line position.

1

Detail Design and
construction

Highways England can confirm that no land outside the
existing highway boundary will be permanently taken for the
A14 improvement scheme in this section of the scheme / on
Coif Nominees land.
It is noted that the working area for the installation of a noise
fence shown on or within the existing highway boundary may
be required during construction. In this regard Highways
England confirms that it will continue to discuss with the
landowner and all interested parties the timing and extent of
any working area associated with the construction. The detail
design will clarify this process and Highways England
commits to agreeing with the landowner the methodologies
and timing involved in the construction process to keep
disruption to a minimum.
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Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:

Project Manager

On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:
Date:

Page 5 of 5

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme
Statement of Common Ground between
Highways England and
British Horse Society

Date: 25.06.15
Reference: DRAFT v.1

Document Control
Document Title
Author
Owner
Distribution
Document Status

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
Statement of common ground between Highways England and the British Horse Society
Highways England
Highways England/The British Horse Society
Draft 1

Revision History
Version
Draft 1

Date
21.06.15

Description
Draft for discussion

Author
Jade Tilley

Reviewer List
Name
Jeremy Damrel

Role
Highways England reviewer

Approvals
Name

Signature

Organisation
Highways
England

Title
Project Manager

Date of Issue

Version

Contents
1

Introduction

1

1.1 Purpose of document

1

1.2 This Statement of Common Ground

1

1.3 Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

3

3

Matters discussed

5

3.1 SoCG discussion

5

4

Agreement on this SoCG

15

5

Appendix A: Relevant representation

16

1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils and non-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and British Horse Society. It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Brampton Hut and Swavesey junctions, A14 Alconbury to Spittals Interchange junction and the removal of the
existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and The British Horse
Society, in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from
the British Horse Society on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and the British Horse Society.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

24 February 2014

Pre-application non-statutory
communications

NMU workshop regarding legacy, safety, connections, growth, and
congestion.

9 May 2014

Pre-application non-statutory
communications

Meeting held regarding NMU provisions. Attendees included: Highways
England, Sustrans, Cambridgeshire County Council, Cyclists' Touring
Club, Cambridge Cycling Campaign, British Horse Society, Cambridge
Cycling Campaign, and Swavesey Bridleyways.

15 June 2014

Pre-application Statutory
Consultation

Summary of the main issues raised:
• It is important that in progressing and implementing the scheme it
is always remembered that horse riders and horse carriage
drivers are non – motorised road users and need to be catered for
in the scheme.
• Routes and facilities that are being provided for non-motorised
users need to be for all non-motorised users and not just for
walkers and cyclists.
• The opportunity needs to be taken wherever possible to
ameliorate the severance of public rights of way that occurred
when the original dualling of the A14 took place.
• Provision of any non-motorised routes on the detrunked section of
the A14 need to provide for horse riders and horse carriage
drivers.
• A traditional top-grit should be used if carriage drivers and horses
are to use it.

9 and 12 March 2015

Pre-examination Relevant
Representation

•

3

Please see appendix A.

17 June 2015

Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) meeting

The aim of the meeting was to discuss preparation of the SoCG. The
meeting was attended by representatives of the British Horse Society
and representatives of Highways England

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and the British

Horse Society.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4

The relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant representation
can be found at Appendix A.

2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance

to the British Horse Society, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those
matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to the British Horse
Society.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and the British Horse Society at the meeting
on 17 June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the British Horse Society’s current
position on each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

1

Transportation
and Traffic

Stakeholder Issue

This is duly noted.
Broadly in favour of the scheme – this
is a qualified response which will stand
as long as the scheme provides
adequate measures for horse riders.

2

Transportation
and Traffic
Crossing points

Highways England Response

Concern over a lack of safe crossing
points for NMUs.
Clarification as to whether the crossings
provided at crossroads are Pegasus
crossings.

This is duly noted. The NMU facilities
and crossings would be designed in
accordance with the Highways
England’s Standards, the Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges for the
provision of facilities for non-motorised
users and the Department for Transport
standards.
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

5

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
Huntingdon (document reference 2.2,
Sheets 17, 23, 03, HT01 and HT02).
Equestrian dismounting blocks would
be provided on the south-east and
north-east side of the local access road
at the toucan crossing on the south
eastern arm of the local access road
and the Hattons Road link, at Bar Hill
junction. This will permit equestrians
wishing to use the NMU bridge (which
would be available for equestrians to
use).
The scheme reinstates a number of
connections across the existing A14
which were severed as part of earlier
A14 schemes and the original widening
of the A1.

3

Engineering
and Design
Severance of
ancient rights of
way

The scheme submitted for the
Development Consent Order reThere is concern regarding the
severance of ancient rights of way (for connects the severed bridleway
28/19 with the cul de sac section of
example at Brampton) with the new
West End, Brampton. It also
A14 Huntingdon southern by-pass.
provides connection between these,
footpaths 28/15 and 28/2, Grafham
Road (National Cycle Route 12),
and Brampton Hut Services. These
provide comprehensive connections
in the area for pedestrians, cyclists
and equestrians, enabling journeys
6

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

for leisure and employment
purposes.
An additional facility would be provided
to link the south side of the A14 west of
Brampton Hut junction with the new
minor road, Woolley Road, which
provides access to rural destinations
beyond, via the minor road network.
This provides connectivity for nonmotorised users to travel to/from the
new facilities proposed in the scheme
which link Brampton with Brampton Hut
services to the south of A14, and the
north side of the A14 at Brampton Hut
with Woolley Road and rural
destinations beyond.
A signalised crossing for cyclists and
pedestrians (and dismounted horses
led in hand) would be provided across
both carriageways of the west arm of
the A14 at Brampton Hut junction,
enabling users to cross safely. On
reaching the low trafficked minor road,
Woolley Road, users would walk on the
verges or travel in the carriageway.
4

Engineering
and Design
Improvement of
NMU provision

The section of the A14 which would be
detrunked section also has areas where
NMU provision could be improved.

Comments duly noted. The proposed
equestrian/cycle/pedestrian track would
provide a facility from Fenstanton to the
outskirts of Cambridge, at Huntingdon
7

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

on detrunked
sections of the
A14

For example Bridleway 19 at Brampton
where severance is a concern. There is
an assumption that this joins the new
bridleway 19 at Brampton, clarity is
required.

Road, Girton, a length of approximately
12 km. This would connect a number of
severed bridleways and footpaths, and
communities. The remainder of the detrunked section of A14 (Fenstanton to
Huntingdon) would be a matter for
Cambridgeshire County Council.

The scheme submitted for the
Development Consent Order reconnects the severed bridleway
28/19 with the cul de sac section of
West End, Brampton. It also
provides connection between these,
footpaths 28/15 and 28/2, Grafham
Road (National Cycle Route 12),
and Brampton Hut Services. These
provide comprehensive connections
in the area for pedestrians, cyclists
and equestrians, enabling journeys
for leisure and employment
purposes.
5

Engineering
and Design
Increased and
enhanced NMU
provisions

Across the scheme the British Horse
Society are seeking improvements
including more bridleways, better
crossing points and bridges, which,
where practical should be a multi-user
bridge rather than footbridge. The
increased uses offered by a bridleway is

Comments duly noted.
An assessment of impact on all
travellers, including NMUs has been
undertaken and is reported in Chapter
15 of the Environmental Statement
(document reference 6.1). During
operation, the scheme would have
8

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

of more value to a range of nonmotorised users.
Subject to design, the provision of new
NMU provision is supported, especially
where segregation is provided from traffic
(by physical barrier).

beneficial effects on the ability to
undertake journeys on foot, bicycle or
by horse.
The introduction of the new nonmotorised users route between
Fenstanton and Girton would greatly
improve connectivity for non-car based
travel. New routes, footbridges and
footways would be provided to ensure
continued connectivity in the public
rights of way network north and south
of the new Huntingdon Southern
Bypass.
In general, the scheme would maintain
and in many areas would improve
recreational routes for walking, cycling
and horse riding.
The bridge at Brampton Interchange
would incorporate ramps for
equestrians and cyclists. However,
during consultation, a request was
received to provide steps for
pedestrians, and these would be
provided as part of the scheme.
The new bridleway which would be
provided north of the existing A14
linking to Wooley Road would
incorporate a bridge across the
Ellington Brook suitable for use by all
NMUs.

6

Engineering
and Design
Accessibility for
equestrians

Clarity is required with regard to why
steps are to be used at the Brampton
Interchange (General Arrangement plan
03/24), as opposed to a continuous
ramp.
In addition a footbridge over Ellington
Brook will not be suitable for horses, a
multi-user bridge is preferable (General
Arrangement plan 03/24).

9

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Engineering
and Design
NMU routes
suitable for
equestrians

Clarification is required with regard to the
difference between the :
- existing PROW/NMU route;
- existing PROW/NMU route –
stopped up;
- and new/realigned PROW/NMU
route
which feature on the General
Arrangement Plans.
This includes the difference between the
new bridleways, multiuse cycleways,
footways and equestrian tracks (as
identified the plan annotations). The
citations used for bridleways and
footpaths appear to be the same. This
raises the question as to whether the
existing public right of way is just for
walkers or whether equestrians are
permitted users also.

7

8

Engineering
and Design
Separation from
highways

Laybys and bridleways require proper
separation, with a physical barrier rather
than a verge, clarity required as to
whether this will be provided.
In general, is fencing provided by
Highways England?

Highways England Response

The Development Consent Order
Document 2.02, General Arrangement
drawings show the NMU routes
throughout the scheme with labelling
indicating the types of NMUs which
would be accommodated.
The Development Consent Order Rights
of Way and Access plans (document
reference 2.05) show only those
facilities to be created outside of the
highway proposals or where the
proposed highway has restricted use.

The latest Department for Transport
best practice guidelines have been used
in the design of the scheme, in
conjunction with Highways England’s
design standards, which allow for
separation from carriageways and
widening for edge shyness where
vertical features are located at the rear
of the facilities.
There would be no lay-bys proposed on
the new main carriageway or local
10

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
access road apart from emergency bays
on the main carriageway.
There would be a visibility screen
between the main carriageways of A14,
A1 and the local access roads, where
they run parallel and at the approach
interfaces of these routes. Fencing
would be provided, generally at the
highway boundary.
A fence would not be provided between
the NMU facility and the local access
road – providing a fence to prevent all
users being dazzled by headlights of
oncoming vehicles would require a
fence of significant height – this would
create an isolation issue for NMUs,
particularly pedestrians, whilst it would
create a significant maintenance burden
and potential exposure to risk for road
workers.
Solar powered road studs, to assist in
directional guidance for NMUs in unlit
areas on the local access road would be
considered at the detailed design stage.

9

Engineering
and Design
Parapet
parameters

All the parapet heights of bridges (not
just those with bridleways on) need to be
1.8 metres minimum with an ideal
clearance of 2 metres.

Parapets of suitable height, in
accordance with Highways England’s
standards and Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges would be provided
on bridges.
11

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Solid infills (i.e. of steel) of 0.6 metres
would be ideal, to prevent the horse from
seeing passing traffic.

Steel infills would be a matter for
detailed design stage. There appears
no reason why these couldn’t be
provided.

10
Engineering
and Design
NMU route
upgrades

Engineering
and Design
Concern over
route gradients

Upgrading river footpaths to bridleway
would be appreciated where practical.
In particular the British Horse Society
request that the existing PROW/NMU
dissecting the River Great Ouse west
viaduct be upgraded to a bridleway
(General Arrangement plan 07/24).

There should be no steep gradients on
routes in proximity to drains.

Comments duly noted. This is however
outside the scope of the scheme and
therefore also outside of the red line
boundary.
The suggested upgrade of the footpath
to bridleway would be a matter for
consideration
by
Cambridgeshire
County Council.
.
High quality NMU facilities are provided
in the application, which provide
sufficient width and limits of curvature
and gradient, taking account of the type
of users accommodated in each facility
(equestrians, cyclists or pedestrians).
The latest Department for Transport
best practice guidelines have been
used, in conjunction with Highways
England’s design standards, which
allow also for separation from
carriageways and widening for edge

12

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
shyness where vertical features are
located at the rear of the facilities.

11

Engineering
and Design
Connectivity

The footpath at Ellington 23 needs to
connect north to the other footpaths. This
should also include provision for
equestrians.

Engineering
and Design
Appropriate
surfacing

A grass surface is better for equestrian
users, recognising that cyclists would
rather have a tarmac surface.
On bridges non-slip surfacing is
requested.
Stone mastic asphalt is not suitable.

12

13

Bridleways would have an unbound
compacted surface to facilitate
comfortable use by equestrians.
The facility along the local access road
would include a grass verge at the rear
of the NMU path which equestrians
could use if desired.
The local access road would continue on
the north side of the Swavesey junction,
providing a continuous facility from the
north-west to the south-east through the
junction.

Engineering
and Design
Safe access at
Swavesey
junction

Does the Swavesey junction provide safe
access for NMUs? This requires further
clarification.

Opportunities for equestrians to cross
the A14 and local access road would be
provided at Robins Lane and Bar Hill.
This provision was discussed with local
equestrian user groups and considered
appropriate.
The Swavesey NMU bridge would be
provided for pedestrians and cyclists
only as it would link the south-west side
of A14 footways with the
pedestrian/cycle route provided recently
13

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
on Bucking Way Road by
Cambridgeshire County Council.

14

Engineering
and Design
Appropriate
signage

A direction signing strategy is in
development and it is intended that
Proper signage is required across the
comprehensive signing would be
route, especially for non-motorised users. provided on the routes, where
appropriate Including signing for NMU
journeys.

14

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

British Horse Society

Date:
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5

Appendix A: Relevant representation
That the scheme needs to include provisions that cater for all non- motorised users, particularly horse riders, and especially in respect of
creating safe routes and creating new and maintaining existing crossing points.
I am a local resident living in Stapleford. I am a horserider and fully support the submissions on NMU provision given as responses to this
consultation from A14NMU and its founder-group members, Swavesey Bridleways, British Horse Society, Sustrans, Cambridge Cycling
Campaign, Cyclists Touring Club (Cambridge) and Ramblers Association (Cambridge), as well as the submission from the Local Access
Forum
(Cambridgeshire).
Good NMU provision helps decrease traffic levels and provides a more pleasant environment for us all to live and work in, meets the
requirements of the Cambridgeshire ROWIP to improve and extend the fragmented bridleway system and provides health benefits with
RoW access for many different user groups.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils and non-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Cambridge Cycling Campaign. It refers
to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG;

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each;

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Cambridge Cyclists
Campaign, in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter including comments from
the Cambridge Cycling Campaign on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion;

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions;

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate;

Appendix B

Modal split; and

Appendix C

Highways England response to Matter 15.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Cambridge Cycling Campaign.

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

21st March
2014

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

Initial workshop with local non-motorised users groups. The event began with a short presentation of the
current status of the A14 Improvement scheme, including a high level introduction of the proposed
scheme, results of the options consultation and the DCO process. This was then followed by a free
discussion. Attendees included: Cambridge Ramblers Association Cambridge Right to Ride Cambridge
Cycling Campaign Brampton Bridleways Group

21st March
2014

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

Workshop for environmental and active community groups (workshop 1).

1st May
2014

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

Letter with 52 detailed points and accompanying HA maps.

9th May
2014

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

Meeting held to discuss NMU facility provision.

9th May
2014

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

Meeting held regarding NMU provisions. Attendees included representatives from Sustrans,
Cambridgeshire County Council, Cyclists' Touring Club, Cambridge Cycling Campaign, British Horse
Society, Cambridge Cycling Campaign, and Swavesey Bridleyways

28th May
2014

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

Email from Robin Heydon to David Plummer requesting an update and feedback on points raised from
May 9 meeting

19th June
2014

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

Email from Robin Heydon to Highways Agency regarding the Cycling Campaign's objection to the
proposals

3

3rd
November
2014

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

24th
February
2015

Pre-application
non-statutory
communications

NMU workshop regarding legacy, safety, connections, growth, and congestion.

12th March
2015

Pre-examination
relevant rep.

Please see appendix A.

22nd May
2015

Statement of
Common Ground
(SoCG) discussion

Telephone discussion including Cambridge Cycling Campaign, Cycling Touring Club, Sustrans and
Highways England representatives.

NMU workshop where a video and slides regarding the need for the scheme were shown.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Cambridge

Cycling Campaign.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant representation can be found
at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to
Cambridge Cycling Campaign, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters
can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Cambridge Cycling Campaign.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Cambridge Cycling Campaign at the
meeting on 22nd May 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the non-statutory organisation
current position on each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6
letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

1

Transportation
and Traffic

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge:

Support duly noted.

Support for
NMU provision
from Girton to
Bar Hill
2

Transportation
and Traffic
Need for NMU
provision

Support for NMU provision from Girton to
Bar Hill, especially where the NMU local
access roads are 4 metres wide and
separated from the carriageway. The
proposed bridges at Swavesey and Bar
Hill are welcomed.
Sustrans:

Support duly noted.

Sustrans recognises that the proposed
NMU infrastructure aligns with the
Department for Transport’s (DfT’s)
‘Action for Roads: A Network for the 21st
Century’ publication (July 2013), which
identifies the need to restore NMU
infrastructure that has been subject to
severance.

5

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

3

Transportation
and Traffic

Cambridge Cycling Campaign

Support duly noted.

NMU provision
4

Transportation
and Traffic
Sustrans
question the
need for the
scheme itself

5

Transportation
and traffic
Traffic forecasts

6

Transportation
and traffic
Local road
provision

Support for NMU provision from Girton
interchange to Fenstanton.
Sustrans
The proposed scheme would introduce
congestion in towns and villages.
Solving congestion at one location would
increase congestion elsewhere.

The scheme would have two impacts on
traffic through villages. The first would be a
reduction in rat running. Currently, congestion
and uncertain journey times on the A14 lead
to some drivers choosing to use alternative
routes. The improvements to the A14 would
reduce journey times and make them more
reliable. Hence, where rat running is an
issue, the scheme should be a benefit to
villages.

Cambridge Cycling Campaign
It has been reported that cyclists’ traffic
has increased by 13% in the past 10
years. How have Highways England
considered these increases within the
traffic forecasts?
Cambridge Cycling Campaign
There should be better NMU provisions
on local roads.
Sustrans
The roads have been designed to
encourage faster speeding vehicles.

Approximately 30 km of new NMU facilities
would be provided within the scheme,
including facilities on most of the new overbridges proposed, two new NMU bridges (at
Swavesey and Bar Hill), a 12 km facility
segregated from the carriageway linking
Fenstanton with Huntingdon Road, Girton,
6

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

Therefore, high quality NMU provisions
are required on minor roads along the
whole of the route.

new links around the Girton interchange,
Brampton interchange and at Mill Common,
Huntingdon.
It is considered these facilities meet the
scheme objectives for NMUs.

7

Transportation
and traffic
Routes north of
Girton

8

Transportation
and traffic
Restrictions on
NMU traffic

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Traffic Regulation Orders (TRO) are
required in some areas. In particular,
Girton to Histon and Histon to Milton,
where improvements for NMU could be
introduced.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Agree with the ban on NMU traffic from
Girton to Brampton on the A14.
However, disagreement remains about
the ban on Girton to Histon new road. It
is considered that there is a lack of
alternative provision within the TRO.

TROs are not proposed on the A14
Cambridge Northern Bypass. Part of this
route is not being widened as part of the A14
improvement. This route links to the A428 as
well as A14 so would require a ban extending
well beyond the scheme boundaries. There
are, however, alternative routes and facilities
on local roads which, when the A14 scheme,
including the local access road, and
associated NMU facilities are constructed,
will permit reasonable alternative routes.
The negotiation of the highway facilities
provided as part of the TRO is a matter for
Cambridgeshire County Council, as the local
traffic authority.

7

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

9

Transportation
and traffic

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge

The negotiation of the highway facilities
provided as part of the Darwin Green
development are a matter for Cambridgeshire
County Council, as the local traffic authority.

Darwin Green

10

Environmental
Impact
Assessment
Costs to health
of increased
motorised
transport

Initial designs for Darwin Green are not
viewed as providing a satisfactory
solution for NMU routes from Girton to
Histon interchanges.
Sustrans
Concerns regarding cost implications of
poor health associated with an increased
use of motorised transport.

The EU Health Strategy and WHO reports do
not set air quality limits, which are more
stringent than those in the EU Directive,
which were used to assess air quality impacts
from the scheme.
Impacts from air quality comply with air
quality objectives or limit values set by the
Government and the EU; these are set at
concentrations that protect human health and
in particular the health of sensitive individuals
such as children.
No exceedances of the health based
objectives or limit values are predicted as a
result of the scheme, the scheme is predicted
to improve air quality in the main urban areas
currently impacted by air pollution from the
A14. There is no risk of non-compliance with
the EU limit values.

8

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

11

Design and
Engineering

Sustrans

This request was considered and costings
were produced to determine its feasibility
prior to the DCO. The costs, which were
estimated to be in excess of £10 million
owing to the need to widen the Great Ouse
Viaduct, East Coast Main Line bridge and
approach earthworks, were not considered
justified in relation to the potential usage. The
proposal was not supported by
Cambridgeshire County Council.

River Ouse
crossing

12

Design and
Engineering
Capacity of the
existing A14

The scheme should include parallel NMU
provision along the River Great Ouse
Viaduct to allow NMUs to cross the River
Ouse, and to connect the Offords to
Buckden.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Concerned that increasing the capacity
of the de-trunked section of the A14
would increase congestion in
Huntingdon.
The de-trunked section of the A14 should
not remain as a two-lane dual
carriageway, but instead should be a
single carriageway with one lane in each
direction. This would reduce the capacity
of this section of the road and
consequently reduce the traffic flow into
Huntingdon.

Although it will be detrunked and downgraded
to county A-road status the old A14 will
remain a busy road with projected traffic
levels sufficient to justify keeping it as a dual
carriageway. However responsibility for the
road will transfer to Cambridgeshire County
Council and any amendments that they may
wish to make to the road are a matter for
them to consider and consult on.

Sustrans
The existing A14 should be downgraded.

9

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

13

Design and
Engineering

Sustrans

The A14 improvement scheme does not
affect the section of the existing A14 route
between the eastern end of the Huntingdon
Viaduct and Godmanchester. As a result, any
additional NMU facilities in this section would
be a matter for Cambridgeshire County
Council.

NMU into
Huntingdon

14

Design and
Engineering
De-trunked
roads

15

Design and
Engineering
Huntingdon
town centre

The scheme should include an elevated
route for NMUs from Godmanchester to
the centre of Huntingdon.

Sustrans
It is understood that the County Council
take responsibility for the de-trunked
section of the A14, however, it is
considered that this is not a County
matter.
Sustrans
The scheme would result in ‘rat running’
through Huntingdon town centre. Further
design work is required to prevent rat
runs and to alleviate gridlock for NMUs in
Huntingdon.

The detrunked section of A14 would be a
matter for Cambridge County Council.

Rat-running means the diversion onto and
use of unsuitable local roads by longer
distance ‘through’ traffic. The use of
Huntingdon for through traffic, while possible,
is unlikely.
Through traffic leaving the new A14 at
Swavesey and using Huntingdon would have
to negotiate six signalised junctions and three
roundabouts, which along with the speed
restriction in Huntingdon would negate any
perceived time saving.
In contrast, regarding the through traffic using
the new A14 - if heading to the Midlands the
route is no longer and much faster (with no
junctions at all) if heading north on the A1 it is
10

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response
about 3km longer to use the new A14, but at
120km/h that is only 90 seconds. A far
quicker journey than negotiating the lights in
Huntingdon.
There is a weight restriction of 7.5 tonnes
which will prohibit its use by heavy goods
vehicle. Also much of the Huntingdon route is
subject to 30 mile/hr speed restriction.
Through routes will of course be signed on
new A14 and not through Huntingdon.

16

Design and
Engineering
Huntingdon
town centre.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Concerns about NMU access into
Huntingdon and the impacts this would
have on NMUs.

NMU access into Huntingdon would be
maintained by toucan crossings, where
possible optimised by timings and single
stage operation for NMUs, where existing
routes intersect the proposed Mill Common,
Pathfinder and Views Common Links. These
would provide continuity with existing NMU
facilities, including cycle routes. A new facility
would be provided on the eastern side of
Views Common Link, to connect routes on
Hinchingbrook Park Road and footpath
133/11 on the north side of Views Common.
Consideration has been given to the high
NMU flows on the north side of Brampton
Road and the north-east side of
Hinchingbrook Park Road.

11

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

17

Design and
Engineering

Sustrans

PROW links are restored at Brampton
interchange by the scheme, with linking of
bridleway 28/19 between the east and west
side of A1/A14 and footpaths 28/15 and 28/2.
These provide links between Brampton,
Brampton Woods, Grafham Road and
Brampton Hut services.

Connectivity
with Brampton

18

Design and
Engineering
Rat running
through Hilton

19

Design and
engineering
A141 junction

20

Design and
Engineering
Width of bridges

Minor roads need to be re-bridged on the
NMU route to Brampton.

Sustrans

Please refer to Appendix B.

The scheme will result in ‘rat running’
through Hilton.
Sustrans

Please refer to Appendix B.

Particular attention should be given to
the traffic at the A141 junction.
Sustrans
There is a need for high quality NMU
provision on bridges, in particular the
B1043 Offord Road bridge, Conington
Road bridge and Hilton Road bridge.
Request for a wider deck, so that NMU
provision can be on both sides of the
bridges.

NMU provision is provided on bridges, but is
shared between equestrians, pedestrians and
cyclists. A wider facility on one side at each
bridge provides a safer shared facility for all
NMU types.
Cycling facilities would be provided (shared
with other NMU users) on the Dry Drayton
over-bridge, as part of the Fenstanton to
Huntingdon Road, Girton facility.

Sustrans understand that there are
segregated cycling provisions on the
road adjacent to the Dry Drayton to
12

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

Oakington over-bridge, but is concerned
that there would be no cycling facilities
on the bridge itself.
21

Design and
Engineering
Safety

Sustrans
Concerns about the safety of cyclists on
fast- moving carriageways, especially
when cyclists are required to dismount
and cross busy roads.

The NMU proposals ensure that NMU
convenience and safety are not adversely
affected by the introduction of the scheme.
There are no crossing locations proposed
where cyclists are required to dismount.
At-grade NMU crossing points of major traffic
flows on 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 would be signalised for cyclists
and pedestrians.

22

Design and
Engineering
Commuting
cyclists around
Cambridge

Sustrans
Local cyclists commute longer distances
than the national average (it is known
that some cyclists will commute at least
8km a day in the Cambridge area). How
have Highways England taken this into
account in the NMU proposals?

NMU facilities would be provided to link to
new routes provided by others (for example
Northstowe and Swavesey), and to link
developments and communities on the
Fenstanton to Girton corridor (12 km length,
linking existing facilities at either end), and to
facilitate safe NMU use in Huntingdon.

13

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

23

Design and
Engineering

Sustrans

Latent demand for NMU usage has been
considered in the development of the NMU
proposals. An example are the links provided
by the NMU bridges at Swavesey and Bar
Hill, which provide high quality facilities
linking with the 12 km route from Fenstanton
to Huntingdon Road, Girton. These facilities
provide links segregated from motorised
users for Swavesey, Bar Hill and ultimately,
Northstowe (when the developer facility has
been provided on Hattons Road). All of the
facilities provided are segregated from motor
vehicles, except where at-grade crossings
are provided.

Modal shift is
required

High quality NMU provision could
encourage a modal shift where relatively
local trips are made.
For a modal shift to be successful, NMUs
should not be expected to share space
with motorised vehicles.

24

Design and
engineering
Meeting the
needs of all
NMUs

Sustrans
The widths of the NMU provisions should
accommodate for all NMU travellers.
Single width provision for cyclists is not
satisfactory.
How has the needs of pedestrians and
equestrians been considered?

High quality NMU facilities are provided in the
application, which provide 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 or pedestrians). The
latest Department for Transport best practice
guidelines have been used, in conjunction
with Highways England’s design standards,
which allow also for separation from
carriageways and widening for edge shyness

14

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response
where vertical features are located at the rear
of the facilities.
This would be demonstrated in many
locations in the scheme (around 30 km of
new NMU facilities would be provided as part
of the scheme).

25

Planning
Process
Consultation

Sustrans
There is a need to include ramblers in
the NMU discussions.

The proposals have been discussed at length
with specialists from the Local Traffic
Authority, Cambridgeshire County Council,
other Local Authorities and user groups,
including the Ramblers Association.

Cyclists Touring Club

It is anticipated that further details, for
Highways England should be obligated to instance of signing for NMUs, would be
discussed during the detailed design process.
consult NMU groups during the detailed
design process.

15

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Cambridge Cycling Campaign

Date:
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Appendix A: Relevant representation
The following is a copy of the relevant representation submitted by HAT to the PINS.
The highways agency describes the scheme as "creating a positive legacy which protects and enhances the reputation of
Cambridge". Whilst we have been pleased with some of the proposed changes to the original scheme that would create a
positive legacy for cycling in and around Cambridge, we are still reminded that many parts of the scheme provide little or
no provision for one of the most popular modes of transport in Cambridge.
Many of the original concerns with the scheme, as submitted in June 2014, are still significant concerns to Cambridge
Cycling Campaign. Please see:
http://www.camcycle.org.uk/campaigning/letters/2014/140614%20Camcycle%20A14%20Objection.pdf
The main representations are therefore:
1) lack of alternative NMU routes between Girton and Milton where the A14 is being widened
2) design of the junctions such that NMU traffic can safely cross busy high speed roads
3) lack of an NMU route along the line of the new "bypass", and especially on the new river crossing.

17

6

Appendix B: Modal split
Traffic volumes provided in the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 7.2) and Traffic Modelling Update Report (submitted at
Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination) are based on data extracted from the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Road Model (CHARM)
versions 2 and 3a respectively.
Both CHARM2 and CHARM3a are reliant upon a number of external sources to forecast traffic growth over time. One of the core
components of the forecasting process is Cambridgeshire County Council’s (CCC) Cambridgeshire Sub-Regional Model (CSRM).
CSRM is used to forecast growth in trips across the ‘internal’ model area, which encompasses Cambridge City and parts of the districts
of East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and South Cambridgeshire. This growth is based on dwelling and employment forecasts,
which have been produced in conjunction with planning officers from the county and districts and are categorised (and thus
included/excluded from forecasts) to levels of certainty in-line with guidance in WebTAG unit M4.
CSRM comprises: a land-use model to generate trip ends from forecast planning data and travel accessibilities; a Transport Demand
Model including mode choice, travel time change and trip redistribution; and MEPLAN assignment model for non-highway modes. The
transport demand model and MEPLAN assignment both incorporate Walking and Cycling as sub-modes, in addition to the standard
Public Transport and Highway demand segments. Cycling is therefore included in the mode choice part of the Demand Model and is
sensitive to changes in costs from both Public Transport and the Highway assignment. Further information on the structure, calibration
and validation of CSRM is provided in the ‘CSRM Transport Demand and Public Transport Model Development and Validation Report’
(WSP. October 2009).
The effect of cycling as a mode is therefore incorporated into the out-turn growth in forecast highway trips that underpin the CHARM
forecasts. However, CHARM2 and CHARM3a are highway assignment models, which represent four user-classes in-line with guidance
provided in WebTAG unit M3.1: Car (Employer’s Business), Car (Other), Light Goods Vehicles (LGV) and Heavy Goods Vehicles
(HGV). As such, traffic volumes that have been presented in the Transport Assessment and Traffic Modelling Update Report do not
include cycle trips.
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Appendix C: Highways England response to Matter 15
The scheme will result in ‘rat running’ through Hilton.

The traffic forecasts presented in the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 7.2) are based on version 2 of the Cambridge to
Huntingdon A14 Roads Model (CHARM2). Since the Transport Assessment was published, further work has been undertaken to refine
the traffic model, culminating in the development of version 3a of the traffic model (CHARM3a). The updated traffic forecasts based on
CHARM3a are presented in the Traffic Modelling Update Report.
Table 1 compares the forecast traffic flows at a daily level (Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)) on the local roads around Hilton in
2035 based on CHARM2 and CHARM3a.
Table 1: Impact of the scheme on local roads around Hilton in 2035 (AADT)
CHARM2
Road Section
B1040 Potton Road
(north of Hilton)
B1040 Potton Road
(through Hilton)
Graveley Way
(west of Hilton)

w/o
Scheme

w/ Scheme

10,000

CHARM3a
% Change

w/o
Scheme

w/ Scheme

% Change

10,000

0%

8,800

9,200

+5%

5,800

5,600

-4%

5,600

5,100

-9%

4,600

3,300

-28%

3,000

2,800

-7%

The CHARM3a traffic forecasts are generally lower than the CHARM2 traffic forecasts. This is due to changes to the assumptions
made regarding the growth in long-distance (external-to-external) traffic between the two models, which results in lower flows on the
strategic road network (SRN) in CHARM3a. This releases capacity which allows some local traffic to transfer back on to the SRN,
thereby reducing traffic flows on local roads.
Both models indicate that the impact of the scheme on Hilton would be small, with daily traffic flows forecast to change by 500 vehicles
or less. There is no evidence to suggest that there would be a significant increase in the volume of rat-running traffic through Hilton as a
result of the scheme. The increase in traffic on the B1040 to the north of the village is mainly due to the rerouting of traffic travelling
through the village to join the A14 towards Cambridge. Without the scheme, this traffic is forecast to be split equally between Potton
Road and Hilton Road, joining the A14 at Junction 26 (A1096) and Junction 27 (Fenstanton) respectively. However, with the scheme
almost all of this traffic is forecast to use Potton Road to access the detrunked A14 at Junction 26 (A1096).
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Table 3 summarises the forecast annual average daily traffic flows passing through A14 Junction 23 (A14 / A14 Spur / A141) in 2035
with and without the scheme based on CHARM2 and CHARM3a. These flows do not include traffic on the A14 Spur which passes
underneath the junction.
Table 3: Impact of the scheme on A14 Junction 23 (Spittals Interchange) in 2035
CHARM2
w/o
Scheme

Road Section
A14
Junction
(A14 / A14 Spur / A141)

23

61,900

w/ Scheme

% Change

33,000

-47%

CHARM3a
w/o
Scheme
72,900

w/ Scheme
33,000

% Change
-55%

Both models forecast a significant reduction in daily traffic flows at the Spittals Interchange as a result of the scheme. This decrease is
due to the transfer of long-distance traffic on to the Huntingdon Southern Bypass and the closure of the Huntingdon Viaduct, which
means that Spittals would only cater for local traffic movements to and from Huntingdon. In particular, the heavy right turn movement
from the A14 West to the A14 East would be substantially reduced, which would free up capacity for traffic joining from the A141.
The junction is currently used by around 55,000 vehicles on a typical weekday. Traffic flows through the junction in 2035 with the
scheme are forecast to be around 40% lower than existing and therefore the existing junction is expected to operate significantly better
than it does currently.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils and not-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Cyclists Touring Club. It refers to the
application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG;

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each;

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Cycling Touring Club,
in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from the Cyclists
Touring Club on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion;

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions;

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate;

Appendix B

Modal Split; and

Appendix C

Highways England response to Matter 15.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Cyclists Touring Club.
Date

24
February
2014

Type of engagement

Pre-application nonstatutory
communications NMU
workshop regarding
legacy, safety,
connections, growth,
and congestion.
Attendees included
representatives from
British Horse Society,
Ramblers Association,
Cycling Tourist Club,
Ramblers Association,
Sustrans, Cambridge
Cycling Campaign,
CBA, Highways Agency

Summary of discussion
The following comments on positive legacy were raised:
 Moving the A1 away from Brampton would reduce noise and pollution
 There is more awareness of vulnerable road users
 Provision for non-motorised users including future provision (e.g cycle routes)
 Multi-used networks need to be maintained and expanded
 De-trunking of roads through Huntingdon is vital.
 District Council need to be more pro-active and use opportunity to improve the town.
The following comments on improving safety were raised:
 The needs and safety of cyclists, ramblers, pedestrians and riders requires addressing
 Could the de-trunked road be less straight (more like a local road) to enable physical calming
 Girton Interchange (Huntingdon Road link with access way) needs to be usable
 Guided Busway provides safe cycling
 Close Grafton to Brampton road to through traffic
The following comments on connecting people were raised:
 Retain local farm bridge
 Re-instate/maintain lost/existing crossings
 Separate non-motorised users and ensure cyclist safety providing alternatives to roads
 What happens if development along Southern Bypass
 Routes should not be severed
 Link villages to village colleges
 Commuter routes from Bar Hill to North Cambridge and to Central Cambridge
The following comments on unlocking growth were raised:
 Community benefits linked to gravel extraction near Brampton
 Promoting tourism by increased access and safe off road routes and connectivity

3

The following comments on reliving congestion were raised:
 Good design on de-trunked A14 will ensure lower levels of traffic
The following comments on consensus were raised:
 Consideration of cyclists/walkers and non-motorised users
 Clear indication of what will happen to old A14
 Overcome severance issues.
9 May
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communications

Meeting held with Highways England regarding NMU provisions. Meeting attended by Sustrans,
Cambridgeshire County Council, Cyclists' Touring Club, Cambridge Cycling Campaign, British Horse
Society, Cambridge Cycling Campaign, and Swavesey Bridleways.

5 March
2015

Pre-examination
relevant reps

Please see Appendix A

4 March
2015

Pre-examination
relevant reps

Please see Appendix A

22 May
2015

Statement of
Common Ground
(SoCG) discussion

Telephone conference participants included representatives from Highways England, Cambridge
Cycling Campaign, Sustrans and Cyclists Tourists Club (Cambridge)

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Cyclists

Touring Club.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The relevant representation has formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant representation can be
found at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to the
Cyclists Touring Club, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters can be
read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Cyclists Touring Club.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and organisations (Cyclists Touring Club
(Cambridge), Sustrans, Cambridge Cycling Campaign) at the meeting on 22nd May 2015. It outlines Highways England’s
responses to the issues raised and each organisations current position on each matter. The matters are addressed in line
with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue
Transportation
and Traffic

1

Support for
NMU provision
from Girton to
Bar Hill

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge:
Support for NMU provision from Girton to
Bar Hill, especially where the NMU local
access roads are 4 metres wide and
separated from the carriageway. The
proposed bridges at Swavesey and Bar
Hill are welcomed.

Support duly noted.

Sustrans:
Transportation
and Traffic
2
Need for NMU
provision

Sustrans recognises that the proposed
NMU infrastructure aligns with the
Department for Transport’s (DfT’s)
‘Action for Roads: A Network for the 21st
Century’ publication (July 2013), which
identifies the need to restore NMU
infrastructure that has been subject to
severance.

Support duly noted.

5

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue
Cambridge Cycling Campaign

3

Transportation
and Traffic
NMU provision
Transportation
and Traffic

4

Sustrans
question the
need for the
scheme itself

Support for NMU provision from Girton
interchange to Fenstanton.

Sustrans
The proposed scheme would introduce
congestion in towns and villages.
Solving congestion at one location would
increase congestion elsewhere.

Highways England response

Support duly noted.

The scheme would have two impacts on
traffic through villages. The first would be a
reduction in rat running. Currently, congestion
and uncertain journey times on the A14 lead
to some drivers choosing to use alternative
routes. The improvements to the A14 would
reduce journey times and make them more
reliable. Hence, where rat running is an
issue, the scheme should be a benefit to
villages.

Cambridge Cycling Campaign

5

Transportation
and traffic
Traffic forecasts

It has been reported that cyclists’ traffic
has increased by 13% in the past 10
years. How have Highways England
considered these increases within the
traffic forecasts?
Cambridge Cycling Campaign

6

Transportation
and traffic

There should be better NMU provisions
on local roads.

Local road
provision

Sustrans
The roads have been designed to
encourage faster speeding vehicles.

Approximately 30 km of new NMU facilities
would be provided within the scheme,
including facilities on most of the new overbridges proposed, two new NMU bridges (at
Swavesey and Bar Hill), a 12 km facility
segregated from the carriageway linking
Fenstanton with Huntingdon Road, Girton,
6

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

Therefore, high quality NMU provisions
are required on minor roads along the
whole of the route.

new links around the Girton interchange,
Brampton interchange and at Mill Common,
Huntingdon.
It is considered these facilities meet the
scheme objectives for NMUs.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge

Transportation
and traffic
7

Traffic Regulation Orders (TRO) are
required in some areas. In particular,
Girton to Histon and Histon to Milton,
where improvements for NMU could be
introduced.

Routes north of
Girton

TROs are not proposed on the A14
Cambridge Northern Bypass. Part of this
route is not being widened as part of the A14
improvement. This route links to the A428 as
well as A14 so would require a ban extending
well beyond the scheme boundaries. There
are, however, alternative routes and facilities
on local roads which, when the A14 scheme,
including the local access road, and
associated NMU facilities are constructed,
will permit reasonable alternative routes.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Transportation
and traffic
8
Restrictions on
NMU traffic

Agree with the ban on NMU traffic from
Girton to Brampton on the A14.
However, disagreement remains about
the ban on Girton to Histon new road. It
is considered that there is a lack of
alternative provision within the TRO.

The negotiation of the highway facilities
provided as part of the TRO is a matter for
Cambridgeshire County Council, as the local
traffic authority.

7

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue
Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge

9

Transportation
and traffic
Darwin Green

Initial designs for Darwin Green are not
viewed as providing a satisfactory
solution for NMU routes from Girton to
Histon interchanges.

Highways England response

The negotiation of the highway facilities
provided as part of the Darwin Green
development are a matter for Cambridgeshire
County Council, as the local traffic authority.
The EU Health Strategy and WHO reports do
not set air quality limits, which are more
stringent than those in the EU Directive,
which were used to assess air quality impacts
from the scheme.

Environmental
Impact
Assessment
10

Costs to health
of increased
motorised
transport

Sustrans
Concerns regarding cost implications of
poor health associated with an increased
use of motorised transport.

Impacts from air quality comply with air
quality objectives or limit values set by the
Government and the EU; these are set at
concentrations that protect human health and
in particular the health of sensitive individuals
such as children.
No exceedances of the health based
objectives or limit values are predicted as a
result of the scheme, the scheme is predicted
to improve air quality in the main urban areas
currently impacted by air pollution from the
A14. There is no risk of non-compliance with
the EU limit values.

8

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Sustrans

11

Design and
Engineering
River Ouse
crossing

The scheme should include parallel NMU
provision along the River Great Ouse
Viaduct to allow NMUs to cross the River
Ouse, and to connect the Offords to
Buckden.

Highways England response
This request was considered and costings
were produced to determine its feasibility
prior to the DCO. The costs, which were
estimated to be in excess of £10 million
owing to the need to widen the Great Ouse
Viaduct, East Coast Main Line bridge and
approach earthworks, were not considered
justified in relation to the potential usage. The
proposal was not supported by
Cambridgeshire County Council.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Concerned that increasing the capacity
of the de-trunked section of the A14
would increase congestion in
Huntingdon.
Design and
Engineering
12
Capacity of the
existing A14

The de-trunked section of the A14 should
not remain as a two-lane dual
carriageway, but instead should be a
single carriageway with one lane in each
direction. This would reduce the capacity
of this section of the road and
consequently reduce the traffic flow into
Huntingdon.

Although it will be detrunked and downgraded
to county A-road status the old A14 will
remain a busy road with projected traffic
levels sufficient to justify keeping it as a dual
carriageway. However responsibility for the
road will transfer to Cambridgeshire County
Council and any amendments that they may
wish to make to the road are a matter for
them to consider and consult on.

Sustrans
The existing A14 should be downgraded.

9

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Design and
Engineering
13
NMU into
Huntingdon

Stakeholder issue

Sustrans
The scheme should include an elevated
route for NMUs from Godmanchester to
the centre of Huntingdon.

Highways England response
The A14 improvement scheme does not
affect the section of the existing A14 route
between the eastern end of the Huntingdon
Viaduct and Godmanchester. As a result, any
additional NMU facilities in this section would
be a matter for Cambridgeshire County
Council.

Sustrans
Design and
Engineering
14
De-trunked
roads

It is understood that the County Council
take responsibility for the de-trunked
section of the A14, however, it is
considered that this is not a County
matter.

Sustrans
Design and
Engineering
15
Huntingdon
town centre

The scheme would result in ‘rat running’
through Huntingdon town centre. Further
design work is required to prevent rat
runs and to alleviate gridlock for NMUs in
Huntingdon.

The detrunked section of A14 would be a
matter for Cambridge County Council.

Rat-running means the diversion onto and
use of unsuitable local roads by longer
distance ‘through’ traffic. The use of
Huntingdon for through traffic, while possible,
is unlikely.
Through traffic leaving the new A14 at
Swavesey and using Huntingdon would have
to negotiate six signalised junctions and three
roundabouts, which along with the speed
restriction in Huntingdon would negate any
perceived time saving.
In contrast, regarding the through traffic using
the new A14 - if heading to the Midlands the
route is no longer and much faster (with no
junctions at all) if heading north on the A1 it is
10

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response
about 3km longer to use the new A14, but at
120km/h that is only 90 seconds. A far
quicker journey than negotiating the lights in
Huntingdon.
There is a weight restriction of 7.5 tonnes
which will prohibit its use by heavy goods
vehicle. Also much of the Huntingdon route is
subject to 30 mile/hr speed restriction.
Through routes will of course be signed on
new A14 and not through Huntingdon.
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Design and
Engineering
Huntingdon
town centre.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Concerns about NMU access into
Huntingdon and the impacts this would
have on NMUs.

NMU access into Huntingdon would be
maintained by toucan crossings, where
possible optimised by timings and single
stage operation for NMUs, where existing
routes intersect the proposed Mill Common,
Pathfinder and Views Common Links. These
would provide continuity with existing NMU
facilities, including cycle routes. A new facility
would be provided on the eastern side of
Views Common Link, to connect routes on
Hinchingbrook Park Road and footpath
133/11 on the north side of Views Common.
Consideration has been given to the high
NMU flows on the north side of Brampton
Road and the north-east side of
Hinchingbrook Park Road.
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Design and
Engineering
17
Connectivity
with Brampton

18

Design and
Engineering
Rat running
through Hilton

19

Design and
engineering
A141 junction

Stakeholder issue

Sustrans
Minor roads need to be re-bridged on the
NMU route to Brampton.

Highways England response
PROW links are restored at Brampton
interchange by the scheme, with linking of
bridleway 28/19 between the east and west
side of A1/A14 and footpaths 28/15 and 28/2.
These provide links between Brampton,
Brampton Woods, Grafham Road and
Brampton Hut services.

Sustrans
The scheme will result in ‘rat running’
through Hilton.
Sustrans

Please refer to Appendix B.

Please refer to Appendix B.

Particular attention should be given to
the traffic at the A141 junction.
Sustrans

20

Design and
Engineering
Width of bridges

There is a need for high quality NMU
provision on bridges, in particular the
B1043 Offord Road bridge, Conington
Road bridge and Hilton Road bridge.
Request for a wider deck, so that NMU
provision can be on both sides of the
bridges.
Sustrans understand that there are
segregated cycling provisions on the
road adjacent to the Dry Drayton to

NMU provision is provided on bridges, but is
shared between equestrians, pedestrians and
cyclists. A wider facility on one side at each
bridge provides a safer shared facility for all
NMU types.
Cycling facilities would be provided (shared
with other NMU users) on the Dry Drayton
over-bridge, as part of the Fenstanton to
Huntingdon Road, Girton facility.

12

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

Oakington over-bridge, but is concerned
that there would be no cycling facilities
on the bridge itself.

Sustrans

21

Design and
Engineering
Safety

Concerns about the safety of cyclists on
fast- moving carriageways, especially
when cyclists are required to dismount
and cross busy roads.

Sustrans
Design and
Engineering
22

Commuting
cyclists around
Cambridge

Local cyclists commute longer distances
than the national average (it is known
that some cyclists will commute at least
8km a day in the Cambridge area). How
have Highways England taken this into
account in the NMU proposals?

The NMU proposals ensure that NMU
convenience and safety are not adversely
affected by the introduction of the scheme.
There are no crossing locations proposed
where cyclists are required to dismount.
At-grade NMU crossing points of major traffic
flows on 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 would be signalised for cyclists
and pedestrians.
NMU facilities would be provided to link to
new routes provided by others (for example
Northstowe and Swavesey), and to link
developments and communities on the
Fenstanton to Girton corridor (12 km length,
linking existing facilities at either end), and to
facilitate safe NMU use in Huntingdon.

13

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Sustrans
Design and
Engineering
23
Modal shift is
required

High quality NMU provision could
encourage a modal shift where relatively
local trips are made.
For a modal shift to be successful, NMUs
should not be expected to share space
with motorised vehicles.

Sustrans
Design and
engineering
24

Meeting the
needs of all
NMUs

The widths of the NMU provisions should
accommodate for all NMU travellers.
Single width provision for cyclists is not
satisfactory.
How has the needs of pedestrians and
equestrians been considered?

Highways England response
Latent demand for NMU usage has been
considered in the development of the NMU
proposals. An example are the links provided
by the NMU bridges at Swavesey and Bar
Hill, which provide high quality facilities
linking with the 12 km route from Fenstanton
to Huntingdon Road, Girton. These facilities
provide links segregated from motorised
users for Swavesey, Bar Hill and ultimately,
Northstowe (when the developer facility has
been provided on Hattons Road). All of the
facilities provided are segregated from motor
vehicles, except where at-grade crossings
are provided.
High quality NMU facilities are provided in the
application, which provide 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 or pedestrians). The
latest Department for Transport best practice
guidelines have been used, in conjunction
with Highways England’s design standards,
which allow also for separation from
carriageways and widening for edge shyness

14

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response
where vertical features are located at the rear
of the facilities.
This would be demonstrated in many
locations in the scheme (around 30 km of
new NMU facilities would be provided as part
of the scheme).

Sustrans

25

Planning
Process
Consultation

There is a need to include ramblers in
the NMU discussions.

Cyclists Touring Club

The proposals have been discussed at length
with specialists from the Local Traffic
Authority, Cambridgeshire County Council,
other Local Authorities and user groups,
including the Ramblers Association.

It is anticipated that further details, for
Highways England should be obligated to
instance of signing for NMUs, would be
consult NMU groups during the detailed
discussed during the detailed design process.
design process.

15

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Cyclists Touring Club

Date:
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Appendix A: Relevant representation
The following relevant representative was made by Cycling Touring Club (Cambridge) to the Planning Inspectorate.
‘The provision and maintenance of facilities for cyclists. This will include comments on the design provisions for cycle paths,
bridges, junctions and gradients where necessary. If any existing facilities are removed I reserve the right to object.
To seek improvements to the proposed development primarily for the benefit Non-Motorised Users (NMUs). My interest
includes NMU elements on all the planned new roads and NMU elements on existing roads that are affected by this scheme
(especially the detrunked section of A14). My interest includes possible improvements to any NMU elements that are included
in the current plans plus requesting additional NMU elements that are missing from the current plans. In particular I will be
seeking remedies for items listed in my letter to the Highways Agency dated June 2014 that have not been adequately
resolved in the latest plans.’
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Appendix B: Modal split
Traffic volumes provided in the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 7.2) and Traffic Modelling Update Report (submitted at
Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination) are based on data extracted from the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Road Model (CHARM)
versions 2 and 3a respectively.
Both CHARM2 and CHARM3a are reliant upon a number of external sources to forecast traffic growth over time. One of the core
components of the forecasting process is Cambridgeshire County Council’s (CCC) Cambridgeshire Sub-Regional Model (CSRM).
CSRM is used to forecast growth in trips across the ‘internal’ model area, which encompasses Cambridge City and parts of the districts
of East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and South Cambridgeshire. This growth is based on dwelling and employment forecasts,
which have been produced in conjunction with planning officers from the county and districts and are categorised (and thus
included/excluded from forecasts) to levels of certainty in-line with guidance in WebTAG unit M4.
CSRM comprises: a land-use model to generate trip ends from forecast planning data and travel accessibilities; a Transport Demand
Model including mode choice, travel time change and trip redistribution; and MEPLAN assignment model for non-highway modes. The
transport demand model and MEPLAN assignment both incorporate Walking and Cycling as sub-modes, in addition to the standard
Public Transport and Highway demand segments. Cycling is therefore included in the mode choice part of the Demand Model and is
sensitive to changes in costs from both Public Transport and the Highway assignment. Further information on the structure, calibration
and validation of CSRM is provided in the ‘CSRM Transport Demand and Public Transport Model Development and Validation Report’
(WSP. October 2009).
The effect of cycling as a mode is therefore incorporated into the out-turn growth in forecast highway trips that underpin the CHARM
forecasts. However, CHARM2 and CHARM3a are highway assignment models, which represent four user-classes in-line with guidance
provided in WebTAG unit M3.1: Car (Employer’s Business), Car (Other), Light Goods Vehicles (LGV) and Heavy Goods Vehicles
(HGV). As such, traffic volumes that have been presented in the Transport Assessment and Traffic Modelling Update Report do not
include cycle trips.
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Appendix C: Highways England response to Matter 15
The scheme will result in ‘rat running’ through Hilton.

The traffic forecasts presented in the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 7.2) are based on version 2 of the Cambridge to
Huntingdon A14 Roads Model (CHARM2). Since the Transport Assessment was published, further work has been undertaken to refine
the traffic model, culminating in the development of version 3a of the traffic model (CHARM3a). The updated traffic forecasts based on
CHARM3a are presented in the Traffic Modelling Update Report.
Table 1 compares the forecast traffic flows at a daily level (Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)) on the local roads around Hilton in
2035 based on CHARM2 and CHARM3a.
Table 1: Impact of the scheme on local roads around Hilton in 2035 (AADT)
CHARM2
Road Section
B1040 Potton Road
(north of Hilton)
B1040 Potton Road
(through Hilton)
Graveley Way
(west of Hilton)

w/o
Scheme

w/ Scheme

10,000

CHARM3a
% Change

w/o
Scheme

w/ Scheme

% Change

10,000

0%

8,800

9,200

+5%

5,800

5,600

-4%

5,600

5,100

-9%

4,600

3,300

-28%

3,000

2,800

-7%

The CHARM3a traffic forecasts are generally lower than the CHARM2 traffic forecasts. This is due to changes to the assumptions
made regarding the growth in long-distance (external-to-external) traffic between the two models, which results in lower flows on the
strategic road network (SRN) in CHARM3a. This releases capacity which allows some local traffic to transfer back on to the SRN,
thereby reducing traffic flows on local roads.
Both models indicate that the impact of the scheme on Hilton would be small, with daily traffic flows forecast to change by 500 vehicles
or less. There is no evidence to suggest that there would be a significant increase in the volume of rat-running traffic through Hilton as a
result of the scheme. The increase in traffic on the B1040 to the north of the village is mainly due to the rerouting of traffic travelling
through the village to join the A14 towards Cambridge. Without the scheme, this traffic is forecast to be split equally between Potton
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The traffic forecasts presented in the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 7.2) are based on version 2 of the Cambridge to
Huntingdon A14 Roads Model (CHARM2). Since the Transport Assessment was published, further work has been undertaken to refine
the traffic model, culminating in the development of version 3a of the traffic model (CHARM3a). The updated traffic forecasts based on
CHARM3a are presented in the Traffic Modelling Update Report (submitted at Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination).
Table 3 summarises the forecast annual average daily traffic flows passing through A14 Junction 23 (A14 / A14 Spur / A141) in 2035
with and without the scheme based on CHARM2 and CHARM3a. These flows do not include traffic on the A14 Spur which passes
underneath the junction.
Table 3: Impact of the scheme on A14 Junction 23 (Spittals Interchange) in 2035
CHARM2
w/o
Scheme

Road Section
A14
Junction
(A14 / A14 Spur / A141)

23

61,900

w/ Scheme

% Change

33,000

-47%

CHARM3a
w/o
Scheme
72,900

w/ Scheme
33,000

% Change
-55%

Both models forecast a significant reduction in daily traffic flows at the Spittals Interchange as a result of the scheme. This decrease is
due to the transfer of long-distance traffic on to the Huntingdon Southern Bypass and the closure of the Huntingdon Viaduct, which
means that Spittals would only cater for local traffic movements to and from Huntingdon. In particular, the heavy right turn movement
from the A14 West to the A14 East would be substantially reduced, which would free up capacity for traffic joining from the A141.
The junction is currently used by around 55,000 vehicles on a typical weekday. Traffic flows through the junction in 2035 with the
scheme are forecast to be around 40% lower than existing and therefore the existing junction is expected to operate significantly better
than it does currently.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils and non-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Extra Motorway Service Area Group
(Extra Services). It refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which
was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG;

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each;

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Extra Services, in line
with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from Extra Services
on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion;

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions;

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to PINS; and

Appendix B

Proposed amendment to Swavesey Junction.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Extra Services.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

2 May 2014

Pre-application statutory
consultation

David Tucker Associates on behalf of Extra MSA Cambridge Ltd submitting a formal consultation
response.

12 June 2014

Pre-application statutory
consultation

Email correspondence requesting meeting.
Extra Services is generally in favour of the principle of the A14 investment and upgrading
proposals. Extra have been working with Highways England and their consultants (and continues
to do so), to seek to achieve the optimum design solution for the users of the upgraded A14 and
associated new Swavesey Junction, but on a basis that also ensures the ability of the Cambridge
Service Area to continue to meet the significant ‘need’ for such facilities on this section of the
A14/M11 Strategic Road Network.

17 February
2015

Relevant Representation

26 May 2015

Ongoing
Correspondence

Meeting held between Highways England and Extra Services to discuss amendments to the
submitted scheme.

4 June 2015

Ongoing
Correspondence

Meeting to discuss risk mitigation.

11 June 2015

Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG)

Telephone discussion between Highways England representative and Simon Tucker of Tucker
Associates (consultant representing Extra Services) to discuss preparation of a Statement of
Common Ground.

Extra remain concerned that the current scheme will have a detrimental impact on access to and
from the Service Area, as well as also unnecessarily reducing the area of land available within
Extra’s existing ownership for future expansion of the existing facilities. If not appropriately
addressed, such matters would result in both significant commercial loss for Extra and its Service
Area, as well as giving rise to detrimental operational and safety issues for user of the A14 and
the overall A14/M11 Strategic Road route.

3

18 June 2015

Ongoing
Correspondence

Teleconference update to potential DCO change: Extra MSA have agreed in principle to the
plans prepared by Highways England.

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Extra
Services.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4

The relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant representation
can be found at Appendix A.

2.1.5

It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or
relevance to Extra Services, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such,
those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Extra
Services.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Extra Services during a telephone
discussion for the SoCG on 11th June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and Extra
Services current position on each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of
the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

1

Design and
Engineering

When will the consideration of the
revised junction layout be reported back
to Extra Services.

Dedicated access from the westbound
diverge has been agreed.

Extra Services are content with the
proposed change and reduction in the
land take as illustrated by the proposed
amendment to the highway boundary
and the temporary area of acquisition.

There will be a side agreement detailing
the issues and intent with the land. The
utility is able to be accommodated
within a 5 metre strip, which has been
reserved between the proposed
highway boundary and the westbound
diverge slip road earthworks. The small
area of permanent acquisition is
required for the alignment of the
proposed slip road.

Junction layout

2

Design and
Engineering
The extent of
land take

Appendix B of this document shows a
proposed amendment and area of land
that would be provided back to Extra
Services following construction.

The aim is for this proposed
amendment to be agreed prior to
detailed design.

5

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
In view of this, the Land Plans would
need to include designations for ‘land to
be acquired temporarily’ and ‘land to be
acquired’.
This has been communicated to Extra
MSA through a meeting on 26 May
2015.
An additional meeting on 4 June 2015
determined that land adjacent to
Cambridge Services would be
converted to temporary possession and
the utilities be accommodated within
the new highway. These changes will
be agreed with the land interests and
submitted to the Examining Authority on
19 August 2015.

3

Design and
Engineering
Signage to the
service station

Concerns that signage needs to be
adequate on the de-trunked A14 to the
service station.

Signage remains under discussion and
it is agreed that it will be resolved within
detailed design. A continued dialogue
will take place between Highways
England and Extra Services.
An indicative strategy for signage
requires coordination in detailed design.

6

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under Discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Extra Motorway Service Area Group

Date:

7
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Appendix A: Relevant representation
This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
‘The “Interested Party” is Extra MSA Cambridge Ltd (“Extra”), which is the freehold owner and operator of the Cambridge Service
Area. Cambridge Services provides modern road side facilities to a Motorway Service Area (“MSA”) scale and standard, for all
categories of vehicle. The Service Area is easily accessible to both carriageways of the A14 and serves the A14 / M11 route, together
with traffic using this route in conjunction with the A1(M).
The Cambridge Service Area is located at Junction 28 of the A14 which is approximately 4km north of the M11. This section of the A14
is currently an all-purpose dual two carriageway road. Junction 28 is an all movements grade separated junction. In addition to
providing access to the Service Area, the junction also serves the Swavesey Business Park and a rural hinterland including the
villages of Swavesey and Boxworth.
In conjunction with its 15 tenant partners, Extra as owner and ‘umbrella brand’ operator of the Service Area offers a wide range of
food, ancillary retail, leisure and business facilities for all categories of road users on the A14/M11 Strategic Road Network. Cambridge
Services have been developed and operated to a full MSA standard and serves the same purpose as an MSA, the traffic on the A14 at
this location being predominantly Motorway traffic travelling northwest from the M11 or southeast from the A1(M).
The importance of such Service Area facilities is set out in DfT Circular 02/2013. This confirms, at Para B4, that: “Motorway service
areas and other roadside facilities perform an important road safety function by providing opportunities for the travelling public to stop
and take a break in the course of their journey”. The Service Area is an essential part of the Core MSA network as defined by C02.13.
The important existing and future role of Cambridge Services will further grow over time as flows on the A14 increase and it is
inevitable that certain elements of the overall facilities will need to increase in scale, particularly Car and HGV parking, to help ensure it
fully fulfils its purpose. This can be readily achieved within Extra’s existing land ownership and when reviewing the A14 upgrading
proposals, the ultimate form and layout of the Service Area should, therefore, be seen as an integral part of that transport
infrastructure.
In general, Extra is in favour of the principle of the A14 investment and upgrading proposals. Extra have been working with the
Highways Agency and their consultants (and continues to do so), to seek to achieve the optimum design solution for the users of the
upgraded A14 and associated new Swavesey Junction, but on a basis that also ensures the ability of the Cambridge Service Area to
continue to meet the significant ‘need’ for such facilities on this section of the A14/M11 Strategic Road Network.
8

Although some good progress has been made in Extra’s discussions with the Highways Agency and the scheme amended in line with
certain suggestions made, Extra remain concerned that the current scheme will have a detrimental impact on access to and from the
Service Area, as well as also unnecessarily reducing the area of land available within Extra’s existing ownership for future expansion
of the existing facilities. If not appropriately addressed, such matters would result in both significant commercial loss for Extra and its
Service Area, as well as giving rise to detrimental operational and safety issues for user of the A14 and the overall A14/M11 Strategic
Road route.
Extra and its retained consultants (David Tucker Associates) are of the view that the Swavesey (J28) Junction design can be easily
amended to both simplify the overall layout and improve access to and from the Service Area, for traffic travelling in both directions on
the A14. These changes would require relatively modest amendments to the overall scheme, but would not increase the area of land
required as described in the Draft DCO.
Furthermore, Extra and its consultants are of the view that the proposed land take for ‘area 20/13a’ is excessive and has not been
justified as part of the application. The Acquiring Authority has not demonstrated that this land is essential for the scheme. It is clear
that a refinement of the scheme would reduce the level of land take within ‘area 20/13a’, with the complimentary and significant benefit
of enabling the Service Area to expand in line with future growth of traffic on the A14 and to continue to meet the ongoing
requirements of all categories of road user.
Extra will continue to work with the Highways Agency and will submit formal more detailed representations in due course, to update
the Examination, including if necessary, proposing its own alternative highway layout arrangements to those submitted as part of the
Draft DCO.’
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Appendix B: Proposed amendment to Swavesey Junction
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils and non-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Hilton Action on Traffic (HAT). It refers
to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Hilton Action on
Traffic, in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from
HAT on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to PINS.

Appendix B

Summary of scheme and route options assessment.

Appendix C

Huntingdon viaduct.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Hilton Action on Traffic (HAT).
Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

15 June
2014

Pre-application
statutory
consultation
HAT formal
response to
statutory
consultation

The concerns expressed in the response received to the pre-application statutory consultation are
summarised below:
- Close proximity of the proposed route to Hilton
- Raised carriageway and apparent confusion as to its final height above existing road levels
- Actual scale of development
- Impact of additional bridges crossing the new carriageway, the height and necessary length and
gradient of approach road that would be required
- Extra work and environmental impact required to straighten the current B1040
- As the B1040 through Hilton appears to become the shortest route between the Godmanchester
junction and St. Ives – the potential for ‘rat-running’ and increased general traffic becomes a
distinct likelihood
- The impact on the village during the whole construction and completion phases
- The environmental impact due to the necessity of local ‘borrow pits’
- General pollution issues relating to noise, light and air
- The lack of clear and accurate details for the scheme does not encourage or allow for informed
challenge and discussion
The response included questions that arose from the concerns listed above and also include specific
concerns over noise levels and mitigation measures.

12 March
2015

Relevant
representation

Please see Appendix A for a full copy of the pre examination relevant representation submitted to PINS

4 June
2015

Statement of
Common Ground
(SoCG) meeting

A meeting was held to inform this SoCG with members of HAT and representatives from Highways
England on 4 June 2015. Section 3 below provides an account of the issues discussed.

Date

3

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and HAT.
2.1.3 There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
2.1.4 The relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant representation can be found
at Appendix A.
2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in Sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to Hilton
Action on Traffic, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters can be read
as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Hilton Action on Traffic.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and HAT at the meeting on 4 June 2015. It
outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and current position of HAT on each matter. The matters are
addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal
Issue

1

Transportation
and traffic
Support the
case for
improving the
A14

2

Design and
Engineering
Alternative
options have
not been
investigated

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

In principle, there is support for the
improvement of the A14 but not the
route proposed in the DCO
application.

Noted.

Alternative route options were tabled
and dismissed by Highways England.
The proposed route is too close to
the village and should be closer to
the existing line of the A14.

The choice of route arises from the multiple
consultations on options that have been
undertaken. The route has been carefully designed
to meet modern standards for safe and efficient
roads that do not result in unacceptable
environmental impacts. An assessment on
community and private assets has been undertaken
and is reported in Chapter 9 of the Environmental
Statement (document reference 6.1).
Overall effects on villages and community facilities,
including Hilton, are not expected to be significant.
Where adverse effects are likely to occur as a result
of the scheme, a range of mitigation measures
would be implemented.
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
A summary of the route selection process is given in
Appendix B of this document. A comprehensive
report on the route options considered and the route
selection process is set out in the Case for the
Scheme (Chapter 4) (document reference 7.1).

3

4

Design and
Engineering
Impact on the
A1198

Concerns over the implications the
proposed scheme will have on the
A1198

Noise and
Vibration
Noise
mitigation

The current mitigation bunds will not
have any benefit to the village.
Reflective double-skinned noise
barriers can be effective, even at
distance of 1,000 metre. This
should be placed at the north of the
village of Hilton. The sound barrier
could double as visual screening.

As part of the traffic modelling we have assessed the
implications of the scheme on the A1198. We
understand that currently when the A14 is congested,
the A1198 and A428 are used as an alternative route.
The improvements to the capacity of the A14 would
allow these trips to return to either the new Huntingdon
Southern Bypass or to the detrunked A14. However, it
is expected that the capacity created on the A1198
would be backfilled by other local traffic that would
otherwise be ‘rat-running’ on local roads.
As a result of this rerouting of traffic, our traffic
forecasts suggest that flows on the A1198 to the south
of the Huntingdon Southern Bypass would increase by
around 4% in 2035 as a result of the scheme, but
many local roads would be relieved of traffic. Flows on
the A1198 to the north of the Huntingdon Southern
Bypass are forecast to be reduced by over 30%.

Extensive mitigation measures have been designed
into the scheme to reduce the noise and visual
impact during operation. This includes the alignment
of the route itself, the use of cuttings, low-noise road
surfacing and landscaped earthworks. The height of
the screen bund will be 2 metres (6.4 feet).
To ensure that the mitigation is sustainable, the
provision has been subject to the following tests:
6

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
•

5

Landscape and
visual effects
Visual mitigation
is needed

Screening needs to be higher to
capture the height of the lorries at a
minimum. Trees planting is
inadequate in the short term. The
elevated road and bridges will be
within line of sight of the B1014. The

Benefit (monetised benefit of noise reduction
evaluated using WebTAG21) compared to
cost of the mitigation;
• Engineering practicability;
• Other environmental effects potentially
caused by the mitigation (for example
landscape or visual effects); and
• Stakeholder engagement and consultation
responses
The height of the proposed bund as appears on the
drawing is 2m (with a 1 metre tolerance either way)
above existing ground level. The height of the road
above existing ground level is 3 metres. The total
height of the bund above existing ground level is 5
metres.
There is currently no noise fence proposed along
the scheme adjacent to Hilton. Given the distance
between the road and the village noise barriers
would not provide any additional mitigation.
As we are moving into the detailed design stage of
the project we would like to discuss the issues you
have raised further and involve the Highways
England detailed design team and our landscape
and noise specialists.
Distant views towards the scheme from the northern
peripheries of Hilton would be filtered by a
significant amount of intervening field boundary
vegetation and planted screening bunds. The
mitigation proposals would include a bund of up to
2m in height above the road level on the south side
of the new A14 in several locations including to the
7

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

height will exacerbate the light
pollution from vehicles into the village.

north of Hilton. Mature mitigation planting along the
environmental bund and Potton Road and Hilton
Road bridge embankments would largely conceal
views of traffic, although filtered distant glimpses of
high sided vehicles would remain for the nearest
receptors. Landscape mitigation is illustrated in
Figure 3.2 of the ES.
The Code of Construction Practice (document
reference 6.3, appendix 20.2) sets out control
measures and standards that would be implemented
throughout construction of the scheme. As part of this
the contractors appointed to build the scheme would
be required to prepare a traffic management plan
which will describe the traffic management, safety and
control measures proposed during construction of the
scheme.

6

Transportation
and Traffic
Construction
traffic

The potential effects of construction
traffic on the village do not bode well.
It is likely that construction traffic
will rat run. Local agreements
regarding this issue have not lasted in
the past and locally people are
sceptical about promises in this
regard. Firm measures are therefore
required.

The traffic management plan will include details of
measures to be implemented to reduce construction
traffic impacts as well as a list of roads which may be
used by construction traffic in the vicinity of the site
including any restrictions to construction traffic on
these routes. No development of the Scheme can
commence until this traffic management plan has
been approved.

The main contractors would consult with local roads
authorities regarding routes that may be used by the
main contractors to access the construction sites.
Access routes for construction traffic would be
limited, as far as reasonably practicable, to the trunk
road network and main roads on the local road
network. Access along other local roads would be
restricted but may be necessary, for example, to
8

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
enable transport or delivery of locally sourced
materials. The main contractors would implement
traffic management measures during the
construction of the scheme on or adjacent to public
roads, cycle tracks and other paths as necessary.

7

Transportation
and traffic
Traffic
modelling data

The lack of traffic monitoring data has
cut against genuine consultation.
There has been insufficient time for
HAT and the technical advisors to
analyse the data.

The CoCP outlines measures to limit impacts in the
construction period. Haul routes will be provided on
site by main contractors for use by construction
vehicles to access works areas. A haul route will be
provided north of Hilton along the route of the new
A14. The movement of construction traffic around
the site will be kept to the minimum reasonable for
the effective and efficient operation of the site and
construction of the scheme and site access points
will be designed to avoid queuing traffic.
The Transport Assessment (document reference 7.2)
which was submitted as part of the DCO application in
December 2014 contain traffic monitoring data which
informed the forecast associated with the proposed
improvements.
Since the DCO application was submitted, we have
undertaken some additional traffic modelling and
assessment work which includes assessing the effect
of the Department for Transport’s (DfT’s) revised
economic parameters released in November 2014 and
effect of the March 2015 DfT Road Traffic Forecast
(RTF 2015) on the application. In addition to this we
have also assessed the refinements to network coding
and to the ‘external to external’ growth factors and
their effect on the application. Highways England has
reported these effects within the Traffic Modelling
Update Report submitted to the Examining Authority
9

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

(ExA) on 15 June 2015. The Examination Authority
made reference to the availability of the traffic data
from the 15 June and did not express concern in
relation to the overall programme or procedures for the
examination. We have submitted this report by the
deadline set by the Examining Authority.

8

Transportation
and traffic
Impacts on local
traffic need to
be appraised

Traffic modelling
The traffic modelling is open to
question. Rat running exists and the
new route will be 4 miles longer.
Therefore the impact of cars and
HGVs is expected to be worse locally.

9

Transportation
and traffic
Weight limits
need to be

Impacts of HGVs across the village
are a concern. This needs to be
managed as part of a mitigation plan

Our Transport Assessment indicates that there would
be a reduction in traffic flows through Hilton as a result
of the scheme. This reduction would result from traffic
diverting back onto the de-trunked A14, which would
be significantly relieved of traffic by the opening of the
Huntingdon Southern Bypass.
While the B1040 Potton Road and Graveley Way
through Hilton could be used by local traffic from St
Ives to access the new A14 at the A1198
(Godmanchester) junction, the traffic model suggests
the quickest route would be via the detrunked A14 and
the A1198.
Highways England’s traffic forecasts indicate that by
year 2035 daily traffic flows (2-way) on the B1040
Potton Road would be reduced by around 4% from
5,800 vehicles per day without the scheme to 5,600
vehicles per day with the scheme. A greater reduction
is forecast on Graveley Road, with daily traffic flows
(2-way) falling from 4,600 vehicles per day without the
scheme to 3,300 vehicles per day with the scheme (a
28% decrease).

Still under discussion

10

Ref

Principal
Issue
imposed in
Hilton

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

with a 7.5 tonne weight limit placed on
the road.
The Transport Assessment (document reference 7.2)
was submitted as part of the DCO application in
December 2014 and this contained traffic modelling
data.

10

Noise and
vibration
Noise impacts
are being
independently
modelled
locally.

An independent noise assessment
work is being carried out by Giles
Parker (SBS Ltd) for Hilton Parish
Council. The lack of traffic modelling
has impinged on the ability to
complete this.
It is expensive to gather local data.
For example it can be many hundreds
of pounds per day. The cost of the
noise assessment is £27,000.

A Transport Modelling Update Report was prepared
following submission of the application. This update
report assesses the effect of the Department for
Transport’s (DfT’s) revised economic parameters
released in November 2014 and effect of the March
2015 DfT Road Traffic Forecast (RTF 2015) on the
application.
As discussed, Highways England submitted the
Traffic Modelling Update Report to the Examining
Authority (ExA) on 15 June 2015. The availability of
the data on that date and implications for the
examination programme were discussed and the ExA
did not raise any concerns. The report is available on
the Planning Inspectorate’s website:
http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/projects/east
ern/a14-cambridge-to-huntingdon-improvementscheme/?ipcsection=overview
We welcome the opportunity to discuss the
independent noise assessment and request a copy be
sent to Highways England.

11

Design and
engineering
Elevation of the
road

The existing A14 does not suffer
flooding, so there are questions as to
why the new scheme needs to be so
elevated in order to avoid flooding.

In the area to the south of Fenstanton and north of
Hilton, the existing A14 is generally on low
embankment, in the order of 1m above the adjacent
ground. The proposed new A14 as it passes north of
Hilton would be on an embankment 1m to 3m above
the adjacent ground. The proposed design for the new

11

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
A14 is higher than the existing A14 relative to existing
ground levels.
Further details on the elevation of the road will be
communicated to Hilton Action on Traffic.

12

13

Design and
engineering
Huntingdon
viaduct

Other matters
Genuine
consultation
exercise
concern

There is support for the retention of
the Huntington viaduct to allow
east-west traffic movements. This
route provides vital local resilience
given it is an alternative should the
new A14 be blocked.
Allowing local traffic below 7.5 tonnes
to continue access on this route
would provide benefits on local roads
and lessen impacts elsewhere.

Highways England are viewed with
suspicion locally. There is a local view
in Hilton that little action will follow
from consultation.
A dearth of information undermines
the process of establishing trusted
relationships.

The option of retaining the viaduct at Huntingdon and
a reduced standard Huntingdon southern bypass has
been investigated as part of the scheme proposal
development.
Although initially cheaper than the proposed scheme,
traffic flow over the dual 2-lane carriageway would
continue to deteriorate to the extent that congestion
would return and further widening would be needed.
The environmental benefits to the town of Huntingdon
from removing the viaduct would not be realised.
A fuller report on the viaduct is in Appendix C.
The consultation is a genuine exercise and where
possible practical changes have been implemented.
Extensive consultation has been undertaken with the
local community and wider stakeholders through the
pre-application consultation, communication through
the SOCG process and through the examination
period. Highways England continue to consider the
feedback received in the development of the scheme.
Commitments are being considered where feasible
throughout the SOCG process.
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Hilton Action on Traffic HAT

Date:
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Appendix A: Relevant representation
The following is a copy of the relevant representation submitted by HAT to the PINS.
‘Hilton Action on Traffic was created to monitor and report on traffic issues in the village. We are greatly concerned about the
issues surrounding the proposed construction work relating to the A14. We are well aware that this needs to done but many
issues raise concern for the residents of Hilton and we feel they should be addressed before any approval to proceed is
granted.
The greatest concerns to have been raised are the issues surrounding the extra noise and light pollution which will be created
by the road being constructed so close to the village. Some years ago this village paid for a survey to be produced on the
effects that the current A14 have on this village. Many recommendations were made in that survey and they included proposed
sound bunds and road surfaces that could be used to reduce the effects that further works could have, to our knowledge these
have been ignored and the proposed methods of sound reduction appear to be inadequate for purpose. Light pollution will also
be of concern and the current proposals do nothing to alleviate the concerns of the village. Steps are being taken to upgrade
this older report and we respectfully ask that any recommendations made should be included and considered before approval.
We are also extremely concerned about the movement of HCV traffic through the village during construction and after, we
already suffer from a large number of these types of vehicles each day and any increase would be considered inappropriate
so we feel that an outright ban on HCV traffic through this village should be made a requisite of approval of this scheme.
Hilton will be badly affected by this scheme and therefore we deserve greater consideration during this run up to approval and
we request that all these issues be addressed before approval be given.’
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Appendix B: Summary of scheme and route options assessment
The development of the scheme and route options considered is set out in the Case for the Scheme (Chapter 4) (document
reference 7.1).
The Option Generation and Initial Sifting Report conducted by Atkins in 2012 for the Department for Transport (DfT) provided
options to alleviate transport problems in the A14 corridor around Cambridge and Huntingdon.
As part of these options, two options (Option 45 and Option 46) were considered where the proposed A14 scheme was routed
further west of Brampton. These options were discounted in part due to environmental reasons. Option 45 was rejected as it
would pass through Buckden Landfill Site and have a high impact to the Godmanchester community. Option 46 was rejected
due to the visual impacts and increased requirement for land acquisition/relocation of electricity infrastructure and proximity to
Godmanchester and Brampton communities.
As a result of this evaluation process six highways options for the scheme emerged and are outlined in the A14 Study: Output
3 Package Testing and Appraisal Report, conducted by Atkins in 2012. This provided six options, of which Options 2 - 6
involved a two or three lane Huntingdon Southern Bypass running to the south-west of Brampton.
Further appraisal of these options against economic, environmental and social and community criteria was carried out as part
of the study. Option 3 and Option 5 were identified as offering the best overall solutions. Due to the need to provide a scheme
that performed well in economic, environmental and social terms, the best performing aspects of Options 3 and 5 were
combined to provide a seventh option.
Option 7 was further refined and modelled as per the previous six options and emerged from the A14 Study as the preferred
option to be taken forward into more detailed development. Following further refinement Option 7B emerged. This preferred
option was subject to a value engineering exercise to explore modifications which would offer improvement in certain key
areas. This option was further refined to include a different layout at the Brampton Interchange whereby the A14 crossed the
A1 near Brampton Hut on an elevated section of road.
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Appendix C: Huntingdon Viaduct
The following response was in response to question 1.7.9 of the Examining Authority’s first written questions regarding
Huntingdon Viaduct. It is included here for your information.
It is proposed to remove the viaduct for principally the following reasons:
•

Removal supports Huntingdon District Council’s strategic regeneration objectives, as articulated in the West Area Action
Plan, as well as enhancing the character of the Huntingdon Conservation Area;

•

Removal is a condition of local authority financial contributions to the scheme;

•

Removal would improve air quality in the town as a consequence of the redirection of strategic traffic to the new bypass;

•

Removal enables improved road connections within the town, to the existing link roads, notably to the railway station,
and also to the hospital and secondary school for those travelling from Godmanchester;

•

Removal improves accessibility of the town for local travellers;

•

Due to continued use by strategic traffic, its retention would not resolve congestion at Brampton Hut and Spittals
Interchange;

•

There is an ongoing annual maintenance cost of £342,000 whilst the viaduct remains; and

•

The economic life of the existing viaduct is ten years only in its current use, due to anticipated increased traffic requiring
widening which could only be achieved through demolition and rebuild. This would require additional land take in an
urban area.

Environmental benefits in removal of viaduct
The Transport Assessment (document reference 7.1) states a reduction in traffic on the A14 between the viaduct and Spittals
Interchange from 78,600 to 27,600 annual average daily traffic (AADT) flows in the opening year of the scheme. If the viaduct
were to remain then a proportion of this traffic would continue to use the existing route, with consequential noise and air quality
impacts.
The Huntingdon area is currently designated as an air quality management area where annual mean NO2 concentrations
exceed the relevant air quality objective. Huntingdon is the main area where improvements in air quality are predicted to occur
as a result of the scheme; the re-routing of traffic onto the new road takes traffic away from the urban areas of Huntingdon.
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In addition, the continued use of the existing route by HGVs would detrimentally impact on the safety objectives of the scheme
in that a proportion of the strategic traffic would continue to pass through an urban area rather than make use of the bypass.
Economic development within Huntingdon
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 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.’
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. The viaduct currently passes through the Huntingdon Conservation Area; its removal would
therefore enhance the character of the conservation area.
Local connections and access
The proposed scheme includes the creation of a link road that connects the de-trunked A14 to the East of Huntingdon with
that to the West via a new road across Mill Common, the Brampton Road making use of the Brampton Road Bridge over the
east Coast Mainline railway, and a new road crossing Views Common. This retains an East/West passage for vehicles, other
than heavy goods vehicles, through Huntingdon and supports the scheme objective of connecting people by helping to put the
right traffic on the right roads. It improves access to the railway station and, in connecting with the recently constructed link
road running parallel with the railway and the inner ring road within Huntingdon, it improves accessibility to the town centre.
Access to the hospital and secondary school via Brampton Road Bridge is maintained.
The removal of the viaduct and the creation of local link roads would also improve access into Huntingdon for residents of
Godmanchester, providing them with an alternative to the B1044 which crosses the Old Town Bridge, so reducing traffic levels
on this historic structure. This again supports the scheme objective of connecting people.

17

Local authority support
For all of the above reasons, local authorities in Huntingdon and Cambridgeshire have stated that they would not support any
scheme which retained the A14 viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway as it would be a constraint to plans for local
regeneration and economic development and in conflict with their local plans.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils and not-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and the Homes and Communities Agency
(HCA). It refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG.

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example meetings, emails
and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and HCA, in line with the principal
issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter. Including comments from the HCA on whether the matters are agreed,
not agreed or still under discussion.

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and the Homes and Communities Agency.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

19 November 2013

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Traffic meeting held to discuss A14 and Northstowe.

21 January 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Traffic meeting held to discuss A14 and Northstowe.

23 January to 31
March 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Ongoing email and telephone correspondence to discuss and agree the approach to
traffic modelling approach for A14 and Northstowe.

12 February 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Meeting to agree the land use assumptions for the A14 and Northstowe traffic
modelling.

17 February 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Scoping note for modelling scenarios provided by A14 J2A team to Hyder.

25 February 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Meeting held to discuss A14 and Northstowe modelling.

07 May 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Meeting held to agree Northstowe access strategy, Highways England in attendance.

06 June 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Letter from Paul Kitson (HCA) to Mike Evans regarding junction design, traffic
modelling and Northstowe.

26 June -23 July 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory communications

Ongoing email and telephone communication regarding the infrastructure assumptions
for Northstowe and A14 scheme.

10 March 2015

Relevant representation

Please see Appendix A.

3

9 June 2015

On-going correspondence

Teleconference to discuss the preparation of a Statement of Common Ground.

15 June 2015

Written representation

Please see Appendix B.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Homes

and Communities Agency.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4

The relevant representation has formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant representation
can be found at Appendix A and the Written Representation as Appendix B.

2.1.5

It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance
to HCA, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters can be read
as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to HCA.

4

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and the Homes & Communities Agency at the
meeting on 9 June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the HCAs current position on
each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England Response

1

Traffic and
Transport

Traffic forecasts were made available in the
Transport Assessment report. This provides
peak hour junction turning movements and
AADT flows in some locations in the vicinity
of Northstowe. It is noted that since the
discussion the Traffic Modelling Update
Report has been submitted by HE on
15/6/15. This comprises updated CHARM3a
results.

This is noted. Highways England will
endeavour to provide detail
regarding traffic flows and turning
movements on the B1050, Bar Hill
junction and local access road. The
spreadsheet of link flows will be sent
to you and there will be opportunities
to discuss this at future meetings.

In order to fully understand the compatibility
of the traffic modelling results in the
Northstowe local area, and the impacts on
the local road network to the Northstowe
development, the HCA wish to obtain more
detail regarding the traffic flows and turning
movements on the B1050, Bar Hill junction
and the Local Access Road.
The HCA were previously provided with the
spreadsheets of forecast flows on the
network. These have been made available
by Highways England at earlier stages in
5

Agree / Disagree / Under
discussion

Ref

2

Principal Issue

Design and
Engineering
Standards

Stakeholder issue

Highways England Response

the pre application process (note – example
spreadsheet attached). The spreadsheet of
link flows by different time periods would
assist the HCA in understanding the
compatibility and impacts of the latest
modelling results.
Bar Hill Junction

Highways England will provide a
CAD drawing and meet as
The Bar Hill junction includes a new
necessary to discuss.
signalised junction from the B1050 to the
It should be noted that account has
local access road. The originally submitted
been taken of developments in the
LinSig modelling results showed the
traffic model where they were
junction operated at capacity in the 2035 do
assessed as reasonably
something scenario. It is noted that a
foreseeable, as agreed with local
revised scheme with additional capacity was
planning authorities. Major
submitted in the Traffic Modelling Update
development within 5km was
Report on 15/6/15 and this has also been
considered in relation to other nontested with the full Northstowe 10,000
traffic related cumulative effects as
homes development.
reported in Chapter 18 of the
Environmental Statement (document
The B1050/ Local Access Road junction
reference 6.1).
arrangements are critically important to the
For Northstowe, at the time of
success of the Northstowe development as
preparation full build-out of the
depending on design and capacity, it could
Northstowe development over and
present a constraint on the route from the
above phases 1 and 2 was
A14 to Northstowe.
categorised as only reasonably
foreseeable. Subsequently, full-build
The HCA will fully review the latest
out of the Northstowe development
submissions, but has the following areas of
to 10,000 homes was not included in
concern on which they wish to reach a
the traffic model but considered as
greater understanding:
part of a ‘high development’
scenario.
6

Agree / Disagree / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England Response



The compatibility of the traffic flows on
the B1050 of those for the A14 scheme
compared to the Northstowe forecasts
and how this might impact on the design
of the Bar Hill/ Local Access Road
junction (for Phases 1 and 2 of
Northstowe as well as the full
development);



The design of the revised arrangements
and whether this represents the optimal
scheme to deal with traffic on the B1050
as well as facilitate the Northstowe
development.

As a result, the design of the Bar Hill
junction allows for the future
expansion of the junction to
accommodate the potential full build
out of Northstowe (10,000 homes).
Land has been safeguarded and
structures and earthworks would be
provided to allow this junction to be
expanded in the future to
accommodate the traffic generated
by the full development.

B1050 north of Bar Hill
The B1050 north of the Bar Hill ‘jug handle’
junction with the local access road is
proposed to be a dual carriageway with
central reservation and a segregated
cycleway on the east side. The proposals
align with those of the HCA based on a
review of a pdf drawing however and it
would be appropriate to obtain the CAD
version and review this in more detail.
Delivery and Construction Timing
The HCA need post DCO certainty as to the
timing of the construction works. The HCA
will seek to construct the highway
improvements to the B1050 in parallel with
the A14 improvements to the B1050 and
7

In addition allowance has also been
made for widening of the B1050
north of Bar Hill to a two lane dual
carriageway to connect to the
proposed southern access road and
new roundabout on the B1050 that
are proposed as part of the
Northstowe Phase 2 development.
Any further improvements to the
local and strategic road network that
would be required to support
subsequent phases of the
Northstowe development would
need to be agreed by the developer
with the local planning authority in
consultation with the local highway
authority.
There will be more certainty of
construction timing and phasing after
the DCO process. Highways

Agree / Disagree / Under
discussion

Ref

3

Principal Issue

Economic and
Social Effects

Stakeholder issue

Highways England Response

Bar Hill and wishes to explore initiatives to
deliver efficiencies across the two projects.

England will work actively with the
contractor to ensure efficiencies
across the construction of the
scheme.
As discussed, Highways England will
put the appropriate person to discuss
the construction process in contact
with HCA.
Your comments are noted. The
Traffic Modelling Update Report
includes additional detail on the
matter of capacity in 2035, which
can also be discussed through
additional meetings.
The Northstowe Area Action Plan
ultimately includes plans for up to
10,000 homes. Planning approval
has not yet been granted for these
additional homes and therefore they
are not included as part of the ‘core’
scenario. Nonetheless, Highways
England has committed to safeguard
land and provide earthworks and
structures at Bar Hill that are
capable of accommodating the full
build out of Northstowe, providing a
scheme such that only relatively
modest alterations would be required
to be implemented by the developer
to accommodate the full build out
and hence limit disruption to the
travelling public Other junctions in

The Need for the Scheme
The HCA is fully in support of the A14
Improvement Scheme going ahead as it will
enable the delivery of Phase 2 and beyond
of Northstowe and thus have significant
benefits for the growth of the local and wider
economy.
The scheme improvements will provide
additional capacity for increased traffic
flows, which will include those arising from
the Northstowe development within the A14
corridor, which is the largest single
development. As such the business case for
the A14 improvements is partly predicated
on the Northstowe development.
The Phase 2 outline planning permission
(which is subject to consideration by the
Northstowe Joint Development Control
Committee in June 2015) is anticipated to
have a condition restricting occupation of
Northstowe Phase 2 beyond an agreed sub
8

Agree / Disagree / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England Response

phase until the A14 improvements in the
vicinity of Northstowe have been delivered.
As such the A14 improvements are not just
desirable but essential to the future
development of Northstowe.

the vicinity of the Northstowe
development have also been
assessed to determine whether the
proposed designs are capable of
accommodating the additional traffic
generated by the development. In
order to ensure that the junction
designs are robust, a series of
operational assessments have been
undertaken for the 2035 DS++ (high
development) scenario.
The results show that the junctions
assessed (Section 3.4 of the Traffic
Modelling Update Report) operate
within capacity with the full build of
Northstowe, albeit with increased
saturation. At Bar Hill junction, to
provide an additional robustness to
cater for future traffic flows, the
design as submitted as part of the
DCO application provides passive
provision in the earthworks and
bridges for widening the circulatory
carriageway of the roundabout to
three lanes.

Any delays in the scheme coming forward
would have very serious consequences for
the further development of Northstowe and
generally inhibit the promotion of economic
growth which would be contrary to the
planning strategy for the area.
The Need to Accommodate the Full
10,000 Development
The HCA has worked with Highways
England and the Local Authorities to agree
common land use and economic
assumptions for Northstowe and the region.
The A14 ‘Do Something’ scheme 2035
includes the Phase 1 and Phase 2
Northstowe development.
The full 10,000 home new town has been
tested in the transport assessment as a
sensitivity analysis which is welcomed.
However, it is important to ensure that the
design of the A14 improvements will
accommodate future traffic from Northstowe
including for the long term beyond Phases 1
and 2.
9

Agree / Disagree / Under
discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England Response

4

Compulsory
Acquisition

The HCA has interests in land adjacent to
the A14 affected by the scheme and as
such wishes to be included in any
discussions regarding acquisition.

This is duly noted and will be
captured in the commitments log.

10

Agree / Disagree / Under
discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Homes & Communities Agency

Date:

11

5

Appendix A: Relevant representation
The Homes and Communities Agency, along with Gallagher Estates are Joint Promoters of Northstowe. The planning
application for Phase 2, submitted by the HCA, is expected to be determined at planning committee on 25th March 2015.
The HCA are fully in support of the A14 improvement scheme going ahead. The HCA has working alongside the Highways
Agency during the process of scheme development and the consideration of transport links to Northstowe in order for the
scheme to accommodate transport connections for Phase 2 of the Northstowe development. The development of Northstowe
beyond early sub-phases of Phase 2 is expected to be linked by planning condition to the implementation of the A14
improvements. Moreover the case for the A14 scheme is partly predicated on the growth of homes and jobs in the corridor,
of which Northstowe is the largest single development. In addition the HCA holds land interests which are directly affected
by the proposals.
Whilst in principle the HCA welcome the A14 improvement scheme, the HCA wish to ensure that the design of the
improvements appropriately accommodates the Northstowe proposals, including the long term beyond Phase 2. The
particular areas of interest are the changes to the Bar Hill and Lower Drayton Road junctions, the local access roads and the
connection along the B1050 northwards linking to the HCA improvements as part of Northstowe Phase 2. Moreover the HCA
wish to understand the traffic impact of the A14 proposals on existing local roads in the vicinity of the Northstowe development
as this will influence the capacity and acceptability of future development.
Specifically, the HCA wish to ensure the following from the HA’s proposals:
(1) Understanding and compatibility of the results of the traffic modelling for the A14 improvements with the work undertaken
for Northstowe Phase 2 within the local area;
(2)The design of the improvements to accommodate forecast traffic with Phase 2 and the full Northstowe 10,000 homes;
(3) The co-joining of the dual carriageway and cycleway links north of the Bar Hill junction in the A14 scheme with that being
provided by the HCA south of the B1050/ Southern Access Road proposed roundabout; and
(4) Compatible timing and construction programming with the Northstowe development and construction of transport links to
minimise disruption and make effective use of public money.
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1

Introduction

Purpose of document
1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development
Consent Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where
there is not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the
discussion. The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as
part of their examination of the DCO application.

This Statement of Common Ground
1.1.3

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs
with various parties, including Parish Councils and non-statutory organisations.

1.1.4

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Lordsway Park Residents Association.
It refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to
the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.1.5

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14
between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction
improvements, the widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and
approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status)
of the existing A14 trunk road between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct
over the East Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon.

1

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground
1.1.6

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:


Section 1 – introduction to this SoCG.



Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.



Section 3 – a table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Lordsway Park
Residents Association in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from
Lordsway Park Residents Association on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.



Section 4 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.



Appendix A – relevant representation made to the Planning Inspector by Lordsway Park Residents Association.



Appendix B – Noise mitigation plan.

2



2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Lordsway Park Residents

Association.

Date

Type of
engagement

8 June 2015

Statement of
Common Ground
(SoCG)

Summary of discussion
Meeting attended by members of Lordsway Park Residents Association and representatives of Highways
England.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and

Lordsway Park Residents Association.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4

The relevant representation has formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant
representation can be found at Appendix A.

2.1.5

It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or
relevance to Lordsway Park Residents Association, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between
the parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or
relevance to Lordsway Park Residents Association.

3

2.1.6

3

Matters discussed

SoCG discussion
3.1.1

Ref

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and Lordsway Park Residents Association at
the meeting on 8 June 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the residents
association’s current position on each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C
of the Rule 6 letter.

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

The Lordsway Park community live
alongside the existing A1M. There is
concern over the volume of noise
which will result from additional traffic
using the A1M.
1.

Noise and
Vibration
Noise mitigation

Highways England Response
A 2 metre sound barrier is proposed
along the B1043 (A1M Southbound offslip road). A plan showing the proposed
barrier can be found in the
Environmental Statement, document
6.2, figure 14.07. This is attached as
Appendix B below. The noise
assessment which has been carried out
as part of the environmental impact
assessment (EIA) for the scheme has
assessed that there are no residual
likely significant effects on the
community at Lordsway Park with the
noise barrier in place. This is reported in
the Environmental Statement, document
6.1.

4

Agreed / Not agreed / issue
under discussion

Ref

2.

3.

Principal Issue

Noise and
Vibration
Impact of
scheme on
Important Area
(IA) designation

Water issues
Flood risk

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
The Department for Environment Food
& Rural Affairs (DEFRA) has developed
a national Noise Action Plan for Roads1.
The Action Plan identifies ‘Important
Areas’ (IA) where the local population is
at greatest risk of experiencing noise
impacts from their exposure to road
traffic noise.

Clarification required with regard to what
the ‘Important Area’ (IA) designation is
in Alconbury.

Significant flooding was experienced in
the area in 1998. There is concern that
the scheme will increase flood risk in
relation to Alconbury Brook. It is
believed that drainage ponds and
drainage arrangements implemented as
part of the A1M have not been effective.
It is perceived that the scheme requires
realignment of Alconbury Brook.

With regard to the IA at Alconbury
(Highways Agency’s ID reference 5153),
the scheme would significantly enhance
the existing noise mitigation measures
in this location. It would replace the
current noise fence barrier with a new
taller fence barrier, improving the noise
environment within this IA. No dwellings
in this IA would be subject to a residual
likely significant effects.
A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has
been undertaken for the A14
Improvement scheme (see Appendix
17.1 of the Environmental Statement
(ES). The assessment presents a worst
case scenario and with regards to
Alconbury Brook, predicts no change in
water level as a result of the scheme.
The loss of floodplain would be

1

DEFRA. (2014) Noise Action Plan: Roads (Including Major Roads) [online] available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/276237/noise-action-plan-roads-201401.pdf

5

Agreed / Not agreed / issue
under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
mitigated via the provision of floodplain
compensation (the location of floodplain
loss and compensation areas are
indicated in Figure 17.2 in Volume 2 of
the ES). The significance of potential
effects has been classified as neutral. A
small realignment of Alconbury Brook is
proposed at NGR: TL 1925 7316 to
accommodate the widening of the A1M.
This would however maintain the current
channel cross-section dimensions,
gradient and floodplain storage at this
location; and as detailed above the
significance of potential effects has
been classified as neutral.

4.

Air Quality and
Emissions
Air pollution

Concern that the additional traffic using
the A1M will result in increased air
pollution.

Likely significant effects on air quality
are assessed as part of the
environmental impact assessment (EIA)
and are reported in Chapter 8 of the ES
(including for Alconbury). In summary
the assessment concludes that a small
increase in nitrogen dioxide
concentrations (0.4 – 2μg/m3) in 2020
are predicted in Alconbury; however the
maximum predicted annual mean
nitrogen dioxide concentration is well
below the objective at 13μg/m3. By
2035, the change in nitrogen dioxide
concentration is negligible (0 –
0.4μg/m3).
No exceedances of particulate matter
(PM10) objectives are predicted and the
6

Agreed / Not agreed / issue
under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response
changes in this area are negligible. All
results in this area are in compliance
with the objectives (including health
based objectives) and limit values.

7

Agreed / Not agreed / issue
under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Lordsway Park Residents Association

Date:

8

5

Appendix A: Relevant representation
The following is a direct copy of the relevant representation made by Lordsway Park Residents Association to the Planning
Inspectorate with regards the scheme.
‘We as residents living directly under the current A1M have serious concerns about the volume of noise which will be created
by the additional traffic using the A1M.
We also have serious concerns about the air pollution again caused the additional traffic.
There is also a concern regarding the Alconbury Brook which often floods. The new road will take up more land space on the
flood plain thus creating a greater risk of flooding.’

9

6

Appendix B: Noise mitigation plan
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils and non-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Royal Observer Corps Association. It
refers to the application for the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG comprises 5 sections:
•

Section 1 – introduction to this SoCG.

•

Section 2 – a record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example meetings,
emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each.

•

Section 3 – a table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and the non-statutory
organisation, in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter. Including comments from the nonstatutory organisation on whether the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.

•

Section 4 – signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions.

•

Appendix A – relevant representation.

•

Appendix B – Historic England submission.

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Royal Observer Corps Association.
Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

12 March 2015

Pre-examination Relevant
Representation

Please see Appendix A for a copy of the relevant representation.

19 May 2015

On-going correspondence

26 May 2015

Statement of Common Ground
teleconference

Email sent from the ROCA Heritage Team to Highways England consultant regarding
their Historic England submission, which provides background to the Cold War ROC Post.
Please refer to Appendix B for a copy of this submission document.
Highways England representatives met with the Royal Observer Corps Association –
Heritage Team’s representative to discuss issues regarding the A14 scheme in order to
prepare a Statement of Common Ground.
Please refer to section 3 below.

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Royal

Observer Corps Association.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4

The relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting.

2.1.5

It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance
to the Royal Observer Corps Association and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties.
As such, those matters can be read as agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to
the Royal Observer Corps Association.

3

3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and the non-statutory organisation at the
meeting on 26th May 2015. It outlines Highways England’s responses to the issues raised and the non-statutory organisation
current position on each matter. The matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6
letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

1

Development
Consent Order
In favour of the
scheme

Expressed broad support for the scheme in
principle, subject to practical concerns
outlined below.

Noted.

2

The A14 scheme is approximately 500
metres north of the Orlit Observation Post
(formed part of the Cold War network of look
out posts for low level aircraft flying under the
Design and
radar). The post is located in an isolated area
Engineering
on farmland, so it has been preserved and is
the best remaining example in the east of
The current
England. A formal submission has been
position of the
route is acceptable made to Historic England for Grade II listing
which is currently being considered.
Assurance is sought that the route as shown
on the DCO plans will not move significantly
and jeopardise the future of the Observation
Post.

4

The DCO application order that
Highways England has submitted to
PINS identifies the limits of the land that
we require to build the scheme which is
known as the ‘red line’ boundary.
Construction works would be confined
within the red line. Should the Order be
granted, Highways England would not be
permitted to alter the boundary or deliver
the scheme outside of the boundary.

Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

Ref

3

Principal Issue

Design and
Engineering
Proximity of
construction works
to the Cold War
Post

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Seeking reassurance that there will not be
any direct or indirect impact on the
Observation Post during construction of the
A14.

The Royal Observer Corps building
complex is identified in the
Environmental Statement (document
reference 6.1) as Asset 169 (Chapter 9,
Section 9.3.56 of the ES). The proposed
work in this area requires improvements
to the existing access track that links to
Lodge Farm. The work will be limited to
this area and as a result the asset will
not be impacted by the scheme. If there
are concerns that construction activities
(movement of HGV and plant) may have
impact on the asset temporary protection
measures can be put in place. This is
likely to be some form of fencing around
the asset as has been recommended for
a WW2 pillbox (Asset 54) (Chapter 9,
Section 9.6.25 of the ES).
Effective construction management plans
will be in place during the construction
phase and construction contractors will
be aware of the location of the post and
the need for its protection.

5

Agreed / Not
Agreed / Under
discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

John Shere

Signature:

On behalf of:

Royal Observer Corps Association

Date:

6

5

Appendix A: Relevant representation
The following is a direct copy of the relevant representation made by Royal Observer Corps Association to the Planning
Inspectorate with regards the scheme.
‘I/we are concerned that the construction of the A14 Link Road will or may destroy a very rare Cold War Royal Observer
Corps Post Building. Note there is also an underground Monitoring Post next to this structure.
The building is located in a field near to the Brampton/Buckden junction. The above ground building is a superb example of
an Aircraft Observation Post used by the Royal Observer Corps, such structures in themselves are very rare and this one in
its current safe location is in a very good condition. As such it is part of the little known heritage of the ROC & the RAF for
the defence of the UK, ROC were formally deemed 'The Eyes & Ears of the RAF' in WW2.’

7

6

Appendix B: Historic England Submission – ROC Orlit Post

6.1

Buckden Orlit ‘B’ Royal Observer Corps Post

It is requested by the Royal Observer Corps Association National Heritage Team and Buckden Parish Council that the Buckden above-ground ROC Orlit B
Post be safeguarded from the A14 upgrade activity. Orlit is the name of the company that made them.
The ROC Post(s) is located in a field in Buckden in Cambridgeshire and is easily visible from the Southbound A1 road. This land is part of Lodge Farm. The
Post is an Orlit B design Cold War above-ground aircraft reporting Post. The exact location is NG Reference: TL19975 68596.
This location is about 500 metres North from the proposed new route for the A14 upgrade and is in danger of being damaged or destroyed by the
contractors undertaking the construction work, contractors office site, or by a change to the planned route. A formal ‘Listed’ status request has
already been submitted to Historic England.
This Orlit B Aircraft Reporting Post represents a unique part of the UK's Cold War history. These concrete structures are now very rare, in good
condition. There are very few in the East of England and this is probably the best example. It also has a Cold War underground nuclear reporting
ROC Post almost underneath it, which is also very unusual. The location is in well a drained small copse and the building does not currently require
any renovation or funding. Access to this location is also currently good. It is alongside a concrete roadway built to access the old Little Paxton sand
quarry workings from the farm.
The Observer Corps (as it was) was formed in 1925 to provide the UK with warnings of air attack. A network of what were called Posts was set up
and these were manned by volunteers of the Corps. Initially these people were given the status of Special Constables. With the build up to WWII
more Posts were constructed and information was sent to ROC and RAF Control Rooms. There is only one surviving example of a Wartime ROC
Operations Room in the UK and this is also in the East of England. It is located inside the Bury St Edmunds Guildhall.
This year is the 75th Anniversary of the Battle of Britain, and the ROC played a key role in the Battle and the air defence of the UK. It was known
officially as the 'Eyes and Ears' of the RAF. Most people recognise the role that Radar played in this part of our nation's history but few people
realise that Radar was only looking out to sea. Once over the UK coast the ROC took over tracking of enemy aircraft by volunteers on Posts situated
every 15 miles apart. Identification of the type, number, height and tracking of aircraft was passed to ROC Operations Rooms such as the one in the
Guildhall. This information when plotted on the big tables was passed to the RAF so that they could intercept the invaders and warnings could be
given to the public of air attack. As recognition of the key role played by the Royal Observer Corps the Royal Warrant was given by King George VI
in 1941, the only unit to receive the Royal Warrant in wartime.
The ROC was 'Stood Down' at the end of the war in 1945. However with the start of the Cold War it was re-formed in 1947. The threat of aircraft
flying low under Radar necessitated a programme of new Posts called Orlit A & B. These were named after the Buckinghamshire firm that made the
Precast concrete sectioned slabs which were joined together to make the two types of box structures.
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Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent
Order (DCO) and another party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as matters where there is
not an agreement and matters which are under discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and the stage each issue is at during the discussion.
The SoCG can be used as evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate as part of their
examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with
various parties, including Parish Councils and non-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant, and Sustrans. It refers to the application for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31
December 2014.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern
Bypass at Milton. It includes a new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing A14 between
Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the
widening of a 4.5 mile section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and approximately 7 miles of new
local access roads. In addition, it includes the de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline
railway at Huntingdon.

1

1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG;

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–submission of the DCO application. For example
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions, including a summary of each;

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed between Highways England and Sustrans, in line with
the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter. Including comments from Sustrans on whether
the matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion;

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate record of the discussions;

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to the Planning Inspectorate;

Appendix B

Modal split; and

Appendix C

Highways England response to matter 15

2

2

Previous engagement undertaken

2.1.1 The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways England and Sustrans.

Date

27 September
2013

Type of engagement

Pre-application nonstatutory
communications
Options questionnaire

Summary of discussion
 Sustrans highlight the importance of their objections being considered in the examination
process and in ensuring that the relatively limited area of Common Ground between HE and
Sustrans does not distract attention from careful consideration of the reasoned objections.
 Sustrans note that any scheme which emerges must be carried forward together with
enhancements in public transport provision and of access for non-motorised road users to
enable people to choose a more active and environmentally friendly mode.
 Sustrans feel that widening of the existing roads in an attempt to relieve congestion or
increase the speed of journeys is the solution of the past. They note that sources of funding
are increasingly limited and car transport has a cost to people’s health and the planet’s health.
 Sustrans note that increased traffic in communities will be detrimental and creating more
congestion will be an adverse legacy of the scheme in future years. They note an innovative
approach would consider all environmental impacts and attempt to reduce demand for private
travel.
 Sustrans highlights the importance restoring safe crossings and parallel off-road routes for
NMUs.
 Sustrans suggest a high quality, direct off-road route for NMU's between Swavesey junction
via Bar Hill, Girton and Histon to the Science Park. They suggest a meeting involving the HA,
CTC, Cambridge Cycling Campaign and Sustrans representatives to discuss what is needed
in terms of crossings along the A14 and how it may be made most effective in providing a real
alternative to using the A14 or its nearby minor roads for short journeys or rat-running.
 Sustrans highlight they strongly agree with the principle of tolling.
 Overall, Sustrans disagree with the proposals and believe that the HA’s approach to modelling
neglects the fact that congestion elsewhere on the A14 will increase and in enabling people to
choose other modes than car.

3

24 February
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communications
NMU workshop
regarding legacy, safety,
connections, growth, and
congestion. Attendees
included representatives
from British Horse
Society, Ramblers
Association, Cycling
Tourist Club, Ramblers
Association, Sustrans,
Cambridge Cycling
Campaign, CBA,

The following comments on positive legacy were raised:
 Moving the A1 away from Brampton would reduce noise and pollution
 There is more awareness of vulnerable road users
 Provision for non-motorised users including future provision (e.g. cycle routes)
 Multi-used networks need to be maintained and expanded
 De-trunking of roads through Huntingdon is vital.
 District Council need to be more pro-active and use opportunity to improve the town.
The following comments on improving safety were raised:
 The needs and safety of cyclists, ramblers, pedestrians and riders requires addressing
 Could the de-trunked road be less straight (more like a local road) to enable physical
calming
 Girton Interchange (Huntingdon Road link with access way) needs to be usable
 Guided Busway provides safe cycling
 Close Grafton to Brampton road to through traffic
The following comments on connecting people were raised:
 Retain local farm bridge
 Re-instate/maintain lost/existing crossings
 Separate non-motorised users and ensure cyclist safety providing alternatives to roads
 What happens if development along Southern Bypass
 Routes should not be severed
 Link villages to village colleges
 Commuter routes from Bar Hill to North Cambridge and to Central Cambridge
The following comments on unlocking growth were raised:
 Community benefits linked to gravel extraction near Brampton
 Promoting tourism by increased access and safe off road routes and connectivity
The following comments on reliving congestion were raised:
 Good design on de-trunked A14 will ensure lower levels of traffic
The following comments on consensus were raised:
 Consideration of cyclists/walkers and non-motorised users
 Clear indication of what will happen to old A14
 Overcome severance issues.
4

9 May 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communications

20 May 2014

 Sustrans expressed concern about ensuring that loss of access for NMU’s along and across
Pre-application nonthe road, caused by previous construction works and by the increasing levels of use and
statutory
speed on the road, can be reinstated in a way which will significantly increase levels of
communications
walking, cycling and horse-riding in the vicinity of the existing and new routes.
Webchat regarding
 Sustrans believe that the old A14 alignment between Spittals and Godmanchester junctions
possible benefits for nonshould be reduced to a single carriageway, using the land of the existing
motorised users
southern carriageway for NMU’s. This would reduce the likely impact of traffic in the streets of
involving Highways
Huntingdon and provide a high quality local NMU route over the A14 Ouse Viaduct at
Agency, Sustrans and
Huntingdon. Sustrans also believe it is essential to create a point closure close to the Old
the A14NMU Group.
Bridge, allowing only buses, cycles and emergency vehicles to use the old bridge.

3 November
2014

Pre-application nonstatutory
communications

27 February
2015

Pre-examination
relevant representation

22 May 2015

Statement of Common
Ground (SoCG)
discussion

Meeting held regarding NMU provisions. Attendees included representatives from Sustrans,
Cambridgeshire County Council, Cyclists' Touring Club, Cambridge Cycling Campaign, British
Horse Society, Cambridge Cycling Campaign, and Swavesey Bridleways.

NMU workshop where a video and slides regarding the need for the scheme were shown.
Attendees included representatives from Highways England, Cambridge Cycling Campaign,
Ramblers Association, Cambridge Campaign for Better Transport, Confederation of Passenger
Transport and Sustrans.
Please see Appendix A
Telephone conference to discuss areas of common ground. Participants included
representatives from Highways England, Cambridge Cycling Campaign, Sustrans and Cyclists
Tourists Club (Cambridge).

2.1.2 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key correspondence between Highways England and Sustrans.
2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4 The relevant representation formed the basis for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant representation can be found
at Appendix A.
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2.1.5 It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to
Sustrans, and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the parties. As such, those matters can be read as agreed,
only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or relevance to Sustrans.
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3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England and organisations (Cyclists Touring Club
(Cambridge), Sustrans, Cambridge Cycling Campaign) at the meeting on 22 nd May 2015. It outlines Highways England’s
responses to the issues raised and each organisations current position on each matter. The matters are addressed in line
with principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

1

Transportation
and Traffic

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge:

Support duly noted.

Support for
NMU provision
from Girton to
Bar Hill
2

Transportation
and Traffic
Need for NMU
provision

Support for NMU provision from Girton to
Bar Hill, especially where the NMU local
access roads are 4 metres wide and
separated from the carriageway. The
proposed bridges at Swavesey and Bar
Hill are welcomed.
Sustrans:

Support duly noted.

Sustrans recognises that the proposed
NMU infrastructure aligns with the
Department for Transport’s (DfT’s)
‘Action for Roads: A Network for the 21st
Century’ publication (July 2013), which
identifies the need to restore NMU
infrastructure that has been subject to
severance.
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

3

Transportation
and Traffic

Cambridge Cycling Campaign

Support duly noted.

NMU provision
4

Transportation
and Traffic
Sustrans
question the
need for the
scheme itself

5

Transportation
and traffic
Traffic forecasts

6

Transportation
and traffic
Local road
provision

Support for NMU provision from Girton
interchange to Fenstanton.
Sustrans
The proposed scheme would introduce
congestion in towns and villages.
Solving congestion at one location would
increase congestion elsewhere.

The scheme would have two impacts on
traffic through villages. The first would be a
reduction in rat running. Currently, congestion
and uncertain journey times on the A14 lead
to some drivers choosing to use alternative
routes. The improvements to the A14 would
reduce journey times and make them more
reliable. Hence, where rat running is an
issue, the scheme should be a benefit to
villages.

Cambridge Cycling Campaign
It has been reported that cyclists’ traffic
has increased by 13% in the past 10
years. How have Highways England
considered these increases within the
traffic forecasts?
Cambridge Cycling Campaign
There should be better NMU provisions
on local roads.
Sustrans
The roads have been designed to
encourage faster speeding vehicles.

Approximately 30 km of new NMU facilities
would be provided within the scheme,
including facilities on most of the new overbridges proposed, two new NMU bridges (at
Swavesey and Bar Hill), a 12 km facility
segregated from the carriageway linking
Fenstanton with Huntingdon Road, Girton,
8

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

Therefore, high quality NMU provisions
are required on minor roads along the
whole of the route.

new links around the Girton interchange,
Brampton interchange and at Mill Common,
Huntingdon.
It is considered these facilities meet the
scheme objectives for NMUs.
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Transportation
and traffic
Routes north of
Girton

8

Transportation
and traffic
Restrictions on
NMU traffic

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Traffic Regulation Orders (TRO) are
required in some areas. In particular,
Girton to Histon and Histon to Milton,
where improvements for NMU could be
introduced.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Agree with the ban on NMU traffic from
Girton to Brampton on the A14.
However, disagreement remains about
the ban on Girton to Histon new road. It
is considered that there is a lack of
alternative provision within the TRO.

TROs are not proposed on the A14
Cambridge Northern Bypass. Part of this
route is not being widened as part of the A14
improvement. This route links to the A428 as
well as A14 so would require a ban extending
well beyond the scheme boundaries. There
are, however, alternative routes and facilities
on local roads which, when the A14 scheme,
including the local access road, and
associated NMU facilities are constructed,
will permit reasonable alternative routes.
The negotiation of the highway facilities
provided as part of the TRO is a matter for
Cambridgeshire County Council, as the local
traffic authority.
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

9

Transportation
and traffic

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge

The negotiation of the highway facilities
provided as part of the Darwin Green
development are a matter for Cambridgeshire
County Council, as the local traffic authority.

Darwin Green

10

Environmental
Impact
Assessment
Costs to health
of increased
motorised
transport

Initial designs for Darwin Green are not
viewed as providing a satisfactory
solution for NMU routes from Girton to
Histon interchanges.
Sustrans
Concerns regarding cost implications of
poor health associated with an increased
use of motorised transport.

The EU Health Strategy and WHO reports do
not set air quality limits, which are more
stringent than those in the EU Directive,
which were used to assess air quality impacts
from the scheme.
Impacts from air quality comply with air
quality objectives or limit values set by the
Government and the EU; these are set at
concentrations that protect human health and
in particular the health of sensitive individuals
such as children.
No exceedances of the health based
objectives or limit values are predicted as a
result of the scheme, the scheme is predicted
to improve air quality in the main urban areas
currently impacted by air pollution from the
A14. There is no risk of non-compliance with
the EU limit values.
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

11

Design and
Engineering

Sustrans

This request was considered and costings
were produced to determine its feasibility
prior to the DCO. The costs, which were
estimated to be in excess of £10 million
owing to the need to widen the Great Ouse
Viaduct, East Coast Main Line bridge and
approach earthworks, were not considered
justified in relation to the potential usage. The
proposal was not supported by
Cambridgeshire County Council.

River Ouse
crossing

12

Design and
Engineering
Capacity of the
existing A14

The scheme should include parallel NMU
provision along the River Great Ouse
Viaduct to allow NMUs to cross the River
Ouse, and to connect the Offords to
Buckden.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Concerned that increasing the capacity
of the de-trunked section of the A14
would increase congestion in
Huntingdon.
The de-trunked section of the A14 should
not remain as a two-lane dual
carriageway, but instead should be a
single carriageway with one lane in each
direction. This would reduce the capacity
of this section of the road and
consequently reduce the traffic flow into
Huntingdon.

Although it will be detrunked and downgraded
to county A-road status the old A14 will
remain a busy road with projected traffic
levels sufficient to justify keeping it as a dual
carriageway. However responsibility for the
road will transfer to Cambridgeshire County
Council and any amendments that they may
wish to make to the road are a matter for
them to consider and consult on.

Sustrans
The existing A14 should be downgraded.
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

13

Design and
Engineering

Sustrans

The A14 improvement scheme does not
affect the section of the existing A14 route
between the eastern end of the Huntingdon
Viaduct and Godmanchester. As a result, any
additional NMU facilities in this section would
be a matter for Cambridgeshire County
Council.

NMU into
Huntingdon

14

Design and
Engineering
De-trunked
roads

15

Design and
Engineering
Huntingdon
town centre

The scheme should include an elevated
route for NMUs from Godmanchester to
the centre of Huntingdon.

Sustrans
It is understood that the County Council
take responsibility for the de-trunked
section of the A14, however, it is
considered that this is not a County
matter.
Sustrans
The scheme would result in ‘rat running’
through Huntingdon town centre. Further
design work is required to prevent rat
runs and to alleviate gridlock for NMUs in
Huntingdon.

The detrunked section of A14 would be a
matter for Cambridge County Council.

Rat-running means the diversion onto and
use of unsuitable local roads by longer
distance ‘through’ traffic. The use of
Huntingdon for through traffic, while possible,
is unlikely.
Through traffic leaving the new A14 at
Swavesey and using Huntingdon would have
to negotiate six signalised junctions and three
roundabouts, which along with the speed
restriction in Huntingdon would negate any
perceived time saving.
In contrast, regarding the through traffic using
the new A14 - if heading to the Midlands the
route is no longer and much faster (with no
junctions at all) if heading north on the A1 it is
12

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response
about 3km longer to use the new A14, but at
120km/h that is only 90 seconds. A far
quicker journey than negotiating the lights in
Huntingdon.
There is a weight restriction of 7.5 tonnes
which will prohibit its use by heavy goods
vehicle. Also much of the Huntingdon route is
subject to 30 mile/hr speed restriction.
Through routes will of course be signed on
new A14 and not through Huntingdon.

16

Design and
Engineering
Huntingdon
town centre.

Cyclists Touring Club Cambridge
Concerns about NMU access into
Huntingdon and the impacts this would
have on NMUs.

NMU access into Huntingdon would be
maintained by toucan crossings, where
possible optimised by timings and single
stage operation for NMUs, where existing
routes intersect the proposed Mill Common,
Pathfinder and Views Common Links. These
would provide continuity with existing NMU
facilities, including cycle routes. A new facility
would be provided on the eastern side of
Views Common Link, to connect routes on
Hinchingbrook Park Road and footpath
133/11 on the north side of Views Common.
Consideration has been given to the high
NMU flows on the north side of Brampton
Road and the north-east side of
Hinchingbrook Park Road.
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Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

17

Design and
Engineering

Sustrans

PROW links are restored at Brampton
interchange by the scheme, with linking of
bridleway 28/19 between the east and west
side of A1/A14 and footpaths 28/15 and 28/2.
These provide links between Brampton,
Brampton Woods, Grafham Road and
Brampton Hut services.

Connectivity
with Brampton

18

Design and
Engineering
Rat running
through Hilton

19

Design and
engineering
A141 junction

20

Design and
Engineering
Width of bridges

Minor roads need to be re-bridged on the
NMU route to Brampton.

Sustrans

Please refer to Appendix B.

The scheme will result in ‘rat running’
through Hilton.
Sustrans

Please refer to Appendix B.

Particular attention should be given to
the traffic at the A141 junction.
Sustrans
There is a need for high quality NMU
provision on bridges, in particular the
B1043 Offord Road bridge, Conington
Road bridge and Hilton Road bridge.
Request for a wider deck, so that NMU
provision can be on both sides of the
bridges.

NMU provision is provided on bridges, but is
shared between equestrians, pedestrians and
cyclists. A wider facility on one side at each
bridge provides a safer shared facility for all
NMU types.
Cycling facilities would be provided (shared
with other NMU users) on the Dry Drayton
over-bridge, as part of the Fenstanton to
Huntingdon Road, Girton facility.

Sustrans understand that there are
segregated cycling provisions on the
road adjacent to the Dry Drayton to
14

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

Oakington over-bridge, but is concerned
that there would be no cycling facilities
on the bridge itself.
21

Design and
Engineering
Safety

Sustrans
Concerns about the safety of cyclists on
fast- moving carriageways, especially
when cyclists are required to dismount
and cross busy roads.

The NMU proposals ensure that NMU
convenience and safety are not adversely
affected by the introduction of the scheme.
There are no crossing locations proposed
where cyclists are required to dismount.
At-grade NMU crossing points of major traffic
flows on 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 would be signalised for cyclists
and pedestrians.

22

Design and
Engineering
Commuting
cyclists around
Cambridge

Sustrans
Local cyclists commute longer distances
than the national average (it is known
that some cyclists will commute at least
8km a day in the Cambridge area). How
have Highways England taken this into
account in the NMU proposals?

NMU facilities would be provided to link to
new routes provided by others (for example
Northstowe and Swavesey), and to link
developments and communities on the
Fenstanton to Girton corridor (12 km length,
linking existing facilities at either end), and to
facilitate safe NMU use in Huntingdon.

15

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response

23

Design and
Engineering

Sustrans

Latent demand for NMU usage has been
considered in the development of the NMU
proposals. An example are the links provided
by the NMU bridges at Swavesey and Bar
Hill, which provide high quality facilities
linking with the 12 km route from Fenstanton
to Huntingdon Road, Girton. These facilities
provide links segregated from motorised
users for Swavesey, Bar Hill and ultimately,
Northstowe (when the developer facility has
been provided on Hattons Road). All of the
facilities provided are segregated from motor
vehicles, except where at-grade crossings
are provided.

Modal shift is
required

High quality NMU provision could
encourage a modal shift where relatively
local trips are made.
For a modal shift to be successful, NMUs
should not be expected to share space
with motorised vehicles.

24

Design and
engineering
Meeting the
needs of all
NMUs

Sustrans
The widths of the NMU provisions should
accommodate for all NMU travellers.
Single width provision for cyclists is not
satisfactory.
How has the needs of pedestrians and
equestrians been considered?

High quality NMU facilities are provided in the
application, which provide 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 or pedestrians). The
latest Department for Transport best practice
guidelines have been used, in conjunction
with Highways England’s design standards,
which allow also for separation from
carriageways and widening for edge shyness

16

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

Ref

Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England response
where vertical features are located at the rear
of the facilities.
This would be demonstrated in many
locations in the scheme (around 30 km of
new NMU facilities would be provided as part
of the scheme).

25

Planning
Process
Consultation

Sustrans
There is a need to include ramblers in
the NMU discussions.

The proposals have been discussed at length
with specialists from the Local Traffic
Authority, Cambridgeshire County Council,
other Local Authorities and user groups,
including the Ramblers Association.

Cyclists Touring Club

It is anticipated that further details, for
Highways England should be obligated to instance of signing for NMUs, would be
discussed during the detailed design process.
consult NMU groups during the detailed
design process.

17

Agreed / Not Agreed /
Under discussion

4

Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:

Signature:

On behalf of:

Sustrans

Date:
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Appendix A: Relevant representation
I am writing on behalf of Sustrans, the national transport charity whose aims are to make active travel (i.e. walking and cycling) the
natural and obvious choice for people's daily and leisure journeys.
In summary:
We believe that the A14 proposals if implemented would be damaging in the long term to the economy, the environment and the quality
of life in the surrounding area and nationally and believe that they can be avoided. We believe that in devising the scheme the Highways
Agency (HA) has not given appropriate consideration to alternative modes of transport of people or goods, or of the carbon emissions its
construction and its subsequent use would generate. On the other hand it is refreshing that the HA proposes very significant
improvements to routes for non-motorised road users (NMU) in the vicinity of the construction works. We welcome the NMU access
improvements, but would remind the HA and the Department for Transport that they are only a partial reinstatement of access
progressively lost over recent decades as a consequence of previous road constructions which have led to more and faster motor traffic
and the near-complete neglect of NMU in rural areas. The NMU network improvements should be carried out, but without the proposed
motor traffic capacity increases.
Further evidence:
1. The current road scheme is similar to that proposed in 2001, by the Cambridge and Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS), one
of a suite of such studies produced nationally. At that time it was believed necessary to consider alternatives to conventional road
construction. CHUMMS was flawed however, in that it was unable to include a proper assessment of rail improvements as an
alternative mode for passengers and freight, compelled to leave the uncertainties of that mode to Railtrack/ Network Rail. This is
significant because goods transport, which forms a high proportion of traffic on the A14 was and remains the most environmentally
damaging mode of transport. It also gave little consideration to cycling, despite the evidence that many of the car journeys on the
A14 between Huntingdon and Cambridge are short and local, possibly because the present evidence that many people are now
cycling long distances to work in Cambridge was not available at the time.
In its Preferred Plan CHUMMS proposed three principal strands, identified as “Strategic Performance Indicators”: 1. An A14 road
construction scheme very similar to what is now proposed; 2. the guided busway with an extension (implied as priority or guided)
westwards from St Ives via Godmanchester to Huntingdon; 3. traffic management measures to protect Cambridge, this largely
understood as meaning road user charging on the Cambridge approaches. Charging was rejected in a subsequent local enquiry, so
“traffic management” is now reduced to gantry information and speed controls on the A14 itself. The priority bus link between St Ives
and Huntingdon remains unachieved.
Sustrans is thus concerned that the current A14 proposals are a selective implementation of an already selective CHUMMS, and as
they stand should be rejected, as not adequately considering more sustainable alternatives.
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2. National forecasts of road traffic have for decades been greatly in excess of the outturns, especially at times of rapid increase in fuel
costs. Considerable concern has been expressed by transport professionals about their methodology, especially since they appear
not to take account of uncertainties of future fuel costs, of changes in vehicle technology (e.g. “driverless cars”) and national
government’s commitment to reduction of carbon dioxide emissions. During the last few weeks fuel costs have fallen, yet it seems
certain that resource depletion must in the medium and longer term increase them greatly, with no alternative fuels with lower
emissions at present in view. The HA’s evidence to support the A14 scheme gives insufficient weight to these factors, which again
casts doubt on the scheme’s validity.
More specifically it is clear that carbon emissions of the scheme’s construction alone represents some ten times the annual
emissions of the additional traffic it will generate, and we question whether these additional emissions are defined as those within
the scheme boundary, or (as ought to be the case) include emissions of scheme-generated traffic beyond the boundary. We
question whether the HA has considered the risk that the scheme, having been constructed, with heavy climate change effects,
might then be proven unnecessary because other factors, such as high fuel costs, technological innovations, changes in work and
lifestyle patterns and better rail access between the eastern ports and the Midlands, may result in lower traffic levels which render it
unnecessary.
3. The DfT Circular 02/2013 “The Strategic Road Network and the Delivery of Sustainable Development” discusses the influence of the
design of new developments on the traffic levels they generate, and the need for greater transport sustainability, in the context of
legislation and the planning system. It is regrettable that the HA does not appear to have considered such principles in two specific
cases closely associated with the A14 proposals:
The first is Huntingdon, where the detrunked A14 would be retained, as two dual carriageway roads into the centre of the town.
Sustrans’ proposal that each should be reduced to one carriageway for motor traffic, the other retained exclusively for NMU, was
rejected on the argument that while short-term traffic flows in and out of the town would be accommodated on a single road it was
necessary to provide for future increases. The scheme claims to “improve the environment in Huntingdon”, and presumably this
refers to the demolition of the existing A14 flyover whose traffic passes close to the town’s central area but with no direct link to it.
However, we consider that the environmental damage the detrunked A14 would bring to Huntingdon would far outweigh this benefit,
and that this consequence must therefore be considered in the scheme’s examination. Huntingdon’s historic streets are already
made unattractive by high traffic levels and congestion. If the scheme is accepted the detrunked layout proposed will create major
problems in the town, and may generate unnecessary traffic on the proposed A14 nearer Cambridge.
The second is the future town of Northstowe, whose developers have complete freedom to design a street network which will enable
people to choose walking, cycling and public transport, and benefits from the successful guided busway and its associated cycle
path, yet the HA has accepted the construction of three fast motor roads linking the future town with the A14.
These proposals for Huntingdon and Northstowe run counter to advice in Circular 02/2013 and seem to indicate that HA is not
considering alternatives to growth in motor traffic, and so tending to justify the adverse consequences of the proposed scheme.
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We welcome the proposals for NMU access improvements along and across the line of the A14, which constitute a partial
restoration of rural access enjoyed by a large proportion of the population until the 1960’s, but progressively made unsafe by
successive road schemes since that date. We consider that these improvements and others need to be made without the motor
traffic capacity increases proposed as the central element of the scheme.
RW for Sustrans 27 February 2015
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Appendix B: Modal split
Traffic volumes provided in the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 7.2) and Traffic Modelling Update Report (submitted at
Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination) are based on data extracted from the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Road Model (CHARM)
versions 2 and 3a respectively.
Both CHARM2 and CHARM3a are reliant upon a number of external sources to forecast traffic growth over time. One of the core
components of the forecasting process is Cambridgeshire County Council’s (CCC) Cambridgeshire Sub-Regional Model (CSRM).
CSRM is used to forecast growth in trips across the ‘internal’ model area, which encompasses Cambridge City and parts of the districts
of East Cambridgeshire, Huntingdonshire and South Cambridgeshire. This growth is based on dwelling and employment forecasts,
which have been produced in conjunction with planning officers from the county and districts and are categorised (and thus
included/excluded from forecasts) to levels of certainty in-line with guidance in WebTAG unit M4.
CSRM comprises: a land-use model to generate trip ends from forecast planning data and travel accessibilities; a Transport Demand
Model including mode choice, travel time change and trip redistribution; and MEPLAN assignment model for non-highway modes. The
transport demand model and MEPLAN assignment both incorporate Walking and Cycling as sub-modes, in addition to the standard
Public Transport and Highway demand segments. Cycling is therefore included in the mode choice part of the Demand Model and is
sensitive to changes in costs from both Public Transport and the Highway assignment. Further information on the structure, calibration
and validation of CSRM is provided in the ‘CSRM Transport Demand and Public Transport Model Development and Validation Report’
(WSP. October 2009).
The effect of cycling as a mode is therefore incorporated into the out-turn growth in forecast highway trips that underpin the CHARM
forecasts. However, CHARM2 and CHARM3a are highway assignment models, which represent four user-classes in-line with guidance
provided in WebTAG unit M3.1: Car (Employer’s Business), Car (Other), Light Goods Vehicles (LGV) and Heavy Goods Vehicles
(HGV). As such, traffic volumes that have been presented in the Transport Assessment and Traffic Modelling Update Report do not
include cycle trips.
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Appendix C: Highways England response to Matter 15
The scheme will result in ‘rat running’ through Hilton.

The traffic forecasts presented in the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 7.2) are based on version 2 of the Cambridge to
Huntingdon A14 Roads Model (CHARM2). Since the Transport Assessment was published, further work has been undertaken to refine
the traffic model, culminating in the development of version 3a of the traffic model (CHARM3a). The updated traffic forecasts based on
CHARM3a are presented in the Traffic Modelling Update Report.
Table 1 compares the forecast traffic flows at a daily level (Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)) on the local roads around Hilton in
2035 based on CHARM2 and CHARM3a.
Table 1: Impact of the scheme on local roads around Hilton in 2035 (AADT)
CHARM2
Road Section
B1040 Potton Road
(north of Hilton)
B1040 Potton Road
(through Hilton)
Graveley Way
(west of Hilton)

w/o
Scheme

w/ Scheme

10,000

CHARM3a
% Change

w/o
Scheme

w/ Scheme

% Change

10,000

0%

8,800

9,200

+5%

5,800

5,600

-4%

5,600

5,100

-9%

4,600

3,300

-28%

3,000

2,800

-7%

The CHARM3a traffic forecasts are generally lower than the CHARM2 traffic forecasts. This is due to changes to the assumptions
made regarding the growth in long-distance (external-to-external) traffic between the two models, which results in lower flows on the
strategic road network (SRN) in CHARM3a. This releases capacity which allows some local traffic to transfer back on to the SRN,
thereby reducing traffic flows on local roads.
Both models indicate that the impact of the scheme on Hilton would be small, with daily traffic flows forecast to change by 500 vehicles
or less. There is no evidence to suggest that there would be a significant increase in the volume of rat-running traffic through Hilton as a
result of the scheme. The increase in traffic on the B1040 to the north of the village is mainly due to the rerouting of traffic travelling
through the village to join the A14 towards Cambridge. Without the scheme, this traffic is forecast to be split equally between Potton
Road and Hilton Road, joining the A14 at Junction 26 (A1096) and Junction 27 (Fenstanton) respectively. However, with the scheme
almost all of this traffic is forecast to use Potton Road to access the detrunked A14 at Junction 26 (A1096).
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Table 3 summarises the forecast annual average daily traffic flows passing through A14 Junction 23 (A14 / A14 Spur / A141) in 2035
with and without the scheme based on CHARM2 and CHARM3a. These flows do not include traffic on the A14 Spur which passes
underneath the junction.
Table 3: Impact of the scheme on A14 Junction 23 (Spittals Interchange) in 2035
CHARM2
w/o
Scheme

Road Section
A14
Junction
(A14 / A14 Spur / A141)

23

61,900

w/ Scheme

% Change

33,000

-47%

CHARM3a
w/o
Scheme
72,900

w/ Scheme
33,000

% Change
-55%

Both models forecast a significant reduction in daily traffic flows at the Spittals Interchange as a result of the scheme. This decrease is
due to the transfer of long-distance traffic on to the Huntingdon Southern Bypass and the closure of the Huntingdon Viaduct, which
means that Spittals would only cater for local traffic movements to and from Huntingdon. In particular, the heavy right turn movement
from the A14 West to the A14 East would be substantially reduced, which would free up capacity for traffic joining from the A141.
The junction is currently used by around 55,000 vehicles on a typical weekday. Traffic flows through the junction in 2035 with the
scheme are forecast to be around 40% lower than existing and therefore the existing junction is expected to operate significantly better
than it does currently
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