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1 Introduction
1.1 Purpose of this report
A total of sixteen Interested Parties, in addition to Highways England,
responded to the Examining Authority’s first written questions as listed
below:
•

Brampton A14 Campaign Group

•

Buckden Parish Council

•

Cambridgeshire County Council

•

Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum

•

Campaign for Better Transport

•

Environment Agency

•

Fenstanton Parish Council

•

Hilton Parish Council

•

Historic England

•

Huntingdonshire District Council

•

Parish Council of Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy

•

South Cambridgeshire District Council

•

Suffolk County Council

•

Swavesey and District Bridleways Association (SDBA)

•

Wood Green Animal Shelter

•

Girton Parish Council

Highways England has reviewed these responses and made
comments on them as provided in this report.

1.2 Structure of this document
The report is structured by principal issue in line with the principal
issues identified in the Rule 6 letter. Each chapter sets out the
question, the Interested Party’s response and comments by Highways
England.
While the report responds to the issues raised, Highways England also
acknowledge the comments made in support of the proposed scheme
and these are summarised as follows.
•

HE/A14/EX/56
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are currently blocked as they would increase traffic on the A14 will
be able to proceed, such as the growth of new town Northstowe,
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which will provide up to 10,000 homes. The Council goes on to
explain that the Scheme could benefit deprived areas in
Cambridge and Huntingdonshire and improve well-being by
reducing social isolation through increased transport links. The
County Council Health Advisor agrees with the Health Impact
Assessment (HIA) that the Scheme would have a positive impact
and require no mitigation measures. The Council further support
the removal of the viaduct as a key factor in reducing the impact
of traffic on Mill Common and Huntingdon.
•

The Environment Agency supports the A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon Improvement Scheme's specific approach, in
agreement with EA, to the appropriate surveys and protective
measures regarding white-clawed crayfish and freshwater fish.

•

Huntingdonshire District Council supports the A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme as it could improve air quality
levels in the 3 Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) by
removing a significant level of traffic from the current route, and
lead to the revocation of the AQMAs. The Council are generally
satisfied that the horizontal and vertical limits of deviation have
been set to achieve maximum beneficial environmental impact and
minimum adverse environmental impact. Furthermore, the Council
support the Mill Common Link as it is viewed as a necessary
component of a satisfactory road network through the town centre,
and they are encouraged by the Applicant's agreement to mitigate
any urbanising impacts through design. The methodology of the
Environmental Statement in regards to the assessment of
landscape and visual effects and noise and vibration is agreed
upon by the Council.

•

South Cambridgeshire District Council supports the A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme and is in
agreement that construction of such a large Scheme would create
jobs within the area. SCDC identifies the improvement of the A14
as an integral part of infrastructure that will enable growth. This is
in alignment with The South Cambridgeshire Submission Local
Plan, which seeks to deliver 19,000 homes and 22,000 jobs
between 2011 and 2031. Furthermore, SCDC supports efforts to
maintain existing routes and reinstate routes previously severed
by the original A14. The Council is in agreement with the
methodology used in ES, specifically in regards to assessment of
heritage, air quality, noise effects, and landscape and visual
impacts.

HE/A14/EX/56
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2 Air quality and emissions
2.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 2-1: Air quality, question 1.1.1

Question 1.1.1 Has agreement over the establishment of the baseline for the air quality assessment been reached with CCC, HDC and SCDC? If
so, please give the relevant reference. If not, why not?
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

“South Cambridgeshire District Council is still in discussion with
South
Cambridgeshire Highways England over post completion air quality monitoring. An
District Council appropriate baseline for future air quality monitoring of PM10 and NO2
should be agreed with the Council prior to the commencement of
monitoring work when a full monitoring year of data is available, early
next year. Further information is provided in the Council’s Written
Representation." (See paragraphs 87-93).

HE/A14/EX/56
Registered office Bridge House, 1 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford GU1 4LZ
Highways England Company Limited registered in England and Wales number 09346363
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development as there were no predicted exceedances of the air
quality objectives or limit values and no significant air quality
effects have been identified across the scheme area. Further
information regarding air quality monitoring during operation of
the scheme is provided in Highway England’s response to the
ExA's written question 1.1.5 (Response to ExA’s First Written
Questions, Report 1: Air Quality and Carbon Emissions
(document reference EX-28)).
Highways England does not consider a requirement for postcompletion air quality monitoring is necessary

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Table 2-2: Air quality, question 1.1.2

Question 1.1.2 The assessment of air quality is based on DMRB, Local Air Quality Management Technical Guidance and Interim Advice Notes
(IAN). Since the submission of the application IAN185/15 has been published. What are the implications for the application of IAN 185/15 and if
it had been in place before the application was accepted for examination, in what ways would this have influenced the outputs from the air
quality assessment?
Interested Party
Written representation
Highways England Comments
Cambridge City Council

“Whilst it is based on currently unpublished HA /HE
research IAN 185/15 is the best formal UK guidance
available currently to assess these affects. Given that the
effect of speed on emissions can be very significant
according to this guidance note there is a high likelihood
that consideration of the guidance could give significantly
different results to the assessment employed in the ES
submitted for the DCO. As this document has not been
considered in the air quality assessment it adds further
uncertainty to the current conclusions for air quality
impacts proposed in the ES.

Highways England does not agree that there is a high likelihood
that significantly different results would be given if the
assessment was undertaken in accordance with IAN 185/15. It
does not consider that any uncertainty is created in this respect,
nor that a further assessment is necessary. Highways England’s
full reasoning for this position is set out in its response to written
question 1.1.2 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions,
Report 1: Air Quality and Carbon Emissions (document
reference EX-28)).

We would like to see HE undertake a review of the
scheme proposals using this advice and issue an
addendum to the DCO submission to take in to account
the impact on the assessment of the scheme of this
important guidance document.”

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 8 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Table 2-3: Air quality, question 1.1.3

Question 1.1.3 The methodology for the assessment of air quality effects is set out in the ES at 8.2.21ff. Para. 8.2.68 states that the overall
approach and methodology to assess air quality effects was agreed with the local authorities. What was agreed and with which local
authorities? Please provide details.
Interested Party

Written representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City Council

“The methodology for assessment of air quality effects
was set out in the Environmental Statement Scoping
Report Chapter 6 and Preliminary Environmental
Information Report as part of the draft scheme
consultation in Spring 2014. The Council considered that
these were broadly satisfactory in terms of the baseline
data used, the year of assessment and the use of the
ADMS Roads dispersion model. Also agreed was the use
of local representative meteorological data with an
accompanying sensitivity analysis of several recent years
data (s.8.2.36 ES).

As noted by Cambridge City Council the points raised would not
alter any of the findings of the air quality assessment regarding
significant effects or compliance with the EU limit values.

However a number of issues agreed at a series of
meetings from late 2013 onwards and in a documented
agreement at a meeting on the 29th January 2014
attended by officers for Cambridge City, South
Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire Councils as well
consultants from Arup representing HE, were not adhered
to in the assessment of air quality in the ES and
subsequently submitted as part of the DCO.
The main issues of concern were:
the failure to extend the geographic scope of the
assessment to show the impact on the Cambridge
AQMA; no agreement on the use of 2014 emission
factors in the dispersion modelling to identify the
maximum likely impacts; no additional background PM10
monitoring carried out north of Cambridge ahead of the
HE/A14/EX/56

Page 9 of 108

Screening of traffic data showed there would be a negligible
change to air quality as a result of the scheme in the AQMA.
Further detail on this point is provided in comments on
responses to question 1.1.10, set out in Table 2.6 of this report.
Highways England believes that the sensitivity testing used in
the assessment is appropriate and provides a robust set of
results. Further detail on this point is provided in comments on
responses to question 1.1.12, set out in table 2.7 of this report.
Monitoring PM10 at a background location would not benefit the
assessment. No post scheme monitoring is proposed as no
significant effects have been predicted. Further detail on this
point is provided in comments on responses to question 1.1.5,
shown in Table 2.4 of this report.
As a ‘point assessment’ approach was adopted, in order to
identify the worst-case sites, contour mapping would not add to
the assessment results and is therefore irrelevant in the context
of the study. This is because the most affected locations will
have been identified. Further detail on this point is provided in
comments on responses to question 1.1.1, shown in Table 2.1 of
this report.
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Question 1.1.3 The methodology for the assessment of air quality effects is set out in the ES at 8.2.21ff. Para. 8.2.68 states that the overall
approach and methodology to assess air quality effects was agreed with the local authorities. What was agreed and with which local
authorities? Please provide details.
assessment; and contour mapping of model outputs
where populated areas could be affected.
Whilst these issues may not significantly alter the final
outcome of the assessment they would significantly add
to the understanding of the uncertainties in the
assessment which has been carried out and as a result
give greater confidence to residents and local authorities
that all likely outcomes have been properly considered in
the conclusions reached. Moreover, a better
understanding of the significant uncertainties in the Air
Quality Assessment submitted would allow for a wellinformed discussion of any necessary mitigation that may
be needed in the future.”

As stated within Highways England’s written response to
question 1.1.3 no comments were received from Cambridge City
Council regarding the formal scoping report (Environmental
Scoping Report (Highways Agency, March 2014)).
Regarding the main issues of concern listed by Cambridge City
Council these are all shown to not change the overall outcome of
the assessment, as stated by Highways England written
responses and within the technical note provided to Cambridge
City Council which is attached as part of the Council’s written
representation.

Table 2-4: Air quality, question 1.1.5

Question 1.1.5 Please explain when, how and where air quality would be monitored or why no monitoring is proposed with particular reference
to NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5.
Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “It is the view of Cambridge City Council that given the current
issues with the CHARM 2 traffic forecast model combined with the
Council
issues raised on the scope (q1.1.1 &1.1.3) and verification
(q1.1.14) of the air quality assessment that a proposal for
monitoring during the construction and operation of the scheme will
need to be agreed with all affected local authorities. This is
essential to verify or otherwise the conclusions of the assessment
that there will be no significant air quality impacts. If an

Details of monitoring during the construction phase are detailed
within Highways England's response to written question 1.1.5
(Response to ExA’s First Written Questions, Report 1: Air Quality
and Carbon Emissions (document reference HE/a14/EX/28)). No
monitoring is required during the operational phase of the
development as there were no predicted exceedances of the air
quality objectives or limit values and no significant effects have
been identified across the scheme area.

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.1.5 Please explain when, how and where air quality would be monitored or why no monitoring is proposed with particular reference
to NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5.
unacceptable impact is subsequently shown by monitoring, a plan
for mitigating the effects will need to be agreed with reference to
the most recent Cambridge City Council AQAP and implemented.”

Details for each of the pollutants mentioned within the question are
provided in Highways England's response to written question 1.1.5
(Response to ExA’s First Written Questions, Report 1: Air Quality
and Carbon Emissions (document reference HE/A14/EX/28)).
Huntingdonshire “The local authority has a duty to investigate air pollution levels in
Comments are noted by Highways England. As acknowledged by
District Council their district is accordance with the local air quality management
the council, air quality in Huntingdon is predicted to improve as a
regime. If levels of relevant pollutants are determined above set
result of the scheme due to the removal of traffic from the existing
limits then the local authority shall declare an Air Quality
A14 onto the proposed new road. As acknowledged in the
Management Area and develop an action plan with the aim to
Council’s response to question 1.1.3, changes to air quality as a
reduce pollutants to below levels. Currently HDC has 34 NO2
result of the scheme would not result in any new air quality
diffusion tubes located around the district and one NO2 automatic
management areas needing to be declared, therefore it is not
monitor, one PM10 automatic monitor and one PM2.5 automatic
anticipated that the air quality monitoring required to be
monitor. At present HDC is not expecting to increase our automatic undertaken by the Council would increase as a result of the
monitors due to financial and technical restrictions.”
scheme. The improvement in air quality has the potential to
reduce the scope of monitoring required in the future once
concentrations are consistently monitored below objective levels.
Fenstanton
Fenstanton Parish Council does not directly monitor local air
Air quality in Fenstanton is predicted to improve as a result of the
Parish Council quality. The Parish Council looks to the District Council to provide
scheme as traffic will be moved away from the existing A14, which
air quality monitoring in respect of both the De-Trunked A14 and
is currently located close to the south of Fenstanton to the new
the new A14 roads.
road. All receptors within 200m of the roads affected by the
scheme are included within the assessment. Air pollution from
roads disperses in the environment such that, 200m from the
It is critical to monitor both roads as some residents will be
sandwiched between the old and new roads which will converge a roadside the contribution from the road is very small (Highways
short distance East of the village at Swavesey. Residents on Hilton Agency Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
HA207/07)).
Road, The Gables and Pear Tree Close will be mostly affected by
poor air quality.
The Gables is located 160m from the existing A14 and 740m from
the proposed road. Therefore the main pollution source in the
area would be the existing road. Receptors closer to the existing
A14 are predicted to experience an improvement in air pollution
concentrations. As such the Gables would expect to experience an

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.1.5 Please explain when, how and where air quality would be monitored or why no monitoring is proposed with particular reference
to NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5.
improvement as at 740m the contribution of the proposed road to
ambient pollution concentrations would be negligible.
Pear Tree Close is located 400m from the existing A14 and 500m
from the proposed road. Therefore the contribution of the
proposed road to ambient pollution concentrations would be
negligible.
Monitoring is currently carried out in Fenstanton by
Huntingdonshire District Council. As noted in Table 8.4 of the
Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference 6.1) the
concentrations in Fenstanton have been recorded as being below
the annual mean objective for NO2 for a number of years. With the
reduction in traffic near to Fenstanton it could be possible for
Huntingdonshire District Council to revoke the Hemingford to
Fenstanton AQMA. A summary of the changes to air quality as a
result of the scheme are provided in paragraph 8.5.35 of the ES.
Parish Council of “As far as we are aware there have been no efforts to monitor air
It should be noted that diffusion tube monitoring of nitrogen dioxide
Offord Cluny and quality in the region of the Offords during this phase (i.e. post-2010) (NO2) was undertaken in Offord Cluny for six months in 2014 as
of the proposal. The Environmental Statement, published in
Offord Darcy
part of a monitoring survey for the scheme. The results of this
October 2009 made two mentions of the Offords –
monitoring indicated that annual mean NO2 concentrations
10.3.22 A further monitoring survey of NO2 was undertaken
(16.6µg/m3) are below the annual mean NO2 objective (40µg/m3).
between March 2007 and March 2008.
More information about the monitoring site (ID34) in Offord Cluny
is provided on Page 52 of Appendix 8.1 of the Environmental
Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3).
The survey was in the form of a monitoring tube at location
designated “WSP22” described as “On post at entrance to field,
north of Offord Cluny” The NO2 level was recorded as 27.0 μg/m3 Highways England note the Parish Council’s comment that “of the
compared with AQS Objective and EU permitted levels of 40.0
five pollutants… only one has been measured in relation to the
μg/m3 although we believe that these permitted levels may have
Offords”. The five pollutants are NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5.
been adjusted downwards since then. In any case it would be
As discussed above, monitoring of NO2 was undertaken in Offord
surprising, given the rural siting of the monitoring device – were it
Cluny for this scheme and the effect of the scheme on NO2 and

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 12 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Question 1.1.5 Please explain when, how and where air quality would be monitored or why no monitoring is proposed with particular reference
to NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5.
not to be so. The key information required is of course the levels of
NO2 and other pollutants after the construction of the road.
The second mention addresses this :In the wider area, there would be some individual properties with a
small change in concentrations. These include properties in
Boxworth End, Swavesey, Longstanton, and in Offord Cluny, where
there would be an increase in concentrations of just over 1 μg/m3
with the Do-Something.

PM10 concentrations has been modelled as part of the air quality
assessment.
Alternative sources of air quality information are also available to
determine existing air quality including background maps provided
by Defra. Carbon monoxide (CO) is no longer a significant
pollutant in relation to road schemes; there are no areas of the UK
where the limit value for this pollutant is exceeded.

The air quality impact assessment, as reported in the ES, has not
concentrated
on areas that only experience an improvement. The
So of the five pollutants mentioned by this questionnaire, only one
study
area
(known
as the Affected Road Network or ARN) is
has been measured in relation to the Offords and that around
determined
by
an
initial
screening exercise that examines where
seven years ago. As far as we can ascertain no further
traffic
changes
are
sufficient
to require an air quality assessment
environmental surveys of any kind have been carried out within the
as
detailed
in
paragraph
8.2.5
of the ES. All roads in the traffic
vicinity of the Offords at any time during this stage (post-2010) of
model
are
included
in
this
screening
exercise; this includes areas
this project. We remain unconvinced that any worthwhile analysis
where
a
deterioration
in
air
quality
is
expected. The initial
has been done regarding for example diesel particulates – now
screening
exercise
indicated
that
traffic
changes through the
recognised as much more harmful than they were perceived to be
Offords
were
not
significant
in
the
opening
year (2020) however
in 2007. Any modelling done in 2008 will not have taken the height
were
considered
significant
in
the
future
assessment
year (2035)
of the crossing over the railway line into account, as it was then
ARN.
Therefore,
a
number
of
receptors
(receptors
394-400)
in the
anticipated to be five or six metres lower than the currently
Offords
were
included
in
the
air
quality
modelling.
proposed thirteen metres-plus.”

“South Cambridgeshire District Council assumes that this question
South
Cambridgeshire relates to potential post completion air quality monitoring. It
District Council appears HE are not proposing any post construction monitoring of
air pollutants of concern as the ES concludes that the scheme has
HE/A14/EX/56
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Pollutant concentrations at these receptors are predicted to
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As explained in Highways England's response to written question
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Question 1.1.5 Please explain when, how and where air quality would be monitored or why no monitoring is proposed with particular reference
to NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5.
no significant impacts on air quality in the operational phase. The
main pollutants of concern are NO2 and PM10 as air quality
management areas have been declared for them in accordance
with national objectives. An appropriate baseline for future air
quality monitoring of PM10 and NO2 should be agreed with the
Council once a full monitoring year of data is available, early next
year and this should be secured by requirement to be approved in
consultation with the Council. Further information is provided in the
Council’s Written Representation (see paragraphs 87-93). South
Cambridgeshire District Council is still in discussion with Highways
England on this matter.”

phase of the development which South Cambridge District Council
refer to above.
No monitoring is proposed as there were no predicted
exceedances of the air quality objectives or limit values and no
significant impacts have been identified across the scheme area.

Table 2-5: Air quality, question 1.1.8

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.1.8 Please explain how the assessment of air quality has taken into account the proximity of the proposed road scheme to sensitive
receptors including housing and schools and the mitigation measures proposed during the operational phase in such locations? Where and
how would these measures be secured?
Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “HE have relied upon the guidance in (DMRB HA207/07) to
define the affected road network (ARN) and have assessed a
Council
200m corridor either side of this. The details are stated in
s.8.2.5-8.2.8 in the ES. Again definition of the ARN is
dependent upon the traffic forecast. This is a standard
approach but more certainty could have been provided by
encompassing a wider area including the north Cambridge
local road network in the dispersion model and providing
contour plots of modelled pollutant concentrations as
requested by Cambridge City Council.
No mitigation for the operational phase of the scheme has
been proposed by HE in the ES as it is concluded that there
are no significant air quality impacts. Cambridge City Council
remains concerned that there is not sufficient certainty in the
output of the assessment presented in the ES to support this
conclusion.”

Traffic data for the centre of Cambridge has been screened to define
the affected road network, which is the area where detailed modelling is
carried out to determine if any significant air quality impacts may occur.
The centre of Cambridge is screened out of the ARN based on the
changes in traffic volumes predicted to occur in this area and
consequently no significant air quality impacts would be expected.
The use of this screening methodology is appropriate and provides a
high level of certainty as the screening criteria are conservative and are
set at a level that will ensure any road with likely significant air quality
impacts would be included in the assessment.
The distance of 200m follows DMRB guidance (HA207/07). Air quality
pollution concentrations fall rapidly away from the roadside, after 200m
they are considered to reach background concentrations.
As a ‘point assessment’ approach was adopted, in order to identify the
worst-case sites, contour mapping would not add to the assessment
results and is therefore irrelevant in the context of the study. This is
because the most affected locations will have been identified.
The scheme is predicted to have a negligible impact upon the centre of
Cambridge. Details of the reasons for this are provided within Highways
England's response to written question 1.1.8 (Response to ExA’s First
Written Questions, Report 1: Air Quality and Carbon Emissions
(document reference HE/A14/EX/28)). No mitigation is required as no
significant effects are expected.

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.1.8 Please explain how the assessment of air quality has taken into account the proximity of the proposed road scheme to sensitive
receptors including housing and schools and the mitigation measures proposed during the operational phase in such locations? Where and
how would these measures be secured?
Fenstanton
Parish Council

Fenstanton Parish Council does not directly monitor local air
quality. The Parish Council looks to the District Council to
provide Air Quality Monitoring in respect of both the DeTrunked A14 and the new A14 roads. It is critical to monitor
both roads as some residents will be sandwiched between the
old and new roads which converge a short distance East of
the village at Swavesey. Residents on Hilton Road, The
Gables and Pear Tree Close will be mostly affected by poor
air quality.

Air quality in Fenstanton is predicted to improve as a result of the
scheme as traffic will be moved away from the existing A14, which is
currently located close to the south of Fenstanton to the new road. All
receptors within 200m of the roads affected by the scheme are included
within the assessment. Air pollution from roads disperses in the
environment such that, 200m from the roadside the contribution from
the road is very small (Highways Agency Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges (DMRB) HA207/07)).
The Gables is located 160m from the existing A14 and 740m from the
proposed road. Therefore the main pollution source in the area would
be the existing road. Receptors closer to the existing A14 are predicted
to experience an improvement in air pollution concentrations. As such
the Gables would expect to experience an improvement as at 740m the
contribution of the proposed road to ambient pollution concentrations
would be negligible.
Pear Tree Close is located 400m from the existing A14 and 500m from
the proposed road. Therefore the contribution of the proposed road to
ambient pollution concentrations would be negligible.
Monitoring is currently carried out in Fenstanton by Huntingdonshire
District Council. As noted in Table 8.4 of the Environmental Statement
(ES) (document reference 6.1) the concentrations in Fenstanton have
been recorded as being below the annual mean objective for NO2 for a
number of years. With the reduction in traffic near to Fenstanton it
could be possible for Huntingdonshire District Council to revoke the
Hemingford to Fenstanton AQMA. A summary of the changes to air
quality as a result of the scheme are provided in paragraph 8.5.35 of the
ES.

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.1.8 Please explain how the assessment of air quality has taken into account the proximity of the proposed road scheme to sensitive
receptors including housing and schools and the mitigation measures proposed during the operational phase in such locations? Where and
how would these measures be secured?
Parish Council of “As far as we are aware there have been no efforts to monitor
Offord Cluny and air quality in the region of the Offords during this phase (i.e.
post-2010) of the proposal. The Environmental Statement,
Offord Darcy
published in October 2009 made two mentions of the Offords
–
A further monitoring survey of NO2 was undertaken between
March 2007 and March 2008.

Diffusion tube monitoring of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) was undertaken in
Offord Cluny for six months in 2014 as part of a monitoring survey for
the scheme. The results of this monitoring indicated that annual mean
NO2 concentrations (16.6µg/m3) are below the annual mean NO2
objective (40µg/m3). More information about the monitoring site (ID34)
in Offord Cluny is provided on page 52 of Appendix 8.1 of the
Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3).

Highways England note the Parish Council’s comment that “of the five
pollutants… only one has been measured in relation to the Offords”.
The five pollutants are NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. As discussed
above, monitoring of NO2 was undertaken in Offord Cluny for this
scheme and the effect of the scheme on NO2 and PM10 concentrations
has been modelled as part of the air quality assessment. Alternative
sources of air quality information are also available to determine
existing air quality including background maps provided by Defra.
Carbon monoxide (CO) is no longer a significant pollutant in relation to
road schemes; there are no areas of the UK where the limit value for
this pollutant is exceeded.
The air quality study has not concentrated on areas that only
The second mention addresses this.
experience an improvement. The study area (known as the Affected
Road Network or ARN) is determined by an initial screening exercise
‘In the wider area, there would be some individual properties that examines where traffic changes are sufficient to require an air
quality assessment as detailed in Paragraph 8.2.5 of the Environmental
with a small change in concentrations. These include
Statement. All roads in the traffic model are included in this screening
properties in Boxworth End, Swavesey, Longstanton, and in
exercise; this includes areas where a deterioration in air quality is
Offord Cluny, where there would be an increase in
expected. The initial screening exercise indicated that traffic changes
concentrations of just over 1 μg/m3 with the Do-Something.’
through the Offords were not significant in the opening year (2020)
So of the five pollutants mentioned by this questionnaire, only however were considered significant in the future assessment year
(2035) ARN. Therefore, a number of receptors (receptors 394-400) in
one has been measured in relation to the Offords and that
around seven years ago. As far as we can ascertain no further the Offords were included in the air quality modelling. The results for
these receptors are presented on Pages 77 and 102 of Appendix 8.1 of
The survey was in the form of a monitoring tube at location
designated “WSP22” described as ‘On post at entrance to
field, north of Offord Cluny.’ The NO2 level was recorded as
27.0 μg/m3 compared with AQS Objective and EU permitted
levels of 40.0 μg/m3 although we believe that these permitted
levels may have been adjusted downwards since then. In any
case it would be surprising, given the rural siting of the
monitoring device – were it not to be so. The key information
required is of course the levels of NO2 and other pollutants
after the construction of the road.

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.1.8 Please explain how the assessment of air quality has taken into account the proximity of the proposed road scheme to sensitive
receptors including housing and schools and the mitigation measures proposed during the operational phase in such locations? Where and
how would these measures be secured?
environmental surveys of any kind have been carried out
within the vicinity of the Offords at any time during this stage
(post-2010) of this project. We remain unconvinced that any
worthwhile analysis has been done regarding for example
diesel particulates – now recognised as much more harmful
than they were perceived to be in 2007. Any modelling done
in 2008 will not have taken the height of the crossing over the
railway line into account, as it was then anticipated to be five
or six metres lower than the currently proposed thirteen
metres-plus.”
“No mitigation measures are proposed during the operational
South
Cambridgeshire phase as it is expected that air quality will improve in some
District Council areas and remain around the same in others. It is important
that post-completion air quality monitoring is carried out to
check that air quality does not worsen beyond that predicted
in the ES. If this were to be the case, and air quality did give
rise to significant adverse impact, the Council would require
mitigation to be considered. This should be secured through
appropriate Requirements to be approved in consultation with
the Council.” (See also Written Representation paragraphs
87-93).”

Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3).
Pollutant concentrations at these receptors are predicted to increase
and decrease by a small amount as a result of the scheme, dependent
on location.

Highways England does not consider a requirement for post-completion
air quality monitoring is necessary. Air quality monitoring for the
scheme during operation is not considered necessary as no significant
effects with respect to air quality are predicted.
The ES presents the results of the air quality assessment, and
paragraph 8.5.40 to 8.5.44 of Chapter 8 summarises the assessment
results between Bar Hill, Girton and the north of Cambridge City. As
noted there are no exceedances of the air quality objectives or
significant effects predicted in this region.
The modelling has taken a number of conservative assumptions
especially regarding future vehicle emissions as such the results
presented in the ES are conservative estimates and therefore not
expected to worsen with the scheme in operation.

Table 2-6: Air quality, question 1.1.10

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 18 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
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Question 1.1.10 Table 8.12 of the ES concludes that during the operational phase the overall scheme would have no significant impacts on air
quality. Can the applicant explain further how it has reached its conclusion of no significant air quality impacts?
Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “Not-withstanding issues relating to the CHARM2
Transport model, Cambridge City Council do not have
Council
confidence in this conclusion based on the air quality
assessment presented in the ES. Sufficient uncertainty
remains in a number of areas:
1. The assessment doesn’t consider the impact on the
Cambridge AQMA;
2. The emission factors used for future years isn’t
sufficiently justified in the ES;
3. No additional background PM10 monitoring carried out
north of Cambridge ahead of the assessment; and;
4. Contour mapping of modelled pollutants, where
populated areas could be affected, has not been
provided.

Screening of traffic data showed there would be a negligible change to air
quality as a result of the scheme in the AQMA.

In addition to the points above we have concern over the
use of three different verification factors used to transform
the modelled results for pollutants at different locations
along the route (s8.5.13 – s8.5.16 ES, Dec 2014). This
would not be considered best practice and may mask
uncertainty in the modelled output. Whilst it is
acknowledged that getting good agreement between
modelled and monitored concentrations over such a large
area is difficult, open and candid discussion about the
uncertainty in the model is preferable to data manipulation
to fit the monitoring data.”

HE/A14/EX/56

Sensitivity testing used in the assessment is appropriate and provides a
robust set of results.
Monitoring PM10 at a background location would not benefit the
assessment. No post scheme monitoring is proposed as no significant
effects have been predicted.
As a ‘point assessment’ approach was adopted, in order to identify the
worst-case sites, contour mapping would not add to the assessment results
and is therefore irrelevant in the context of the study. This is because the
most affected locations will have been identified.
Regarding points 1 to 4 above these are all shown to not change the
overall outcome of the assessment, as explained in the Highways England
written responses and within the technical note provided to CCC and
attached as part of their written representation report.
Regarding verification factors, two modelling verification factors have been
used across the scheme area to ensure the modelling results correlate to
the monitored concentrations within each area of the scheme. Verification
used in the assessment follows air quality guidance best practice as
detailed with Defra Local Air Quality Management Technical Guidance
(LAQM TG 09), see example 3 page A3-52 of this guidance, which shows
how to incorporate multiple verification values into model results and
guidance in Box A3.6: “Alternatively, these ratios can be used to separate
locations which may be street canyons, from more open or typical urban
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Question 1.1.10 Table 8.12 of the ES concludes that during the operational phase the overall scheme would have no significant impacts on air
quality. Can the applicant explain further how it has reached its conclusion of no significant air quality impacts?
sites, e.g., the ratio is often much higher at sites which could be considered
street canyons (as they have limited dispersion) and separate adjustments
may be required”.
Therefore based on the above, the results presented within the air quality
assessment are considered to be robust and have considered all relevant
elements of sensitivity testing.
Fenstanton
Parish Council

Fenstanton Parish Council has not been consulted on the
conclusion reached that there is no significant air quality
impacts, this is most likely because the Parish Council look
to the District Council to provide air quality monitoring in
respect of both the existing, to be de-trunked A14 and the
new A14 roads.
We believe it is critical that we are consulted upon the
conclusions drawn from air quality impact findings and the
claim of no significant air quality impact from both roads.
Many of our residents will be sandwiched between the old
and new roads which will converge a short distance East
of the village. Residents on Hilton Road, The Gables and
Pear Tree Close will be mostly affected by poor air quality
accumulating from both directions.

Parish Council of “As far as we are aware there have been no efforts to
Offord Cluny and monitor air quality in the region of the Offords during this
phase (i.e. post-2010) of the proposal. The Environmental
Offord Darcy
Statement, published in October 2009 made two mentions
of the Offords –
10.3.22 A further monitoring survey of NO2 was
undertaken between March 2007 and March 2008

HE/A14/EX/56

As noted above concentrations of pollutants have been monitored as being
below the objectives. Huntingdonshire District Council will continue to have
the requirement to monitor air quality in the area until it can be sure no
exceedences are likely to occur.
The Scoping Report, which set out the approach taken to assessing air
quality as reported in the Environmental Statement (ES) (document
reference 6.1) was made available to all stakeholders on the PINS website
in February 2014. Fenstanton Parish Council did not provide any
comments on this Scoping Report. Following submission of the
Development Consent Order applications, Parish forum updates have been
introduced to which Fenstanton Parish Council have been invited.
Fenstanton is predicted to have no exceedances of the air quality
objectives and pollution concentration is predicted to decrease as a result
of traffic moving away from the town.
Diffusion tube monitoring of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) was undertaken in
Offord Cluny for six months in 2014 as part of a monitoring survey for the
scheme. The results of this monitoring indicated that annual mean NO2
concentrations (16.6µg/m3) are below the annual mean NO2 objective
(40µg/m3). More information about the monitoring site (ID34) in Offord
Cluny is provided on page 52 of Appendix 8.1 of the Environmental
Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3).
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Question 1.1.10 Table 8.12 of the ES concludes that during the operational phase the overall scheme would have no significant impacts on air
quality. Can the applicant explain further how it has reached its conclusion of no significant air quality impacts?
The survey was in the form of a monitoring tube at location
designated “WSP22” described as “On post at entrance to
field, north of Offord Cluny” The NO2 level was recorded
as 27.0 μg/m3 compared with AQS Objective and EU
permitted levels of 40.0 μg/m3 although we believe that
these permitted levels may have been adjusted
downwards since then. In any case it would be surprising,
given the rural siting of the monitoring device – were it not
to be so. The key information required is of course the
levels of NO2 and other pollutants after the construction of
the road.
The second mention addresses this :-

Highways England note the Parish Council’s comment that “of the five
pollutants… only one has been measured in relation to the Offords”. The
five pollutants are NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. As discussed above,
monitoring of NO2 was undertaken in Offord Cluny for this scheme and the
effect of the scheme on NO2 and PM10 concentrations has been modelled
as part of the air quality assessment. Alternative sources of air quality
information are also available to determine existing air quality including
background maps provided by Defra. Carbon monoxide (CO) is no longer a
significant pollutant in relation to road schemes; there are no areas of the
UK where the limit value for this pollutant is exceeded.

The air quality study has not concentrated on areas that only experience an
improvement. The study area (known as the Affected Road Network or
In the wider area, there would be some individual
ARN) is determined by an initial screening exercise that examines where
properties with a small change in concentrations. These
traffic changes are sufficient to require an air quality assessment as
include properties in Boxworth End, Swavesey,
detailed in Paragraph 8.2.5 of the ES. All roads in the traffic model are
Longstanton, and in Offord Cluny, where there would be
included in this screening exercise; this includes areas where a
an increase in concentrations of just over 1 μg/m3 with the deterioration in air quality is expected.
Do-Something.
So of the five pollutants mentioned by this questionnaire,
The initial screening exercise indicated that traffic changes through the
only one has been measured in relation to the Offords and Offords were not significant in the opening year (2020) however were
that around seven years ago. As far as we can ascertain
considered significant in the future assessment year (2035) ARN.
no further environmental surveys of any kind have been
Therefore, a number of receptors (receptors 394-400) in the Offords were
carried out within the vicinity of the Offords at any time
included in the air quality modelling. The results for these receptors are
during this stage (post-2010) of this project. We remain
presented on pages 77 and 102 of Appendix 8.1 of Environmental
unconvinced that any worthwhile analysis has been done
Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3). Pollutant concentrations
regarding for example diesel particulates – now recognised at these receptors are predicted to increase and decrease by a small
as much more harmful than they were perceived to be in
amount as a result of the scheme, dependent on location.
2007. Any modelling done in 2008 will not have taken the
height of the crossing over the railway line into account, as
it was then anticipated to be five or six metres lower than
the currently proposed thirteen metres-plus.”
HE/A14/EX/56
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Table 2-7: Air quality, question 1.1.12

Question 1.1.12 Paragraph 8.2.24 states that with regard to air quality the opening year of the scheme (2020) is predicted to be the worst case
scenario as vehicle emission factors and background pollutant concentrations are anticipated to decrease over time due to improvements in
fuel technologies. If anticipated improvements in fuel technologies do not emerge, how would the forecast increases in traffic between 2020
and 2035 affect this conclusion?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Cambridge City
Council

“It is well acknowledged in the Air Quality field nationally and
locally (Carslaw, Tate et al DEFRA 2011), that anticipated
improvements in vehicle technology expected to improve
pollutant emissions over the last 10 years, has not delivered.
This is most apparent for the key vehicle pollutant Nitrogen
Dioxide (NO2) in relation to diesel engine vehicles. A local
DEFRA funded study the ‘Cambridge Real Emission Project’,
commissioned by Cambridge City Council has shown a wide
range of in operation emissions which fall far short of the
expected EURO standards for the vehicles studied. (Tate, J.
2013)
It is largely because of the consensus in the Air Quality
community on this issue that HE had been asked by Cambridge
City Council to assess the air quality impact of the scheme
using base year (2014) emission factors to show what could
happen if anticipated improvements are not met, as has been
the case in the past.
Unfortunately this has not been presented in the ES.
Cambridge City Council would like to see an addendum to the
DCO submission to address the uncertainties that this issue
presents.”

HE/A14/EX/56
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This issue was discussed with the environmental team at
Cambridge City Council and a note explaining the use of
sensitivity testing using the Highways England IAN 170/12v3
approach that provides a more conservative set of emission
factors for the future was provided to the council. This note is
attached to the Cambridge City Council written representation.
The note shows how the sensitivity testing used is appropriate for
use in Cambridge City.
It is demonstrated that the approach taken within the
Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1) is pessimistic
and is based on the best current scientific understanding of
vehicle emissions. Therefore the results presented within the ES
would not be subject to change should the emission factors from
vehicles not improve as fast as predicted by the manufactures.
Details of the reasons for this are provided within Highways
England's response to written question 1.1.12 (Response to
ExA’s First Written Questions, Report 1: Air Quality and Carbon
Emissions (document reference HE/A14/EX/28)).
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Table 2-8: Air quality, question 1.1.14

Question 1.1.14 Have the results of the air quality assessment been agreed with Interested Parties and if so, by whom and if not, why not?

Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “Cambridge City Council has not agreed the
results of the air quality assessment in full due to
Council
the issues detailed in the response to q1.1.10.”

Highways England consider the approach adopted is robust. None of the points
raised by Cambridge City Council would alter the outcome of the Environmental
Statement (document reference 6.1) air quality chapter.

Fenstanton
Parish Council

Fenstanton Parish Council has not been consulted As noted above concentrations of pollutants have been monitored as being below
but should have been.
the objectives. Huntingdonshire District Council will continue to have the
requirement to monitor air quality in the area until it can be sure no exceedences
are likely to occur.
The scoping report for the air quality chapter of the Environmental Statement
(document reference 6.1) was made available to all stakeholders on the PINS
website in February 2014. No comments from Fenstanton Parish Council were
received. Following submission of the Development Consent Order applications,
Parish forum updates have been introduced to which Fenstanton Parish Council
have been invited.
As noted above Fenstanton is predicted to have no exceedances of the air quality
objectives and pollution concentration is predicted to decrease as a result of traffic
moving away from the town.

Parish Council of “In June 2014 the Parish Council of Offord Cluny
Offord Cluny and and Offord Darcy submitted their response to the
Highways Agency regarding the project as a
Offord Darcy
whole. In that document was the following point :Why are the Offords – likely to be affected
adversely by increased air pollution - excluded
from being an AQMA? Why has no analysis of our

HE/A14/EX/56

Diffusion tube monitoring of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) was undertaken in Offord Cluny
for six months in 2014 as part of a monitoring survey for the scheme. The results
of this monitoring indicated that annual mean NO2 concentrations (16.6µg/m3) are
below the annual mean NO2 objective (40µg/m3). More information about the
monitoring site (ID34) in Offord Cluny is provided on Page 52 of Appendix 8.1 of
the Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3).
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Question 1.1.14 Have the results of the air quality assessment been agreed with Interested Parties and if so, by whom and if not, why not?

current levels of air pollution been done? Indeed
the only places where this has been done seem to
be those that will benefit by having the A14 routed
away from them. There is a concern that, given the
topography, particulates will drift down the hill from
the A14 and affect the Offords. Why therefore does
this not even appear as part of the proposed air
quality study?

Highways England note the Parish Council’s comment that “of the five pollutants…
only one has been measured in relation to the Offords”. The five pollutants are
NOx, NO2, CO, PM10 and PM2.5. As discussed above, monitoring of NO2 was
undertaken in Offord Cluny for this scheme and the effect of the scheme on NO2
and PM10 concentrations has been modelled as part of the air quality assessment.

Alternative sources of air quality information are also available to determine
existing air quality including background maps provided by Defra. Carbon
monoxide (CO) is no longer a significant pollutant in relation to road schemes;
Looking at the pollution study areas that have been there are no areas of the UK where the limit value for this pollutant is exceeded.
employed by the HA in our section of the proposed
The air quality study has not concentrated on areas that only experience an
route it is difficult not to arrive at the conclusion
improvement. The study area (known as the Affected Road Network or ARN) is
that they have concentrated on areas that will
determined by an initial screening exercise that examines where traffic changes
benefit from the route such as in Huntingdon and
Godmanchester adjacent to the current A14 route are sufficient to require an air quality assessment as detailed in paragraph 8.2.5 of
the Environmental Statement. All roads in the traffic model are included in this
but more distant from the proposed route.
screening exercise; this includes areas where a deterioration in air quality is
expected. The initial screening exercise indicated that traffic changes through the
And to answer the above question, in the sense
that we received no response whatsoever from the Offords were not significant in the opening year (2020) however were considered
HA regarding our concerns, the answer is ‘No’ and significant in the future assessment year (2035) ARN. Therefore, a number of
indeed we would ourselves like to know ‘why not’.” receptors (receptors 394-400) in the Offords were included in the air quality
modelling. The results for these receptors are presented on Pages 77 and 102 of
Appendix 8.1 of Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3).
Pollutant concentrations at these receptors are predicted to increase and decrease
by a small amount as a result of the scheme, dependent on location.

Table 2-9: Air quality, question 1.1.15

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.1.15 What effect, if any, does the Supreme Court judgment on the Air Quality Directive (R (on the application of ClientEarth)
(Appellant) v Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Respondent) Judgment Given on 29 April 2015) have on the
proposed scheme? In responding, please make reference to the National Networks NPS.
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City Council

“This Judgment is unlikely to have a direct impact
on the proposed scheme unless it can be shown
that the scheme will delay compliance with the EU
air quality objectives.
Delay in compliance is actually reasonably
foreseeable for sections of the scheme where
increases in traffic volume are expected. Notwithstanding improvements in vehicle emissions
any increase in traffic volume will generate greater
local polluting emissions unless this can be offset
by a more favourable speed/emission profile for that
greater volume of traffic. As the ES has not taken in
to account IAN185/15 (see response to q1.1.2),
there remains sufficient uncertainty in the presented
assessment to question this point.”

The ES (document reference 6.1) has demonstrated there is no risk of
non-compliance with the EU limit values and Cambridge City Council
are incorrect in stating that a delay in compliance is reasonably
foreseeable. Highways England's response to written question 1.1.15
(Response to ExA’s First Written Questions, Report 1: Air Quality and
Carbon Emissions (document reference HE/A14/ EX/28)) provides a
detailed response to the question. Additionally Highways England’s
response to written question 1.1.2 states “the high level analysis
provided above indicates that it is unlikely that the application of IAN
185/15 would have resulted in different conclusions to those
presented in the ES with regard to the significance of the air quality
assessment.”
Therefore the point raised regarding IAN185/15 has been shown to
not have a significant impact on the findings within the ES and
therefore the risk of non-compliance with the EU limit values is not an
issue for the scheme.

Table 2-10: Air quality, question 1.1.16

Question 1.1.16 With the existing NO2 annual mean objective in Cambridge already being exceeded (ES8.8.3) how would the proposed scheme
improve this position?
Interested Party Written Representation

HE/A14/EX/56

Highways England Comments
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Question 1.1.16 With the existing NO2 annual mean objective in Cambridge already being exceeded (ES8.8.3) how would the proposed scheme
improve this position?
Cambridge City
Council

“The proposed scheme does not in and of itself does not
show any improvement in the air quality for Cambridge
City. Where exceedances occur within the Cambridge
AQMA no detailed assessment has been presented in
the ES. Air quality improvements referred to in the ES fall
in to two categories, those where the route is moved thus
removing traffic from existing AQMAs such as in
Huntingdonshire and those which are reliant on
improving vehicle emissions over time (everywhere else)
Moreover increases in traffic volume along the existing
transport corridor north of Cambridge and on certain
Cambridge feeder roads is acknowledged to worsen
predicted NO2 concentrations in the summary table 8.9.”

The scheme would neither improve nor have a significant adverse impact
on the Cambridge City/Cambridge Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)
or feeder roads into the centre of Cambridge. The proposed scheme is
forecast to have negligible or no impact in the AQMA. No detailed
assessment was required within the AQMA as the changes in traffic were
outside of the screening criteria which defines where a significant impact
may occur. Where any feeder roads into Cambridge were identified as
being within the affected road network they were included in the modelling.
The results showed no significant impacts occur on these roads. No
concentrations are predicted as being close to the air quality objectives in
the area around the north of Cambridge.
Details of why the impact from the scheme in centre of Cambridge is
predicted to be negligible are provided within Highways England's
response to written question 1.1.16 (Response to ExA’s First Written
Questions, Report 1: Air Quality and Carbon Emissions (document
reference HE/A14/EX/28)).

Table 2-11: Air quality, question 1.1.17

Question 1.1.17 Dust from construction is identified as a significant effect which could be mitigated through best practice measures
implemented via the Code of Construction Practice. If best practice measures are not followed by contractors or prove to be ineffective, what
further action can be taken by local authorities to control these effects?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City
Council

"It is uncertain if LAs can take any enforcement action against dust
from construction activities. Under s.79 (1) of the Environmental
Protection At 1990 every local authority is placed under a duty to
ensure their area is inspected from time to time to detect any statutory

Highways England is assuming the provision of the
Planning Act 2008 to which Cambridge City Council refers
is section 158, which does confer statutory authority in
respect of the works and operations authorised by a DCO,

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.1.17 Dust from construction is identified as a significant effect which could be mitigated through best practice measures
implemented via the Code of Construction Practice. If best practice measures are not followed by contractors or prove to be ineffective, what
further action can be taken by local authorities to control these effects?
nuisance. LAs therefore have a duty to investigate alleged statutory
nuisances including “any dust, steam, smell or other effluvia arising on
industrial, trade or business premises and being prejudicial to health or
a nuisance”. This can include complaints about dust from construction
sites.

for the purposes of a defence in statutory nuisance
generally.

This notwithstanding, if Highways England breaches the
terms of the Code of Construction Practice by not adhering
to best practice measures, this would be a breach of the
The dust must interfere materially with the personal comfort of residents relevant requirement and, as such, a breach of the terms of
in the sense that it materially affects their well-being even though it
the DCO. Under the Planning Act 2008, local authorities
might not be prejudicial to their health. If dust only affects property or
can take enforcement action in such an instance.
possessions e.g. dust falling on vehicles or in a garden it might be an
inconvenience to their owners but is unlikely to be considered a
Please see Highways England's response to question
statutory nuisance. S.80 of the EPA provides that where a local
1.1.17 at paragraph 125 onwards of the First Written
authority is satisfied a statutory nuisance exists or is likely to occur or
Questions - Report 1: Air Quality and Carbon Emissions
recur, it must serve an Abatement Notice which will require abatement (document reference HE/A14/EX/28) for more commentary
or prohibit or restrict its occurrence or recurrence and may require the
in regard to this issue.
execution of work or taking of steps for such purposes, specifying the
time within which compliance is required.
However construction work on the highway because of their location
may not qualify as a statutory nuisance, as generally the activity is not
on ‘premises’ but the highway. Borrow pits are likely to be considered
premises. It is noted that the Planning Act 2008 appears to provide a
general absolute defence to action in respect of statutory nuisance.
Essentially a defence of statutory authority to a nuisance claim exists in
the case of Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects such as the
A14 Improvement Scheme.
This is why the Infrastructure Planning Regulations 5(2)(f) require that
the issue of potential common law nuisance and statutory nuisance
must be considered and duly addressed within the DCO including any
proposals by the applicant to mitigate or limit them. For the A14 DCO
the following submitted document is applicable: Volume 6.0 - 6.4
HE/A14/EX/56

Page 27 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Question 1.1.17 Dust from construction is identified as a significant effect which could be mitigated through best practice measures
implemented via the Code of Construction Practice. If best practice measures are not followed by contractors or prove to be ineffective, what
further action can be taken by local authorities to control these effects?
Statement Relating to Statutory Nuisances, APFP Regulation 5(2)(a),
Revision 0, December 2014.”

3 Biodiversity and ecological conservation
3.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 3-1: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 1.2.3

Question 1.2.3 The Environment Agency has advised (RR page 28) that the construction phase should seek to avoid the fish spawning season
and that appropriate fish rescue measures should be put in place. Has agreement been reached between the applicant and the EA about the
protective measures for freshwater fish and eels and if so, how would these measures be secured and enforced?
Interested Party

Written Representation

HE/A14/EX/56

Highways England Comments
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Question 1.2.3 The Environment Agency has advised (RR page 28) that the construction phase should seek to avoid the fish spawning season
and that appropriate fish rescue measures should be put in place. Has agreement been reached between the applicant and the EA about the
protective measures for freshwater fish and eels and if so, how would these measures be secured and enforced?
Environment Agency

We can confirm that we are in agreement with the applicant
that this is an appropriate way forward. If fish are removed
from the work areas prior to work commencing, this could
mitigate the need for seasonal constraints. For WFD
objectives, consideration also needs to be given to minor
fish species such as minnow and stickleback, as they are
important to the overall fisheries status of a waterbody.
Habitat enhancements should be considered as part of the
detailed design phase (see our comments on WFD, section
6 of our Written Representations).

HE/A14/EX/56
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With respect to the WFD objectives, minor fish species would
be considered in the detailed design of the construction and
mitigation after the development consent order (if the
application is granted) is made and the design would protect
all fish species from significant adverse effects. Habitat
enhancements would also be considered during the detailed
design, in consultation with the Environment Agency.
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Table 3-2: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 1.2.4

Question 1.2.4 Natural England (RR para 3.2.5.2) refer to further surveys being undertaken in relation to badger and water vole.
a) Can the applicant confirm whether this work has been completed and if so, what are the findings and how do these findings inform the
proposed scheme?
b) Can the Environment Agency and Natural England confirm whether they have been consulted on the findings of these updated surveys? If
so, please provide a copy of the comments.
c) What progress has been made in providing a water vole receptor site (EA RR Issue 5.3) and how would this be secured?
Interested Party Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Environment
Agency

No updated survey results or receptor site details have been
received as yet. We will therefore seek to ensure that the issue
is appropriately addressed through the detailed design phase for
the scheme.

The second draft water vole conservation licence application was
sent to Natural England (NE) on 26 June 2015. This draft has been
updated with the survey results from 2015 and the proposed
mitigation measures (including receptor sites) in light of those
findings. It is anticipated that NE will be able to provide a Letter of
No Impediment in relation to water voles by early August 2015.
Highways England will forward all relevant licence application
documents to EA once NE are content with the draft licence and
continue ongoing consultation on the issue.

Table 3-3: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 1.2.6

Question 1.2.6 The Environment Agency requests (RR page 25) that pre-construction ecological surveys be undertaken as a basis for detailed
design and construction decisions. Can the applicant confirm that these surveys would be undertaken and if so, when? How this would be
secured?
Interested
Written Representation
Party
Environment Ecological surveys need to be carried out at the appropriate time of
Agency
year and before construction commences. The detailed design can
then be based on the results of the surveys. Immediately before
construction commences further surveys may be required, especially
if some time has elapsed since previous surveys were carried out.

HE/A14/EX/56
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Pre-construction surveys either have been carried out or are
planned, to ensure up to date information is available to inform the
detailed design, construction activities and licensing purposes.
The timing of the surveys has been identified to ensure the most up
to date understanding of the population and distribution of the
species is used prior to the start of construction works. In this way,
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Question 1.2.6 The Environment Agency requests (RR page 25) that pre-construction ecological surveys be undertaken as a basis for detailed
design and construction decisions. Can the applicant confirm that these surveys would be undertaken and if so, when? How this would be
secured?
detailed design after the development consent order (assuming the
application is granted) is made and methods of site clearance,
exclusion, translocation of species, fencing and programming of
activities can be developed in the most effective way and licences
can be updated.
Consultation with Natural England and Environment Agency is
ongoing and pre-construction surveys are being considered within
that consultation. Highways England will agree pre-construction
surveys with these bodies.
Please refer to more detailed response in Highways England’s
response to written question 1.2.6 (see Response to the First Written
Questions, Report 2 Biodiversity and Ecological Conservation,
document reference HE/A14/EX/29).

Table 3-4: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 1.2.11

Question 1.2.11 Ecological mitigation plans show culverts for wildlife that would need to be maintained to aid connectivity between the habitats
and meta-populations of badgers, water voles, otters, eels, fish, GCN and bats. What progress has been made in relation to the detailed design
of these culverts? How would the maintenance of these culverts be secured?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Environment
Agency

“Please refer to our further comments under Issue 5.1 of our
written representations.
Written Representation

Highways England intends that culverting would be minimised
during the detailed design of the scheme after the development
consent order (assuming the application is granted) is made.

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.2.11 Ecological mitigation plans show culverts for wildlife that would need to be maintained to aid connectivity between the habitats
and meta-populations of badgers, water voles, otters, eels, fish, GCN and bats. What progress has been made in relation to the detailed design
of these culverts? How would the maintenance of these culverts be secured?
5.1.1 We are generally opposed to the culverting of watercourses
because of the adverse ecological, flood risk, human safety and
aesthetic impacts. Culverts can destroy wildlife habitats and
interrupt the continuity of the linear corridor of a watercourse.
Detrimental effects are likely to include adverse effects on natural
morphology, fisheries and wildlife habitat and the creation of
barriers to fish passage through increased water velocities and
shallow depths.
5.1.2 The protected species likely to be affected by culverts,
including badgers, water voles, otters, eels, fish and great crested
newts are protected by the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
and/or by the EC Habitats Directive (the Habitats Regulations).
Under the Habitats Regulations great crested newts otters are
classed as a European protected species and therefore given the
highest level of protection. Eels and fish are protected by the Eels
(England and Wales) Regulations, 2009 and Salmon and
Freshwater Fisheries Act, 1975.
5.1.3 It is important that connectivity of habitats is maintained for
all protected species likely to be affected by the proposal. This
should include badgers, water voles, otters, eels, fish and great
crested newts.”

HE/A14/EX/56
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Chapter 11 of the ES (document reference 6.1) has assessed
the effects on habitats and species and concluded there would
be no significant effects on badgers, water voles, otters, eels,
fish or great crested newts.
Issues relating to offences under protected species legislation
would be considered through licence applications in relation to
badgers, water voles, and great crested newts. No resting places
for otter have been recorded near the scheme and so no licence
would be required, but pre-construction surveys are planned to
provide up to date information prior to construction (Please refer
to Highways England’s response to written question 1.2. 6 in
Response to the First Written Questions Report 2 Biodiversity
and Ecological Conservation (document reference HE-A14-EX29)).
Eels and fish would be protected through the detailed design of
the culverts after the development consent order (assuming the
application is granted) is made and subsequent method
statements where the use of culverts is necessary.
The detailed design of wildlife culverts has not been carried out
at this stage. In general, the design details (such as exact
location and length, materials, size, entry headwalls,
landscaping, fencing) would be developed in consultation with
the Environment Agency (as well as with Natural England – see
Highways England’s response to written question 1.2.11 in
Response to the First Written Questions Report 2 Biodiversity
and Ecological Conservation (document reference HE-A14-EX29) ) at the detailed design stage after the development consent
order (assuming the application is granted) is made to suit the
intended purpose of the culvert and would not give rise to any
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Question 1.2.11 Ecological mitigation plans show culverts for wildlife that would need to be maintained to aid connectivity between the habitats
and meta-populations of badgers, water voles, otters, eels, fish, GCN and bats. What progress has been made in relation to the detailed design
of these culverts? How would the maintenance of these culverts be secured?
materially new or materially worse adverse environment effects
from those assessed in the ES.
Highways England has included a new requirement in respect of
securing the detailed design of ecological mitigation in the latest
draft of the DCO submitted to the Examination at Deadline 4.
Highways England will continue consultation with Environment
Agency on an ongoing basis.

Table 3-5: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 1.2.16

Question 1.2.16 The Construction Method Statement refers to the need for bio-security measures to be in place to ensure that invasive and
non-native species are not allowed or caused to spread. What measures are proposed and how would these be secured and monitored?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Environment Agency

We could cross-reference this to our Written Response –
relating to Bio-Security (Issue 5.2 in our RRs and the SoCG
Tracker).

Please refer to Highways England’s response to written question
1.2.16 in Highways England’s Response to the First Written
Questions: Report 2 Biodiversity and Ecological (document
reference HE-A14-EX-29) for details of approach to, and securing
of, bio-security.

HE/A14/EX/56
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4 Development Consent Order
4.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 4-1: Development Consent Order, question 1.6.2

Question 1.6.2 Art 3 – Given the disapplication of powers particularly those in relation to watercourses, flood defence, land drainage and
waterways what agreements, if any, has been reached as to the inclusion of these provisions with the relevant authorities as per s150 of the
2008 Act?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

As highlighted in the Written Representation at paragraphs 9596, the Council’s Land Drainage Byelaws require a 5 metre
maintenance access strip along all the award drains so that
mechanised maintenance works may be undertaken. The
Council is still seeking confirmation that this principle will be
applied to enable it to continue to carry out its duties effectively,
and is having ongoing discussions with Highways England.

In the Statement of Common Ground between Highways England
and South Cambridgeshire District Council submitted on 26 June
2015 it is agreed that the council will be consulted on the
provision of a 5 metre maintenance strip during the detailed
design phase (item 21) following the making of the development
consent order.
The Code of Construction Practice (document reference 6.2
Appendix 20.2) at paragraphs 14.1.1 describes the typical
measures that might be implemented on works within or close to
watercourse which includes to "maintain access and maintenance
widths (as appropriate) on all watercourses." and will be
consulted as part of the wider engagement on the detailed design
stage.

HE/A14/EX/56
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Table 4-2: Development consent order, question 1.6.5

Question 1.6.5 Art 11(1) (2) and (4) – ‘unless otherwise agreed’ is considered informal without the qualifying words ‘in writing’ should these
words therefore be included and with regard to transfer of powers to the relevant highway authority have discussions already been had with
the relevant authorities?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire County
Council
"The addition of “in writing” is appropriate. The transfer of powers
has been discussed and is agreed in principle, but there are ongoing
discussions relating to condition of de-trunked assets, inspection of
construction, and process of transfer. This will be secured by a legal
agreement between the County Council and Highways England. The
County Council will in any case be making representations regarding
revisions to Article 11."

As mentioned in other submissions by Highways England,
and the Statement of Common Ground with
Cambridgeshire County Council, the terms of a legal
agreement in respect of de-trunking are the subject of ongoing discussions.
The wording 'in writing' has been added to the latest draft
of the DCO submitted to the Examination at Deadline 4.

Table 4-3: Development consent order, question 1.6.6

Question 1.6.6 Art 14 - Have discussions been had with the relevant street authority on deemed consent for applications after 28 days, given that this
would be outside the normal statutory process?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire County
Council
“The County Council has had the opportunity to comment on a draft
of the submitted DCO, but there have been no specific discussions
on this Article.
The view of the County Council is that this article is an unnecessary
addition to Article 14 (4) which requires only that consent must not
be unreasonably withheld or delayed. The County Council will work
HE/A14/EX/56
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It is considered that this provision is appropriate for
inclusion in the DCO. Please see Highways England's
response to paragraph 21.1.5 of Cambridgeshire County
Council's written representation, together with Highways
England's response to Written Question 1.6.6 at
paragraphs 8 and 9 of the Development Consent Order
Application Response to the First Written Questions -

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Question 1.6.6 Art 14 - Have discussions been had with the relevant street authority on deemed consent for applications after 28 days, given that this
would be outside the normal statutory process?
Report 6: Development Consent Order (document
with Highways England to deliver the A14 project on time, and all
such applications would normally be pre-agreed before submission." reference HE/A14/EX/33).

Table 4-4: Development Consent Order, question 1.6.8
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Question 1.6.8 Art 17(7) (b) – Is ‘watercourse’ an excluded term because already defined in article 2. If so, why is there a difference?

Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South Cambridgeshire "Article 44 refers to Appeals and states that “the undertaker may
appeal in the event that a local authority issues a notice further to
District Council
section 60 or 61 of the Control of Pollution Act 1974”.
This concerns section 60 or 61 prior consent notices relating to the
control of demolition and construction site noise and vibration levels.
The applicant or their representatives have had some discussions
regarding Section 60 & 61 prior consents in general, but no
discussions about this appeal process."

No specific discussions have been held on this issue,
although Highways England considers these provisions
entirely appropriate. Please see Highways England's
response to Written Question 1.6.18 at paragraph 53 of the
Development Consent Order Application Response to the
First Written Questions - Report 6: Development Consent
Order (document reference HE/A14/EX/33).

Table 4-5: Development consent order, question 1.6.18

Question 1.6.18 Art 44 - A bespoke appeal process is anticipated which is outside the normal statutory process and public general legislation. Has
discussion been had with the relevant authorities about the appeal process? If so, what was the outcome?

Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire County There has been no consultation with the County Council over Article No specific discussions have been held on this issue,
Council
44.
although Highways England considers these provisions
entirely appropriate. Please see Highways England's
response to Written Question 1.6.18 at paragraph 53 of the
Development Consent Order Application Response to the
First Written Questions - Report 6: Development Consent
Order (document reference HE/A14/EX/33).

Table 4-6: Development Consent Order, question 1.6.26
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Question 1.6.26 Req 5 – 5(3) should the issue of remediation be determined by the Environment Agency rather than the ‘undertaker’? If not, why
not?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Environment Agency

"We agree with the ExA that the issue of remediation
should not be determined by the ‘undertaker’ alone. We
therefore recommend the following amendment to Reg55(3): “Where the relevant planning authority or the
Environment Agency (as appropriate) determine that
remediation ...”

Highways England has set out why it considers the current wording in
the contaminated land requirement in Schedule 2 to the draft DCO to
be appropriate in its response to this written question. Please see
paragraph 69 onwards of Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions - Report 6: Development
Consent Order (document reference HE/A14/EX/33).
The definition of "land contamination" is paragraph 6 of the guidance
referred to is so wide that the presence of any contaminants in the
land would qualify it as contamination for the purposes of this
requirement. That is contrary to the statutory and policy approach to
contamination which responds to a threshold being reached not the
simple presence of any contaminant.
As set out in that response, Highways England is in ongoing
discussions with the Environment Agency on a number of issues and
is happy to discuss any residual concerns further.

Similarly we recommend that Reg5-5(4) is amended to
“Remediation must be carried out in accordance with the
approved scheme to the satisfaction of the Secretary of
State, following consultation with the relevant planning
authority or the Environment Agency (as appropriate)”.
The National Planning Policy Framework (DCLG 2012,
paragraphs 109, 120, 121) and Contaminated Land
Statutory Guidance (Defra 2012 paragraph 6) identify
that contamination can affect sites other than those that
meet the strict definition of “contaminated land” in s78A
of the Environmental Protection Act 1990. Government
directs us to “use Part2A only where no appropriate
alternative solution exists [and that] land contamination
can be addressed when land is developed (or
redeveloped)”.
We therefore recommend that Reg5-5(1) is amended to
“For the purposes of this paragraph, “land contamination”
has the same meaning as that given in paragraph 6 of
the Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance (Defra 2012)
which includes but is not limited to the definition of
contaminated land given in section 78A of the
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Question 1.6.26 Req 5 – 5(3) should the issue of remediation be determined by the Environment Agency rather than the ‘undertaker’? If not, why
not?
Environmental Protection Act 1990”. We subsequently
recommended that references to “contaminated land” in
Reg5-5(1), 5(2) and 5(3) are amended to “land
contamination”.

Table 4-7: Development Consent Order, question 1.6.27

Question 1.6.27 Req 6 – 6(1) How is it considered the timing of the submission of the landscaping scheme be regulated and should the scheme
be submitted before development commences? If not, why not?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

"The timing of the submission of landscaping schemes
would be controlled by conditions.
On a very large project such as the A14 improvements
there will be several conditions required covering
landscape design, implementation, and restoration /
aftercare, some covering the scheme as a whole, and
some referring to specific locations.

The submission of the landscaping scheme would not be
controlled by conditions. Instead, it would be controlled through
the requirements contained at Schedule 2 to the draft DCO.
Highways England considers the drafting of this requirement is
clear that submission of details would be early on in the
construction programme and that this is entirely appropriate.
Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
1.6.27 at paragraph 73 of the Development Consent Order
Application Response to the First Written Questions - Report 6:
Development Consent Order (document reference
HE/A14/EX/33).

1) Conditions covering the vision for the scheme as a
whole – material should be submitted before
construction commences and will cover proposed
landscape treatments across the scheme, response to
landscape character areas, landscape treatments and
planting lists, phasing, the general layout of landscape
areas (e.g. borrow pits, junctions) etc., and
specifications, plans and timescales for restoration,
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Question 1.6.27 Req 6 – 6(1) How is it considered the timing of the submission of the landscaping scheme be regulated and should the scheme
be submitted before development commences? If not, why not?
management and aftercare of landscape areas. (E.g.
timescales of management addressed in the Council’s
Written Representation at paragraphs 116-119).
2) Conditions covering specific areas – e.g. a junction in
a sensitive area or a borrow pit. These will be more
detailed and address any specific issues. Information
should be submitted well in advance of the
commencement of construction of the specific area so
that the detailed design can be assessed."

Question1.6.29 Req 8 - How would the timing of the submission of the traffic management plan (for each part) be regulated and at what stage? Should ‘
relevant planning authority’ in 8(1) instead read ‘relevant highway authority’?

Interested Party

Written Representation

HE/A14/EX/56
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Question1.6.29 Req 8 - How would the timing of the submission of the traffic management plan (for each part) be regulated and at what stage? Should ‘
relevant planning authority’ in 8(1) instead read ‘relevant highway authority’?

Cambridgeshire County
Council
"Requirement 8 states that no part of the development may
commence until a traffic management plan has been approved. This
would appear to regulate timing of submission as this becomes a
key milestone in the construction programme. The County Council
requires that this Requirement refers to “local highway authority” as
this is consistent with the wording of the Traffic Management Act
1994 and the local highway authority under that act holds the duty to
manage traffic on the network. This duty cannot be held by a
planning authority that is not a highway authority."

HE/A14/EX/56
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Highways England considers that the existing wording of
this requirement is appropriate due to traffic management
plans being planning matters usually - please see
Highways England's response to Written Question 1.6.29
at paragraphs 75 and 76 of the Development Consent
Order Application Response to the First Written Questions
- Report 6: Development Consent Order (document
reference HE/A14/EX/33).
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5 Economic and social effects
5.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 5-1: Economic and social effects, question 1.7.6

Question 1.7.6 In Table 16.17 of the ES it states that the regional economy would benefit from the creation of 800 – 1600 additional jobs to the
local region during construction of the proposed scheme. Please set out the extent to which this assessment is agreed by your local authority,
identifying areas where you disagree with the analysis and providing reasons.
Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South
There has been no specific discussion over the number of
Cambridgeshire jobs to be created during construction, and the Council is
District Council unable to quantify the resources needed to construct the
proposed scheme, including those in local supply chains.
The Council agrees that construction of such a large
project will create jobs, but considers that it is for the
Applicant to provide the evidence of the calculation of
numbers.

The impacts to the local economy in terms of employment effects are
described in paragraphs 16.6.23 to 16.6.37 of chapter 16 of the
Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1). This includes an
explanation of the methodology, consistent with the Additionality Guide
(English Partnerships, 2008), used to produce the results. The assessment
of employment effects considers the six sections of the scheme. It
estimates that the construction phase of the scheme is expected to
generate between 6,285 and 7,975 person years of construction
employment. The assessment acknowledges that the scheme would
require the employment of workers who would otherwise be available for
other local employers. It is estimated that between 824 and 1,567
additional jobs would be generated in the Cambridgeshire region as a
result of the scheme. Workers from regions other than Cambridgeshire
may also be drawn upon.

Table 5-2: Economic and social effects, question 1.7.8
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Question 1.7.8 Table 16.14 of the ES summarises the effect of the proposed scheme on community severance. To what extent have local
authorities and Parish Councils been involved in such an assessment and are they in agreement with the applicant over the effects of the
proposal? If not, why not?
Interested Party Written Representation
Fenstanton
Parish Council

Highways England Comments

“Fenstanton Parish Council has not been consulted on the
Table 16.14 in Chapter 16 of the Environmental Statement (document
effect of the proposed scheme on community severance and reference 6.1) states that there would be a slight beneficial effect of the
would welcome consultation.”
scheme on community severance for Fenstanton. This is because traffic
along the current A14 to Huntingdon is likely to moderately decrease
improving access.
Highways England undertook extensive pre-application consultation in
accordance with the legal requirements of the Planning Act 2008.
Further details on the methodology and outcomes of the pre-application
consultation process are available in the Consultation Report (document
reference 5.1). Highways England received Fenstanton Parish Council's
response to the pre-application consultation by email on 13 June 2014,
which raised no issues relating to the issue of community severance.
The Highways England response to Fenstanton Parish Council's
comments is contained at Appendix E of the Consultation Report.
Following the formal pre-application consultation period, Highways
England contacted prescribed, statutory and key stakeholders about
establishing Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) with the
stakeholder. Highways England and Fenstanton Parish Council held a
meeting on 4 June 2015 to regarding the preparation of a SoCG. The
issue of community severance was not discussed at this meeting. An
initial draft has been submitted to the Examining Authority on 26 June
2015, as per deadline 3 of the examination.
The community severance effects of the scheme are assessed in
Chapter 16 of the Environmental Statement (document reference
6.1).The assessment concludes that the community severance effects of
the scheme are limited.
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Question 1.7.8 Table 16.14 of the ES summarises the effect of the proposed scheme on community severance. To what extent have local
authorities and Parish Councils been involved in such an assessment and are they in agreement with the applicant over the effects of the
proposal? If not, why not?
Any concerns raised by FPC in relation to community severance during
the course of the examination will be considered as part of ongoing
discussions.

Fenstanton
Parish Council

Hilton Parish Council have not been asked for local views in
connection with community severance.

Highways England notes Hilton Parish Council's and its parishioners’
concerns. Community severance, as assessed in Chapter 16 of the
Environmental Statement, was assessed as Slight Adverse, meaning
that the scheme was assessed as acting as a secondary barrier which
may be a deterrent to local residents. However, as the road to
Fenstanton, where the local school is located, is maintained via an
overpass, the effect was not considered more than slight. Consultation
with Hilton therefore has centred around other potential impacts from the
A14 scheme.
All statutory consultees and members of the public were invited to
comment on the proposed scheme during the statutory pre-application
consultation period between 7 April and 15 June 2014 and anyone who
registered as an Interested Party was invited to contribute to the DCO
Examination process, which is now underway.

Any concerns raised by Hilton Parish Council in relation to community
severance during the course of the examination will be considered as
part of on-going discussions.
Huntingdonshire As a Tier 1 stakeholder, we have been fully involved with the The Council’s concerns are noted in respect of this important reDistrict Council issues and considerations relating to community severance
connection of public rights of way. The proposed crossing points referred
at officer and Member briefing level leading up to the
to would have a separation from the rear of the carriageway hard-strip of
submission of the DCO.
2.5 metres. This would comprise a verge with vehicle restraint system
and a close boarded fence of sufficient height to enable equestrian users
to use the facility without the view of headlights or vehicles passing
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Question 1.7.8 Table 16.14 of the ES summarises the effect of the proposed scheme on community severance. To what extent have local
authorities and Parish Councils been involved in such an assessment and are they in agreement with the applicant over the effects of the
proposal? If not, why not?
We are in agreement with the applicant over the effects of
the proposal in this regard, except relating to the proposed
Right of Way to be created between Brampton and Brampton
Wood & Brampton Hut services. While the principle is
agreed, the Council is not content that the detail of achieving
the route has been fully assessed alongside the A14 and
crossing the A1 in that the route will be fit for purpose and
physically useable, especially in terms of equestrian usage.

distracting horses or riders, and the bridleway itself would offer a 4.5
metre wide facility.
The facilities have been developed in accordance with current design
standards, and would provide for at least the minimum requirements for
use by pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians, including gradients and
widths. The widths, separation from the main carriageway and fencing
which would be provided at the A1 and A14 bridges would accord with
those requested by the local Highway Authority Cambridgeshire County
Council (CCC), and would exceed the requirements stated in Highways
England’s design standards (Design Manual for Roads and Bridges
TA91/05: Provision for Non-Motorised Users). A disability assessment of
these facilities would be carried out at the detailed design stage,
following the making of the development consent order.
If desired, equestrians would be able to use an alternative route to travel
between Brampton and Brampton Wood, by travelling south along the
new bridleway from West End to Grafham Road, across the A1/A14
bridge (which would benefit from an equestrian track), and then return
north on a new bridleway on the west side of the A1/A14 alignment to
reach bridleway 19.
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6 Environmental Impact Assessment
6.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 6-1: Environmental Impact Assessment, question 1.8.1

Question 1.8.1 Discussions have taken place with CCC, HDC and SCDC about the developments to be included in the cumulative impact
assessment. Was agreement reached on what is a reasonably foreseeable development and what are the developments that have been taken
into account in the cumulative assessment? If agreement has not been reached, what are those areas of disagreement?
Interested Party Written Representation
Huntingdonshire
District Council

Highways England Comments

“Within Huntingdonshire, all the developments contained
within the Draft Hunts Local Plan to 2036 (Working
towards proposed submission/publication) have been
agreed with the Applicant. However, this does not include
the now specifically proposed development site at RAF
Wyton due to the timescales involved in the preparation
of the Applicant’s Traffic Model preceeding the inclusion
of this site. However it is understood that the Applicant’s
Traffic Model does include the overall required
cumulative number of homes and jobs profile for the
Local Plan to 2036 across Huntingdonshire (including
RAF Wyton).

HE/A14/EX/56

As stated in paragraph 3.6.16 of the Transport Assessment (Document
Reference 7.2), the proposed development at Wyton Airfield has not been
included in the traffic forecasts. While the site is included in
Huntingdonshire’s draft Local Plan to 2036, this document is not expected to
be approved until early 2016 according to the timetable set out in the Local
Development Scheme for Huntingdonshire. Consequently, Huntingdonshire
District Council advised that the development does not currently have
sufficient certainty to be included in the ‘core’ scenario for the A14 scheme
in accordance with WebTAG guidelines.
However, as stated paragraph 3.5.29 of the Transport Assessment,
predicted growth in the number of cars and other light vehicles is based on
factors from the Trip End Model Presentation Program (TEMPro version 6.2,
January 2013) in conjunction with the National Trip End Model (NTEM
version 6.2, January 2013), which take account of forecast changes in
population and employment across the UK. Consequently the overall level
of housing growth is in excess of the cumulative number of new homes in
the Draft Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 and therefore the level of
housing growth associated with the RAF Wyton development is represented
within the traffic model. However, this growth will be distributed across the
study area rather than focussed in the specific location of the planned
development.
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Question 1.8.1 Discussions have taken place with CCC, HDC and SCDC about the developments to be included in the cumulative impact
assessment. Was agreement reached on what is a reasonably foreseeable development and what are the developments that have been taken
into account in the cumulative assessment? If agreement has not been reached, what are those areas of disagreement?
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

As indicated in the ES at paragraph 18.2.1 South
Cambridgeshire District Council responded to the
Scoping Report. Whilst anticipated major developments
have been included, it is unclear whether the assessment
fully addresses the Darwin Green site. It includes
reference to the site of 1,593 dwellings with planning
permission within Cambridge City, and a development of
1000 dwellings. It should be clarified that the 1,000
dwellings is in South Cambridgeshire identified in the
South Cambridgeshire LDF and Submitted Local Plan
(referred to as Darwin Green 2/3). Table 18.4 appears to
refer to both, but the map in figure 18.1 does not show
the site in South Cambridgeshire. Reference is made to
Cambridge Northern Fringe East, but it does not fully
reflect the proposals in the Cambridge and South
Cambridgeshire Submitted Local Plans. The maps in
figure 18.1 also do not fully reflect the extent of the area.

South Cambridgeshire District Council has also raised similar points in its
Written Representation (para 114) to which Highways England has prepared
a similar response.
Reference should also be made to Highways England’s response to Written
Question 1.8.1 which provides information on how South Cambridgeshire
District Council provided information on the proposed developments to be
included in the applicants’ traffic model as well as the cumulative effects
assessment. (Refer to Highways England, June 2015, Development
Consent Order Application, Response to the First Written Questions,
(Report 8: Environmental Impact Assessment)).
Highways England recognises that there is a lack of clarity within Chapter
18 of the Environmental Statement (document ref. 6.1) and its associated
Figure 18.1 in the Environmental Statement Figures Volume (document ref.
6.2) regarding the development allocations of Darwin Green Two and
Cambridge Northern Fringe East. However the overall findings of the
Cumulative Effects Assessment as presented in Chapter 18 remain valid.
Furthermore the full allocations for both these sites (as at the time the traffic
model was produced) were represented in the traffic model which informed
traffic-related cumulative impacts reported elsewhere in the Environmental
Statement such as effects upon air quality, noise and water quality.
Darwin Green Two is not indicated on Figure 18.1, nor is the full extent of
the adopted land allocation known as Cambridge Northern Fringe East.
These are omissions in the figure.
It is also noted that the main text in the Chapter 18 of the Environmental
Statement does not make it clear that Darwin Green Two was included in
the assessment. Highways England confirms that the developments
proposed within the South Cambridgeshire Site Specific Development Plan
Document (2010) (DPD) were considered in the identification of reasonably
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Question 1.8.1 Discussions have taken place with CCC, HDC and SCDC about the developments to be included in the cumulative impact
assessment. Was agreement reached on what is a reasonably foreseeable development and what are the developments that have been taken
into account in the cumulative assessment? If agreement has not been reached, what are those areas of disagreement?
foreseeable development. This is evident from the reference to Cambridge
Northern Fringe East and Cambridge Northern Fringe West (Orchard Park)
in Table 18.4. The proposed allocation for Darwin Green Two is allocated
under policy SP/2 within the DPD.
The Darwin Green allocations are referred to in various planning documents
as ‘North West Cambridge – Huntingdon Road to Histon Road’ as well as
‘NIAB 1’ and ‘NIAB 2’. For convenience within the Environmental Statement
reference was made to Darwin Green to cover the full area of allocations,
both within Cambridge City as well as South Cambridgeshire District
Council. In an effort to avoid duplication, developments that crossed the
boundary of South Cambridgeshire and Cambridge City were combined in
Table 18.4. However it appears that this resulted in transcription errors
whereby the description for the South Cambridgeshire part of the
development was not carried across into the table. There is therefore no
clear reference to the detail of Darwin Green Two within the Environmental
Statement.
Whilst it is acknowledged that Chapter 18 lacks clarity on the assessment of
Darwin Green Two, it is not considered that this materially alters the overall
findings of the Cumulative Effects Assessment. For the Darwin Green 1 site,
there were Environmental Statements associated with the planning
applications which were used to inform the Cumulative Effects Assessment.
However for the Darwin Green 2 site in South Cambridgeshire, the only
environmental assessment information was that within the Sustainability
Appraisal of the South Cambridgeshire Site Specific Policies Development
Plan Documents Supplementary Report (Scott Wilson, 2008). The
Sustainability Appraisal was used to inform the Cumulative Effects
Assessment but does not provide any quantified site specific assessment
that influences the findings over and above what is reported in the
Environmental Statements for Darwin Green 1.
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Question 1.8.1 Discussions have taken place with CCC, HDC and SCDC about the developments to be included in the cumulative impact
assessment. Was agreement reached on what is a reasonably foreseeable development and what are the developments that have been taken
into account in the cumulative assessment? If agreement has not been reached, what are those areas of disagreement?
As set out in Table 18.4, page 18/26 of the Environmental Statement, the
Cumulative Effects Assessment considered the land allocation of
Cambridge Northern Fringe East as it is presented in the adopted
Cambridge Local Plan 2006 South Cambridgeshire Development Control
Policies Development Plan Document. However, as noted above, the full
extent of the adopted allocation is not presented in Figure 18.1, which
instead only indicates the area covered by a planning application associated
with Chesterton Sidings that falls within the allocation.
It is understood that a further 25 ha of land is proposed in both the
Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire Submitted Local Plans, for high
quality mixed use development. Reference to this proposed allocation has
not been made in Table 18.4 or Figure 18.1. At the time of the assessment,
there was insufficient information available on the full extent of these
proposals. This means that the cumulative effects assessment considers 75
ha of allocated land, rather than the 100 ha proposed in the abovementioned emerging local development plans.
Both proposed Local Plans state that the amount of development, site
capacity, viability, time scales and phasing of the development will be
established through the preparation of an Area Action Plan for the site
(Policy SS/4 of the Proposed Submission South Cambridgeshire Local Plan
and Policy 14 of the Draft Submission Cambridge Local Plan). However, at
the time of preparing the ES, no further detail on the proposed Area Action
Plan had been published. In the absence of this information about the
additional area proposed for Cambridge Northern Fringe East, it was not
considered there was sufficient information upon which to base a cumulative
effects assessment. The additional 25 ha of development allocation does
not affect the overall results of the cumulative effects assessment since it is
redevelopment within the Cambridge urban area (i.e. not a greenfield site)
and no further cumulative impacts beyond those assessed for Chesterton
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Question 1.8.1 Discussions have taken place with CCC, HDC and SCDC about the developments to be included in the cumulative impact
assessment. Was agreement reached on what is a reasonably foreseeable development and what are the developments that have been taken
into account in the cumulative assessment? If agreement has not been reached, what are those areas of disagreement?
Sidings (as set out in Table 18.5, page 18/37 of the ES) have been
identified. Therefore the assessment of cumulative effects considers the
reasonably foreseeable aspects of the proposed development at Cambridge
Northern Fringe East.
Therefore, to summarise in relation to Darwin Green Two and proposed
extension to the Cambridge Northern Fringe East development allocations,
whilst there are omissions in Figure 18.1 and a lack of clarity within the text
in Chapter 18, the environmental information available for these allocations
was used and these allocations were covered within the traffic model that
informed traffic-related cumulative impacts. Therefore the overall
assessment findings presented in the ES remain valid.
A further point to make is that different topic chapters within the ES set out
different criteria by which proposed developments are is identified. The
developments have been identified having regard to the type of assessment
that was being undertaken. For example, Chapter 18 assessed cumulative
effects and for that purpose identified reasonably foreseeable development
as set out in Table 18.4 in that chapter, whilst Chapter 16 assessed the
effect of the scheme on development land and for that purpose identified a
wider range of development comprising the reasonably foreseeable
development in Chapter 18 plus proposed developments of a smaller scale,
close to the scheme.
Figure 1 and 2, located in Appendix A at the end of this report, are attached
to indicate the land allocations to which South Cambridgeshire District
Council refers.

Table 6-2: Environmental Impact Assessment, question 1.8.3
HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.8.3 The ES indicates that the urbanisation of the landscape character through the interaction of noise, lighting and visual intrusion
from new infrastructure would be a major cumulative effect. Para 18.72 indicates that mitigation to reduce the cumulative effect on landscape
character could not be identified and the mitigation for each effect would not fully mitigate the overall impacts. Has the mitigation of cumulative
impacts been discussed with local authorities and Parish councils and if so what was the outcome. If this has not been discussed, why not?
Interested Party Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Fenstanton Parish “Fenstanton Parish Council has not been consulted about lighting
and visual intrusion from new infrastructure. One of our major
Council
concerns is the effect of visual pollution as the proposed A14 road
bund shielding the village is only planned to be 2 meters in height,
this will not offer any protection from views of passing vehicles, light
emission and road noise. We have requested the road bund height
to be revised to 4 meters with tree planting to further protect the
village from views of passing vehicles, light emission and road
noise.”

The environmental impact assessment for the scheme contained
in Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (document
reference 6.1), included a detailed review of potential landscape
and visual effects arising from the proposed scheme using
current best practice guidance. Careful consideration has been
given to the design of the landscape and visual mitigation for the
scheme to reduce the potential adverse landscape and visual
effects identified as part of the environmental impact assessment
process.
When considering the height of bunds required for visual
screening, a balance needs to be struck between the screening
effects that the bund would have on the highway and its traffic,
and the potential for the bund itself to become an incongruous
element in the landscape. A. The proposed 2m bund would be
sufficient to screen views of cars and headlights, although the
tops of high sided vehicles would still be visible until the
mitigation planting on the bund of woodland trees and shrubs is
established. Planting would be effective by year 15 of operation.
A further consideration is that increasing the height of the bund
also increases the footprint/land take, and the volume of material
required to construct the bund. Again there needs to be a
balance between increased screening with the additional land
take required and the secondary landscape and other
environmental impacts that would arise if extra material is
required from the borrow pits. The pre-application consultation
process was carried out in accordance with relevant legislation
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Question 1.8.3 The ES indicates that the urbanisation of the landscape character through the interaction of noise, lighting and visual intrusion
from new infrastructure would be a major cumulative effect. Para 18.72 indicates that mitigation to reduce the cumulative effect on landscape
character could not be identified and the mitigation for each effect would not fully mitigate the overall impacts. Has the mitigation of cumulative
impacts been discussed with local authorities and Parish councils and if so what was the outcome. If this has not been discussed, why not?
and guidance, including the DCLG guidance on the preapplication process, as listed below:
-

-

Planning Act 2008 as amended;
Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed Forms and
Procedure) Regulations 2009 (APFP Regulations);
Infrastructure Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment)
Regulations 2009;
Planning Act 2008: Guidance on the pre-application process
(Department for Communities and Local Government,
August 2014);
Advice Note 3: EIA consultation and notification (Planning
Inspectorate, July 2013);
Advice Note 14: Compiling the consultation report (Planning
Inspectorate, April 2012); and
Advice Note 16: The developer’s pre-application
consultation, publicity and notification duties (Planning
Inspectorate, April 2012).

Chapter 3 of the Consultation Report (document reference 5.1)
demonstrates how the approach to pre-application consultation
complies with legislation and guidance.

Hilton Parish
Council

“HE have discussed specific mitigation measures with HPC in
respect of noise and light from vehicles, however the cumulative
effect of all these pollutions has not been discussed. Indeed the
“urbanisation” of what is a traditional rural setting of the village of
Hilton is a major concern to our parishioners.”
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Fenstanton Parish Council as an ongoing process. Highways
England is happy to discuss this matter further with them.
Chapter 18 of the Environmental Statement (document reference
6.1) describes the cumulative interaction of noise, lighting and
visual intrusion from new infrastructure and noted, generally, that
these factors could cause a change to landscape character at
locations throughout the scheme. However, table 18.7 ‘Summary
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Question 1.8.3 The ES indicates that the urbanisation of the landscape character through the interaction of noise, lighting and visual intrusion
from new infrastructure would be a major cumulative effect. Para 18.72 indicates that mitigation to reduce the cumulative effect on landscape
character could not be identified and the mitigation for each effect would not fully mitigate the overall impacts. Has the mitigation of cumulative
impacts been discussed with local authorities and Parish councils and if so what was the outcome. If this has not been discussed, why not?
of cumulative effects and impact interactions’ in chapter 18 of the
Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1) has not
identified any significant cumulative effects at Hilton in relation to
noise and other factors.
Huntingdonshire “Mitigation of cumulative effects such as urbanisation within a
Highways England agree that mitigation of cumulative effects
single large scale infrastructure scheme has been discussed at
District Council
such as urbanisation has been discussed in the ways described
‘Environmental Forum’ meetings where specialists from H2A,
by the District Council during the ‘Environmental Forum’
Jacobs and the relevant public authorities have all been present.
meetings attended by specialists from the Highways England
Although the cumulative effects arise from a combination of impacts (HE) team and the relevant public authorities. Highways
across different topic areas [eg landscape/visual, noise, lighting,
England has also facilitated other discussions with local
and one could add air quality as well], the main dicussions have
authorities and parish councils as set out in the Highways
been at the level of each individual topic. Proposed mitigation has
England response to written question 1.8.3 (see Response to the
also been discussed at this level too – and although mitigation often First Written Questions Report 8: Environmental Impact
has an effect beyond that particular topic [eg the visual impact of
Assessment, document reference: HE/A14/EX/35).
acoustic barriers] it is most practical to deal with impacts on a topic
by topic basis.
At the broader level of cumulative impacts generated by
combination of the A14 scheme with other similar and large scale
developments [eg mixed residential and employment proposals at
Bearscroft Farm, Godmanchester and RAF Brampton] the issue of
cumulative effects has been discussed at these forums, but mostly
at the level of logistics and design implications rather than a
considered and structured impact assessment exercise.”
Parish Council of “Mitigation has been discussed during presentations and
Offord Cluny and exhibitions given by the HA in the Offords and surrounding villages.
However, the HA admit that very little is possible regarding
Offord Darcy
measures that can be taken as the proposed road crosses the
Ouse Valley north of, and in the vicinity of the Offords. The viaduct
over the river and railway cannot be effectively screened, the height
will exacerbate noise and light pollution. Moreover, the redesign of
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It is acknowledged that even with the proposed mitigation
planting there would be significant residual adverse landscape
and visual effects resulting from the proposed A14 crossing of
the Great Ouse and the railway. These are recorded in Chapter
10 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference
6.1), and the accompanying Visual Effects Schedules attached in
the ES Appendices 10.2 to 10.5, (document reference 6.3).
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Question 1.8.3 The ES indicates that the urbanisation of the landscape character through the interaction of noise, lighting and visual intrusion
from new infrastructure would be a major cumulative effect. Para 18.72 indicates that mitigation to reduce the cumulative effect on landscape
character could not be identified and the mitigation for each effect would not fully mitigate the overall impacts. Has the mitigation of cumulative
impacts been discussed with local authorities and Parish councils and if so what was the outcome. If this has not been discussed, why not?
the road immediately west of the railway crossing, in order to
conform to Environment Agency concerns over flooding, will make The visual impact assessment included within the ES assesses
the visual impact even worse than previously and make any kind of all elements of the view - lighting, signs, gantries and traffic day
screening impossible. The HA’s own visual representations of these and night, but does not separate day and night time effects. In
aspects bear all this out. And it is the failure to adequately address general terms if traffic is visible during the day then headlights
these that form the cornerstones of our objection to the proposed
would be visible at night and both would have an effect.
scheme.”
Extensive woodland planting of trees and shrubs would be
carried out on the embankments of the proposed A14 bridge
over the railway and extending eastwards to assist in integrating
the structure into the landscape and provide screening to traffic
and vehicle headlights. The bridge parapet would also provide
screening to headlights except cab-top lighting. The screen
planting is clearly seen in the photomontages from viewpoint 13
(from Offord Road north of Offord Darcy) included within Figure
10.6 of the ES Figures (document reference 6.2).
The replacement of the embankments supporting the new A14
between the Great Ouse and the railway bridge with a viaduct
type structure has had several landscape benefits in addition to
minimising intrusion into the floodplain, these are:
-

-

The openness of the River Great Ouse floodplain is
maintained in views along the river experienced by users of
the Footpath Buckden 13 Ouse Valley Way.
The footprint of the scheme and the loss of grazing marsh in
the river floodplain are both reduced.

However, without embankments it is not possible to provide
dense mitigation screen planting for traffic and vehicle headlights
along this part of the new A14. Whilst the mitigation proposals
do include scattered tree planting to offset the new structure, the
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Question 1.8.3 The ES indicates that the urbanisation of the landscape character through the interaction of noise, lighting and visual intrusion
from new infrastructure would be a major cumulative effect. Para 18.72 indicates that mitigation to reduce the cumulative effect on landscape
character could not be identified and the mitigation for each effect would not fully mitigate the overall impacts. Has the mitigation of cumulative
impacts been discussed with local authorities and Parish councils and if so what was the outcome. If this has not been discussed, why not?
absence of continuous dense planting would inevitably result in
little overall change in some views of the structures even after
fifteen years.

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

Two areas to be consider are: the cumulative impacts of projects
where the proposed A14 works will combine with similar
development, e.g. major access roads brought forward as part of
Northstowe and effect interactions (indirect effects?). This includes
where the mitigation of one effect has a knock-on impact on
another element of design e.g. mitigation of noise levels results in
the provision of sound barriers and adverse landscape and visual
effects.
The ES at section 18.7 states that each infrastructure project
adjacent to the A14 will have its own set of mitigation proposals,
and given the scale of the work involved says mitigation to prevent
cumulative impacts between developments could not be identified.
The ES suggests that acknowledging the proposed adjacent
developments and informing the contractors of their presence is
sufficient. Through the detailed Design Process and the CEMP,
more discussions and coordination of design and mitigation
proposals are needed in this point as in some cases (e.g. access
road between Northstowe and the A14) developments will be
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The ES includes in Figure 10.6 photomontages from two
viewpoints (viewpoints 5 and 13) to depict different aspects of
the effects of the proposed scheme at this location.
Details of the discussions between Highways England and the
local authorities and parish councils can be found within
Highways England's Response to the First Written Questions
Report 8: Environmental Impacts Assessment (see response to
question 1.8.3 is on pages 13-14 of the document).
Highways England has prepared and submitted a response to
written question 1.8.3, which is now available on the National
Infrastructure Planning website.
Highways England notes South Cambridgeshire District
Council’s request for further discussions on mitigation during the
detailed design process and that this may allow improved
coordination, capture opportunities and avoid duplication of
mitigation proposals, depending upon the actual timescales for
development.
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Question 1.8.3 The ES indicates that the urbanisation of the landscape character through the interaction of noise, lighting and visual intrusion
from new infrastructure would be a major cumulative effect. Para 18.72 indicates that mitigation to reduce the cumulative effect on landscape
character could not be identified and the mitigation for each effect would not fully mitigate the overall impacts. Has the mitigation of cumulative
impacts been discussed with local authorities and Parish councils and if so what was the outcome. If this has not been discussed, why not?
experienced as a single unit. Depending on the timing of
development, there will be opportunities for coordination of
mitigation with developers. SCDC Written Representation highlights
the particular opportunities at Darwin Green, which have been
discussed with Highways England. There have been meetings
between the Local Authorities and the A14 design team regarding
possible cumulative impacts and effect interactions and these will
be discussed further at the detailed design stage and as details of
development that could cause cumulative effects come forward.
The provision of off-site mitigation planting would provide further
opportunities for mitigation.

Table 6-3: Environmental Impact Assessment, question 1.8.4

Question 1.8.4 The EA is concerned to ensure that new pathways of contamination or new contaminants linkages to controlled waters should
not be introduced as a result of the proposed scheme. Please explain how risks will be assessed and provide an explanation as to why sites
have not been taken forward for detailed assessment following initial assessments.
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Environment Agency

“Whilst this appears to be directed more towards the applicant we
do consider that this can be addressed further at the detailed
design stage and are acceptant of the approach towards
contamination investigation that the applicant has proposed. This is
detailed within Issue 4.2 of our Written Representations.”

We agree that this issue can be addressed further at the
detailed design stage after the making of the development
consent order (if the application is granted) is made.

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 56 of 108

Highways England's approach is set out fully in its answer
to written question 1.8.4 (Response to Examining Authority
First Written Questions, Report 8: Environmental Impact
Assessment (document reference HE/A14/EX/35))
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7 Landscape and visual effects
7.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 7-1: Landscape and visual effects, question 1.9.2

Question 1.9.2 The vertical and horizontal limits of deviation provide a degree of flexibility for construction but also have the potential for
differences in landscape and visual impacts. IPs have raised their concerns about this potential for differing impacts. How is the applicant
addressing this issue?
Interested Party Written Representation
Huntingdonshire
District Council

Highways England Comments

“This is chiefly for the applicant to answer. However HDC are
generally satisfied that the horizontal and vertical limits have been
set to achieve maximum beneficial environmental impact and
minimum adverse environmental impact.

The comments made by Huntingdonshire District Council are
noted and in general terms it is agreed that within the
Huntingdonshire district the vertical alignment of the scheme will
be most critical in landscape terms on the Huntingdon southern
bypass. This will be a consideration in the detailed design of the
Vertical limits are relatively constrained at the online sections of the scheme following the making of the development consent order.
scheme, and on those sections resulting from the removal of the
viaduct over the ECML in Huntingdon.
Highways England has responded to the matters raised in the
Joint Local Impact Report IN Section 2, Landscape and Visual,
It is on the 20km length of the Huntingdon southern bypass that the of the Response to the Local Impact Report, submitted to the
Examining Authority on 7 July 2015.
decisions about the vertical limits of the scheme will be most
significant. Major areas of embankment and cutting, large scale
earthworks at new junctions, and the Ouse Valley crossing will all
have adverse landscape and visual impacts on the mainly
agricultural and rural character of the route. Environmental bunds
and mitigation planting will help reduce – but not remove – these
impacts.
There are still detailed issues which HDC has not accepted, and
these will be listed in a Joint Local Impact Report produced by the
affected planning authorities.”
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Question 1.9.2 The vertical and horizontal limits of deviation provide a degree of flexibility for construction but also have the potential for
differences in landscape and visual impacts. IPs have raised their concerns about this potential for differing impacts. How is the applicant
addressing this issue?
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

"As set out in Requirement 1, changes beyond the established
limits requires consultation with the relevant planning authority over
changes from the works plans, engineering drawings and sections.
The horizontal and vertical limits proposed (the red line planning
boundary horizontally and a maximum deviation of 500mm
vertically) are fairly modest and within these limits matters will be
considered through the detailed design process, in consultation
with the Local Authorities."

Highways England is not entirely clear as to which requirement
in Schedule 2 to the draft DCO South Cambridgeshire District
Council is referring. However, the authorised development must,
under the detailed design requirement in Schedule 2, be carried
out in accordance with the works plans and engineering
drawings and sections unless otherwise agreed in writing. These
show the lateral limits of deviation and the levels at which the
authorised development must be constructed, subject to the
wording in article 7 in respect of vertical deviation from those
levels.
The environmental statement reported on the likely significant
effects of a robust 'worst case' scenario in respect of the limits of
deviation, so Highways England does not consider there to be an
issue in respect of differing impacts.
Please see Highways England's response to written question
1.9.2 at paragraph 7 onwards of the Response to the First
Written Questions - Report 9: Landscape and Visual Effects
(document reference HE/A14/EX/36) for further commentary on
this matter.

Table 7-2: Landscape and visual effects, question 1.9.3
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Question 1.9.3 In crossing the North Flowing Ouse Valley Floodplain (ES para 10.5.18) the proposed scheme would have a large adverse effect
in year 1, while in year 15 there would still be a moderate adverse effect. How has this effect been balanced against other environmental effects
and is there potential for further mitigation?
Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Huntingdonshire
District Council

The response generally reflects Highways England’s assessment. The
following sentence in Huntingdon’s response to the written question 1.9.3 is
welcomed with regard to the revisions made to the design of the proposed
Great Ouse crossing prior to the DCO submission - “Although this amendment
was not done for “landscape / visual” reasons it will have beneficial effects on
landscape character and result in greater visual connection and permeability
between areas of the valley north and south of the new road.”

Huntingdonshire District Council acknowledged that
the balancing of environmental effects associated with
the overall scheme “is a matter for professional
judgment and recommendation, and ultimately
political decision,” and concluded that “Further
mitigation would best be achieved by having a welldesigned and graceful structure so that the visual
impact of the viaduct and its dominance in the natural
valley landscape was kept to a minimum.”

The river Great Ouse viaducts have been carefully designed to reduce
impacts on the Great Ouse valley and to support the views of key
stakeholders who indicated that the aesthetic quality of the structure should be
a priority consideration. An options design process has been carried out as
part of the scheme development, and a design has been generated which
aims to minimise visual intrusion and to maintain views along the valley floor.
The design of the Ouse valley crossing would be a consideration in the
detailed design of the scheme following the making of the development
consent order. Furthermore, Highways England is committed to establishing a
Design Panel. Once established, Highways England will seek advice from the
Design Panel as to how it can best inform the development of the scheme.
Notwithstanding this, Highways England has responded to the Examining
Authority on the matter of good design in question 1.9.6.
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Table 7-3: Landscape and visual effects, question 1.9.4

Question 1.9.4 The eastern part of Mill Common which is a landscape of high sensitivity (ES para 10.5.32) would be subject to major adverse
impacts in both year 1 and year 15. Please explain the justification for the proposed new link road given such landscape sensitivity. How could
the urbanising effect of the new link road be limited?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Huntingdonshire District
Council

“As a Tier 1 stakeholder, we have been fully involved in the
consideration of this element of the scheme. Indeed, in
partnership with the County Council, we jointly requested
that the proposed layout at Mill Common be changed preDCO submission from the proposed roundabout to the
layout submitted as part of the DCO. The primary reason for
this request was given the high sensitivity of this location
and also its heritage status.

The District Council response covers the issues very well
and is supportive of Highways England’s proposed
approach for the landscape design for the proposed link.
See also Response to Examining Authority’s First Written
Questions: Report 9 Landscape and Visual Effects
(document reference: HE-A14-EX-36).

Both Council’s continue to negotiate with the Applicant in
order to achieve a further improved layout with even less
physical impact on Mill Common itself. This is covered in our
Statements of Common Ground and the Hunts DC Written
Representation.
However, Hunts DC continues to support the principle of the
Mill Common Link, subject to the resolution of the final
design, in order to achieve a satisfactory local road network
within Huntingdon Town Centre, particularly in terms of
removing westbound traffic into Huntingdon (from
Cambridge) from having to travel through Godmanchester,
as at present, and any necessity to cross the historic Town
Bridge. This link is an integral part of that aim and vital to
improve the historic setting of Godmanchester that is
blighted by current traffic flows. Hunts DC is encouraged by
the Applicant’s agreement to incorporate specific design
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Question 1.9.4 The eastern part of Mill Common which is a landscape of high sensitivity (ES para 10.5.32) would be subject to major adverse
impacts in both year 1 and year 15. Please explain the justification for the proposed new link road given such landscape sensitivity. How could
the urbanising effect of the new link road be limited?
elements into the scheme to mitigate any urbanising effect
i.e. the use of heritage fencing to enclose Mill Common
utilising the same form of enclosure elsewhere on the
Common, the grading of the landscape between the
proposed link and the Common itself, together with
substantive tree planting to enhance the current setting.”

Table 7-4: Landscape and visual effects, question 1.9.7

Question 1.9.7 Concerns have been raised by IPs about the visual impact of the proposed road as it passes Hilton and in particular the height
of the structure over the proposed A14 to Potton Road. Can the applicant provide a photomontage of the view from Hilton before and after
construction of the proposed scheme?
Interested Party Written Representation
Hilton Parish
Council

Highways England Comments

“HPC have had communications with Jon Mullins from
Jacobs concerning the production of a photomontage. We
have not yet seen the outcome of this work.”

HE/A14/EX/56

The existing view and the photomontages at years 1 and 15 for the
viewpoint agreed with Hilton Parish Council can be found within
Highways England’s Response to the First Written Questions Report 9:
Landscape and Visual Effects. The response to question1.9.7 is on pages
18-20 of the document and the photomontages are within the appendices
at pages 40 and 41. The response to quesion1.9.7 sets out the dialogue
and review of potential viewpoints identified with Hilton Parish Council
and the agreement reached on the viewpoint to be adopted for the
additional photomontage. Highways England’s response to this question
also reviews visual effects of the scheme from Hilton and the proposed
mitigation.
An email was sent by Jon Mullins to representatives of Hilton Parish
Council on 21 June 2015 alerting them to the location of the
photomontages on the National Infrastructure Planning website. A
representative of Highways England telephoned the Parish Clerk on 1
July 2015; the Parish Clark confirmed that the e-mail had been received.
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Table 7-5: Landscape and visual effects, question 1.9.9

Question 1.9.9 Concerns have been raised by IPs about the visual effect of bridges, the elevation of the proposed road and the introduction
of new highway infrastructure. Can the applicant please provide an explanation of the design approach to features which potentially would
have significant visual impacts?
Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

“South Cambridgeshire District Council has identified in
South
Cambridgeshire its Written Statement (paragraphs 44 and 45)
District Council landscape measures that should be applied through the
detailed design process. The Council has raised
particular concerns with regard to the landscaping at
Lolworth.
Detailed landscape will be needed (e.g. at Lolworth
over bridge) for example using the ‘parkland and
avenues’ as a basis for planting structure, disguising
obtrusive landform and planting large, filtering trees
close to the highway to lessen the impact of gantries
and lighting.”

The scheme includes a new over bridge to the north of Lolworth to link
Robin’s Lane to the local access road. Lighting is proposed on the loop
north of the bridge. The environmental mitigation proposed in this vicinity
is comprehensive and integrates and screens the new infrastructure and to
improve traffic screening. Further detail in respect of mitigation measures
designed to reduce the impact of lighting is contained in [paragraph 41 of
Report 1 of Highways England's Response to Written Representations].
The structure of the proposals builds on and reflects the existing
landscape character and features and has taken account of views towards
the scheme from properties and public rights of way, and of the landscape
setting of the village. (ES, chapter 10, sections 10.4-10.6, document
reference 6.1).
The mitigation comprises woodland planting on the bridge embankments
and a 20m wide belt of woodland planting extending eastwards from the
bridge to link the embankment planting to the existing woodland belt. This
planting on the south side of the scheme would enhance the level of
screening of the existing A14 and lessen the impact of the gantries
proposed in this location. (ES, chapter 10 sections 10.5.54 to 10.5.56 and
Figure 3.2 outline environmental design drawings).
The belt of trees along the existing lane between Lolworth village and the
highway would remain apart from the section crossed by the new
alignment of Robin’s Lane coming off the bridge. A further area of planting
is proposed to the east of the belt in the land cut off by the new alignment
of Robin’s Lane.
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Question 1.9.9 Concerns have been raised by IPs about the visual effect of bridges, the elevation of the proposed road and the introduction
of new highway infrastructure. Can the applicant please provide an explanation of the design approach to features which potentially would
have significant visual impacts?
The proposed planting would combine with the existing woodlands to the
north of Lolworth, which provide existing screening of the highway from
most of the village, to provide a higher degree of visual separation
between the scheme and the village.
The environmental mitigation proposals would be developed further and
discussed with the Council at the detailed design stage following the
making of the development consent order. The indicative planting
proposals shown on ES figure 3.2 outline environmental design drawings
would be developed to reflect and enhance the character of the existing
landscape including the use of parklands and avenues where appropriate.
For example extending the existing avenue of crab apple trees along the
new access road to Hill Farm Cottages north of the A14. Additionally,
Highways England is committed to establishing a Design Panel. Once
established, Highways England will seek advice from the Design Panel as
to how it can best inform the development of the scheme. Notwithstanding
this, Highways England has responded to the Examining Authority on the
matter of good design in question 1.9.6.
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8 Noise and vibration
8.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 8-1: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.1

Question 1.10.1 Does the assessment of noise effects in ES chapter 14 consider all appropriate residential receptors along the route, taking
account of individual dwellings and communities?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City Council

“Chapter 14 of the ES does largely consider the majority
of residential receptors (including individual dwellings
and communities). However, there is little or no
discussion on other important receptors that are
potentially impacted by the proposed scheme. One such
receptor is the Cambridge City Crematorium (including
the Gardens of Remembrance) which is potentially
impacted by a new local access road to its rear in
addition to the impacts from the widening of the A14.
There are various receptor locations identified (within
the Crematorium, this is R747) for which the existing
noise climate is considered. R747 is located to the front
of the Crematorium where the noise climate is
undoubtedly influenced by the A14 and not
representative of the Gardens of Remembrance.

The ES clearly reports noise levels with and without the scheme and
the impacts are assessed at each receptor location identified in the
study area (for further information see the Highways England
Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions,
Report 10, question 1.10.1). Very few receptors located within
Cambridge City Council fall within the spatial scope of the
assessment. If, however, the City Council wishes to identify
particular receptors within the city which are of particular concern,
Highways England would be happy to consider them.
A separate response has been provided to the representations made
about the crematorium.

Chapter 14 of the ES provides contour plots of the
modelled noise output for the scheme without mitigation
and contour plots for the scheme with mitigation. There
is no provision of modelled output for the actual impact
on existing noise levels. As such, it is difficult to assess
the impact of the scheme at locations not identified as
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Question 1.10.1 Does the assessment of noise effects in ES chapter 14 consider all appropriate residential receptors along the route, taking
account of individual dwellings and communities?

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

receptor locations (such as the rear of the
Crematorium). This appears to be in conflict with the
requirements of DMRB for which contour/modelled
output is required for the impacts at all individual
receptors and so allowing an assessment of the
significance of the impact against the existing noise
climate.”
“The ES in the main considers the majority of residential
receptors both individual dwellings and communities
within the study area defined by Highways England
DMRB HD 213/11 Volume 1, Section 3, Part 7 Revision
1 Noise and Vibration, November 2011.

The Highways England’s response to the Examining Authority’s
question 1.10.1 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions, Report
10: Noise and Vibration (document reference EX/37)) explained how
the effects are reported for each dwelling and other noise sensitive
locations within the study area. Highways England does not
therefore accept that the Environmental Statement fails to report
impacts at all individual sensitive receptors within the study area
Chapter 14 and associated appendices identifies
defined by DMRB. The representation suggests that “information is
specific properties, their name / addresses and likely
noise impacts / effects. However the various appendices not readily accessible and identifying exact properties has been
cumbersome”. In response it is important to note that an
report various Assessment Location IDs (reference
Environmental Statement (ES) needs to identify significant effects
numbers) which represent certain general areas only
and the envisaged mitigation to avoid or reduce them. The ES for the
and an estimation of the number of properties in that
proposed scheme identifies significant effects and provides a clear
area that the impact assessment is applicable e.g.
labelling system (e.g. ON-C03) to assist the reader to gather
Appendix 14.6.
information about each significant effect in the text of the noise
assessment chapter, its tables, appendices and figures.
It is assumed that the addresses have been obtained
from a property database which does not wholly accord
with SCDC’s own GIS and specific property addresses. The exact properties subject to each significant effect are clearly
In addition to find exactly where the various Assessment identified in Figures 14.3 to 14.7 (document reference 6.2) and in the
Tables of the ES appendices 14.4 to 14.6 (document reference 6.3).
Location ID are one has to search the various ES
Highways England therefore does not accept that the ES fails to
relevant figures e.g. Figure 14.7 Sheets 1 to 25.
report impacts at all individual sensitive properties. Highways
Therefore finding impact assessment for specific
properties has not been straightforward. The information England would be happy to share further information or provide
further clarification on this point to SCDC.
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Question 1.10.1 Does the assessment of noise effects in ES chapter 14 consider all appropriate residential receptors along the route, taking
account of individual dwellings and communities?
is not readily accessible and identifying exact properties
has been cumbersome.
There is concern that the assessment is not in
accordance with DMRB reporting requirements to
identify and report impacts at all individual sensitive
receptors within the study area defined by DMRB.
However SCDC officers are having ongoing discussions
with HA and their noise consultants regarding any
outstanding specific properties that have not been
considered or to clarify property assessment location
grouping etc.

With respect to the comment regarding additional noise impact
assessment, appendix 14.6 of the Environmental Statement
Appendices (document reference 6.3) did include the receptors
identified.

Orchard Park Community Primary School (described as Orchard
Park school and neighbourhood recreational area in the
representation) is at assessment location (AL) 10041 (as shown in
sheet 16 of figure 14.7 of the Environmental Statement Figures
(document reference 6.2) and in appendix 14.6 of the Environmental
Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3). It is noted, that
AL10041 is not identified and therefore not assessed as a school,
Some important locations and noise sensitive
which is an error. The forecast long term noise change at AL10041
communities / uses were we are asking for additional
is a 1.1 dB increase (this is the increase between 2020 without the
noise impact assessment and mitigation as appropriate scheme and 2035 with the scheme). With regard to the criteria
are Orchard Park Primary School Ring Fort Road,
identified in table 14.8 of chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement
Orchard Park, Cambridge, Cambridgeshire, CB4 2GR
(document reference 6.1) this is less than the 3 dB increase that
and nearby Neighbourhood Equipped Area of Play /
would be required to identify an impact. Paragraph 3.37 of DMRB
Recreational Area, Cambridge Regional College and
HD213/11 explains that “In the long term (typically 15 years after
Cambridge City Crematorium and Huntingdon Road
project opening), a 3 dB LA10, 18h change is considered perceptible.” A
Cemetery and in particular any impacts on the external 1.1 dB increase is therefore imperceptible in the long term. Hence
Gardens of Remembrance which may be affected by the had chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (document reference
proposed new local access road.”
6.1) assessed Orchard Park community primary school it would have
identified no significant effects or any adverse impacts at the facility
requiring the consideration for additional noise mitigation. Therefore
the error does not change the results of the ES nor the envisaged
mitigation in the proposed scheme.
Cambridge Regional College (AL10020) was also assessed within
chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (document reference
6.1). The assessment results are presented in appendix 14.6 of the
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Question 1.10.1 Does the assessment of noise effects in ES chapter 14 consider all appropriate residential receptors along the route, taking
account of individual dwellings and communities?
Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3) (and
shown in sheet 16 of Figure 14.7 of the Environmental Statement
Figures (document reference 6.2). Appendix 14.6 of the
Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3)
forecast long term noise increase at AL10020 of 1.8 dB. Hence
chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1)
identified no significant effects or any adverse impacts at the facility
requiring the consideration for additional noise mitigation.
Highways England has responded separately to SCDC written
representation with respect to the Cambridge City Crematorium
(including Huntingdon Road Cemetery and the external Gardens of
Remembrance). The response discussed the scheme introduction
of a 290m long 3m high absorptive noise fence barrier alongside the
A14 because this is the principal source of road traffic noise affecting
the crematorium. The influence of traffic noise arising from the
access road to the south of the Crematorium would be negligible and
so it is not considered necessary to mitigate noise from this road.
Further information regarding the maximisation of mitigation as far as
is sustainable is given in Highways England’s response to the
Examining Authority’s question 1.10.12 (Response to ExA’s First
Written Questions, Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document
reference EX/37)).

Table 8-2: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.2
HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.10.2 Was the baseline data for the noise assessment agreed with local authorities? Please identify any matters where agreement was not
reached and explain why.
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“The baseline data and baseline monitoring locations were
agreed with SCDC.

The Calculation of Road Traffic Noise Method (CRTN)
(Department of Transport and Welsh Office (1988). Calculation
of Road Traffic Noise) has been used to provide a predicted
baseline along the Cambridge Northern Bypass road traffic noise
levels from the scheme in line with the Design Manual for Roads
and Bridges 1. CRTN is the recognised method for predicting
impacts from highway schemes, is the method that the National
Networks National Policy Statement for National Networks
(NNNPSNN – paragraph 5.191) states should be used and is fully
validated for that purpose.

However SCDC officers are having ongoing discussions with the
HA and their noise consultants ongoing in relation to this matter.
SCDC are requesting clarification on why only a predicted
baseline calculation method was used for certain scheme
sections within SCDC and their noise model validation /
verification approach as there is some discrepancy with baseline
noise levels as monitored and as predicted in the vicinity of
Orchard Park on the Cambridge Northern Bypass.”

The baseline noise measurements have been used to
characterise the areas and to understand the composition of the
ambient noise more than to validate/verify the noise model. This
is useful, for example, to inform assessments in areas not
dominated by road traffic noise such as the Huntingdon Southern
Bypass, rather than the Cambridge Northern Bypass where
baseline levels at wayside housing is dominated by road traffic
noise.
This is a matter of on-going dialogue with SCDC.

Table 8-3: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.3

1

Highways Agency and Welsh Office (2011), Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Volume 11, Section 3, Part 7, HD213/11 Revision 1, Noise and Vibration
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Question 1.10.3 Significant impacts from noise and vibration during construction are predicted to impact on both residential and nonresidential receptors. How would site specific noise controls be agreed with the local authorities before construction starts and how would the
necessary mitigation measures be secured?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City
Council

“The applicant is to provide a detailed Code of Construction
Practice (CoCP). The CoCP contains the details as to how
construction noise and vibration will be managed and mitigated
against. Section 61 consents under the Control of Pollution Act
1974 will be sought from relevant Local Authorities; given that
none of the works fall within the Cambridge City boundary, this
will be SCDC and HDC. In addition to the CoCP, the applicant is
to provide Local Environmental Management Plans (LEMPs) in
order to provide finer detail on mitigation and noise and vibration
management required for specific local areas.
Mitigation measures for consideration should include, but not be
limited to:

With the exception of the crematorium, no construction works are
proposed within the city council’s boundary and no construction
noise effects are forecast in the ES on receptors located within
the council’s boundary. In the event that any construction works
within the boundary of the neighbouring local authorities could
lead to noise effects on receptors in the City Council’s boundary,
then it would be common practice for the consenting authority to
consult the city council on any s.61 application and the
conditions it was minded to impose on any consent.

-

Control of noise at source with use of Best Available
Techniques;
Screening;
Hours of work;
Additional mitigation for night-time working;
Site contacts;
Monitoring and environmental logging;
Liaison with the relevant Local Authorities;
Contractor commitments; and
Management of complaints.

It is unclear as to the timing of the release of these documents.
However, it is recommended that the DCO imposes a
requirement for them to be submitted and agreed by the LA prior
to being implemented.
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Construction noise and vibration affecting the crematorium would
be controlled and managed through the S61 process. 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.
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 Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), appendix 20.2 of the
Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3)
requires the main contractors to seek and obtain prior consents
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.
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Question 1.10.3 Significant impacts from noise and vibration during construction are predicted to impact on both residential and nonresidential receptors. How would site specific noise controls be agreed with the local authorities before construction starts and how would the
necessary mitigation measures be secured?
Discussions are ongoing with respect to the treatment of the
proposed borrow pits.

The CoCP is secured by way of a requirement in Schedule 2 to
the DCO. As a result, Highways England must comply with its
terms, or it will be in breach of the terms of the DCO.
At present, noise from borrow pit activities is included within the Noise and vibration measures are set out in section 13 of the
CoCP. As part of these, there is a commitment for the
draft CoCP. Borrow pits are covered separately within the
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG). It is understood that contractors to seek to obtain Section 61 consents. This is
therefore secured under the CoCP.
SCDC and HDC are continuing discussions with HE and the
acoustic consultants with regards to noise from borrow pits.”
Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
1.10.3 at paragraph 20 onwards of the Development Consent
Order Application Response to the First Written Questions Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document reference
HE/A14/EX/37) for further commentary on this matter.
The production (and required contents) of Construction
Environmental Management Plans and Local Environmental
Management Plans are commitments under the CoCP. These
include noise and vibration measures. As such, these are again
secured through this mechanism and Highways England does
not consider there to be a need for a standalone requirement to
secure these. Please also see Highways England's response to
Written Question 1.10.7 at paragraph 49 onwards of the
Development Consent Order Application Response to the First
Written Questions - Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document
reference HE/A14/EX/37) for further commentary on this
particular point.
With regard to borrow pits, please see Highways England’s
response to page 5, para 2 point e of the City Council’s
representation and also Highway England’s response to the joint
Local Impact Report, paragraph 9.4.21.
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Question 1.10.3 Significant impacts from noise and vibration during construction are predicted to impact on both residential and nonresidential receptors. How would site specific noise controls be agreed with the local authorities before construction starts and how would the
necessary mitigation measures be secured?
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council)

"Any site specific construction significant effects or similar
should be mitigated effectively by the implementation of a robust
Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) and proposed Local
Environmental Management Plans (LEMPs) as proposed by HE.
Construction noise mitigation measures should include the use
of appropriate work practices including best available
techniques to reduce noise and vibration and dust or similar
impacts, environmental monitoring, and control of working
hours.
The CoCP sates that the main contractors will seek to obtain
consents from the relevant local authority under Section 61 of
the Control of Pollution Act 1974 for the proposed construction
works, excluding non-intrusive surveys.
SCDC are concerned that while there is a commitment to apply
for such Section 61 prior consent notices relating to the control
of demolition and construction site noise & vibration levels, there
is no guarantee these will actually be submitted. Local
Authorities cannot insist they are submitted, the onus is on
contractors. Clarification is required from HE regarding how this
will be secured.
There is also some confusion regarding the definition and
purpose of various construction impacts / control document
referred to in the ES e.g. the Code of Construct Practice
(CoCP), the Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) and Local Environmental Management Plan (LEMP).
SCDC have recommended that a requirement / condition is
imposed requiring the CEMPs and LEMPs to be submitted for
approval in consultation with SCDC and should include
measures to address and monitor construction noise, vibration
and other nuisances and to require adherence to set working
hours for weekdays and Saturdays and night-time working.
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The Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) is secured by way of
a requirement in Schedule 2 to the DCO. As a result, Highways
England must comply with its terms, or it will be in breach of the
terms of the DCO.
Noise and vibration measures are set out in section 13 of the
CoCP. As part of these, there is a commitment for the
contractors to seek to obtain Section 61 consents. This is
therefore secured under the CoCP.
Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
1.10.3 at paragraph 20 onwards of the Development Consent
Order Application Response to the First Written Questions Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document reference
HE/A14/EX/37) for further commentary on this matter.
The production (and required contents) of Construction
Environmental Management Plans and Local Environmental
Management Plans are commitments under the CoCP.
These include noise and vibration measures. As such, these are
again secured through this mechanism and Highways England
does not consider there to be a need for a standalone
requirement to secure these. Please also see Highways
England's response to Written Question 1.10.7 at paragraph 49
onwards of the Development Consent Order Application
Response to the First Written Questions - Report 10: Noise and
Vibration (document reference HE/A14/EX/37) for further
commentary on this particular point.

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
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Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Question 1.10.3 Significant impacts from noise and vibration during construction are predicted to impact on both residential and nonresidential receptors. How would site specific noise controls be agreed with the local authorities before construction starts and how would the
necessary mitigation measures be secured?
This is paramount as the Planning Act 2008 appears to provide
a general absolute defence to action in respect of statutory
nuisance. Therefore LAs have little or no powers if annoyance
or nuisance arises.
Further information is provided in the Council’s Written
Representation (see paragraphs 79-82)."

Table 8-4: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.4

Question 1.10.4 IAN185/15 has been published since the submission of the DCO application. Could different outputs have occurred had the
assessments been made on the basis of the new advice?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City Council

“IAN185/15 was issued in January 2015, after the
submission of the DCO to the relevant Authorities. The
IAN includes updated traffic, air quality and noise advice
on the assessment of link speeds and generation of traffic
data into speed-bands for users of DMRB Volume 11,
Section 3, Part 1 ‘Air Quality (HA207/07) and Volume 11,
Section 3, Part 7 ‘Noise’ (HD213/11).
The Interim Guidance provides the details necessary to
describe the impacts of congested conditions within air
quality and noise assessments, previously not achievable
with a high level of accuracy.
The advice contained within IAN 185/15 is relevant to this
project and has the potential to give rise to changes in the
forecast noise levels already provided within the DCO.
However, significance of those potential impacts is not
possible to quantify unless the modelling work is

Noted. Highways England's position with respect to the
application of IAN185/15 to the scheme is explained in its
response to written question 1.10.4 (Response to Examining
Authority’s First Written Questions, Report 10: Noise and
Vibration (document reference EX/37)). The response noted that
a detailed review of the implications of IAN 185/15 with regard to
the noise assessment is being undertaken for the section of the
Cambridge northern bypass between Histon / Impington and
Milton based on the results of the initial risk review presented in
the response to question 1.10.4.
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Question 1.10.4 IAN185/15 has been published since the submission of the DCO application. Could different outputs have occurred had the
assessments been made on the basis of the new advice?
reproduced with account taken of the advice contained
within the IAN.
It is the opinion of CCiC that the IAN should be given
consideration when taking this project forwards, either as
an Annex to the existing ES or as Technical Summary.”
(Cambridge City Council)
South Cambridgeshire
District Council

“This IAN provides supplementary advice to users of
DMRB Volume 11, SECTION 3, PART 1 (HA207/07- Air
Quality) and PART 7 (HD213/11- Noise). Advice is
provided on the assessment of link speeds and
generation of speed-band vehicle emissions to reflect fact
that noise and air quality prediction models may under
predict. This includes advice regarding the modelling
speeds to be used in the vicinity of junctions experiencing
varying degrees of congestion.

Highways England’s response to the Examining Authority’s
question 1.10.4 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions,
Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document reference
HE/A14/EX/37)) explains that Highways England is undertaking
a detailed review of the implications of IAN 185/15. Highways
England will respond to the matters raised by SCDC as part of
that further review and as part of the further development of the
Statement of Common Ground.

Highways England will continue to engage with SCDC on these
This is a Highways England advice note and was only
matters.
issued weeks after the submission of the DCO.
Outputs for noise are likely to be higher but without
undertaking detailed assessment and a noise model
rerun it is not possible to conclude whether the outcomes
of any impact assessment would be significantly different
or would alter the significance already reported in the ES.
In terms of noise an additional 1 to 3 dB can alter the
significance of impact assessment outputs and may
influence mitigation requirements.
For completeness SCDC have asked Highways England
and their noise consultants to update the ES or provide
an addendum or similar. They should follow and
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Question 1.10.4 IAN185/15 has been published since the submission of the DCO application. Could different outputs have occurred had the
assessments been made on the basis of the new advice?
incorporate the advice in IAN185/15 into the noise model
and report the findings and any potential changes in the
impact assessment for the proposed scheme to better
represent the conditions likely to be experienced within
the vicinity of various junctions.
SCDC are awaiting a response from Highways England.”
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Table 8-5: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.5

Question 1.10.5 The magnitude and duration of significant vibration effects is proposed to be included in the final Local Environmental
Management Plan (LEMP) following engagement with owners and operators. Without this assessment, how have the likely significant effects
from vibration been assessed?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

"However it appears that it will be left to the main
contractors to offer additional discretionary noise /
vibration mitigation under Noise Insulation Regulations
1975 at receptors such as Noise insulation or
ultimately Temporary re-housing.
This reinforces SCDC’s recommendation that a
requirement / condition is imposed requiring the
CEMPs and LEMPs to be submitted for approval in
consultation with SCDC and should include measures
to address and monitor construction noise, vibration
and other nuisances and to require adherence to set
working hours for weekdays and Saturdays and nighttime working.”

The general agreement with the approach to the assessment and
control of vibration is welcomed. However, for the reasons explained
in Highways England’s response to the Examining Authority’s
question 1.10.3 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions, Report
10: Noise and Vibration (document reference HE/A14/EX/37)),
Highways England does not accept the need for requirements to be
imposed in relation to the monitoring of vibration and adherence to
working hours.

Table 8-6: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.6

Question 1.10.6 Paragraph 14.2.91 of the ES notes that given the infrequent, irregular and short duration of maintenance work, this phase of the
proposed development is unlikely to give rise to significant noise or vibration effects. What is the basis of this conclusion? How would any
short term significant effects be mitigated?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City
Council

“Infrequent, irregular and short-term maintenance work is
unlikely to significantly impact on residents of Cambridge City
although proposed committed developments such as the Darwin
Green development, will introduce City receptors closer to the
A14.

It is unlikely that maintenance work could potentially affect
residents of the City Council (further information on short term
maintenance works and likely impacts may be found in Highways
England's Response to the ExA's First Written Questions: Report
10 Noise and Vibration (document reference HE-A14-EX-37),
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Question 1.10.6 Paragraph 14.2.91 of the ES notes that given the infrequent, irregular and short duration of maintenance work, this phase of the
proposed development is unlikely to give rise to significant noise or vibration effects. What is the basis of this conclusion? How would any
short term significant effects be mitigated?

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

It is expected that from the planning stage to the start of any
maintenance works, Best Practicable Means (BPM) will be
incorporated (that is, Section 72 of Control of Pollution Act
{COPA} 1974 and Section 80:7 of Environmental Protection Act
{EPA} 1990), when carrying out work.”
“This appears to relate to post completion operations. This is
likely to include any HE ongoing planned or routine maintenance
as required when scheme is completed such as road
resurfacing or replacement / repairs to structures, noise barriers
or similar.
SCDC would expect best practical means to be used to
minimise noise and vibration impacts.”

question 1.10.3). In any event BPM will apply to any such works
through the operation of sections 60 and 61 of the Control of
Pollution Act 1974.

Best Practicable Means will apply to any such works through the
operation of sections 60 and 61 of the Control of Pollution Act
1974.

Table 8-7: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.7

Question 1.10.7 Paragraph 13.2.1 in Appendix 20.2 of the ES states that a noise and vibration management plan would be prepared as part of
the main contractor’s Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). Can the applicant provide a draft of the CEMP, its relationship to
the LEMP and confirm how these documents would be secured.
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

"It is SCDC’s view that there is also some confusion regarding the
definition and purpose of various construction impacts / control
document referred to in the ES e.g. the Code of Construct Practice
(CoCP), the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
and Local Environmental Management Plan (LEMP).
For those properties identified in Chapter 14 as requiring
discretionary noise insulation due to significant construction noise it
appears that it will be left to the main contractors to offer any such
additional discretionary noise / vibration mitigation under Noise

Please see Highways England's comments on South
Cambridgeshire District Council's response to written
question 1.10.3 above, in respect of securing the
commitments in the Code of Construction Practice
("CoCP") and the associated Construction Environmental
Management Plans and Local Environmental Management
Plans.

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 76 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Question 1.10.7 Paragraph 13.2.1 in Appendix 20.2 of the ES states that a noise and vibration management plan would be prepared as part of
the main contractor’s Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP). Can the applicant provide a draft of the CEMP, its relationship to
the LEMP and confirm how these documents would be secured.
Insulation Regulations 1975 such as Noise insulation or ultimately
Temporary re-housing.
SCDC are also concerned that while there is a commitment to apply
for such Section 61 prior consent notices relating to the control of
demolition and construction site noise & vibration levels, there is no
guarantee these will actually be submitted. Local Authorities cannot
insist they are submitted, the onus is on contractors. Clarification is
required from HE regarding how this will be secured.
This reinforces SCDC’s recommendation that a requirement /
condition is imposed requiring the CEMPs and LEMPs to be
submitted for approval in consultation with SCDC and should include
measures to address and monitor construction noise, vibration and
other nuisances and to require adherence to set working hours for
weekdays and Saturdays and night-time working."
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Table 8-8: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.8

Question 1.10.8 Noise mitigation during the operational phase of the scheme is proposed through various means, as described in Table 14.21
of the ES. How would the installation of noise barriers be secured through the draft DCO?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

“Chapter 20.4.2 provides details of the mechanism of
securing mitigation, including:

Noted. Highways England also provide commitments with respect to
the installation of permanent noise barriers and the implementation
and maintenance of landscaping as discussed in the response to
‘specific mitigation obligations in key topic areas such as question 1.10.8 in Highways England’s Response to ExA’s First
Written Questions: Report 10 Noise and Vibration (document
landscaping, drainage and contaminated land; and
reference HE-A14-EX-37).
the scheme design shown on the plans submitted with
the DCO.’
Chapter 20.4 continues to give commitments to placing
‘a contractual responsibility on detailed design and
construction contractors to comply with the DCO
requirements’.
Table 14.21 within Chapter 14 of the ES provides some
detail of the proposed noise barriers/bunds at specified
locations. The detail includes an indicative barrier
length, barrier height and basic description. The
suitability of the barrier can only be determined at the
detailed design stage.
Many factors need to be considered in the detailed
design of noise barriers. Acoustical design
considerations will include barrier material, barrier
locations, dimensions and shapes.
In addition to the acoustic adequacy of the barriers, nonacoustic aspects will also need to be considered such as
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Question 1.10.8 Noise mitigation during the operational phase of the scheme is proposed through various means, as described in Table 14.21
of the ES. How would the installation of noise barriers be secured through the draft DCO?
visual blight, maintenance difficulties and lack of
maintenance access due to improper barrier design.”

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

“The Environmental Statement (ES) makes reference to
a number of important issues being resolved at the
detailed design stage. For example, with regard to noise
barriers, the ES shows an indicative location for where
noise barriers will be positioned and what length and
height they will be. It does not, however, specify the
style or materials of the barriers (see Table 14.21:
Envisaged noise mitigation measures for operation of
the scheme of Chapter 14 details typical barrier
locations and indicative lengths and Figures 14.7.1
sheet 25).
The DCO does detail the process for agreeing detailed
design matters and the involvement of the Local
Authority in Table 20.1. There are a number of areas
however the LPA wish to be consulted where there is no
reference.
As per Para. 78 of SCDC Written Representation as the
location of any environmental noise fence barriers or
bunds both new and replacement as proposed are only
indicative, their detailed design including the final
location, length, height and technical details such as
acoustic performance specifications in order to optimise
mitigation should be secured and approved in
consultation with SCDC through the requirements /
conditions of the DCO.
There are also ongoing discussions with Highways
England on some technical issues associated with noise
assessment including proposed noise barriers or those
HE/A14/EX/56
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A new Requirement has been added to the Draft DCO (document
reference 3.1) to secure the details of the noise mitigation for the
scheme, reflecting the measures set out in the environmental
statement. This is included in Highways England’s revised Draft
DCO submitted for Deadline 4 (7 July 2015) as required by the
Examination Timetable.
The Scheme Operational Noise and Vibration Policy (appendix 14.1
of the Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference
6.3) sets out generally how the detailed design of noise mitigation
will be developed following the making of the DCO and is intended to
provide:
- certainty to the ExA in terms of minimising noise impact and
meeting the three aims of paragraph 5.195 of the NPS for
National Networks; and
- flexibility to Highways England and its contractor(s) in terms of
the means to deliver the required noise performance within the
‘maximum extent’ of the noise impact defined by the
Environmental Statement (in line with the Draft DCO and
NPSNN 4.18, 4.19 and 4.20).
Appendix 14.1 of the Environmental Statement Appendices
(document reference 6.3) also sets out the provisions for postscheme noise monitoring. It specifically refers to the duty placed
upon the Highways Agency to assess noise levels following the
opening of the scheme in accordance with the requirements of the
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Question 1.10.8 Noise mitigation during the operational phase of the scheme is proposed through various means, as described in Table 14.21
of the ES. How would the installation of noise barriers be secured through the draft DCO?
not been proposed (as recorded in the Statement of
Common Ground). It is envisaged that agreement and
clarification will be reached on the majority of these
matters and common ground can be agreed. However
the Council reserves the right to raise any additional
concerns and issues in relation to these items when
additional information is provided.”

Cambridgeshire County
Council

2

Noise Insulation Regulations2. Amongst other things, the Noise
Insulation Regulations make provisions for noise monitoring to
ensure that all qualifying properties are properly identified.
In addition to the specific DCO requirement relating to noise
mitigation, the landscaping design of these earthworks will be
subject to approval by the Secretary of State following consultation
with the relevant local planning authority under Requirement 6 of the
Draft DCO.
To ensure that the landscaping scheme is aligned with the written
scheme of noise mitigation intended to be secured under the
proposed new requirement in the DCO referred to above,
Requirement 6 of the Draft DCO will be amended to add “noise
fences / walls" to the list of mitigation measures to be included in the
landscaping scheme (draft Requirement 6(2)).
This amendment is included in Highways England's revised Draft
DCO submitted to the ExA for Deadline 4 (Tuesday 7 July 2015) as
defined by the ‘Rule 8 letter’ dated 21 May 2015.
The amended provisions in the DCO, as described above, will
secure the permanent noise mitigation. It is expected that the final
design of the barriers would be developed in consultation with
SCDC.
Highways England will continue to engage with SCDC on any
outstanding technical queries.
A new Requirement has been added to the draft DCO in relation to
noise mitigation. This is included in the draft DCO submitted to the
"The County Council would not wish there to be any
Examination at Deadline 4. This secures the details of the noise
reduction in the scope of noise mitigation, and would
mitigation for the scheme, reflecting the measures set out in the
welcome any enhancement that may be possible. The
County Council would consider noise mitigation referred environmental statement. Please also see Highways England's
response to Written Question 1.10.8 at paragraph 55 onwards of the
to in the ES and shown on the General Arrangement
Development Consent Order Application Response to the First
drawings to be an undertaking made by the Applicant.

Noise Insulation Regulations (as amended 1988), 1975
HE/A14/EX/56
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Question 1.10.8 Noise mitigation during the operational phase of the scheme is proposed through various means, as described in Table 14.21
of the ES. How would the installation of noise barriers be secured through the draft DCO?
Written Questions - Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document
As such a failure to provide mitigation, without
demonstrating that there was no significant worsening of reference HE/A14/EX/37).
environmental effects, would fall outside the scope of
deviation in Article 7 and require consultation as
provided for in Requirement 2."

Table 8-9: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.9

Question 1.10.9 Paragraph 18.1.4 of the ES indicates that the traffic model which underpins the noise assessment has been agreed with the
local planning authorities. Can the local authorities confirm that this is correct?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Cambridge City Council

“The noise modelling has been carried out using the
CHARM 2 traffic model and in line with the CRTN and
DMRB modelling procedures.
CCiC are awaiting the outcome of ongoing discussions
regarding the suitability of the CHARM 2 traffic model
between CCC, the traffic modellers and HE.”

South Cambridgeshire
District Council

Highways England Comments

Highways England has subsequently published a further
assessment using the CHARM3A traffic model, which shows that
the CHARM2 traffic model as reported in the Environmental
Statement (document reference 6.1) presents a reasonably
foreseeable worst case. The consideration of noise from the
CHARMS3A traffic model is reported in Traffic Modelling Update
Report (document reference HE-A14-EX-44).
“Operational noise predictions and calculations have been Highways England note the response. Discussion on these
made using the Calculation of Road Traffic Noise – CRTN matters with the district and county authorities with regard to local
(Department of Transport and Welsh Office, 1988).
traffic impact is on-going and the outcomes of the dialogue will be
reported in the Applicant's report on local traffic impacts to be
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Question 1.10.9 Paragraph 18.1.4 of the ES indicates that the traffic model which underpins the noise assessment has been agreed with the
local planning authorities. Can the local authorities confirm that this is correct?
The additional advice given in DMRB HD213/11
(Highways Agency et al., 2011) has been adopted in
relation to CRTN procedures. These include revisions to
vehicle classification, traffic data and corrections due to
road surface.

submitted to ExA by Deadline 6 (3 August 2015) as required by the
Examination Timetable.

The effects of noise and vibration from the operation of
the scheme have been assessed based on traffic
modelling undertaken by transport consultants with the
necessary traffic information being inputted to the model.
It is understood that the County Council is broadly content
with the traffic modelling work undertaken by the
Applicant, and that the traffic modelling approach in
general is sound and appropriate. However, the Applicant
has, in the opinion of the County Council, given
insufficient consideration in the traffic modelling to the
impacts on local roads. At this time the traffic predictions
for local roads are not the subject of agreement between
Highways England and the County Council, but are the
subject of ongoing discussion that is expected to lead to
agreement.
SCDC may also make further comment when additional
work is completed as noise prediction and assessment
outcome may need reviewing.”

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 82 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Table 8-10: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.10

Question 1.10.10 Paragraph 14.1.31 of the ES describes the consultation with local authorities regarding the approach to noise and vibration
assessment, including the need to measure night time noise and suggested baseline noise measurement locations. Are these suggestions
being taken on board?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City
Council

“Night time noise measurements focus largely on short-term
(construction) impacts. There is little discussion within the ES
on the longer-term (operational) impacts and the potential for
receptors to exceed (or further exceed) the target external
night-time noise level of 55dB (Lnight). It is understood that
SCDC have requested further, finer detail on this aspect of
the project.
Baseline noise measurement locations selected have not
targeted the location of the new local access route to the rear
of the City Crematorium or existing local routes into the City.
As such, the potential noise impacts on the Gardens of
Remembrance or on amenity within the City boundary are
more difficult to quantify.”
“The Council is in general agreement regarding day time
impact, however, there are in ongoing discussions with HE
regarding night time impact assessment in accordance with
DMRB Volume 11, Section 3, Part 7, HD213/11 – Revision 1
Noise and Vibration (HD213/11).

Impacts on the crematorium have been assessed using calculated
noise levels, with and without the scheme, which represents a
reasonable worst case approach. A separate response has been
provided to the City Council’s written representation about the
crematorium.

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

Highways England does not agree that the assessment presented
in chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (document reference
6.1) is deficient as suggested.

The ES does not adequately assess night time effect and
receptors affected. In particular for night-time noise impacts,
comparisons in the long term should be considered.
SCDC are requesting information on the following
assessment as recommended by DMRB Volume 11, Section
3, Part 7, HD213/11:

A full night-time time assessment is presented in chapter 14 of the
Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1) in accordance
with the DMRB Volume 11, Section 3, Part 7, HD213/11. In fact,
the assessment reported goes beyond that reported in the DMRB
because a night-time assessment has been undertaken for all the
receptor locations to ensure that the scheme can be shown to meet
the aims of government noise policy as set out at paragraph 5.195
of the NNNPS.

Do-Minimum scenario in the baseline year against DoSomething scenario in the future assessment year (long

Dwellings exposed to night time noise levels in excess of
55dBLnight have been used to define Significant Observed
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Question 1.10.10 Paragraph 14.1.31 of the ES describes the consultation with local authorities regarding the approach to noise and vibration
assessment, including the need to measure night time noise and suggested baseline noise measurement locations. Are these suggestions
being taken on board?
term): where the introduction of a project results in a sensitive
receptor being exposed to night time noise levels in excess of
55 dB Lnight, outside where it is currently below this level;
and where a receptor is exposed to pre-existing Lnight,
outside in excess of 55 dB and this is predicted to increase.”

Adverse Effect Levels (SOAELs) as defined in chapter 14 of the
Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1). All properties
subject to a SOAEL with and without the scheme are fully reported
in chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (document reference
6.1). For example, appendix 14.6 of the Environmental Statement
Appendices (document reference 6.3) presents all the night-time
data and identifies those receptors that exceed the SOAELs.
Highways England will continue to engage with SCDC and assist
them with further clarification and information on these technical
points.

Table 8-11: Noise and vibration, question 1.10.12

Question 1.10.12 ES section 14.15 makes reference to noise mitigation measures such as noise barriers and bunds. Please explain the design
approach for both of these measures, with particular reference to their height.
Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “Detailed acoustic performance of the proposed noise barriers and bunds
should be provided through the requirements of the DCO. At present, the
Council
ES provides details of height and indicative length. On provision of the
final heights and lengths and the remainder of the technical detail,
officers will be in a position to review suitability and adequacy of the
proposed mitigation.”

A new Requirement has been added to the Draft DCO which
will secure the details of the noise mitigation for the scheme,
reflecting the measures set out in the environmental
statement. This is included in the Applicant’s revised Draft
DCO submitted to the ExA for Deadline 4 (Tuesday 7 July
2015). In the revised draft DCO, Requirement 6
(implementation and maintenance of landscaping) has been
modified to include noise fence barriers and walls.
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Question 1.10.12 ES section 14.15 makes reference to noise mitigation measures such as noise barriers and bunds. Please explain the design
approach for both of these measures, with particular reference to their height.
“Section 14.1.6 states:
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council ‘For the assessment of operational noise and vibration, two scenarios
have been assessed:
the base scheme, which is the scheme including mitigation measures
integrated into the scheme, such as low-noise road surfacing and
landscaping earthworks; and
the mitigated scheme, which is as the base scheme plus any additional
mitigation including new and enhanced noise barriers.’

Highways England’s response to the Examining Authority’s
question 1.10.8 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions,
Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document reference EX/37))
explains how the final design of noise mitigation will be
developed in consultation with the local authorities and
approved by Secretary of State.
Highways England will continue to engage with SCDC on the
technical queries they have raised with the aim of resolving
any outstanding technical matters.

Section 14.5.4 states that:
“To avoid significant observed adverse effects from the scheme,
minimise as far as sustainable other likely significant adverse effects from
the scheme and reduce existing and future significant observed adverse
effects in a number of Important Area, the additional mitigation described
in Table 14.21 is envisaged. This includes the replacements or upgrade
of existing barriers in a number of locations. Equivalent or better
mitigation would be developed during detailed design of the scheme.”
Table 14.21: Envisaged noise mitigation measures for operation of the
scheme of Chapter 14 details typical barrier locations and indicative
lengths.
As per Para. 78 of SCDC’s Written Representation as the location of any
environmental noise fence barriers or bunds both new and replacement
as proposed are only indicative, their detailed design including the final
location, length, height and technical details such as acoustic
performance specifications in order to optimise mitigation should be
secured and approved in consultation with the Local Planning Authority
through the requirements / conditions of the DCO.
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Question 1.10.12 ES section 14.15 makes reference to noise mitigation measures such as noise barriers and bunds. Please explain the design
approach for both of these measures, with particular reference to their height.
There are also ongoing discussions with Highways England on some
technical issues associated with noise assessment including proposed
noise barriers or those not been proposed (as recorded in the Statement
of Common Ground). It is envisaged that agreement and clarification will
be reached on the majority of these matters and common ground can be
agreed. However the Council reserves the right to raise any additional
concerns and issues in relation to these items when additional
information is provided.”
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9 Planning policy context
9.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 9-1: Planning policy context, question 1.11.3

Question 1.11.3 What are the arrangements for undertaking road safety audits and how are these secured in the draft DCO? (Para 4.62 NN NPS).

Interested Party

Cambridgeshire
County Council

Written Representation

Highways England comments

"The applicant (Highways England) is understood to be
commissioning road safety audits from an independent
consultant in accordance with HD19/15.
Stage 1 audits were carried out by Mott Macdonald then
CCC road safety team reviewed and commented on those
from the local highways authority perspective.
These arrangements are expected to continue into detailed
design and CCC will be invited to attend future audits so that
CCC comments run concurrently with or where appropriate
are included in the main audit.
Consultation with CCC regarding road safety audits on local
and de-trunked roads will be secured by a legal agreement
between CCC and Highways England."

Highways England does not consider that a specific
requirement is necessary for the securing of road safety
audits in the context of the mandatory procedures
contained in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges.
Please see Highways England's response to Written
Question 1.11.3 at paragraph 31 onwards of the
Development Consent Order Application Response to
the First Written Questions - Report 11: Planning Policy
Context (document reference HE/A14/EX/38).
Discussions on the legal agreement between Highways
England and Cambridgeshire County Council are ongoing, and it is quite possible that commitments as to
road safety audits will form part of this agreement.
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10 Transportation and traffic
10.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 10-1 – Transportation and traffic, question 1.12.2

Question 1.12. 2 How is it thought that the scheme would increase traffic through Offord Cluny, Offord Darcy and on the B104 to the south of
the existing A14?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Parish Council of
Offord Cluny and
Offord Darcy

“So, firstly, like many habitations close to the route, we are
concerned about the effects of a closure of the proposed
A14 due to accident, repairs or whatever. Since the design
has far fewer exit and entry points than does the present
A14, it is difficult not to imagine utterly chaotic traffic
conditions in our locality. This will be exacerbated if the plan
by Network Rail to replace the current level crossing with a
bridge in 2019 / 2020 comes to fruition, since at the present
time the long delays caused by the crossing closures act as
a deterrent to traffic trying to rat-run in an east-west
direction.

Highways England’s traffic forecasts take account of all
developments that are considered by the local planning authorities
to be ‘near certain’ or ‘more than likely’ to go ahead. As agreed with
Huntingdonshire District Council in April 2014, the Eastern
Expansion of St Neots, which includes both the Wintringham Park
and Loves Farm developments, have been included in the traffic
forecasts.

One of the concerns we have is regarding traffic emanating
from south of the Offords, from St Neots and surrounding
areas, wishing to head eastwards, to Cambridge and
beyond. Their closest eastbound route, the A428 is only a
single lane between St Neots and Caxton Gibbet and is
already gridlocked at rush hour. This will only get worse
when the proposed housing developments at Love’s Farm
East and Wintringham Park are completed. Heading north
up the A1 to get the new A14 doesn’t work – there is no
planned eastbound route from the A1 to the A14. The
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Table 11.1 in Appendix B of this document summarises the forecast
daily traffic flows on the B1043 through Offord Cluny and Offord
D’Arcy in the ‘Do-Minimum’ (i.e. without the scheme) and ‘DoSomething’ (i.e with the scheme) scenarios in 2020 (the opening
year) and 2035 (the design year). These forecasts are based on
version 3a of the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Road Model
(CHARM3a) and represent conditions on a typical day (i.e. when
there is not an incident on the A14 or other strategic routes). Both
scenarios include traffic associated with Eastern Expansion of St
Neots.
These traffic forecasts indicate that there is forecast to be a small
increase in traffic on the B1043 through both Offord Cluny and
Offord D’Arcy in 2020 as a result of the scheme. In 2035, the
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Question 1.12. 2 How is it thought that the scheme would increase traffic through Offord Cluny, Offord Darcy and on the B104 to the south of
the existing A14?
obvious choice is to take the B1043 northbound through the
Offords and join up with the new single carriageway road,
joining the eastbound A14 at Fen Drayton. So it would not
be unreasonable to anticipate greatly increased northbound
traffic levels through the village. And indeed if the A428 is
blocked, as it frequently is, then we would expect a high
proportion of eastbound traffic coming from the A421 and
M1 to be redirected by their SatNavs on this route to the
A14 via the Offords.”

scheme is forecast to increase the volume of daily traffic on the
B1043 through Offord Cluny and Offord D’Arcy by around 14-18%.
The majority of this additional traffic using this route is forecast to be
local traffic travelling between St Neots and
Huntingdon/Godmanchester. B roads form important links between
A roads and small centres of population and as such the B1043 is
an appropriate standard of road for these local movements. The
route is also forecast to carry some traffic from St Neots that is
heading east on the A14 towards Cambridge, however the absolute
number of vehicles forecast to use this route is relatively small.
There is also forecast to be some transfer of traffic from Mill Road,
between Buckden and The Offords, to the B1043 as journey times in
the with scheme scenario and broadly similar between the two
routes, while in the 'without scheme' scenario the route via Mill Road
is forecast to be quicker.
The proposed A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass would have more
capacity than the current A14 and would be designed to a higher
standard in terms of junctions, lay-bys and accesses. The proposed
dual three-lane cross section would also be less susceptible to a full
carriageway blockage. The number of incidents is therefore
expected to be reduced and the consequence of each incident
should be less severe. In the unlikely event of a full carriageway
closure, the proposed scheme includes emergency slip roads at the
Brampton Interchange and new A1198 junctions, which would
enable traffic to be taken off the A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass.
All diversion routes proposed for the new A14 would use existing
nominated diversion routes, so there would be no nomination of
additional existing routes. No changes are necessary because all
the existing diversion routes can still be used as diversion routes for
new A14. The major strategic diversion routes would be via the
A1/A428 or the A1198/A428, depending on the location of the
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Question 1.12. 2 How is it thought that the scheme would increase traffic through Offord Cluny, Offord Darcy and on the B104 to the south of
the existing A14?
carriageway closure. The proposed scheme includes gantry
mounted variable message signing, which would allow motorists to
be advised of incidents well in advance and ensure that effective
diversion routes can be implemented.
Only traffic on the A1 to the south would be expected to use the
B1043 through The Offords as an alternative route. The majority of
traffic on the A1 south travelling east towards Cambridge currently
uses the A428 and this route is forecast to remain the most likely
choice even in the event of an incident on the A14. This is
particularly true in the with scheme scenario where the
improvements to the A14 are forecast to reduce traffic flows on the
A1198/A428 which would free up capacity on these routes for
diverted traffic.
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Table 10-2: Transportation and traffic, question 1.12.3

Question 1.12.3 How is it thought that the scheme would increase traffic through Hilton in relation to the proposed access to or from the
proposed A14?
Interested Party Written Representation
Hilton Parish
Council

Highways England Comments

“Traffic from the North of Hilton, from St Ives, Hemingford
Grey and all traffic bypassing St Ives from the East,
intending to travel to the west on the A14 is likely to take
the shorter route via Hilton and Graveley way which is
1mile shorter than the HE preferred route, (and back
again). The HE preferred route for this traffic is to take the
de-trunked A14 North West to Godmanchester and then
down the A1198 to the Woodgreen junction. With our local
knowledge we just cannot see that happening.”
[Traffic]: Page 10, Section 6.3-6.4
“6.3 In any event, a simple sense check tells us that the
traffic modelling quite clearly produces the wrong answer
for Hilton.
6.4 As an example, if we consider traffic from the north of
Hilton intending to travel west then it is likely to take the
shorter route via Hilton and Graveley Way which is 1 mile
shorter than the HE preferred route utilising the de-trunked
old A14”.

Highways England considers that the route via the de-trunked A14 and
A1198 will be the preferred route between Galley Hill junction and the
Godmanchester junction on the proposed Huntingdon Southern Bypass.
Though it would be longer in terms of distance for light vehicles, it would
be shorter in terms of journey time. The alternative route through Hilton
already has a speed limit of 30 mph within Hilton and traffic calming on
Graveley Way. For heavy vehicles, this route would be significantly
shorter in terms of both time and distance. Hence, Highways England
does not consider that the proposals will result in an increase in traffic in
Hilton.
Traffic from the north of Hilton intending to travel to the west currently
joins the A14 at Junction 26 (Galley Hill). A traffic count undertaken at
this point in February 2014 showed that there were nearly 2100 vehicles
making such a move over a 12-hour period. This included nearly 300
heavy commercial vehicles. Some of these trips would have local
destinations in Huntingdon or Godmanchester and would not need to
reach the new A14. However, many of the trips would wish to join the
new A14 at Godmanchester. There are a number of routes which could
be used between the junction at Galley Hill and the proposed junction at
Godmanchester. Due to restrictions which apply to heavy vehicles, the
routes differ by vehicle type.
For heavy vehicles, there is an existing access only restriction on
Graveley Way. Hence, the route choice is.
- Route 1: via the de-trunked A14 to Junction 25 and the A1198 to the
proposed Godmanchester Junction;
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Question 1.12.3 How is it thought that the scheme would increase traffic through Hilton in relation to the proposed access to or from the
proposed A14?
-

Route 2: via the B1040 Potton Road through Hilton to the A1198 and
then the A1198 to the proposed Godmanchester Junction Route 2 is
significantly longer in terms of both distance and journey times.
Hence, the assignment model indicates that all heavy vehicles would
use route 1 via the existing A14 which will be de-trunked and relieved
of a significant volume of traffic and congestion. Hence, the scheme
would not result in an increase in heavy vehicles through Hilton. The
whole of the A1198 is subject to an access only restriction during the.
overnight period.

Light vehicles are permitted to use Graveley Way. However, the part
within Hilton is traffic calmed with road humps and a width restriction. All
of the roads through Hilton are subject to a 30 mph speed limit. The
choice of routes for light vehicles is:
Route 1: via the de-trunked A14 to Junction 25 and the A1198 to the
proposed Godmanchester Junction;
Route 2: via the B1040 Potton Road to Hilton, then Graveley Way to the
A1198 and then the A1198 to the proposed Godmanchester Junction.
In this case, Route 2 using Graveley Way would be shorter in terms of
distance. However, partly as a result of the speed limit and the traffic
calming on Graveley Way, Route 1 using the existing A14 would be
quicker. The assignment uses a generalised cost which is a combination
of time and distance. This shows that the preferred route is still via the
de-trunked A14 and the A1198.
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Table 10-3: Transportation and traffic, question 1.12.16

Question 1.12.16 To what level of detail has the proposal for an alternative route, reached? Please provide evidence of appropriate detail.

Interested Party

Written Representations

Highways England Comments

Brampton A14
Campaign Group

“Additionally, we have not found any evidence of
assessment of the impact of our proposed M11/A14-A428A421-M1 alternative route on HE A14 scheme traffic
forecasts. We question whether this has been done. This
route is central to the BCG alternative scheme and was also
announced on 1 Dec 2014 as a newly-funded road project in
the Chancellor’s Autumn Statement as part of the proposed
‘Cambridge-Oxford Expressway’ (Annex D). Whatever it is
called, the A428-A421 element of this fast freight route from
South and East Coast ports to the M1 near Milton Keynes is
an alternative Huntingdon Southern Bypass as per the BCG
alternative scheme.”

The A428 dualling, as announced in the 2014 Autumn Statement,
has been assessed by means of a sensitivity test around the
‘core’ A14 traffic forecasts. Overall, the impact of the inclusion of
the A428 scheme on the results of the A14 assessment is small.
The inclusion of the scheme does result in some small re-routeing
of traffic. Some of this change in traffic is away from the A14,
although the changes are less than 2% in two-way Annual
Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes. The A428 scheme is
complementary to the proposed A14 improvements and serves
the needs of different road users.
The Government’s 2014 Autumn Statement announced that
funding, subject to assessment of value for money, would be
provided for dualling the A428 between the A1 Black Cat
roundabout in the west and the A1198/Caxton Gibbet in the east.
This would be a part of Highways England’s longer-term
aspiration to provide a Cambridge-Oxford Expressway. Highways
England considers that the A428 scheme sits alongside the
proposed A14 improvements as it serves the needs of different
road users. The A14 and A428 schemes do not rely on each
other for the justification of each separate scheme, neither does
one remove the need for the other.
The A428 dualling scheme was not included in the ‘core’ forecast
assumptions which were agreed in March / April 2014, prior to the
2014 Autumn Statement announcement in December. A
sensitivity test has since been undertaken to determine the impact
of the scheme on the A14 forecasts. For the purposes of the
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Question 1.12.16 To what level of detail has the proposal for an alternative route, reached? Please provide evidence of appropriate detail.

sensitivity test, alignments and road standards were derived from
Highways England’s Strategic Outline Business Case (SOBC).
The scheme involves a fully off-line dual carriageway on a new
alignment between Caxton Gibbet and Black Cat roundabout,
both of which would be grade separated. There will be additional
junctions with the existing A428 along the route at B1428
Cambridge Road / A428 roundabout (grade separated) and at
B1040 St Ives Road (slip roads off the new mainline). The testing
assumed that the slip roads and over-bridges would be single
lane roads; the lack of any detailed design work meant that such
assumptions were needed.
The scheme was included in both the ‘Do Minimum’ and ‘Do
Something’ assessments for the sensitivity tests; the scheme is
expected to have a 5-10 year construction period, following a
lead-in time of 69-75 months (as noted in the SOBC). As such, it
has been included in the sensitivity test from 2031 onwards; the
Opening Year 2020 models remained the same as the standard
assessment.
Journey times on the A428 are expected to reduce significantly
with the scheme in place, both via the existing and new
alignments. This results in a reduction in congestion on the
existing alignment. Other assessed journey time routes within the
model show only very small reductions in journey times as a result
of slight reductions in traffic volumes due to small transfer of trips
to the A428. Table 11.2 in the Appendix shows a comparison of
travel times between the A1 and Caxton Gibbet roundabout as a
result of the A428 scheme.

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 94 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Question 1.12.16 To what level of detail has the proposal for an alternative route, reached? Please provide evidence of appropriate detail.

The modelling shows little change in total travel times (PCUHours) or distance (PCU-Kilometres) as a result of the A428
scheme being included in either the ‘Do Minimum’ (i.e. without
A14 scheme) or the ‘Do Something’ (i.e. with A14 scheme)
scenarios. This suggests on small localised re-routeing of traffic.
Table 11.3 in the Appendix sets out the percentage change in
these statistics. The slight increase in total travel distance is most
likely a result of the new A428 alignment being longer than the
existing alignment.
The impact of the inclusion of the A428 scheme in the
infrastructure assumptions on the proposed A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon improvement scheme is small. There is some small
re-routeing of traffic away from the A14. Annual Average Daily
Traffic (AADT) volumes for the 2035 ‘Do Something+’ forecasts
with the A428 scheme included have been calculated. Table 11.4
in the Appendix presents the difference in AADTs resulting from
the inclusion of the A428 Caxton Gibbet to ‘Black Cat’ scheme in
the highway network assumptions. These data are presented for
key sections of the A14. Overall, these show only very small
reduction in the forecast traffic volumes for the A14.
A small reduction in the economic benefits is expected with the
inclusion of the A428 scheme in both the ‘Do Minimum’ and ‘Do
Something’ scenarios. An assessment of benefits has been
undertaken that considers only the direct outputs from the model
(using the Department for Transport’s TUBA software) for the AM
peak, Inter peak and PM peak time periods. The out-turn Benefit
Cost Ratio (BCR) for this is shown to reduce from 1.232 from the
‘core’ forecasts to 1.131 with the A428. This is expected, as the
A428 scheme provides some relief to other routes in the ‘Do
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Minimum’, although a number of other issues in the network
persist, which can only be solved by the A14 scheme. Based on
this assessment and the results from the traffic model, it is not
expected that other non-TUBA benefits will change significantly.
Overall, the impact of the inclusion of the A428 scheme on the
results of the A14 assessment is small. The inclusion of the
scheme does result in some small re-routeing of traffic. Some of
this change in traffic is away from the A14, although the changes
are less than 2% in AADT.

Table 10-4: Transportation and traffic, question 1.12.19

Question 1.12.19 Please provide in tabular format and by reference to relevant plans, the proposed measures which seek to address the needs of
non-motorised users including equestrians, cyclists and pedestrians as part of the proposed scheme. Please identify clearly which measures are
aimed at reducing community severance, correcting historic problems; enabling cyclists to use junctions easily and safely and improving
accessibility for disabled people.
Interested Party
Written Representations
Highways England Comments
Girton Parish Council

“This also is of great interest to Girton
residents.”

Please refer to Highways England’s response to Written Question Number
Q1.12.19, which provides a table indicating the proposed measures which seek to
address the needs of Non-Motorised Users. This is contained at pages 79 to 98 of
the Response to the First Written Questions (Report 12: Transportation and traffic
(document reference HE/A14/EX/39).

Girton Parish Council

“Additionally there does not seem to be any
consideration of the effect of the scheme on
traffic movements through Girton Village. We
would like to see the results of such a study.”

The table below indicates the forecast traffic flows (based on the CHARM 3a traffic
model explained in the Traffic Modelling Update Report (document reference
number HE/A14/EX/44) on Oakington Road to the north of Girton and Cambridge
Road to the south of Girton in 2035. The without-scheme scenario is represented
by 2035 DM (Do Minimum) and the with-scheme scenario is represented by 2035
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Question 1.12.19 Please provide in tabular format and by reference to relevant plans, the proposed measures which seek to address the needs of
non-motorised users including equestrians, cyclists and pedestrians as part of the proposed scheme. Please identify clearly which measures are
aimed at reducing community severance, correcting historic problems; enabling cyclists to use junctions easily and safely and improving
accessibility for disabled people.
DS+ (Do Something). A reduction in number of vehicles on Oakington Road and a
small increase on Cambridge Road in the DS scenario compared with DM is
forecast.
In the DM scenario, traffic travelling to Girton from from Madingley, Barton and
Comberton would use Oakington Road, Dry Drayton Road and Cambridge Road to
access Girton from the north. In the DS, most of this traffic would switch on to The
Avenue, LAR and A1307 to access Girton from the south.
CHARM 3a forecast traffic flows at Girton
Route
2035 DM
Oakington Road (north of Girton)
8,900
Cambridge Road (south of Girton)
11,100

Girton Parish Council)

2035 DS+
6,900
11,700

Difference
-2,000
+600

It is noted that the reduction in traffic entering Girton from the north is greater that
the increase in traffic entering Girton from the south. This is caused by traffic which
would use the route through Girton to access Cambridge without the scheme,
switching on to the LAR and A1307 with the scheme.
“Furthermore it is not apparent to us that a
The A14 currently suffers from high levels of traffic congestion during peak periods.
detailed justification has been provided for the Traffic flows are forecast to increase significantly in future years due to local
proposed local road over alternative solutions. development and national growth. This problem is exacerbated due to local traffic
Specifically has sufficient consideration been
accessing properties directly off the A14 and mixing with high levels of strategic
given to alternatives such as camera controlled traffic. There is also currently a significant safety risk associated with the speed
variable speed limits throughout the Bar Hill to differential between local traffic entering or leaving the A14 at low speed and
M11/Milton A14 junction? This alternative
strategic traffic travelling at high speed.
would allow safer use of the road by local
traffic. We are not convinced that the local
The A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme aims to address this by
road solution with its spaghetti junction
widening the A14 to provide additional capacity for strategic traffic whilst also
arrangement near Girton Corner provides a
providing an alternative, safer and more direct route for local traffic.
safe means of merging traffic from several
Variable mandatory speed limits (VMSL) are not currently used on non-motorway
roads. For example entering Cambridge along roads (such as the A14, which is an ‘all-purpose’ dual carriageway) for a number of
the Huntingdon road will require merging with reasons as follows.
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Question 1.12.19 Please provide in tabular format and by reference to relevant plans, the proposed measures which seek to address the needs of
non-motorised users including equestrians, cyclists and pedestrians as part of the proposed scheme. Please identify clearly which measures are
aimed at reducing community severance, correcting historic problems; enabling cyclists to use junctions easily and safely and improving
accessibility for disabled people.
higher speed traffic coming off the A14
VMSL is effective at regulating traffic flows over long lengths of motorway, where
presenting a potentially hazardous situation. It junctions are spaced over long distances. Due to the short distances between the
is likely that the new proposals will result in the main junctions (Girton, Milton, Histon, Bar Hill and Swavesey) and the significant
need for reduced speed limits anyway, so the volume of weaving traffic along this section, the effectiveness of VMSL would be
argument that such limits result in unjustifiable greatly reduced.
economic losses does not hold water. Variable
speed limits have been introduced safely in a
A 50mph speed limit is proposed on the westbound A14 link at Girton Interchange
number of motorways in the UK to improve
to ensure that vehicles can negotiate the junction at a safe speed. This would
traffic flow and safety and are a proven
impact on the effectiveness of a VMSL system.
solution to congestion. This argument was put
to the Highways agency as long ago as June
It should be noted however, that if Highways England proposes to implement VMSL
2010 but did not receive a well-reasoned
on the non-motorway strategic roads network, the proposed signals will have the
response.”
capability to display mandatory speed limits and are therefore ‘future proofed’.
In response to the comment regarding traffic leaving the A14 southbound towards
Huntingdon Road, this traffic would have to slow down to negotiate the proposed
roundabout to the east of the interchange and thereby give way to traffic on the
Local Access Road approaching from the right. The improvements at Girton
Interchange would remove a number of conflicting manoeuvres and would therefore
improve safety for road users.
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11 Water Issues
11.1 Comments on responses to written questions
Table 11-1: Water issues, question 1.13.2

Question 1.13.2 Has the historic flooding in Girton, particularly from Washpit and Beck Brooks, been taken into account in the design of the
scheme through the suggested floodplain compensation in the Environmental Statement and how? If not, why not?
Interested Party Written Representations
Environment
Agency

Girton Parish
Council

Highways England Comments

“Within Appendix 17.1 of the Applicant’s FRA, section 18 and 19
discuss the watercourses relevant to Girton and the how the
flood levels have been used. The provision of appropriate
floodplain compensation must ensure there is no increase in
flood risk to Girton. However, there are some issues with some of
the proposed floodplain compensation areas, which we are
seeking to address with the applicant which are set out in our
Written Representations (1.15 – 1.21).”

The floodplain compensation area to the south of the A14.is located
on the Beck Brook which flows through Girton is partially located with
the extent of the published Flood Zone 3.The design of this area is
based on detailed flood levels provided by the Environment Agency
(please refer to Section 18.1.4 of the flood Risk Assessment,
Environmental Statement Appendix 17.1).

An explanation of the design of floodplain compensation areas is
provided in Highways England’s response to the Examining
Authorities question 1.13.12 (document reference: HE/A14/EX/40).
“Historic data presented is not up to date and takes no account of In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
flooding of Girton since 2001.”
and the National Policy Statement of National Networks (NPS) the
scheme includes mitigation for its impact upon flood risk. The NPPF
and NPS do not require the scheme to mitigate pre-existing flooding
issues. These measures provide mitigation for the impact of the
proposed scheme and will ensure that it would not worsen or
contribute to existing flooding issues. However they do not provide
direct mitigation for the pre-existing flooding issues in Girton. It is not
necessary to mitigate those separate issues in order to make the
application acceptable in planning terms (please refer to section
5.103 of the NPS).
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Question 1.13.2 Has the historic flooding in Girton, particularly from Washpit and Beck Brooks, been taken into account in the design of the
scheme through the suggested floodplain compensation in the Environmental Statement and how? If not, why not?
The Flood Risk Assessment (Environmental Statement Appendix
17.2, document reference 6.3) documents flood risk in Girton up to
2001. Subsequently additional information was found on flood risk
post 2001 that was included in Highways England’s response to the
ExA’s written question 1.13.2 (document reference, HE/A14/EX/40).
Girton has a history of flooding from both watercourses. Flooding
has occurred in 1978, 2001 and 2012 and reached property
thresholds in 2012 and 2014. The Environmental Statement includes
a summary of information available at the time and subsequently
additional information has been identified. It is understood through
liaison with the Environment Agency that the causes of flooding in
Girton are believed to be:
-

-

Under-capacity of Oakington Road Bridge (approximately 460
metres downstream of the confluence of the two brooks) due to
service crossings causing flood water to back up;
Backing up of sewers and drains from the Beck Brook along
Fairway at its confluence with the Washpit Brook;
Water spilling over Dodford Lane into Fairway; and
High water levels in the Brooks may also cause backing-up of
surface water sewers potentially exacerbating flooding.

A scheme without appropriate mitigation could result in a deleterious
impact upon flood risk on these two watercourses as a result of the
loss of existing floodplain due to the widening of the A14 road
embankment footprint. Downstream flood risk could also be
increased if flows through the existing culverts under the A14 were
increased. The scheme includes mitigation measures to ensure
these impacts do not occur.

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 100 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Question 1.13.2 Has the historic flooding in Girton, particularly from Washpit and Beck Brooks, been taken into account in the design of the
scheme through the suggested floodplain compensation in the Environmental Statement and how? If not, why not?
Where the scheme crosses the Beck Brook it is proposed to widen
the existing road embankment. It is not proposed to increase the
footprint of the embankment on the Washpit Brook however a new
bridleway would be constructed across the floodplain. In order to
ensure that the scheme would not contribute to or exacerbate
flooding in Girton the following mitigation measures are proposed:
-

-

-
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The provision of floodplain compensation areas on both
watercourses to store displaced floodwaters (including an
allowance for climate change) as a result of embankment
widening and the bridleway;
The extension of the existing culvert on the Beck Brook with at
least the same dimensions as existing so as not to change flows
downstream; and
Runoff from the new highway areas would be attenuated and
discharged to the two watercourses at greenfield runoff rates to
ensure there would be no increase of peak flows compared with
existing.
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Table 11-2: Water issues, question 1.13.10

Question 1.13.10 What, in the context of the Flood Risk Assessment, is the strategy for the identification, use of and catchment areas for
individual drainage balancing ponds?
Interested Party

Written Representations

Highways England Comments

Environment
Agency

During early discussions with the consultant we [the EA]
stated that the runoff must be segmented such that the
runoff from each section of the road must drain to the
natural receiving watercourse. The aim of this is to retain
surface water discharges within their existing catchments
and receiving watercourses.

Attenuation pond locations have been determined by the vertical
alignment (VA) of the proposed highway and available outfall locations
to watercourse. Wherever possible the natural catchment has been
retained and runoff will continue to drain to the same watercourse.

Table 11-3: Water issues, question 1.13.13

Question 1.13.13 How would highway attenuation ponds discharge during a flood event that inundated Flood Zone 3? (Document 6.3 Appendix
17.01 Para 5.3.1)
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Girton Parish
Council

“Girton residents would like to see these ponds
designed so that the flood risk downstream is reduced
rather than maintained at the current level or even
increased.”

Highway attenuation ponds would be located, wherever possible, outside of
Flood Zone 3 areas. However, this has not been possible in a number of
instances due to the flat topography and wide floodplain prevalent along the
route, together with the design principle of keeping vertical alignment of the road
as low as possible. Any attenuation ponds located in Flood Zone 3 would be
bunded to ensure no flood water entered the pond. It would have a primary
gravity outfall that would operate in the majority of storm situations as water level
in the receiving watercourse would be sufficiently low to allow a gravity discharge
from the pond.
Dependent on detailed design and after the making of the development consent,
confirmation of exact inlet and outlet levels, if necessary, the pond would have a
secondary pumped outfall that would operate if the pond were to be flood locked
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Question 1.13.13 How would highway attenuation ponds discharge during a flood event that inundated Flood Zone 3? (Document 6.3 Appendix
17.01 Para 5.3.1)
due to inundation of the flood plain to ensure that flow attenuation would
continue to be operational during a combination of extreme weather conditions.
The NPPF and NPS do not require the scheme to mitigate pre-existing flooding
issues. Mitigation is included for the impact of the proposed scheme and will
ensure that it would not worsen or contribute to existing flooding issues. However
they do not provide direct mitigation for any pre-existing flooding issues. It is not
necessary to mitigate those separate issues in order to make the application
acceptable in planning terms (please refer to Section 5.103 of the NPS).
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Appendix A – Land Allocations
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Figure 1 – Land allocations
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Figure 2 – Land allocations
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Appendix B – Traffic Forecast Data
Table 0-1 - Forecast traffic flows on the B1043 through The Offords in 2020 and 2035 with and without the Scheme (CHARM3a)

2020

2035

Without
Scheme

With
Scheme

%
Change

Without
Scheme

With
Scheme

% Change

B1043 Offord Cluny

8,400

8,900

+6%

9,400

11,100

+18%

B1043 Offord D’Arcy

2,700

2,900

+7%

3,600

4,100

+14%

Table 0-2 – Comparison of modelled Journey Times between A1 and Caxton Gibbet, 2035 Do Minimum

Time Period

Without A428
Scheme

With A428 Scheme
Existing
Alignment

New Alignment

Eastbound
AM

27:30

17:00

11:00

IP

17:30

16:00

10:30

PM

23:00

17:00

10:30

AM

19:30

14:00

10:30

IP

16:30

13:30

10:00

PM

25:30

15:00

10:30

Westbound

HE/A14/EX/56

Page 107 of 108

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to written questions

Table 0-3 – Change in total travel times and distances (2035)

Do Minimum
Time Period

Do Something

PCU-Hours

PCUKilometres

PCU-Hours

PCUKilometres

AM

-1.15%

0.12%

-1.14%

-0.01%

IP

-0.35%

0.12%

-0.33%

0.11%

PM

-1.16%

0.17%

-1.06%

0.13%

Table 0-4 – Change in two-way AADT volumes on the A14 as a result of A428 dualling between the A1 and Caxton Gibbet (2035)

AADT Difference

Location

Absolute

Percentage

-1,400

-1.7%

-1,400

-2.0%

A14 Swavesey to Bar Hill

-2,000

-1.9%

A14 Bar Hill to Girton Interchange

-1,600

-1.3%

300

0.3%

600

0.6%

A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass
(Brampton to A1198)
A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass
(A1198 to Swavesey)

A14 Cambridge Northern Bypass
(Girton Interchange to Histon)
A14 Cambridge Northern Bypass
(Histon to Milton)
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