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1 Introduction
1.1 Purpose of this report
A total of 9 written representations were submitted to the Examining
Authority at deadline 2 (15 June 2015) by Parish Councils, as listed
below.
•

Buckden Parish Council

•

Elsworth Parish Council

•

Fen Drayton Parish Council

•

Fenstanton Parish Council

•

Girton Parish Council

•

Hilton Parish Council

•

Madingley Parish Council

•

Parish Council of Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy

•

Terry Hayward
The report provides Highways England’s response to the principal
issues raised, thereby providing a reference document to all
interested parties and the Examining Authority.
The report focuses on substantive issues raised in written
representations and does not comment on introductory or contextual
information.

1.2 Structure of this document
The written representations raised a wide range of specific and
detailed issues. This report is structured by Interested Party, in order
to provide a response to specific issues raised. The report therefore
includes a chapter for each Interested Party as listed in 1.1.1 above.
Within each chapter the report provides an overview of the Interested
Party and the issues raised by the written representation. The
overview also notes any points made in support of the scheme. The
written representations raised a wide range of detailed issues, and
these are structured within each chapter by principal issue in line with
the principal issues identified in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter. These
sections set out the issues raised with quotes and summaries and the
Highways England response to these issues.
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1.3 Ongoing engagement
Highways England continue to engage with Parish Councils, including
through the preparation of statements of common ground, Parish
Update Forums and ongoing meetings. Many of the issues set out in
this report, will also be addressed as part of this ongoing
engagement.
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2 Buckden Parish Council
2.1 Overview
Buckden Parish Council submitted a written representation (dated 12
June 2015) identifying issues concerning air quality, economic and
social effects, landscape and visual effects, noise and vibration, traffic
and transportation, borrow pits, the consultation process and design
and engineering standards.
The representation raises principal issues as detailed below. Quotes
and summaries taken from Buckden Parish Council’s written
representation are highlighted in bold, followed by a response from
Highways England.
In addition to issues raised, Buckden Parish Council also made the
following point in support of the application:
•

Highways England notes that Buckden Parish Council broadly
supports the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme
(Page 1, Paragraph 2).

2.2 Air quality and emissions
Key issue

Page 1 – Two questions responded to are both AQ related
“Buckden Parish Council, as an interested party, has NOT been
consulted with regard to the results of the air quality assessment.
That Buckden Parish Council was NOT consulted over the scope and
methodology which gave rise to those results is of greater concern”.
(Paragraph 4-5, page 1)
Whole response covers AQ.
Highways England response
Buckden Parish Council raise concerns that they were not consulted
over the scope and methodology and the results of the air quality
assessment. They note that with regards to the scope and
methodology “the primary concern rests with the choice of monitoring
sites being specifically related only to the HA/HE preferred route, with
minor reservations relating to the period[s] of monitoring being
sufficient to take longer-term factors like the variation in wind
speeds/direction into account.”
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The Environmental Scoping report was published for consultation on
the National Infrastructure Planning website on 21 March 2014. No
comments were received from Buckden Parish Council in relation to
the air quality chapter of the environmental scoping report. In terms of
the specific concern regarding monitoring sites, these were located in
areas either where the highest pollutant concentrations were
expected or to provide information on background pollutant
concentrations. The monitoring was carried out for six months to
complement other monitoring data available carried out by the local
authorities and provides adequate details for the assessment.
Following submission of the Development Consent Order application,
Parish forum updates have been introduced to which Buckden Parish
Council has been invited.
Key issue

“The Council continues to be concerned that there are no projected
figures to indicate the comparative pollution and traffic congestion
levels that would be the result of the removal of the viaduct and adding
more junctions, roundabouts and traffic lights to the current congested
road network in Huntingdon” (Paragraph 6, page 1).
Highways England response
The Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1) chapter 8 air
quality provides details of the comparative pollution concentrations
with and without the scheme in place. This includes the impact of the
removal of the viaduct and any new road layouts in the Buckden area.
A summary of the impacts in the Buckden area is provided in section
8.2.27 of the air quality chapter.
Key issue

That adequate mitigation measures are in place to minimise the
environmental impact of construction sites/camps in terms of noise,
particulates and light pollution as well as associated vehicle
movements. (Paragraph numbered 3, Page 2).
Highways England response
The Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) includes a range of
measures designed to reduce dust emissions during construction to a
negligible level. These mitigation measures (such as watering of
surfaces and enclosure of dusty operations) have been shown to be
highly effective. The Institute of Air Quality Management guidance on
the assessment of dust from demolition and construction (Institute of
Air Quality Management, 2014) notes that with the application of
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these measures, significant impacts can be avoided and this would be
expected in this case.
Key issue

“That all necessary measures should be taken to minimise any negative
impact of the scheme on the environment in and around Buckden,
particularly relating to noise, light, particulate and air pollution. This
should include a requirement for the Highways Agency to include in the
DCO an element of costings for amelioration measures for problems
identified within the period of 18 months following the completion of the
scheme”. (Paragraph numbered 4, page 2).
Highways England response
Highways England assessment does not conclude that any significant
adverse air quality effects are expected in Buckden during operation.
As discussed in Paragraph 2.2.5 of this response, particulate
emissions during construction are expected to be effectively
controlled by the measures detailed in the CoCP.
Key issue

"That all temporary changes such as utilisation of land and public rights
of way for diverted agricultural traffic and construction traffic are in
operation for the minimum time necessary and are fully restored to their
original condition by the end of this phase." (Paragraph numbered 2,
page 2).
Highways England response
The concerns expressed by Buckden Parish Council in relation to
temporary land utilisation are dealt with by the draft Development
Consent Order (DCO) at Article 30.
Under Article 30 (3) Highways England may not, without the
agreement of the owners of the land:
remain in possession of any land under this article—
(a) in the case of any land specified in paragraph (1)(a)(i), after
the end of the period of one year beginning with the date of
completion of the part of the authorised development specified in
relation to that land in column (4) of Schedule 7, or
Under Article 30 (4), Highways England, before giving up possession
of land of which temporary possession has been taken:
Must remove all temporary works and restore the land to the
reasonable satisfaction of the owners of the land; but the
undertaker is not required to—
HE/A14/EX/50
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(a) replace a building removed under this article;
(b) restore the land on which any permanent works have been
constructed under paragraph (1)(d);
c) remove any ground strengthening works which have been
placed on the land to facilitate construction of the authorised
development; or
(d) remove any measures installed over or around statutory
undertakers’ apparatus to protect that apparatus from the
authorised development.
Temporary changes to the utilisation of land will therefore be for the
minimum time necessary and the land will be fully restored to a
suitable condition.
Highways England also confirms that any temporary diversions to
rights of way during construction will be for the minimum time
necessary. Schedule 4 of the draft DCO sets out where rights of way
are to be replaced, extinguished or diverted permanently by the
Scheme.
Where a right of way is only to be temporarily diverted by the Scheme
(i.e. during the construction period only and therefore not being
specified within Schedule 4), Highways England confirms that rights
of way will be restored to their previous condition once the temporary
diversion is no longer required.
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2.3 Design and Engineering Standards
Key issue

The Buckden Parish Council has the following concerns during the
construction phases:
“that adequate steps are taken to stringently limit the impact of potential
traffic flow disruption and traffic congestion through and around
Buckden village including on the section of the A1 that lies within the
parish”. (Paragraph numbered 1, page 1).
Highways England response
The impact of traffic flow disruption and congestion due to
construction related traffic for the Huntingdon Southern Bypass (HSB)
would be limited as the main contractors would consult with the local
highway authority – Cambridgeshire County Council regarding access
routes that may be used to access the construction sites, and
implement any particular timing restrictions on the use of the roads in
accordance with the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (see
section 15.1 of document reference 6.3 Appendix 20.2). Access
routes for construction would be limited as far as reasonably
practicable, to the trunk road network. Access along local roads would
be restricted but may be necessary and access along residential
roads would be generally prohibited.
The A1 would be used for delivery of construction equipment and
materials to the site. However, the A1 through Buckden would not be
used for haulage of borrow pit materials as this would be moved on
internal temporary roads within the construction site.
Further details of the construction phase can be found in the
Construction Information (Environmental Statement Appendices,
document reference 6.3).
With the A14 Huntingdon Southern Bypass in place, the traffic on the
A1 at Buckden would experience a minor increase compared with the
scenario without the scheme. The Traffic Modelling Update Report
(HE/A14/EX/44) Table 2.7 shows the two way Annual Average Daily
Traffic for the A1 near Buckden in 2035 increasing from 52,000 to
53,300, a 3% increase. Therefore the impact on traffic in the Buckden
area would be very limited.
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2.4 Economic and Social Effects
Key issue

“We request that as part of the DCO examination the Planning
Inspectors consider a full comparative analysis of the initial capital
costs and also of the revenue costs that haulage firms and other road
users will have to meet arising from the additional mileages/travel time
inherent in the DCO scheme as proposed”. (Paragraph 3, page 1)
Highways England response
The economic case for the scheme is set out in document 7.1 Case
for the Scheme. Table 5.1 (Page 44), shows the detail of the
economic assessment. This explains, specifically, the Business User
benefits alongside the Commuting and Other User Benefits.
•

In paragraph 5.3.8 this is summarised as a forecast of benefits for
Business Users of £434.8 million for journey time reliability
compared to the current “do nothing” option.

•

Similarly there are forecast benefits for Commuting and Other
Consumer Users of £426.5 million for overall journey time reliability
compared to the current “do nothing” option.
It is acknowledged that journeys using the A14 will have a greater
distance to travel (from 20.8 miles under the current scheme to 23
miles under the new scheme between Milton junction (A14 junction
33) and junction 14 on the A1(M) at Alconbury) using the proposed
Huntingdon Southern Bypass rather than the current A14, however
the greater distance is more than off-set by the quicker journey time,
particularly at peak periods, and the greater certainty of journey time
reliability that the improved scheme gives.

Key issue

“Buckden Parish Council continues to be concerned about aspects of
the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Improvement Scheme as currently set
out in the DCO documentation. Whilst the Council broadly supports the
principal objectives of the scheme, it still believes that these objectives
could be fully achieved at a significantly lower cost to the public purse if
the option of retaining the Huntingdon viaduct and building the new A14
Huntingdon bypass between Ellington and Swavesey as a Dual 2 lane
[D2] carriageway is accepted”. (Paragraph 2, page 1)
Highways England response
The current scheme emerged as a result of the Department for
Transport (DfT) study carried out in 2011 and 2012 which put forward
HE/A14/EX/50
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six options which were presented through a public consultation in
September and October 2013, together with a seventh option which
comprised a combination of options 3 and 5. Option 5 retained the
existing A14 as a trunk road through Huntingdon together with
retention of the viaduct, although in combination with a dual two lane
southern bypass.
The retention of the existing A14 as a trunk road, together with a two
lane bypass, was not progressed as this did not support the following
objectives of the scheme.
•

Combat congestion: whilst the new bypass would provide a reliable
route between Swavesey and Ellington which would be
uninterrupted by junctions, it is expected that a significant proportion
of people would continue to use the existing A14 and that this would
increase over time as the level of traffic on the road network
increases, with an expected need to widen the viaduct in order to
cope with demand. As a consequence, congestion would remain an
issue, notably at Spittals Junction and Bar Hill.

•

Connect people: retention of the viaduct would prevent connection
of the A14 with the link roads within Huntingdon. Access would
remain as existing; from Spittals Interchange to the West and the
Godmanchester Junction to the East. A proportion of heavy goods
vehicles would continue to use the existing route. It is expected that
the level of traffic would be such that environmental benefits, such
as reduced CO2 and NO2 emissions would not be realised and that
speed restrictions may be required in future years to avoid
excedences.

•

Create a positive legacy: in addition to high levels of pollution
resulting from the volume of traffic, the viaduct causes severance
within Huntingdon which conflicts with the town’s growth objectives
as articulated by Huntingdonshire District Council in its West Area
Action Plan.
In addition, it is the view of Highways England that the age and
condition of the viaduct would not support its widening, if retained as a
strategic route, consequently there would be a need for demolition
and rebuilding, estimated to be required within ten years. Widening of
the A14 would also require land take within an urban area, with
consequential impact on properties. These future costs would
outweigh any saving in construction costs if option 5 were to be
progressed over option 7.
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2.5 Landscape and Visual Effects
Key issue

Buckden Parish Council raises concerns over potential light pollution
affecting the village, both during construction and operation, specifically
as described on page 2, items 3 and 4:
“that adequate mitigation measures are in place to minimise the
environmental impact of construction sites/camps in terms of noise,
particulates and light pollution as well as associated vehicle
movements… that all necessary measures should be taken to minimise
any negative impact of the scheme on the environment in and around
Buckden, particularly relating to noise, light, particulate and air
pollution”. (Paragraph numbered 3 and 4, page 2).
Highways England response
The landscape and visual effects of artificial lighting and traffic are
considered as part of the landscape and visual impact assessment
reported in Chapter 10 of the ES (Landscape and visual effects) and
Appendices 10.2 - 10. (Document reference 6.1). The visual impact
assessment assesses all elements of the view - lighting, signs,
gantries and traffic day and night, but does not separate day and night
time effects. In general terms if traffic is visible during the day,
headlights are likely to be visible at night and both would have an
effect – in most instances the day time assessment would be the
worst case, due to sensitivity of receptors and the fact that visibility is
greater during the day.
New road lighting installed for the operating scheme would be to
modern standards (reference BS 5489, BS EN 13201, CIE 115) and
performance, ensuring light is constrained to the areas requiring
illumination and spill light is kept to a minimum. The equipment and
design methodology would take into account the nature of the area.
Details of the specific type and character of the lighting would be
developed during detailed design after the development consent order
(if the application is granted) is made, subject to further consultation
with Cambridgeshire County Council, Huntingdonshire District Council
and Natural England as appropriate.
Light pollution would be minimised by using mounting heights which
are appropriate to the road classification. Typically for the mainline
lighting 10, 12 and 15m columns would be utilised. It is not considered
necessary to utilise high mast lighting (typically columns of 18m or
more).
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Good quality modern road lighting units are proposed to ensure
compliance with British and European standards relating to upward
light pollution. This includes compliance with glare ratings which
ensure that wasted light emitted above 90° (the horizontal) is kept to a
minimum, reducing sky glow. An LED light source would be specified
where appropriate to reduce energy and maintenance costs. In
addition, it is anticipated that road lighting on Highways England
routes would be subject to a regime of dimming during low trafficked
hours of the night, reducing the impact during operation.
Construction activities will be in accordance with the Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) (document reference 20.2, section 5.4.
During construction, where task lighting for night working is
necessary, consideration will be given to the use where appropriate of
‘silent’ low energy LED Tower Lights so that the energy source for the
light does not create noise nuisance. LED Tower Lights require
refuelling less frequently, creating less disturbance. Lights will be
fitted with shielding so that light is directed downward and not unduly
spread or directed upward. Lighting will be at the minimum luminosity
necessary and use low energy consumption fittings. Where
appropriate, lighting to site boundaries will be provided and
illumination will be sufficient to provide a safe route for the passing
public. In particular, precautions will be taken to avoid shadows cast
by the site hoarding on surrounding footpaths, roads and amenity
areas. Where appropriate, lighting will be activated by motion sensors
to prevent unnecessary usage.
Lights will be positioned wherever practicable to avoid light overspill
and encroachment onto adjacent properties. Similarly, particular
attention will be given in rural areas to avoid overspill of light onto bat
foraging areas or other ecologically sensitive areas.
At existing junctions which are to be improved and street lighting is to
be replaced, lighting of a standard equal to that currently installed or
other suitable standard will be erected on temporary columns in the
temporary condition until new lighting systems are installed and
commissioned. Power to the temporary street lighting would be fed
by a cable supply wherever possible to eliminate noise nuisance from
generators. Temporary traffic management layouts requiring lighting
for safety would be given similar consideration.
Longer term, the planting proposals would establish belts of screening
vegetation that would, over time, provide screening of views of the
scheme and would generally reduce the significance of visual effects
in the long term, including light spill from traffic headlights.
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2.6 Noise and Vibration
Key issue

Page 2, bullet points 3 and 4
The Council’s concerns during the construction phase include
“3. that adequate mitigation measures are in place to minimise the
environmental impact of construction sites/camps in terms of noise,
particulates and light pollution as well as associated vehicle
movements”
The Council has further concerns that relate to the legacy of the
scheme. These include:
4. that all necessary measures should be taken to minimise any negative
impact of the scheme on the environment in and around Buckden,
particularly relating to noise, light, particulate and air pollution. This
should include a requirement for the Highways Agency to include in the
DCO an element of costings for amelioration measures for problems
identified within the period of 18 months following the completion of the
scheme”. (Paragraph numbered 3 and 4, page 2).
Highways England response
With regard to comment 3 above, the assessment of noise and
vibration effects during construction is described in Chapter 14, of the
Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference 6.1). The
assessment has also considered indirect noise and vibration effects
arising from construction traffic using the existing road network. The
ES does not identify any significant effects due to construction
activities in Buckden village. As part of the construction management,
works would be undertaken following the principles and processes set
out in the Code for Construction Practice (CoCP) (Appendix 20.2 of
the ES Appendices, document reference 6.3).. Section 13 of the
CoCP sets out the range of Best Practicable Means (BPM) measures
that would be adopted to minimise noise and vibration, including:
•

noise and vibration control at source - for example the selection of
quiet and low vibration equipment;

•

review of construction programme and methodology to consider
quieter methods (including non-vibratory compaction plant, where
required);

•

location of equipment on site, control of working hours;

•

the provision of acoustic enclosures;
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•

use of less intrusive alarms, such as broadband vehicle reversing
warnings;

•

screening - for example local screening of equipment, perimeter
hoarding or the use of temporary stockpiles.
Further information on site specific controls, community engagement
and how mitigation measures would be secured is presented in
Highways England’s response to the ExA's written question 1.10.3
and 1.10.7, provided in Report 10 Noise and Vibration.
In response to comment 4 above, the assessment of operational
noise and vibration effects are reported in Volume 6.1, Chapter 14 of
the ES. Buckden village is around 900m from the proposed bypass.
The forecast long term noise increase at Buckden is a maximum 2.5
dB increase (this is the increase between 2020 without the scheme
and 2035 with the scheme). Homes located in the centre of the
village, eg on Lark End will experience even smaller noise increases.
Paragraph 3.37 of DMRB HD213/11 explains that “In the long term
(typically 15 years after project opening), a 3 dB LA10,18h change is
considered perceptible.” A 2.5 dB increase is therefore imperceptible
in the long term and hence the Volume 6.1, Chapter 14 of the
Environmental Statement (ES) identified no significant effects or any
adverse impacts at Buckden.
Therefore, no further noise mitigation was proposed for this location
beyond those measures already integrated into the design of the
scheme, i.e. careful design of the highway alignment and cuttings,
and the use of low noise road surfacing.
It is worth noting that barriers or landscaped bunds will not provide
any benefit over distances in the order 600 metres. The Government's
Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN) methodology states that the
calculated level of noise should only allow for either the reduction
provided by a noise barrier or the reduction for the absorption
provided by soft ground cover between the road and the receiver. The
reduction provided by soft ground increases with increasing distance
from the road. The calculated net benefit of a noise barrier therefore
decreases with increasing distance from the road being considered
(also refer to the Highways England response to Written Question
Q1.10.12 for further information, which explains the design approach
to noise barriers).
Highways England has incorporated requirements into the draft
Development Consent Order (DCO) securing details of the noise
mitigation for the scheme, reflecting the measures set out in the
environmental statement. (For more information on the DCO
provisions see Highways England’s response to the Examining
Authority’s Written Question Q1.10.8).
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With regard to maintenance of the scheme and its noise mitigation for
“the period of 18 months following the completion of the scheme”,
Appendix 14.1 of the ES (document reference 6.3) confirms:
•

“4.2.2 The Highways Agency would manage and maintain the trunk
roads which form part of the scheme in accordance with the
obligations set out in the Highways Act 1980. Such management
and maintenance would include the on-going implementation and
maintenance of mitigation measures provided in accordance with
this policy”.

•

“4.2.3 Where mitigation measures provided in accordance with this
policy form part of roads which become the responsibility of local
roads authorities, as set out in DCO, the local roads authority would
be responsible for managing and maintaining these parts of the
scheme in accordance with their responsibilities set out in part 1 of
the Highways Act 1980.”

•

“4.2.4 The Highways Agency would be responsible for rectifying
any defects found to be present in roads which are part of the
scheme which become the responsibility of the local roads authority
for a period of five years following the scheme being opened to
traffic. Should any defects be found during this period, including any
defects in mitigation measures provided in accordance with this
policy, these would be rectified by the Highways Agency”.
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2.7 Traffic and Transportation
Key issue

“The Council continues to be concerned that there are no projected
figures to indicate the comparative pollution and traffic congestion
levels that would be the result of the removal of the viaduct and adding
more junctions, roundabouts and traffic lights to the current congested
road network in Huntingdon.” (Paragraph 6, page 1).
Highways England response
The Transport Assessment (document 7.2) provides traffic projections
for a both ‘Do Something’ (with scheme) scenario and ‘Do Minimum'
(without scheme) scenario. Consequently, this allows the impact of
viaduct removal and Huntingdon improvements to be assessed.
For example, Figure 7.1 provides traffic projections, both with and
without the scheme which therefore includes projections for with and
without the viaduct. Table 7.1 demonstrates that the A14 through
Huntingdon (i.e. across the viaduct) is forecast to see traffic levels of
90,500 vehicles per day in 2035, if the scheme is not constructed.
Forecasts with the scheme however show a reduced figure of 28,400.
This represents a significant reduction in traffic if the scheme goes
ahead.
Details of updated traffic projections based on version 3a of the
Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Road Model (CHARM3a) are provided
in the Traffic Modelling Update Report (document reference
HE/A14/EX/44) submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 15 June
2015.
The Traffic Modelling Update Report includes further detail over and
above that reported in the Transport Assessment, relating to the
impact of the scheme on Huntingdon, notably the impact on radial
routes into and out of Huntingdon. The report provides traffic
projections for both the ‘Do Something’ (with scheme) scenario and
the ‘Do Minimum' (without scheme) scenario, allowing the impact of
viaduct removal and Huntingdon improvements to be assessed.
Table 2.20 summarises forecast flows on the radial routes around
Huntingdon in 2014, 2020 and 2035 without the scheme.
Table 2.23 summarises forecast flows on a selection of roads in
Huntingdon town centre in 2014, 2020 and 2035 without the scheme.
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Operational assessments, which provide an indication of congestion
at junctions were also included in the Transport Assessment for both
‘Do Something’ (with scheme) scenario and ‘Do Minimum' (without
scheme) scenarios. Operational assessments were provided for the
following junctions:
•

Hinchingbrooke Park Road / Views Common junction;

•

Brampton Road / Underpass junction;

•

Brampton Road / Hinchingbrooke Park Road junction;

•

Brampton Road / Edison Bell Way junction; and

•

Ermine Street / Edison Bell Way junction.
Revised assessments using traffic projections based on version 3a of
the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Road Model (CHARM3a) are
provided in the Traffic Modelling Update Report.

Key issue

The Council’s concerns during the construction phase include:
“1. that adequate steps are taken to stringently limit the impact of
potential traffic flow disruption and traffic congestion through and
around Buckden village including on the section of the A1 that lies
within the parish.” (Paragraph numbered 1, page 1)
Highways England response
A traffic management working group (TMWG) will be formed for the
scheme at the construction phase which will be chaired by the
employer’s representative and includes representatives from the
employer, main contractors, local roads authorities and the
emergency services. The main contractors will consult with the
TMWG regarding traffic management and other traffic related
measures (including NMU issues) to be implemented in accordance
with the Code of Construction Practise (Appendix 20.2 of the
Environmental Statement Appendices, document reference 6.3).
Consultation with local roads authorities would be undertaken
regarding access routes that may be used by the main contractors to
access the construction sites, including consultation regarding any
particular timing restrictions on the use of roads. Signing will be
provided by the contractor, including seeking any approvals or
consents necessary.
Access routes for construction traffic will be limited, as far as
reasonably practicable, to the trunk road network and main roads on
the local road network. Access along other local roads will be
restricted but may be necessary, for example, to enable transport or
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delivery of locally sourced materials. Access along residential roads
will generally be prohibited. In instances where access along lower
class local roads and roads within residential areas is required, the
contractor will keep this to a reasonably practical minimum.
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2.8 Borrow Pits
Key issue

“5. that all borrow/steal pits used for the extraction of gravel, clay and
sands for use as construction materials should be backfilled and the
land restored to its original use as soon as the construction phase is
complete”. (Paragraph numbered 5, page 2).
Highways England response
Further information on the overarching plans for borrow pits
restoration is provided in Highway England’s response to the ExA's
written question 1.6.31 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions,
Report 14: Other Matters (document reference EX-33)).
There will be a net change in ground level, as a result of excavation of
minerals from the borrow pit sites in order to facilitate construction.
Restoration of the majority of the borrow pit areas to their original use
will therefore not be practicable. The exceptions to this are borrow
pits 5 and 6 where large areas will be restored to agricultural use.
There are no proposals to backfill the voids at the other borrow pit
sites to raise the levels to be suitable for agricultural use.
Key issue

“The Council would particularly draw the Inspectorate’s attention to
point 5 above. Failure to address this could have far reaching effects on
any future proposals/plans to upgrade the A1 from the M25 to
Peterborough, particularly for the provision of a bypass around the
villages of Buckden and Southoe”. (Paragraph 7, page 2).
Highways England response
The locations of the borrow pit sites are designed within the scheme
boundary and are not related to other potential future road schemes.
There are no definitive proposals currently being considered for a
bypass around the villages of Buckden and Southoe.
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2.9 Consultation
Key issue

“That opportunities to provide tangible and lasting benefits for
communities located adjacent to the scheme are given full and
sympathetic consideration and support”. (Paragraph numbered 6, page
2)
Highways England response
The original Environmental Statement Chapter 16 explains the
aspirations for the scheme in relation to delivering increased
economic growth by enabling major residential and commercial
developments to proceed; connecting people by freeing up local
capacity for all road users; and creating a positive legacy for local
communities and businesses.
In urban areas and villages the scheme would bring both beneficial as
well as adverse effects as a result of land take, re-routing and
provision of new access routes, though overall effects are not likely to
be significant. The local economy of the region would benefit as the
scheme would be expected to result in the creation of approximately
800 to 1,600 additional jobs in the region during construction. The
scheme will improve connectivity for local communities whilst
removing much of the strategic traffic from local roads.
Consideration has been given to the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF)
(Department for Communities and Local Government, 2012) which
sets out objectives relevant to community and private assets:
•

building a strong and competitive economy (Chapter 1);

•

supporting a prosperous rural economy (Chapter 3);

•

promoting healthy communities (Chapter 8);

•

protecting green belt land (Chapter 9); and

•

conserving and enhancing the natural environment (Chapter 11).
In addition, Local Planning Authority plans have been consulted and
discussions are ongoing to ensure the most practical method of
application of regulations is followed and that, where practical, local
needs and requirements are included in the process.
Highways England is very aware of the local issues that relate to this
scheme and is endeavouring, through Statements of Common
Ground and community engagement events to ensure that the wishes
of the local communities are heard and, where possible, integrated
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into the detailed design phase of the scheme after the development
consent order (if the application is granted) is made. Numerous
Parish Councils – including Buckden - are party to Statements of
Common Ground and there are active ongoing discussions relating to
these matters.
In order to deliver the legacy objective of the scheme, Highways
England will continue to work with local stakeholders to identify and
maximise opportunities created by the scheme. Volume 7 of the DCO
contains the Case for the Scheme (document reference 7.1) which
sets out the approach to legacy through to the end of the construction
phase (section 7). The section outlines a framework for delivering
legacy, setting out the key priorities which have been identified in
partnership with stakeholders. Highways England is committed to
working with the membership of the Strategic Stakeholder Board to
establish joint delivery plans to deliver lasting benefits.
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3 Elsworth Parish Council
3.1 Overview
Elsworth Parish Council submitted a written representation (dated 12
June 2015) identifying the parish council’s concerns.
The representation raises principal issues as detailed below. Quotes
and summaries taken from Elsworth Parish Council’s written
representation are highlighted in bold, followed by a response from
Highways England.

3.2 Design and Engineering Standards
Key issue

Section 4 of Elsworth Parish Council’s representation refers to traffic
issues. The Council state their concerns that the scheme has been
designed as a stand-alone strategic road without sufficient
consideration to the local context or impact on the local communities.
Specific concerns relating to the Girton Interchange are extracted below:
“The Girton Interchange. The failure to provide an all ways junction at
the Girton Interchange will have significantly detrimental effects on
traffic roads in the surrounding area which are already severely
congested. In particular:
•

eastbound traffic on the A428 cannot join the A14 Westbound;

•

nor can it turn South onto the M11

•

such traffic thus leaves the A428 at the Madingley Mulch
roundabout to use the A1303 (Madingley Hill) to reach the M11.”
(Paragraph 4.3-4.3.3, Page 2)

Highways England response
Highways England’s response to the Examining Authority’s first
written questions, question 1.5.10, provides an explanation of the
rationale behind the proposals at Girton Interchange. See pages 26
to 29 of the Response to the First Written Questions (Report 5:
Design and Engineering Standards (document reference
HE/A14/EX/32). This provides a detailed explanation of the reasons
for not providing a link between the A428 eastbound and A14
westbound or M11 southbound.
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Key issue

Paras 4.2.2 and 4.4
Section 4 of Elsworth Parish Council’s representation refers to traffic
issues. The Council state their concerns that the scheme has been
designed as a stand-alone strategic road without sufficient
consideration to the local context or impact on the local communities.
Specific concerns relating to the Swavesey Junction are extracted
below:
“In contrast to other existing A14 junctions which, under the Scheme,
will either be closed or restricted, the Swavesey Junction appears to be
intended as a major interchange on the new road. The Highways
Agency’s own forecast is of a staggering 252% increase in traffic at this
junction by 2035. This is nearly ten times the increase forecast at any
other junction on the existing A14. 1
The availability of all ways access to the new A14 at this junction,
coupled with the absence of (i) Westbound access from the Girton
Interchange and (ii) Eastbound access from the Godmanchester
Junction means that the Swavesey Junction will become a magnet for
rat-runners seeking to avoid the chronic congestion on the A428 and/or
those living West of Cambridge and East of the A1198 seeking to join
the A14 Westbound.” (Paragraph 4.4.1-4.4.2, Page 3)
Highways England response
The existing Swavesey junction only serves traffic movements on
local roads to and from Boxworth and Swavesey and traffic accessing
the Cambridge services. Consequently, it is one of the most lightly
trafficked junctions on the A14 between Cambridge and Huntingdon,
carrying less than 11,000 vehicles per day. See Table 2.11 in the
Traffic Modelling Update Report (Document Reference HE-A14-EX44).
The improved Swavesey junction would create a major interchange
connecting the existing A14 traffic travelling to and from the
Huntingdon direction, the local access road (LAR) east of the junction,
local roads from Boxworth and Swavesey, the proposed A14
alignment and the rest of the trunk road network. The detrunked A14
alone is forecast to carry in the region of 40,000 vehicles per day,
much of which would pass through the improved Swavesey junction

1 We have asked the Highways Agency for an explanation of the increase but have not yet received an

answer.
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to join the A14 or the Local Access Road. This would explain the
significant increase of traffic that is forecast at this junction.
The scheme would create additional capacity on the A14 that would
not only accommodate future traffic growth but allow traffic that is
currently using alternative routes to revert back onto the A14. This is
also true of the proposed local access road, which would provide
access for local traffic, including that generated by new
developments. Highways England's traffic forecasts indicate that a
number of towns and villages along the A14 route would benefit from
a reduction in through traffic with the scheme. The traffic forecasts
suggest that there would be a significant reduction in traffic flows on
both the A1198 and A428 to the east of the Caxton Gibbet junction as
a result. A number of other local roads would also benefit from a
reduction in traffic flows and it is also expected that the amount of ‘ratrunning’ traffic would be reduced. However, some routes would
experience higher traffic flows as local traffic reroutes back on to the
A14. Further detail on the latest traffic forecasts in relation to local
roads is provided in the Traffic Modelling Update Report (Document
Reference HE\A14\EX\44) submitted at Deadline 2 of the DCO
Examination.
Key issue

Paras 4.2.3 and 4.5
Section 4 of Elsworth Parish Council’s representation refers to traffic
issues. The Council state their concerns that the scheme has been
designed as a standalone strategic road without sufficient consideration
to the local context or impact on the local communities.
Specific concerns relating to the reduction of the A1428 from two lanes
to one at the new Girton Interchange are extracted below:
“The A428 will be reduced from two lanes to one at the new Girton
Interchange. Without doubt, this will lead to serious congestion at peak
times.” (Para 4.5, Page 3)
Highways England response
The carriageway layout at this location is not fully in compliance with
the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges due to existing constraints
at Girton Interchange. However, traffic modelling work undertaken for
the proposed layout indicates that the layout will operate within
capacity, (including morning and evening peak hours) for the whole of
its design life (until 2035). Highways England therefore consider the
proposed layout to be the preferable option as increasing the scheme
cost to provide a fully compliant layout would not provide any
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additional economic benefits. A detailed explanation of this is
provided below.
The number of lanes required on a highway link and the type of slip
road merge arrangement required is determined using forecast peak
hourly flows (in vehicles per hour [vph]), based on the requirements of
the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (Volume 6: Section 2: TD
22/06 – Layout of Grade Separated Junctions) (DfT) ('TD22/06'). The
updated CHARM 3A model (explained in the Traffic Modelling Update
Report document reference HE/A14/EX/44) opening year (2020) and
design year (2035) forecast traffic flows and required merge types
along this section are summarised in Table 3.1 and Table 3.2,
respectively:
Table 3.1 – CHARM 3a 2020 Traffic Forecasts

Traffic Flows (vph)

Layout required
(Type)

Number of lanes required

AM
Peak

AM
Peak

Inter
Peak

PM
Peak

1

1

1

Section

A428 Eb
(upstream)

AM Peak

Inter
Peak

PM
Peak

1450

700

900
E

M11 Loop
(Connector)

1200

600

Inter
Peak

E

PM
Peak

Upstream

Downstream

E

900

1

1

AM
Peak

Inter
Peak

PM
Peak

2

1

2

1

Table 3.2 – CHARM 3A 2035 Traffic forecasts

Traffic Flows (vph)

Layout required
(Type)

Number of lanes required

AM
Peak

AM
Peak

Inter
Peak

PM
Peak

2

1

1

Section

A428 Eb
(upstream)

AM Peak

Inter
Peak

PM Peak

1650

950

1050
#

M11 Loop
(Connector)

1300

650

Inter
Peak

E

PM
Peak

Upstream

Downstream

E
2

850

1

AM
Peak

Inter
Peak

PM
Peak

2

2

2

1

#: Area of uncertainty dependent on number of downstream lanes.
Table 3.1 indicates that in 2020, traffic flows during the AM and PM
peaks and inter-peak period would require a Type E lane gain
arrangement at the merge from the M11 northbound with one lane on
the slip road, one lane on the mainline upstream of the merge and two
lanes downstream of the merge (refer to Figure 3.1). Table 3.2 also
indicates that a Type E merge would be suitable for 2035 interpeak
and AM peak flows.
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Figure 3.1 – Type E Lane Gain schematic arrangement (extract from TD22/06)

The required merge layout for the 2035 forecast AM Peak hour flows,
however, falls into an area of uncertainty within the design standards.
The standards recommend a type E or F merge layout if a lane gain
layout is adopted, however the traffic figures require 2 lanes on both
the A428 eastbound (upstream and downstream of the merge) and
the M11 loop.
There are a number of issues with providing a layout at this location
that is fully consistent with design standards:
In order that the A14 westbound interchange link can pass over the
eastbound carriageway of the A428 with sufficient headroom, it would
be necessary to realign the eastbound and westbound carriageways
at this location so that they are sufficiently separated. This would
result in the eastbound A428 passing closer to the northern abutment
of the M11 Girton Interchange overbridge and would limit the number
of lanes on the eastbound carriageway to a maximum of two.
Widening of this bridge would result in an unacceptable level of delay
to the M11 during construction and would cost in excess of £10m.
Downstream of the merge, the eastbound A428 carriageway passes
underneath the A1307. The existing bridge only has sufficient width
for two lanes in the eastbound direction. Widening of this bridge
would result in significant disruption to the A1307 during construction
and would also add a significant cost to the scheme.
Provision of 2 lanes on a small radius loop off a motorway is not
recommended as this introduces significant risks for road users.
Therefore, in order to provide a continuation of two lanes on the A428
eastbound it would be necessary to provide a merge arrangement
without a lane gain. A ghost island merge would not be physically
possible due to the existing space and therefore a Type B (parallel)
merge would be required: refer to Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2 – Type B parallel merge schematic arrangement (extract from TD22/06)

Type B merges are suitable in circumstances where flows of merging
traffic are close to the capacity of the slip road and the sum of
mainline flow and merging flow is less than the total capacity of the
road. A lane gain arrangement is typically required where the sum of
mainline flow and merging flow exceeds the total capacity of the
number of lanes on the mainline upstream of the merge.
It should be noted that the thresholds that determine the merge types
in TD22/06 are based on average traffic figures (1600vph per lane for
mainline flows and 120vph per lane for merging flows). The forecast
AM peak flows in 2035 are only marginally over these thresholds.
The actual capacity of a junction would vary slightly dependant on the
geometry. An operational assessment has been carried out (using
SATURN [Simulation and Assignment of Traffic to Urban Road
Networks] assignment modelling) on both the proposed layout (Type
E with 1 lane on the A428 eastbound) and an alternative layout (Type
B with 2 lanes on the A428 eastbound) to determine the extent of any
queuing on the mainline or the link upstream the merge for the 2035
forecast peak hour flows. The results of this exercise are presented in
Table 3.3 and Table 3.4.
Table 3.3 - CHARM 3A, 2035 forecast. Relative performance of A428/M11 merge with type B layout

Time Period
AM Peak
Hour

PM Peak
Hour

Link

Flow
(pcu*)

Capacity
(pcu)

V/C
(%)

Queue
(pcu)

A428 Eb
(upstream)

1750

3900

45%

0

M11 Loop

1400

1200

117%

200

A428 Eb
(upstream)

1100

3900

28%

0

M11 Loop

850

1400

62%

0

* pcu: passenger car unit, rounded to the nearest 50
Table 3.4 - CHARM 3A, 2035 forecast. Relative performance of A428/M11 merge with a type E layout

Time Period
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A428 Eb
(upstream)

1750

1850

94%

0

M11 Loop

1400

2000

71%

0

A428 Eb
(upstream)

1100

1850

59%

0

M11 Loop

850

2000

43%

0

* pcu: passenger car unit, rounded to the nearest 50

Table 3.3 indicates that due to the relatively low capacity of a type B
merge, queuing would occur in the AM peak. It is estimated that there
would be a substantial queue (200pcu x 5.75m/pcu = 1150m) on the
M11 loop in the AM Peak hour, which could block back to the M11
mainline (total length of loop and slip road is approximately 800m).
Table 3.4 indicates that no queuing would occur with the Type E
layout of the proposed scheme. Therefore it is concluded that the
layout proposed is adequate to accommodate forecast traffic flows.

3.3 Economic and Social Effects
Key issue

Section 4 of Elsworth Parish Council’s representation refers to traffic
issues.
Section 5 and 6, as extracted below, summarises the Council’s
conclusions based on the traffic issues and the need for a positive
legacy:
“Conclusions
In our submission, the above features of the new A14 render the Scheme
unsustainable. As proposed, the Scheme will fail to meet its objectives
set out in paragraphs 1.1 to 1.6 above. On the contrary, the Scheme will
have the opposite effect: ‘the A14 avoidance ("rat running"); the
‘congestion and negative social and environmental impacts … , such as
noise and pollution’ in villages such as Elsworth and its neighbouring
parishes including Boxworth, Knapwell and Bourn will be increased,
rather than reduced”. (Paragraph numbered 5.1, page 3).
“A Positive Legacy
For Elsworth, and surrounding villages, the legacy of the Scheme will be
anything but positive. The Highways Agency has failed to recognize the
‘impacts’ of the Scheme ‘that extend beyond the transport and economic
case, as well as the environmental impacts and their mitigation’,
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contrary to its own and the Government’s strategic objectives.”
(Paragraph 5.1, page 4).
Highways England response
Chapter 16 of the Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1)
carries detailed explanations of the impact on communities, in
particular how the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
(Department for Communities and Local Government, 2012)
requirements are addressed.

3.4 Traffic and Transportation
Key issue

Section 4 of Elsworth Parish Council’s representation refers to traffic
issues. The Council state their concerns that the scheme has been
designed as a stand alone strategic road without sufficient
consideration to the local context or impact on the local communities.
Specific concerns relating to the Girton Interchange are extracted below:
“The Girton Interchange. The failure to provide an all ways junction at
the Girton Interchange will have significantly detrimental effects on
traffic roads in the surrounding area which are already severely
congested. In particular:
•

eastbound traffic on the A428 cannot join the A14 Westbound;

•

nor can it turn South onto the M11

•

such traffic thus leaves the A428 at the Madingley Mulch
roundabout to use the A1303 (Madingley Hill) to reach the M11.

motorists try to avoid the blockage by ‘rat running’ through Madingley
village (if travelling into Cambridge) or by ‘rat running’ via Long Road to
Comberton and then the B1046 to Barton (if travelling to the biomedical
campus or the business parks South of Cambridge).” (Paragraph 4.3 4.3.4, page 2)
Highways England response
The scheme includes improvements to the Girton interchange to
improve the traffic flow for all existing movements. This includes
provision of an additional lane on the A14 West to the A14 East and
an additional lane on the A14 East to the A14 West slip roads. It also
includes changes to the merge and diverge arrangements where the
M11, A14 and A428 join. In addition, the A14 would be widened from
HE/A14/EX/50
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three to four lanes in each direction between Bar Hill and Girton. The
design would accommodate future traffic forecasts and improve
safety.
The proposed Girton Interchange improvements accommodate all of
the currently available traffic movements between the M11 motorway,
the A14 and A428 trunk roads, and the A1307 Huntingdon Road. The
movement of traffic between the A428 west and A14 north is not
provided for in the current road layout. However, the design of the
Girton interchange does not preclude the possibility of future
improvements to accommodate these movements. Provision for these
additional movements has been considered during the development
of the scheme. Further details can be found in Highways England’s
response to Question 1.5.9 in the Response to the First Written
Questions Report 5: Design and Engineering Standards (submitted at
Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination).
Provision of a direct link between the A428 eastbound and M11
southbound would involve crossing a number of carriageways
requiring several new structures. The daily volume of 2-way traffic that
is forecast to travel between the A428 and M11 south in the 2035 with
scheme scenario (modelled traffic flows using the A1303 for this
movement) equates to 3,300 vehicles per day. This level of demand
would not justify the provision of an additional link as it would require
a number of costly structures (dependent on the layout option
selected), and there is an existing more direct route available between
the A428 and the M11 via the A1303 Madingley Road and M11
Junction 13. The current scheme does not preclude capacity
upgrades to this route.
Provision of links to accommodate additional traffic movements at
Girton Interchange as part of the scheme would result in a significant
increase in scheme footprint, with subsequent increase in scheme
costs (lowering the scheme Benefit to Cost Ratio as suitable
alternative routes are available for these movements) alongside
associated environmental impacts. Therefore this was not
recommended for further development. Whilst no formal appraisal of
the costs for such an interchange has been undertaken, it can be
estimated that the cost of providing such an interchange that includes
numerous new bridges would be in the hundreds of millions of
pounds.
Formal consultation in relation to the Girton Interchange has been
held at key stages of the development process together with ongoing
consultations with interested parties. The current scheme is a result of
this process to date. Highways England continues to review the
operation of the trunk road network through its route strategy studies
and will target future improvements where need is greatest. For
details of the design changes made to address comments received
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during the Pre-Application Consultation refer to Chapter 15 of the
Consultation Report (document reference 5.1).
The Traffic Modelling Update Report (submitted at Deadline 2 of the
DCO Examination) indicates that around Cambridge there is limited
change in traffic flows. The traffic forecasts presented in Table 2.10
indicate that daily traffic flows on the A1303 Madingley Road (east of
the M11) in 2035 are forecast to reduce from 21,000 vehicles per day
without the scheme to 20,000 vehicles per day with the scheme (a
reduction of 5%). Daily traffic flows on the A428 to the west of Church
Lane are forecast to reduce from 47,600 vehicles per day without the
scheme to 45,700 vehicles per day with the scheme (a reduction of
4%).
Forecast traffic flows in the vicinity of Madingley are summarised in
Highways England’s response to Question 1.12.4 in the Response to
the First Written Questions Report 12: Transportation and Traffic
(submitted at Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination). Table 12.4
indicates that there is forecast to be limited change in traffic using the
High Street through Madingley as a result of the scheme. Daily traffic
flows are forecast to increase by around 300 vehicles per day as a
result of the scheme in 2035 (+8%). This increase is due to the
improved connectivity at the junction of The Avenue with the Local
Access Road, rather than due to congestion on the A428 / A1303.
Daily traffic flows on Long Road are forecast to increase from 2,200
vehicles per day without the scheme to 2,300 vehicles per day with
the scheme in 2035 (an increase of 5%). Changes of this magnitude
are not considered to be indicative of a material change in traffic flows
as a result of the scheme.
Key issue

Section 4 of Elsworth Parish Council’s representation refers to traffic
issues. The Council state their concerns that the scheme has been
designed as a stand alone strategic road without sufficient
consideration to the local context or impact on the local communities.
Specific concerns relating to the Swavesey Junction are extracted
below:
“The availability of all ways access to the new A14 at this junction,
coupled with the absence of (i) Westbound access from the Girton
Interchange and (ii) Eastbound access from the Godmanchester
Junction means that the Swavesey Junction will become a magnet for
rat-runners seeking to avoid the chronic congestion on the A428 and/or
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those living West of Cambridge and East of the A1198 seeking to join
the A14 Westbound.” (Paragraph 4.4.2, page 3).
Highways England response
Table 7.3 in the Transport Assessment (Document Reference 7.2)
indicates that daily traffic flows on the A428 are forecast to be
reduced by 13% as a result of the scheme. This reduction arises from
local traffic diverting back on to the A14 due to the additional capacity
created by the scheme.
Since the Transport Assessment was published, further work has
been undertaken to refine the traffic model, culminating in the
development of version 3a of the model (CHARM3a). The updated
traffic forecasts are reported in the Traffic Modelling Update Report
(submitted at Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination). Table 2.7
indicates that daily traffic flows on the A428 are forecast to be
reduced by 8% as a result of the scheme.
As a result, traffic flows on the roads through Knapwell are forecast to
reduce by 600 vehicles per day due to more of the traffic from the
Cambourne and Bourn Airfield developments routeing via the A428
and A1198 rather than using local roads. Traffic flows on Elsworth
Road through Conington towards Fenstanton (Junction 27) are
forecast to increase by 200 vehicles per day as a result of the
Scheme, however traffic flows on the High Street through Boxworth
towards the Swavesey junction (Junction 28) are forecast to be
reduced by 200 vehicles per day. Traffic flows on Smith Street
through Elsworth are forecast to reduce by 300 vehicles per day.
Changes of this magnitude are not considered to be indicative of a
material change in traffic flows on these roads as a result of the
scheme, but indicate that there will be no increase in 'rat-running' as
suggested.
Key issue

Section 4 of Elsworth Parish Council’s representation refers to traffic
issues. The Council state their concerns that the scheme has been
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designed as a stand alone strategic road without sufficient
consideration to the local context or impact on the local communities.
Specific concerns relating to the reduction of the A1428 from two lanes
to one at the new Girton Interchange are extracted below:
“The A428 will be reduced from two lanes to one at the new Girton
Interchange. Without doubt, this will lead to serious congestion at peak
Times.” (Paragraph 4.5, Page 3).
Highways England response
The carriageway layout at this location is not fully in compliance with
the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges due to existing constraints
at Girton Interchange. However, traffic modelling work undertaken for
the proposed layout indicates that the layout will operate within
capacity, (including morning and evening peak hours) for the whole of
its design life (until 2035). Highways England therefore consider the
proposed layout to be the preferable option as increasing the scheme
cost to provide a fully compliant layout would not provide any
additional economic benefits. A detailed explanation of this is
provided in the response to paragraph 4.2.3 above.
Key issue

Page 3, Para 5.1
Section 4 of Elsworth Parish Council’s representation refers to traffic
issues. Section 5, as extracted below, summarises the Council’s
conclusions based on these traffic issues:
“Conclusions
In our submission, the above features of the new A14 render the Scheme
unsustainable. As proposed, the Scheme will fail to meet its objectives
set out in paragraphs 1.1 to 1.6 above. On the contrary, the Scheme will
have the opposite effect: ‘the A14 avoidance ("rat running"); the
‘congestion and negative social and environmental impacts … , such as
noise and pollution’ in villages such as Elsworth and its neighbouring
parishes including Boxworth, Knapwell and Bourn will be increased,
rather than reduced.” (Paragraph 5.1, Page 3)
Highways England response
The scheme has been devised and designed so that it would deliver
the objectives set out in the ‘Case for the Scheme’ document
(Document Reference 7.1).
The objectives of the scheme are to:
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•

Combat congestion: making the route between Huntingdon and
Cambridge more reliable and providing capacity for future traffic
growth;

•

Unlock growth: enabling major residential and commercial
developments to proceed, leading to increased economic growth,
regionally and nationally;

•

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

•

Improve safety: designing the proposed scheme to modern highway
standards, introducing better lane control, and providing adequate
capacity for predicted traffic levels; and

•

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

Combat Congestion
Paragraph 3.2.6 of the Case for the Scheme states:
“The scheme seeks to address a long-standing congestion problem
on an important link in the strategic road network; it would make
journeys easier and less stressful and, following de-trunking, would
remove unwanted traffic from sections of the A14 around Huntingdon
that were never designed to cope with such high levels.”
In the context of the local road network around Elsworth, traffic flows
through the village on Smith Street are forecast to be reduced by 300
vehicles per day in 2035 as a result of the scheme, while traffic flows
on the roads through Knapwell are forecast to reduce by 600 vehicles
per day. Traffic flows on Elsworth Road through Conington towards
Fenstanton (Junction 27) are forecast to increase by 200 vehicles per
day as a result of the scheme, however traffic flows on the High Street
through Boxworth towards the Swavesey junction (Junction 28) are
forecast to be reduced by 200 vehicles per day.
Unlock Growth
Paragraph 3.3.2 in the Case for the Scheme states:
“Increased capacity of the A14 trunk road over this section would help
unlock growth in Cambridgeshire as a whole and prepare the subregion for the predicted national increase in road traffic. Through
shorter and more reliable journey times, the scheme would assist in
making the Cambridgeshire sub-region a place where Britain’s best
and most forward-looking businesses will want to locate to.”
A number of major developments are planned in the vicinity of
Elsworth, including expansion of Cambourne and development of
Bourn Airfield. Highways England’s traffic forecasts indicate that the
HE/A14/EX/50
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scheme would create capacity on the A428 and A1198, which would
allow more of the traffic associated with these developments to use
the strategic road network rather than other less suitable local roads,
such are the routes through Knapwell, Conington and Boxworth.
Connect People
Paragraph 3.4.3 in the Case for the Scheme states:
“Rural parts of Cambridgeshire would benefit from the scheme too.
The provision of a high-quality strategic route and an alternative route
between Huntingdon and Cambridge would reduce much of the A14
avoidance currently experienced in villages in the Cambridge to
Huntingdon corridor such as Willingham and Boxworth, which causes
congestion as well as negative social and environmental impacts on
those villages, such as noise and pollution.”
These benefits are evident from the forecast reduction in daily traffic
flows through Elsworth, Knapwell and Boxworth.
Improve Safety
Paragraph 3.5.2 in the Case for the Scheme states:
“The Huntingdon southern bypass would be designed to modern
highway standards, with good forward visibility, well designed, gradeseparated junctions and no direct access to properties from the new
road.”
As a result, the proposed dual three-lane cross section would be less
susceptible to a full carriageway blockage and therefore the number
of incidents is expected to be reduced and the consequence of each
incident should be less severe. This will have benefits to local villages
in terms of a reduction in ‘rat-running’ traffic using local roads to avoid
congestion caused by incidents on the A14.
Paragraph 3.5.4 in the Case for the Scheme states:
“Safety on local side roads would improve as a consequence of lower
traffic volumes, with a consequential reduction in the likelihood of
conflict. This would make those roads safer, not only for motorised
road users but for pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians.”
Again, these benefits are evident from the forecast reduction in daily
traffic flows through Elsworth, Knapwell and Boxworth.
Create a Positive Legacy
Paragraph 3.5.4 in the Case for the Scheme states:
“The legacy ambition for the scheme centres on a recognition by the
Highways Agency that a project on this scale has impacts that extend
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beyond the transport and economic case, as well as the
environmental impacts and their mitigation.”
Consequently, Highways England is continuing to work with local
stakeholders to identify ways in which it could support the delivery of
local objectives and priorities.
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4 Fen Drayton Parish Council
4.1 Overview
Fen Drayton Parish Council submitted a written representation (dated
15 June 2015) identifying issues concerning design and engineering
standards, economic and social effects, noise and vibration and water
issues.
The representation raises principal issues as detailed below. Quotes
and summaries taken from Fen Drayton Parish Council’s written
representation are highlighted in bold, followed by a response from
Highways England.

4.2 Design and Engineering Standards
Key issue

“Fen Drayton has an interest in any compulsory land purchase
arrangements affecting the parish. There is an existing concrete apron
and access to a field adjoining the current A14 which is currently rented
out under a Charitable trust providing much needed income for the
village. A compulsory purchase of part of this land for Pedestrian and
cycle access will prevent access to the field for agricultural use and
diminish the viability of the field. To maintain the income from the Field
new access arrangements need to be put in place and managed as Part
of the road development. See also further information under point 8
below.” (Paragraph 6, page 2).
“Access would need to be retained to the Fen Drayton Town Lands field
from the A14. The Town Lands are owned by a charitable trust whose
trustees are the members from time to time of Fen Drayton Parish
Council. Presently the only direct access to the Town Lands is by a
concrete approach from the A14. Because such access is difficult, the
land is rented to John Johnson, who gains access to farm the land by a
neighbouring field. The proposed A14 improvement will stop up many
field access points along the present A14.
The need to retain access from the A14 as part of the upgrade
development is essential to maintain this income for the Parish.”
(Paragraph 8, page 3).
Highways England response
Due to potential conflict with the proposed non-motorised user route
along the verge of the detrunked A14, the field access from the
detrunked A14 is intended to be stopped up as shown on Rights of
Way Plans Sheet 16 (document reference 2.5).
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If however, in discussion with the relevant land interest holder(s)
during detailed design, after the development consent order (if the
application is granted) is made, it is deemed that the only access to
the adjacent field is from the detrunked A14, then the existing access
will be retained.
Key issue

“The service or secondary road from Swavesey to Cambridge is two
lanes that is likely to be insufficient for the local traffic north of the A14
between Girton and St Ives, particularly given the new village
developments in prospect.
There is the prospect that local traffic from the area of St Ives, and
villages such as Fen Drayton will debouche on to the new A14 at the
earliest point that could lead to congestion on slip roads. In particular
the road from Swavesey to the junction with the A14 Is likely to become
congested as it is a point where all the roads meet. Possibly traffic lights
could the potential solution”. (Paragraph 5, page 2)
Highways England response
The Traffic Modelling Update Report (submitted at Deadline 2 of the
DCO Examination, document reference HE-A14-EX-44) demonstrates
that in the year 2035 the scheme, including the two lane section from
Swavesey to Cambridge, has adequate capacity to accommodate
predicted traffic levels up until the year 2035. Traffic forecasts indicate
that daily traffic flows on the local access road between Swavesey
and Cambridge in the year 2035 would be as follows:
•

Swavesey to Bar Hill – 3,100 vehicles per day (vpd)

•

Bar Hill to Dry Drayton – 14,900 vpd

•

Dry Drayton to Girton – 3,100 vpd
Traffic forecasts include all developments that are considered by the
local planning authorities to be ‘near certain’ or ‘more than likely’ to go
ahead. The forecasts therefore take account of increased traffic
associated with these developments, but do not include any
allowance for mitigation measures that would be delivered in
conjunction with these developments, as these measures are
currently unknown. As such, the traffic forecasts represent a robust
assessment of the likely impacts of development.
The Local Access Road (LAR) is intended to maintain access to the
villages along the A14 between Swavesey and Girton, which would
otherwise be cut off by the closure of a number of existing junctions
(e.g. Boxworth, Lolworth, Dry Drayton, and Oakington). Traffic
travelling from St Ives and Fenstanton towards Cambridge would, for
the most part, be expected to join the de-trunked A14 at Junction 26
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or Junction 27 and then transfer on to the A14 mainline at Swavesey,
as this would be the quickest route. A small proportion of traffic
travelling towards north-west Cambridge via Huntingdon Road may
choose to use the LAR instead, however there is sufficient capacity
on the route to accommodate that limited use in conjunction with the
traffic from local villages.
Swavesey junction has been designed to ensure that the predicted
traffic levels would be accommodated without significant levels of
congestion both in 2020 and 2035. Operational assessments which
support this have been updated based on the latest forecast traffic
flows. The results of these assessments are summarised in in the
Traffic Modelling Update Report (submitted at Deadline 2 of the DCO
Examination).
Key issue

“During the development of the new A14 Fen Drayton would require that
construction traffic are not permitted to pass through the village.
Additionally, if it is discovered that the village is being used as an
access route or “rat-‐run”, means of addressing this should be
provided (such as vehicle restrictions or calming measures) by the
Development Organisation.
One part of village is already under serious stress from heavy goods
traffic. This particular road is Horse and Gate Street where many houses
abut the road that is narrow (2 large vehicles going in opposite
directions cannot pass in some stretches), and has only one restricted
pavement. Any additional vibration would be a cause for considerable
concern.” (Paragraph 7, page 2).
Highways England response
The construction traffic and noise impacts are considered within the
Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), appendix 20.2 of the
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendices (document reference 6.3).
The CoCP is used to inform and guide the appointed contractor.
Compliance with the CoCP is secured by paragraph 3 of Part 1
Schedule 2 to the Draft Development Consent Order (document
reference 3.1).
The construction traffic impacts at Fen Drayton would be mitigated
using the same measures as for those at Madingley, Dry Drayton,
Coton, Brampton and Boxworth. The details of these measures can
be found in the response provided for the first written questions,
Question 1.12.6 (Report 12: Transportation and Traffic –
HE/A14/EX/39) published for deadline 2 of the examination. An
extract of this is set out below:
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“Question 1.12.6:
How would the routes to be taken by construction traffic be regulated,
in particular in relation to Madingley, Dry Drayton, Coton, Brampton
and Boxworth? If no regulations for construction traffic are proposed,
why not?
Highways England response:
The Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), appendix 20.2 of the
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendices (document reference 6.3),
has been created to inform and guide the appointed contractor.
Compliance with the CoCP is secured by paragraph 3 of Part 1 of
Schedule 2 to the draft development consent order.
The need for A14-related construction traffic to use the local road
network throughout the main construction period has been evaluated,
with the aim to minimise construction related disturbance in the local
area. Local routes were assessed for access considerations such as
reduced headroom bridges, weight restrictions, narrow widths and
overall general suitability for construction traffic. The routes were then
planned for the main A14 construction traffic.
The main A14 construction period is scheduled to last three to four
years followed by works in Huntingdon (summer 2016 – end of 2019
with works in Huntingdon Town scheduled from start of 2020 – mid
2021). During this time, due to the scale of the scheme and amount of
construction related movements planned, there would be an impact
on the local and wider community see appendix 3.2 of the ES for
details.
Due to the number of movements required to facilitate construction,
temporary haul routes are proposed which would predominantly run
parallel to the designed scheme (within the overall scheme footprint)
as well as provide access to the main site areas. This would reduce
the pressure on the nearby road network as opposed to solely using
the existing road network.
It was determined that the ‘A road’ network along with proposed haul
routes would sufficiently cater for the majority of construction traffic
needs, thereby limiting the use of local roads to certain construction
related activities which need to take place, such as construction of
local road over bridges. Therefore no local residential route would be
identified as the main construction route for any prolonged
construction related activity during the scheme. Further information on
this topic is included in section 15.7 of appendix 20.2 of the ES.
The main contractors would be required to prepare a traffic
management plan (see section 15.1.5 of appendix 20.2 of the ES)
which would include permitted access routes for construction traffic.
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The main contractors would consult with local roads authorities
(including Cambridgeshire County Council, police) regarding access
routes that may be used by the main contractors to access the
construction sites, including consultation regarding any particular
timing restrictions on the use of roads. Referring to the attached
drawing below, these routes have been discussed in principle with
Cambridgeshire County Council. It identifies permissible routes (in
blue) and non-permissible routes (in red) in relation to existing road
infrastructure; these are in addition to and not to be confused with
aforementioned temporary haul routes, which would be created
alongside the scheme and used only for the duration of the works.
As described in section 15.1.3 of the CoCP, a traffic management
working group (TMWG) would be formed for the scheme at the
construction phase. The TMWG would be chaired by the employer’s
representative and would include representatives from the employer,
main contractors, local roads authorities and the emergency services.
The main contractors would consult with the TMWG regarding traffic
management and other traffic related measures (including nonmotorised user issues) to be implemented in accordance with the
CoCP. The members of the TMWG would agree a resolution
procedure to be followed if there are any disputes regarding the traffic
management and other traffic related measures to be implemented.”
Key issue

“Maintenance of current, and restoration of pre‐existing rights of way.
Historically, Fen Drayton and Conington have enjoyed a close
relationship and the Parishes share the same Incumbent. Formerly the
Cambridge road running south from Fen Drayton was the access byroad to Conington. A roundabout at this point on the A14 would restore
this access. Similarly the footpath which has not been used for many
years could be restored either by under road access or a small bridge.
The intention to allow pedestrians to cross the old A14 after de-trunking
does not appear viable because the volume of traffic will still be
inhibitive”. (Paragraph 3, page 1-2)
Highways England response
Huntingdon Southern Bypass would significantly reduce the amount
of traffic using the detrunked old A14. Consequently the viability of the
existing crossing point would be improved. Any further improvements
to the footpath crossing or amendments to the road junction (New
Barns Lane/Cambridge Road) would be a matter for Cambridge
County Council as the relevant highway authority.
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Key issue
A non-motorised user (NMU) facility is proposed on the north-east
side of the existing A14 from Fenstanton, south-eastwards to Girton
along the existing A14 and proposed Local Access Road. This facility
would link existing bridleways and footpaths on the north-east side of
the A14 corridor, communities along the route, and crossing points of
the new A14 route at various locations including Swavesey, Bar Hill
and other road bridges. There is an existing road bridge across the
A14 (to be de-trunked) at Fenstanton.
The footpath, Conington 2 (which joins the north-west side of the A14
some distance north-west of the junction of New Barns Lane with
A14) would be extinguished and replaced by a new NMU facility
extending from its current junction with New Barns Lane, initially in the
field adjoining the road and then subsequently in the western verge,
crossing the proposed bridge over the new A14 alignment, continuing
until it reaches the existing A14.
Whilst the historic links mentioned are understood, provision of a
bridge to span the existing A14, which is to be de-trunked, would
involve considerable expense, additional land on each side of the
road, and extensive ramps to accommodate cyclists and equestrians.
The existing A14 would have significantly reduced traffic flows after
completion of the scheme, and especially during off-peak periods
(document reference 7.2 – Transport Assessment – Figure 7.6). In
these circumstances, it is considered that the proposed scheme,
which retains an existing at-grade crossing, would provide appropriate
facilities for non-motorised users in this area. The provision of a
roundabout at this location is not necessary from a traffic viewpoint to
link Conington and Fen Drayton, as vehicular access across the
existing A14 would still be possible at Fenstanton, and the route is
convenient, being only approximately 2km longer.
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4.3 Economic and Social Effects
Key issue

Page 2, Bullet 4
“The A14 Viaduct at Huntingdon should be maintained (possibly with a
weight limit) to alleviate the congestion at Godmanchester and
Huntingdon and act as a relief road in emergencies for the new A14. It
will also eliminate any need for a new road across the St Ives Meadows
that has been proposed as an area of outstanding natural beauty.
The volume of traffic envisaged for the old A14 and the lack of
development of routes coming from the Northern part of the County,
together with the paucity of access on to the new A14 this will lead to
congestion. This will be particularly felt in locations such as Swavesey,
Willingham, St Ives and Godmanchester”. (Paragraph 4, page 2).
Highways England response
The reasons for removal of the Huntingdon Viaduct are explained in
the Response to the Examining Authority’s First Written Questions, at
question 1.7.9 on page 28 (document HE/A14/EX/34). This document
was submitted on 15 June 2015 and is publicly available through the
Planning Inspectorate’s website.
Retention of the viaduct with a weight limit, without construction of the
bypass, would sever the strategic route that passes from the East
coast ports to the Midlands and on to the North. This would have a
large negative economic impact, as well as creating congestion on
other roads as HGVs seek alternative routes.
Similarly, retention of the viaduct without the construction of a bypass
would not relieve congestion in Godmanchester and Huntingdon as
this would not address current problems of congestion at junctions
and connectivity with those junctions. The scheme includes the
construction of a local access road which, together with the detrunked A14, provides a means for local travel on less busy roads
without the need to join the strategic network.
Highways England does not provide parallel routes to serve as
alternatives in emergency; this would be both expensive and
environmentally damaging.
Highways England’s traffic forecasts (based on version 3a of the
Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Road Model (CHARM3a)) indicate that
traffic flows in Huntingdon are expected to increase regardless of
whether the scheme goes ahead or not as a result of planned
development and organic growth. Table 2.21 and Table 2.22 in the
Traffic Modelling Update Report (document HE/A14/EX44, submitted
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at Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination) summarise the forecast peak
hour traffic flows on a number of roads around Huntingdon in 2020
and 2035 respectively. From this it can be seen that peak hour flows
on many roads around Huntingdon are not forecast to change
significantly as a result of the scheme. A number of key routes in to
the town, including the Huntingdon Town Bridge to the east and
Brampton Road to the south-west would benefit from reduced traffic
flows as a result of the scheme.
It is an objective of the scheme to separate strategic through traffic
from local traffic. In responding to this objective, junctions on the A14
are limited. This enables traffic to flow more freely and improves
safety as there is less mixing of strategic and local traffic and less
weaving between lanes as people enter and leave the road. This does
not increase congestion as local traffic is able to undertake journeys
without having to join and leave the strategic network.

4.4 Noise and Vibration
Key issue

“The new A14 will be not much further from Fen Drayton as is the
existing A14. It will be at a higher elevation, and there should be
adequate noise reduction measures.
The estimated traffic figures indicate a 50% increase between the two
roads, and with the prevailing wind from the South-West, without some
form of provision for abatement the concomitant increase in noise will
potentially have a serious affect. The roads will not diverge materially
until well past the village. It is noted that there is the start of a cutting
envisaged as the new A14 passes between Conington and Fen Drayton
but it is doubtful if this is deep enough at this point to diminish the noise
without significant screening from trees.” (Paragraph 1, page 1).
Highways England response
Fen Drayton village is around 500m from the existing A14 and around
600m from the proposed bypass. The forecast long term noise
increase at Fen Drayton is at most a 1 dB increase (this is the
increase between 2020 without the scheme and 2035 with the
scheme). Homes located on Mill Road and Middleton Way (between
the existing A14 Huntingdon Road and Fen Drayton) will experience
even smaller noise increases. Paragraph 3.37 of DMRB HD213/11
explains that “In the long term (typically 15 years after project
opening), a 3 dB LA10,18h change is considered perceptible”. A 1 dB
increase is therefore imperceptible in the long term and hence
Chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference
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6.1) identified no significant effects or any adverse impacts at Fen
Drayton.
As a result, no further noise mitigation was proposed for this location
beyond those measures already integrated into the design of the
scheme, i.e. careful design of the highway alignment and cuttings,
and the use of low noise road surfacing.
It is worth noting that barriers or landscaped bunds will not provide
any benefit over distances in the order of 600 metres.
The Government's Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (Department of
Transport and Welsh Office (1988) Calculation of Road Traffic
(CRTN)) methodology states that the calculated level of noise should
only allow for either the reduction provided by a noise barrier or the
reduction for the absorption provided by soft ground cover between
the road and the receiver. The reduction provided by soft ground
increases with increasing distance from the road. The calculated net
benefit of a noise barrier therefore decreases with increasing distance
from the road (also refer to the Highways England response to Written
Question Q1.10.12 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions,
Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document reference EX/37)) for
further information, which explains the design approach to noise
barriers).
The receptors closest to the existing A14 will benefit from moderate
beneficial noise reductions as shown in Sheet 25 of Figure 14.7 of the
Environmental Statement Figures (document reference 6.2), although
these are not so great that they have been identified as a significant
beneficial effect.
With regard to prevailing wind direction, the CRTN procedures
assume favourable noise propagation conditions, consistent with
moderately downwind conditions between the road and the receptor.
This represents a cautious approach because it assumes that the
wind continuously blows from the road being assessed to the
receptors under consideration (re DMRB HD213/11 para A4.56).
Hence the predicted noise levels effectively take account of the
prevailing wind direction.
The use of shrubs or trees to provide acoustic screening is not an
effective noise mitigation measure and so has not been considered as
part of the noise mitigation proposals. This is consistent with the
guidance given in The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges
(DMRB): HD 213/11 Revision 1, which states that:
“The use of shrubs or trees as a noise barrier has been shown to be
effective only if the foliage is at least 10m deep, dense and consistent
for the full height of the vegetation”.
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Given the seasonal nature of leaf cover for trees and the density of
vegetation required, tree planting does not represent a reliable noise
mitigation measure in this case (further information on the acoustic
effectiveness of trees can be found in the Highways England response
to Written Question Q1.10.12 (Response to ExA’s First Written
Questions, Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document reference
EX/37)).

4.5 Water Issues
Key issue

“The village has a new flood defence system based on existing
drainage from the catchment of the Oxholme Brook. Measures should be
in place to ensure any run-off from the A14 does not impact the current
drainage system.
The flood defence system is dependent upon a low volume of water from
the Oxholme catchment during periods of inundation from the Ouse as
this flow is trapped behind the flood barrier and only a limited sump is
available as a buffer for water retention. A14 water should be diverted
into the Covell’s Drain catchment where a balancing pond is provided as
part of the new development”. (Paragraph 2, page 1).
Highways England response
Measures would be included in the scheme to ensure there is no
change to existing levels of flood risk. Runoff from the new A14 road
would drain to attenuation ponds where it would be stored and
released at a controlled rate to the receiving watercourse. The outfall
rate from these attenuation ponds would be limited to greenfield rates
to mimic the response of the natural (undeveloped) catchment. The
ponds have been designed to store the volume that would be
generated from a storm predicted to occur on average once every one
hundred years plus an allowance for climate change. Consequently
there would be no change to existing flows up to and including such
an event in accordance with Highways England design guidance:
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (HND45/09) Volume 11
Section 3 Part 10.
The measures described will ensure there is no change in flow to
either the Oxholme or Covell’s Drain
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Key issue

Page 3 Bullet 9
“Flood Risk
Public drain no.1 (Covells Drain) has a significant catchment to the
South of the A14, running under the road then parallel to Cambridge
Road towards the River Ouse. There is a balancing pond proposed
(indicated on the left of the map) but there a large areas of road
development to the immediate South and West which have a large area
of run-off and it is likely that at times of heavy rain, the volume of
polluted water could be substantial. This is likely to then debouche into
existing public drain. There is an existing problem, which occurs
regularly, of overflow of water onto the road and land (a serious impact
on crops) at the road junction here. This is caused primarily by the drain
executing a dog-leg immediately after it emerges from the culvert under
the A14 before it assumes its normal course northwards. Any excess
run-off will exacerbate this and it is suggested that there is an
opportunity now to straighten the watercourse”. (Paragraph 9, page 3).
Highways England response
Runoff from the new A14 road will drain to combined attenuation and
treatment ponds. These ponds will have two functions, which are:
•

To store excess highway runoff and release it at a controlled rate to
the receiving watercourse; and

•

To provide pollution control measures for contaminants in highway
runoff in the form of vegetated treatment areas and other facilities.
The outfall rate from these attenuation ponds will be limited to
greenfield rates to mimic the response of the natural (undeveloped)
catchment. The ponds have been designed to store the volume that
would be generated from a storm predicted to occur once every one
hundred years plus an allowance for climate change in accordance
with national design guidance published by the Environment Agency.
Consequently there will no change to existing flow rates in Covell’s
Drain up to and including such a storm event.
Highways England have developed a procedure, in collaboration with
the Environment Agency, called the Highways Agency Water Risk
Assessment Tool (HAWRAT) for the purposes of assessing the
ecological impact caused by highway runoff to watercourses. Pollution
control measures will be provided in accordance with the HAWRAT
assessment. The treatment measures will be sufficient to ensure that
the effect of runoff on water quality in the receiving watercourse, in
this case Covell’s Drain, would be neutral.
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The responsibility for maintenance and training of the existing Covell’s
Drain rests with the local land drainage authority and there are no
proposals to alter the route of the watercourse north of the existing
A14 as part of this scheme. Runoff from other road development
would not drain to the scheme balancing ponds.
It is not necessary to mitigate existing flooding issues in order to make
the application acceptable in planning terms (please refer to Section
5.103 of the National Policy Statement for National Networks.
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5 Fenstanton Parish Council
5.1 Overview
Fenstanton Parish Council submitted a written representation (dated
15 June 2015) identifying the Parish Council’s concerns.
The representation raises principal issues as detailed below. Quotes
and summaries taken from Fenstanton Parish Council’s written
representation are highlighted in bold, followed by a response from
Highways England.
In addition to issues raised, Fenstanton Parish Council also made the
following point in support of the application:
•

Highways England notes that Fenstanton Parish Council supports
the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme.
Fenstanton Parish Council agrees that the current line of the
scheme is acceptable, as long as it does not move any closer to
the village. Support for this position is being made on behalf of
Pear Tree Close, Hilton Road, The Gables residents and, the wider
parish. (Paragraph 1, page 2).

5.2 Air quality and emissions
Key issue

Fenstanton Parish Council: Pages 1 & 2 Paragraphs 3, 5 & 8
“Over the following years the village has been subjected to a significant
deterioration in the level visual pollution, noise pollution and air
pollution as the volume of A14 traffic has increased beyond all initial
expectations. With the construction of the new A14, 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 and noise pollution accumulating from both directions.”
(Paragraph 3, page 1).
“Fenstanton parish has been exposed to ever increasing and unwanted
air pollution, noise pollution and visual pollution for too many years.
Now is the time to take advantage of the new A14 proposed route to
reduce the effects on our village. We are not in favour of any alternative
proposals which would move the new A14 closer to Fenstanton village
or any proposals which would widen the existing A14 along the existing
route where it passes through Fenstanton, such proposals will
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encounter significant resistance from Fenstanton residents and the
Parish Council.” (Paragraph 5, page 1).
“Air quality, light and noise pollution are concerns: The de-trunking of
the existing road and the new A14 leaves the southern part of
Fenstanton (ie south of the current A14) in a triangle between new and
de-trunked roads. Environmental impacts are not measured by the
Parish Council, therefore we are looking to the District Council to
measure air quality parameters as the scheme progresses. If any
impairment of air is observed, the parish council will seek effective
mitigation.” (Paragraph 8, page 2).
Highways England response
Paragraphs 3, 5 & 8 - Monitoring in Fenstanton carried out by
Huntingdonshire District Council has shown air quality to be improving
over the past seven years for which data is available (Table 4.14 of
Appendix 8.1, Environmental Statement Appendices, document
reference 6.3).
With the scheme in place the concentrations are predicted to improve
in the main area of Fenstanton within 200m of the existing A14 as a
result of the removal of traffic from the existing A14 road. The scheme
will have a negligible change at locations such as Pear Tree Close to
the south of the existing A14, due to the distance from the affected
road network. A summary of the changes to air quality as a result of
the scheme are provided in paragraph 8.5.35 of the Environmental
Statement. As no significant air quality effects have been predicted
as a result of the scheme, across the study area, no air quality
mitigation is required.
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5.3 Environmental Impact Assessment
Key issue

Code of Construction Practice: General
The parish council seeks assurance that debris, mud and litter will be
regularly cleaned to prevent local impacts.
Highways England response
The contractors will manage dust, air pollution, odour and exhaust
emission during the construction works in accordance with best
practicable means (BPM) as outlined in Chapter six of the Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP), Appendix 20.2 of the Environmental
Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3). This will include the
following as appropriate:
•

reference to the general site management and good housekeeping
procedures (relevant to limiting dust and air pollution);

•

controls and measures to control or mitigate the effect of potential
adverse effects caused by the construction works; and

•

dust and air pollution monitoring measures to be employed during
construction of the project.
The CoCP would be secured by a requirement in Schedule 2 to the
draft Development Consent Order (DCO).
Highways England and the main contractors would implement
inspection and monitoring procedures during construction to assess
the effectiveness of measures to prevent dust and air pollutant
emissions. Relevant local authorities would be consulted regarding
the monitoring procedures to be implemented. Monitoring would
include inspection procedures for areas adjacent to the construction
site to visually assess any dust and air pollution which may be
generated.
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Key issue

Page 3, Para 2
“Workers accommodation arrangements need to be communicated
locally. The Parish Council seeks to identify where workers will be
accommodated during construction.
The parish council seeks assurance that potential impacts will be
managed and monitored”. (Paragraph 2, page 3).
Highways England response
Provision has been made for the main contractor to establish site
compound and welfare facilities to the north-east of the proposed
Ermine Street Junction. The main contractor would monitor and
manage any potential impacts from these compound sites. The Code
of Construction Practice (CoCP) (appendix 20.2 of the Environmental
Statement Appendices, document reference 6.3) provides details of
the standards that the contractor would be required to meet.
Compliance with the CoCP would be secured by a requirement in
Schedule 2 to the Development Consent Order.
Key issue

“Materials and construction impacts: The parish council seeks
assurance that residents at Old Clayfields & Pear Tree Close are
protected from night-time construction activity. This needs to be firmed
up in the code of construction practice and communicated to residents
in Fenstanton”. (Paragraph 3, page 3).
Highways England response
All construction activities would be carried out in accordance with the
limits set out in part 5.1 of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
(appendix 20.2 of the Environmental Statement Appendices,
document reference 6.3). If any deviation is required from the core
working hours, as mentioned in the CoCP, then prior agreement
would be sought from the local authority prior to works commencing
on site. Engagement with residents will be carried out in accordance
with Chapter 4 of the CoCP.
Key issue

“Construction impacts, including light and noise pollution: During
construction and within operation, haul road use needs to be maintained
on the existing A14 to access the borrow pits. This would be agreeable
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locally subject to Highways England confirmation”. (Paragraph 4, page
3).
Highways England response
In accordance with the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
(appendix 20.2 of the Environmental Statement Appendices,
document reference 6.3), the main contractors would form a Traffic
Management Working Group (TMWG) and would consult with local
authorities regarding access routes that may be used by the main
contractors to access the construction sites. This would include
consultation regarding any particular timing restrictions on the use of
the roads. Access routes for construction would be limited as far as
reasonably practicable, to the trunk road network. Access along local
roads would be restricted but may be necessary and access along
residential roads generally prohibited. Construction impacts will be
managed and mitigated in accordance with the CoCP (see paragraph
5.4 in respect of lighting, and chapter 13 in respect of noise).
Mass haul of borrow pit material would generally be on temporary
roads within the footprint of the construction site and are illustrated in
the Environmental Statement Figures (document reference 6.2, figure
3.1).
Key issue

“Detailed design is required, it is not currently clear how practicalities of
the existing A14 and new road will work: The parish council seeks
clarification on matters such as the gradient of the new bridge on the
Hilton Road”. (Paragraph 5, page 3).
Highways England response
The vertical alignments of proposed roads are indicated on sections
contained in the Engineering Section Drawings (document reference
2.9). Hilton Road is shown on drawing A14-ARP-ZZ-00-DR-Z-04016.
The maximum gradient on the approach to the bridge would be 6.83%
(1 in 14.6).
The final vertical alignments of the proposed roads along with the final
gradient of the approaching road to Hilton Road Bridge would be
finalised during the detailed design stage, after the development
consent order is made (if the application is granted), based on the
design parameters indicated in the Engineering Section drawings.
Key issue

“Old Clayfields: The Hilton Road is adjacent to the property. The
northern edge of the proposed bridge over the new A14 ends at the front
HE/A14/EX/50

Page 56 of 140

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s response to written
representations (Report 2 Parish Councils)

of this property. There is also a sewage pumping station at this location
where tankers regularly park. There is insufficient space for parking and
this presents a danger that needs to be taken into account.
The current position of the proposed Hilton Road bridge gradient on the
northern side also commences directly in front of Old Clayfields, which
introduces a danger of speeding traffic en-route from Hilton. We would
propose that the start of the gradient is moved away from the driveway
entrance.
Culverts from Hilton and Conington meet at this location. The property
owner has used hard core and soil to raise the level of their property to
reduce flooding risk. The parish council, on behalf of the property owner
is concerned that surface run off from the new Hilton Road bridge will
increase flood risk to the property. South of Old Clayfields on the
eastern side of Hilton road, a new access is proposed to access the
attenuation ponds. The parish council is concerned that without specific
security measures to limit access the land could be used by travellers.”
(Paragraph 6, page 2).
Highways England response
In the design prepared for the DCO application, at the north tie-in of
the realigned Hilton Road, road levels would be similar to the existing
road levels for a distance of around 100m. Hence the gradient down
from the bridge would not terminate immediately next to the property
(see Engineering Sections Drawing Sheet 16 document reference
2.09).
The alignment height is also governed by the requirements of the
proposed Huntingdon southern by-pass carriageway alignment,
drainage system and pavement design, including compliance with
current design standards. The height is required to provide effective
drainage to the foundation layers of the pavement, which is required
for the longevity of the pavement, and to provide sufficient height and
falls to achieve outfalls by gravity.
The points regarding the sewerage pumping station are noted,
however, the pumping station is located immediately to the north of
Old Clayfields, on the existing Hilton Road and no works are
proposed at the sewerage pumping station location. The safety of the
proposed scheme across the network area is assessed in chapter 4 of
the Transport Assessment (document reference 7.2).
At the detailed design stage after the development (if the application
is granted) side road tie-ins would be considered in the light of the
particular constraints in this location.
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The proposed balancing pond access will be gated to prevent public
access. The balancing pond site would also be protected with suitable
fencing.
In the overall context of land drainage in this area, the additional
paved area of the realigned Hilton Road is small. Adequate highways
drainage ditches and drainage facilities will be provided in accordance
with the design standards. The detailed design would ensure that the
flood risk to the Old Clayfields property is not increased.
Key issue

“Access roads to connecting villages should not be blocked during
construction: Continuity of travel with planned severance is important to
Fenstanton residents. The parish council seeks assurance that
connectivity will not be lost during construction of the Hilton Road and
Conington Road bridges. The roads are used to transport
schoolchildren to and from Hilton and Connington to attend Fenstanton
Primary School.
The parish council also seeks assurance that debris, mud and litter will
be regularly cleaned to prevent local impacts.” (Paragraph 7, page 2).
Highways England response
Before the commencement of construction, the construction traffic
and construction works impacts would be considered in accordance
with the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP), appendix 20.2 of the
Environmental Statement (ES) Appendices (document reference 6.3),
which is used to inform and guide the appointed contractor.
Compliance with the CoCP is secured by paragraph 3 of Part 1
Schedule 2 to the Draft Development Consent Order (document
reference 3.1).
The contractors would work considerately in accordance with the
CoCP and would liaise with the local residents and businesses on
issues during the construction of the A14 Improvement Scheme (see
chapter 4 of the CoCP).
Traffic management has been assessed and detailed traffic
management schemes will be established during the next design
stage in accordance with chapter 15 of the CoCP. The works at Hilton
Road Bridge would be carried out offline and result in low impact to
the existing traffic, which would minimise the disruption to the traffic
flow for this area.
Once the DCO process has concluded, the certainty of construction
phasing and timing would be better known and communicated to
stakeholders. Highways England would actively work with the main
contractor to drive efficiencies across the construction timings and
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conflicts with any regular traffic peak in the works vicinity of the A14
Improvement Scheme.
Key issue

“Detailed design is required, it is not currently clear how practicalities of
the existing A14 and new road will work: The parish council seeks
clarification on matters such as the gradient of the new bridge on the
Hilton Road.” (Paragraph 6, page 3).
Highways England response
Highways England is engaging with local highway authority
Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) and developing road
alignment and geometry to comply with the DMRB design standards
at the detailed design stage.
Highways England is continuing to work closely with CCC to reach a
Statement of Common Ground which includes the CCC’s highways
design compliance and requirements for all affected local roads,
including Hilton Road, by the A14 Improvement Scheme.
The vertical alignment of the realigned Hilton Road is shown on
Engineering Section Drawing-Sheet 16 of 59 (DCO document
reference 2.09) which is available on the Planning Inspectorate’s
website.
In the design for the DCO application shown on this drawing, the
maximum gradient of the north approaches to Hilton Road is up to an
instantaneous maximum 6.8% and on the south approach up to an
instantaneous maximum of 6.2%. Both are thus less than the
maximum gradient of 8% recommended in Highways England’s
design standard TD9/93 Highway Link Design.
Key issue

“General Observation: Fenstanton Parish Council wish to see the
declassification of the current A14 to include the removal of the elevated
section of the A14 in Huntingdon. Were this not to happen village
residents on the south side of the A14 who will be sandwiched between
the old and new roads will suffer from noise and air pollution resulting
from the use of both the old and new A14 roads by HGV’s as such
pollution will accumulate from both directions.” (Paragraph 8, page 3).
Highways England response
The de-trunked A14 plans are submitted for the Development
Consent Order (DCO) submission, refer to De-trunking plans
(document reference 2.7).
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As part of the scheme, the elevated section of the A14 in Huntingdon
is being removed.
The route along the de-trunked A14 will not be signed for through
traffic; that will be directed along the Huntingdon Southern Bypass
with the de-trunked A14 signed for local destinations only.

5.4 Landscape and Visual Effects
Key issue

“Over the following years the village has been subjected to a significant
deterioration in the level visual pollution, noise pollution and air
pollution as the volume of A14 traffic has increased beyond all initial
expectations.” (Paragraph 3, page 1).
Fenstanton parish has been exposed to ever increasing and unwanted
air pollution, noise pollution and visual pollution for too many years.
Now is the time to take advantage of the new A14 proposed route to
reduce the effects on our village.” (Paragraphs 1 and 8 of Page 1).
Highways England response
The landscape and visual effects of all aspects of the proposed
scheme including traffic are considered as part of the landscape and
visual impact assessment reported in Chapter 10 of the
Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference 6.1) and ES
Appendices 10.2 - 6 (document reference 6.3). The most affected
properties at Fenstanton are on the southern outlying parts of the
village to the north of the proposed scheme.
The landscape and visual assessment has informed the mitigation
proposals that take account of the predicted effects of the proposed
scheme in operation. The landscape mitigation is considered to be at
the appropriate scale required, and the most effective way of
addressing the adverse landscape and visual impacts identified as
part of the environmental impact assessment for the scheme. At
Fenstanton the principle mitigation for visual effects comprises an
environmental bund 2m above road height on the north side of the
new road which would be densely planted with woodland. The bund
would be sufficient to screen views of cars and headlights, although
the tops of high sided vehicles and cab-top lighting would still be
visible until the mitigation planting is established. Planting would be
effective by year 15 of operation.
Existing mature vegetation along Hilton Road and at Old Clayfields
would provide some screening to properties at Pear Tree Close. It is
proposed to plant trees and shrubs on the embankment of the Hilton
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Road overbridge as well as on the environmental bund. There would
also be tree planting within the ecological mitigation area associated
with the drainage pond. In combination this planting would provide
good visual separation between nearby properties and the scheme.
The proposed mitigation would reduce significance of visual effects of
the scheme between years 1 and 15 at residential properties as set
out in ES Appendix 10.2 (document reference 6.3) – see receptors
69, 70 and 71 for which effects are reduced to neutral, and receptors
72 and 73 which are reduced from large adverse to moderate
adverse.
Changes in the visual effects experienced by receptors may change
over time as a result of changes within the intervening wider
landscape which may affect screening, e.g. trees and other vegetation
may grow to screen views or their screening value may be impaired or
lost due to removal, management or disease.
Air Quality effects are discussed above in the Air Quality and
Emissions response in paragraphs 5.2.1 to 5.2.2.
Noise effects are discussed below in the Noise and Vibration
response to Page 2, Paragraph 3.
Key issue

“Tree line and visual impacts of HGVs needs to be re-considered: Visual
screening is required as well as a higher earth bund. The parish council
seeks a commitment to establish additional tree cover between Pear
Tree Close on the Hilton Road and the new A14. Further it wishes to see
a feathering of the trees between mature and saplings to provide
immediate protection.” (Paragraph 3, page 2).
Highways England response
The environmental impact assessment for the scheme contained in
Chapter 10 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference
6.1), see paragraphs 10.2.1 – 7 included a detailed review of potential
landscape and visual effects arising from the proposed scheme using
current 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. The proposed mitigation
would reduce significance of visual effects of the scheme between
years 1 and 15 at residential properties as set out in Environmental
Statement Appendix 10.2 (document reference 6.3) – see receptors
69, 70 and 71 for which effects are reduced to neutral, and receptors
72 and 73 which are reduced from large adverse to moderate
adverse.
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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.
The proposed 2m bund would be sufficient to screen views of cars
and headlights, although the tops of high sided vehicles and cab-top
lighting 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.
Existing mature vegetation along Hilton Road between Pear Tree
Close and at Old Clayfields offers some screening to properties at
Pear Tree Close. It is proposed to plant trees and shrubs on the
embankment of the Hilton Road overbridge and on the environmental
bund on the north side of the proposed A14. There would also be tree
planting within the ecological mitigation area associated with the
drainage pond. In combination this planting would provide good
visual separation between the properties and the scheme.
It is not considered that there would be any benefit from planting more
mature plant material in this location. Based on previous experience,
transplants (saplings) are less susceptible to the harsher planting
environment found on mitigation bunding and would establish quicker
and more effectively than would advanced nursery stock.
Key issue

Key Areas of Concern, Para 4
Fenstanton Parish Council raises concerns over potential light pollution
affecting the village, both during construction and operation, as
described on pages 2 and 3:
“Air quality, light and noise pollution are concerns”. (Paragraph 5, page
2).
Highways England response
The landscape and visual effects of artificial lighting and traffic are
considered as part of the landscape and visual impact assessment
reported in Chapter 10 of the ES (document reference 6.1) and
Appendices 10.2 - 10.7 of the Environmental Statement Appendices
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(document reference 6.3). The visual impact assessment assesses
all elements of the view - lighting, signs, gantries and traffic day and
night, but does not separate day and night time effects. In general
terms if traffic is visible during the day, headlights are likely to be
visible at night and both would have an effect – in most instances the
day time assessment would be the worst case, due to sensitivity of
receptors and the fact that visibility is greater during the day.
New road lighting installed for the operating scheme would be to
modern standards (reference BS 5489, BS EN 13201, CIE 115) and
performance, ensuring light is constrained to the areas requiring
illumination and spill light is kept to a minimum. The equipment and
design methodology would take into account the sensitive nature of
the area.
Details of the specific type and character of the lighting would be
developed during detailed design, subject to further consultation with
Cambridgeshire County Council, Huntingdonshire District Council and
Natural England as appropriate.
Light pollution would be minimised by using mounting heights which
are appropriate to the road classification. Typically for the mainline
lighting 10m, 12m and 15m columns would be utilised. It is not
considered necessary to utilise high mast lighting (typically columns of
18m or more).
Good quality modern road lighting units are proposed to ensure
compliance with British and European standards relating to upward
light pollution. Namely, compliance with glare ratings, which ensure
that wasted light emitted above 90° (the horizontal) is kept to a
minimum, reducing skyglow. An LED light source would be specified
where appropriate for the scheme, in line with the move towards
reduced energy and maintenance costs. In addition, it is anticipated
that road lighting on Highways England routes would be subject to a
regime of dimming during low trafficked hours of the night, reducing
the impact of the installation during operation.
Road lighting is generally proposed in areas that contain an existing
road lighting installation. The illuminated areas within the most rural
section of the route (Huntingdon southern bypass) are limited; Ermine
Street Junction being the only area of proposed road lighting
associated with the Trunk Road provided between the Great Ouse
crossing and Swavesey Junction. With the use of mitigation measures
as described above, the impact of road lighting for operation would be
minimised.
Construction activities would be in accordance with the Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) (appendix 20.2 of the Environmental
Statement Appendices, Section 5.4). The approach to lighting during
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construction, as set out below, would be in accordance with this
document.
During construction, where task lighting for night working is
necessary, consideration would be given to the use where appropriate
of ‘silent’ low energy LED Tower Lights so that the energy source for
the light does not create noise nuisance. LED Tower Lights require
refuelling less frequently, creating less disturbance from attendant
activities. Lights would be fitted with shielding so that light is directed
downward, not unduly spread or directed upward. Lighting would be
at the minimum luminosity necessary and use low energy
consumption fittings. Where appropriate, lighting to site boundaries
would be provided and illumination would be sufficient to provide a
safe route for the passing public. In particular, precautions would be
taken to avoid shadows cast by the site hoarding on surrounding
footpaths, roads and amenity areas. Where appropriate, lighting
would be activated by motion sensors to prevent unnecessary usage.
Lights would be positioned wherever practicable to avoid light
overspill and encroachment onto adjacent properties. Similarly,
particular attention will be given in rural areas to avoid overspill of light
onto bat foraging areas or other ecologically sensitive areas.
At existing junctions which are to be improved and street lighting is to
be replaced, lighting of a standard equal to that currently installed or
other suitable standard will be erected on temporary columns in the
temporary condition until new lighting systems are installed and
commissioned. Power to the temporary street lighting would be fed
by a cable supply wherever possible to eliminate noise nuisance from
generators. Temporary traffic management layouts requiring lighting
for safety would be given similar consideration.
Longer term, the planting proposals would establish belts of screening
vegetation that would, over time, provide screening of views of the
scheme and would generally reduce the significance of visual effects
in the long term, including light spill from traffic headlights.
Noise effects are discussed below in the Noise and Vibration
response to Page 2, Paragraph 3.

5.5 Noise and Vibration
Key issue

The following comments were made regarding the noise attenuation
provided by the proposed bund south of Fenstanton.
“Bunding needs to be higher than 2m: Mitigation of noise pollution is
not considered adequate as currently proposed. The parish council
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seeks a commitment to providing a higher bund to mitigate noise and
reduce visual impact.” (Paragraph 3, Page 2)
“Over the following years the village has been subjected to a significant
deterioration in the level visual pollution, noise pollution and air
pollution as the volume of A14 traffic has increased beyond all initial
expectations.” (Paragraph 3, Page 1)
“With the construction of the new A14, 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 and noise
pollution accumulating from both directions.” (Paragraph 4, Page 1)
“Fenstanton parish has been exposed to ever increasing and unwanted
air pollution, noise pollution and visual pollution for too many years.
Now is the time to take advantage of the new A14 proposed route to
reduce the effects on our village.” (Paragraph 8, Page 1)
Highways England response
The Environmental Statement identified that there would be a
significant noise effect resulting from the operation of the scheme at
the residential community in the vicinity of Pear Tree Close,
Fenstanton. This significant adverse effect is identified as ON-C06(S)
in Appendix 14.6 of the Environmental Statement Appendices
(document reference 6.3) and Sheet 10 of Figure 14.7 of the
Environmental Statement Figures (document reference 6.2).
Considering the impact on the noise amenity outside the dwellings,
the number of impacts and the grouping of impacts, and the current
baseline noise levels at The Gables, Hilton Road and other properties
closer to the A14, this was considered to be a likely significant
beneficial effect, and is identified as ON-C07 (BA) in Appendix 14.6 of
the Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3)
and Sheet 10 of Figure 14.7 of the Environmental Statement Figures
(document reference 6.2).
A landscape barrier is proposed on the northern side of the scheme,
as shown in Appendix 14.6 of the Environmental Statement
Appendices (document reference 6.3) and Sheet 10 of Figure 14.7 of
the Environmental Statement Figures (document reference 6.2). No
further noise screening is proposed beyond that provided by the
scheme landscape barrier. This is because additional noise screening
would not be effective at this location given the large distance
between the scheme and the dwellings in Fenstanton.
The Government's Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (Department of
Transport and Welsh Office (1988) Calculation of Road Traffic Noise)
methodology states that the calculated level of noise should only
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allow for either the reduction provided by a noise barrier, or the
reduction for the absorption provided by soft ground cover between
the road and the receiver. The reduction provided by soft ground
increases with increasing distance from the road. The calculated net
benefit of a noise barrier therefore decreases with increasing distance
from the road being considered. Given the large separation distance
from the scheme, increasing the height of the bund or changing its
design will not provide any effective reduction in road traffic noise
levels. In Highways England’s Response to the ExA’s First Written
Questions: Report 10 Noise and Vibration, the response to question
1.10.12 also provides information concerning noise barrier design and
the principal factors affecting noise attenuation.
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5.6 Traffic and Transportation
Key issue

“When there is a traffic incident on the existing A14 the village high
street experiences significant increases in traffic through the village
centre which already suffers from unacceptable levels of traffic
negotiating parked vehicles. During peak travel times and/or when there
is a traffic incident on the existing A14 the village centre and Low Road
become blocked by traffic diverting off the A14 through the village and
using Low Road as a rat run to and from St Ives to circumvent the traffic
problems being experienced on the existing A14”. (Paragraph 4, page 1)
Highways England response
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 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.
Fenstanton would be located on the de-trunked section of the A14,
which would carry significantly lower traffic flows with the scheme as a
result of the diversion of long-distance traffic on to the Huntingdon
Southern Bypass. Highways England’s latest traffic forecasts, based
on version 3a of the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Roads Model
(CHARM3a) indicate that in 2035 the section of the A14 passing
Fenstanton is forecast to carry approximately 94,000 vehicles per day
without the scheme, falling to around 39,000 vehicles per day with the
scheme. This volume of traffic is well within the capacity of the
existing dual carriageway road and therefore the likelihood of traffic
rat-running through Fenstanton to and from St Ives during peak
periods would be significantly reduced.
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Furthermore, given the forecast reduction in traffic flows on this
section of the A14, the frequency of major incidents would also be
significantly reduced which should in turn reduce the likelihood of
traffic blocking back from the de-trunked A14 into the village.
Key issue

“Traffic modelling requires greater clarity: The impacts of delays and
frequent A14 log-jams create substantial build-up of traffic in
Fenstanton. The parish council awaits the revised traffic modelling to
understand potential local impacts and should align with the County
Council Transport Plan”. (Paragraph 6, page 3)
Highways England response
Details of updated traffic projections based on version 3a of the
Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Road Model (CHARM3a) are provided
in the Traffic Modelling Update Report (document reference
HE/A14/EX/44) submitted at Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination on
15 June 2015.
Table 2.13 in the Traffic Modelling Update Report indicates that traffic
flows at the Fenstanton junction (A14 Junction 27) are forecast to
reach 11,400 vehicles per day in 2035 without the scheme, compared
to 9,100 vehicles in 2014. With the scheme traffic flows at the junction
are forecast to remain at similar levels to 2014, with 9,200 vehicles
per day forecast in 2035.
Within the village itself, daily traffic flows on the High Street in 2035
are forecast to fall from 9,800 vehicles per day without the scheme to
8,200 vehicles per day with the scheme, a reduction of 16%.
Highways England is currently engaged with Cambridgeshire County
Council and Cambridge City Council with regards to traffic modelling.
Local impact testing has been agreed as a sensitivity test on the
CHARM3a model and is currently ongoing.
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5.7 Water Issues
Key issue

“Old Clayfields: Culverts from Hilton and Conington meet at this
location. The property owner has used hard core and soil to raise the
level of their property to reduce flooding risk. The parish council, on
behalf of the property owner is concerned that surface run off from the
new Hilton Road bridge will increase flood risk to the property”.
(Paragraph 6, page 2).
Highways England response
Runoff from side roads (including from the Hilton Road bridge) will
drain to existing drainage ditches north and south of the new A14.
The details of this arrangement, including appropriate attenuation if
required, will be resolved at detailed design after the development
consent order (if the application is granted) is made.

HE/A14/EX/50

Page 69 of 140

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s response to written
representations (Report 2 Parish Councils)

6 Girton Parish Council
6.1 Overview
Girton Parish Council submitted a written representation (dated 12
June 2015) identifying the Parish Council’s key concerns.
The representation raises principal issues as detailed below. Quotes
and summaries taken from Girton Parish Council’s written
representation are highlighted in bold, followed by a response from
Highways England.

6.2 Consultation
Key issue

“Girton parish Council only became aware of this consultation stage
through an individual member who had registered as an Interested Party
in his own right. For some reason we do not appear to be so registered.
This oversight may have arisen through a confusion of communications
arising because our Chairman up to May 2015 is also a District
Councillor and several previous communications on this issue may have
been taken as coming from him as a District Councillor rather than as
representing Girton Parish Council. We request that this situation be
rectified as Girton is significantly affected by the A14 developments and
we wish our opinion to be heard.” (Para 1, Page 1)
Highways England response
The Examining Authority is responsible for the registration of
Interested Parties and considering late registration.
Following the submission of the DCO application in December 2014,
the Examining Authority accepted the application in January 2015.
Highways England publicised the acceptance of the application. This
included issuing a letter to Girton Parish Council notifying the Parish
Council of the accepted application and the deadline (12 March 2015)
for registering as an Interested Party. In addition, local newspaper
and site notices were published.
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7 Hilton Parish Council
7.1 Overview
Hilton Parish Council submitted a written representation (dated 12
June 2015) identifying the parish councils concerns.
The representation raises principal issues as detailed below. Quotes
and summaries taken from Hilton Parish Council’s written
representation are highlighted in bold, followed by a response from
Highways England.

7.2 Biodiversity and ecological conservation
Key issue

“5.2 Indeed, in response to the Hilton Parish Council statement “There is
a lack of consideration of impact on quality of life of residents of Hilton”,
HE answered; “Overall effects on villages and community facilities,
including Hilton, are not expected to be significant. (Source: page72,
DCO application response to relevant representations 1 June 2015)”.
(Paragraph 5.2, page 8)
Highways England response
The air quality impacts in Hilton have been considered in Chapter 8 of
the Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1). The
Environmental Statement clearly notes that there are no adverse air
quality impacts in Hilton village itself, and in some cases there are
improvements in air quality. Receptors 581-588 are located in the
village and the predicted concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and PM10
can be found for these receptors on pages 80, 81 and 106 of
Appendix 8.1 of the Environmental Statement. In 2020 the predicted
traffic changes are too small to require any assessment in air quality
as they do not meet the thresholds in the Design Manual for Roads
and Bridges (DMRB). An assessment was carried out for 2035 which
shows that pollutant concentrations change by very small amounts.
No excedance of the air quality standards is predicted.
The Parish Council consider in para 5.3 of their written representation
that there will be “substantially greater air pollution” because the road
is “just 0.8 km away from Hilton”. Air pollution from roads disperses in
the environment such that, 200m from the roadside the contribution
from the road is very small as can be seen in Figure 7.1 below
(labelled C1) extracted from Volume 11 of the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges. At 800 metres, the contribution of the road to
ambient pollution concentrations would be negligible. In Hilton it is the
contribution from vehicles travelling directly through the village that
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has the great impacts on air quality. The air quality assessment
shows some small improvements in air quality in 2035 from the
proposed scheme as a result of predicted reductions in traffic in the
village.
Figure 7.1 – Traffic Contribution to Pollutant Concentration at Different Distances from the Road Centre

Key issue

“8.3 This will be largely destroyed by a road which, because of its
height, will be a huge eyesore and, because of its proximity to the
village, will bring with it increased pollution of all kinds.” (Paragraph 8.3,
page 11).
Highways England response
The A14 is too far from Hilton to result in a significant impact on air
quality, as noted in para 2 above, pollutant levels decrease with
distance from a road and at more than 200m from the road, the
impact is negligible.
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Key issue

All of appendix 1 – Page 14 - 17
Highways England response
Page 14, first two paras: these paragraphs raise concerns that air
quality will be significantly affected at Hilton by the scheme. This
assertion is answered above.
Page 14, final two paras and Page 15, first para: these paragraphs
raise concerns regarding the air quality standards applied for this
assessment. The levels set out by World Health Organisation (WHO)
are guidelines rather than statutory standards. The standards used in
the assessment by Highways England are the UK statutory standards
(Air Quality (Standards) Regulations, UK Government 2010) which
are based on the 2008 EU air quality directive and are consequently
appropriate for this assessment.
Hilton Parish Council notes that no measurements of PM2.5 were
carried out. As noted in Highways 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 EX28)), a PM2.5 assessment has not been included in the ES as
monitoring indicates that across the UK and particularly within the
area surrounding the scheme, the limit values introduced for PM2.5 in
the EU directive are met and therefore PM2.5 was not identified as a
pollutant of concern.
It is noted by Hilton Parish Council that the assessment does not
include sulphur dioxide or ozone and that there have been high
episodes of these pollutants in the UK. There are no significant
emissions of either pollutant from motor vehicles, sulphur levels in fuel
have been reduced to low levels. Ozone is not directly emitted from
motor vehicles, and consequently is not a relevant pollutant to
examine in a local assessment.
Page 15 text box: Some examples of high pollutant levels are
provided in the written representation, however, none relate directly to
the study area. One results from Saharan dust and another from
international sources; the emissions from the A14 were of no
relevance during these episodes. The other is a general comment
regarding the legal proceedings launched by the European
Commission for failing to meet the nitrogen dioxide limit value.
However, the limit value is not breached in the A14 study area and so
legal proceedings are not relevant to this scheme.
At page 16, the first five paras discuss one particular air quality study.
As noted in Highways England's response to the ExA's written
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question 1.1.9 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions, Report 1:
Air Quality and Carbon Emissions (document reference EX-28)) the
European air quality standards are based on a balanced interpretation
of all the available evidence on the health impacts of air pollutants
and there is no reason why any one study should be given greater
weight when determining the impacts of air quality.
Page 16 final three paras, details the views of Charles Andrew FRC
Path, noting concern regarding exposure of inhabitants near to the
proposed route and that numbers may increase in the future with new
housing. The air quality assessment shows that exposure of the
population in the study area to air pollution will reduce; some areas
near to the proposed new route will experience an increase but these
resulting concentrations are well within relevant air quality standards.
Within Hilton village some receptors experience an improvement in air
quality.
Charles Andrew also notes that new technology will reduce emissions
but it cannot be guaranteed that these will occur. It is also noted that
emission levels “will undoubtedly be reduced in coming years”. New
technology has continually been introduced as a result of new EU
emission standards with currently Euro 6/VI controls (i.e. the sixth
round of controls) coming into the UK vehicle fleet. These controls
have successfully addressed several air pollutant problems such as
lead, carbon monoxide, particulate matter and hydrocarbons such that
air quality has improved in many locations throughout the UK. It can
be anticipated that further controls would be introduced if the recently
introduced Euro 6/VI systems do not deliver the required reduction in
nitrogen oxide emissions. However, Euro 6/VI emission controls also
include strict “on the road” emission testing which should identify
problems early and allow action to be taken to reduce emissions.
Furthermore, Highways England has carried out sensitivity testing that
examines a slower rate of improvement in vehicle emissions using the
Interim Advice Note 170/12v3 methodology, further details are
provided in Highways England’s response to the ExA’s written
question 1.1.7 (response to ExA’S First Written Questions, Report 1:
Air Quality and Carbon Emissions (document reference EX-28)).
Page 17 second para references the Client Earth Supreme Court
case. The Supreme Court ruling (the Client Earth case) has not
resulted in any new air quality standards. It requires the UK
Government to prepare new plans to show that it will meet the limit
values for nitrogen dioxide more quickly. Further details of this are
provided in Highways England’s response to the ExA's written
question 1.1.15 (Response to ExA’s First Written Questions, Report 1:
Air Quality and Carbon Emissions (document reference EX-28)).
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7.3 Environmental Impact Assessment
Key issue

Section 8, Pages 11-12, Quality of Life & Heritage
Points 8.1 to 8.9 are a combination of quality of life and heritage.
“8.6 Many residents of Hilton have expressed concern that the Heritage
of the village is preserved given the historical relationship with
‘Capability’ Brown and the presence of a rare Turf Maze dating from the
restoration of the monarchy in 1660. However, there is no
acknowledgement of these concerns nor of the perceived loss of such
amenity in the consultation, let alone any amendments to the DCO
Application”. (Paragraph 8.6, page 12).
“8.8 There has been little consideration of the intrusion by the scheme
into the existing tranquil nature of Hilton Village and of the historic and
architectural assets of the village with the resultant reduction in quality
of life for the residents and in contradiction to a stated objective of
creating a positive legacy for the residents of Hilton”. (Paragraph 8.8,
page 12).
Highways England response
As noted in 9.2.11 and 9.2.12 of Chapter 9 of the ES (document
reference 6.1), a number of designated heritage assets outside of the
study area were included in the data gathering exercise. An initial
assessment was undertaken and those unlikely to experience
significant effects were excluded from further assessment. The list is
presented in Table 9.1: Assets excluded from further assessment
based on traffic and noise data and includes Hilton Conservation
Area.
The initial assessment considered Hilton conservation area, the listed
buildings, the registered park and garden, and the scheduled Turf
Maze situated in Hilton Green. For the purposes of Table 9.1 in the
ES (document reference 6.1) the assets were grouped together and
were noted as Hilton conservation area rather than a list of each
individual heritage asset.
The aim of the assessment process is to address the requirements of
the National Planning Policy Framework (2012), with particular
reference to paragraph 128. This states that there is a requirement for
an:
applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected,
including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail
should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is
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sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their
significance.
This requires the production of an objective report informed by factual
data sources and surveys. The cultural heritage for each proposed
trunk road scheme is assessed following a standard methodology
provided in DMRB HA 208/07 (2007). As the perceived loss of an
amenity is subjective, it cannot be quantified following the
methodology presented in section 9.2 Method of assessment of the
ES (document reference 6.1). As a result it has not been assessed in
in the cultural heritage chapter.
This assessment of the designated heritage assets in Hilton was
undertaken during the data gathering phase to establish the potential
for visual intrusion. The inspection noted that the village is well
screened by wooded boundaries and looked inward to the historic
core and green spaces. The majority of the designated assets are
screened from the proposed A14 by the 20th century development
area north of Graveley Road, or are screened by wooded boundaries
that provide filtered views onto the proposed scheme. Interpreted data
was provided to establish changes in levels of traffic movements and
noise. Analysis of the traffic and noise data indicated that there would
be no likelihood of significant effects.
Details of the consultation undertaken with Hilton Parish Council are
set out at Principle Issue 13 below.
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7.4 Design and Engineering Standards
Key issue

Page 7 Section 4
[Objections to the proposed route, lack of evidence provided to support
the route, CHUMMS doesn’t support it being that close, it can be moved
further north without adversely affecting other communities, why is
Hilton paying the price, poor communication from HE, HE never
consulted on a full range of options (4/6 contained the HSB as currently
proposed)]
Highways England response
The CHUMMS strategic study was created to address the wider
needs of transport in the Cambridge to Huntingdon Corridor. The key
time sensitive issues of that report (the traffic modelling and analysis)
have since been updated to evaluate the modern traffic needs in
Huntingdonshire. Other elements of the CHUMMS strategy have been
implemented such as the guided busway.
The A14 Study options reports, by Atkins in 2012 for the Department
for Transport, looked at the whole area and assessed the potential
improvements that could be made to the transport network. The report
details several hundred design combinations of different solutions,
this included public transport, and freight and highway improvement
proposals. The report then identified over a dozen options for further
consideration. These options were assessed for their performance in
the strategic case and the economic case for the scheme. This study
found the Huntingdon Southern Bypass to have the best economic
and strategic case for design and construction. Further details of the
scheme history can be found in the Case for the Scheme (DCO
document reference 7.1).
The development of the scheme and route options considered is set
out in the Chapter 4 of the Case for the Scheme (document reference
7.1). The choice of route arises from the multiple consultations on
options that have been undertaken.
Options for the route of the Huntingdon Southern Bypass (HSB) were
presented during the 2006 Further Public Consultation. The Ellington
to Fen Ditton scheme drew on the results of this consultation and
developed the alignment. Chapter 5 (Alternatives and Consultation) of
the A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton Environmental Statement, October
2009 gives a detailed account of the development and choice of
route.

HE/A14/EX/50

Page 77 of 140

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s response to written
representations (Report 2 Parish Councils)

The proposed route (the “Orange Route” as per the 2006 Further
Public Consultation) was chosen because:
•

The Orange Route had the best economics in terms of the Benefit
to Cost Ratio.

•

There were no significant differences between the Orange Route
and the Brown and Blue

•

Routes in terms of traffic, environmental and safety impacts.

•

The route followed an alignment that is further from a greater
number of people, although this was not reflected in the noise
figures where the Orange Route showed the smallest reduction in
the number of people annoyed.

•

The majority of statutory consultees expressed a preference for the
Orange Route. The preference of the public, as expressed during
the 2006 Further Public Consultation, was strongly for the Orange
Route (62% of people in favour).

(Para 5.6.7 of A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton Environmental Statement,
October 2009 refers).
In the development of the Ellington to Fen Ditton scheme, a design
option, the “Blue Variation 1”, was considered which moved the
alignment further north between Offord Cluny and Conington,
compared with the “Orange” route, passing north of the Wood Green
Animal Shelter. This was rejected because it received low public
support (5%) in the 2006 consultation. (Para 5.6.13 of A14 Ellington to
Fen Ditton Environmental Statement, October 2009 refers). Such an
option would also increase effects to properties on south side of
Fenstanton, such as Pear Tree Close and pass closer to farm houses.
A design option was also considered which was further north at Hilton
and tied into the existing A14 carriageway west of Fenstanton at the
Galley Hill Junction (the “Blue Variation 1+2” route in the 2006 Further
Public Consultation). This was rejected because:
•

It would pass through Fenstanton and so have a significant impact
on this community, including the need to demolish a number of
private properties.

•

It would have lower than desirable minimum standard geometric
alignment in the vicinity of Fenstanton where new route would follow
the alignment of the existing A14.

•

The economic performance calculated was lower than for the other
route options in previous studies.

•

There was very low public support (1%) for this route option from
the 2006 Further Public Consultation.
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It would be more complex to construct due to the additional length
of on-line improvement, including the constraints associated with
on-line widening through Fenstanton, the diversion of BT fibre optic
cables and proximity to Conington landfill

(Para 5.6.14 and 5.6.15 of A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton Environmental
Statement, October 2009 refers).
The recent history of the scheme development is detailed in Chapter
4 Main Alternatives of the Environmental Statement (document
reference 6.1).
The A14 Study (2012) Output 2 comprised the identification and
review of possible transport options in the A14 corridor, the initial
sifting of these options, the shortlisting of more suitable options and
the production of a strategic outline business case. A long-list of 125
options was prepared, which included on-line widening of the existing
trunk road, off-line highway improvements including northern and
southern bypasses of Huntingdon and a southern bypass of
Cambridge, junction modifications, public transport improvements, rail
freight improvements, and travel demand management scheme.
Output 3 shortlisted 6 options which were developed and consulted
on in Autumn 2013, and resulted in the scheme route essentially as
proposed in the current DCO submission.
In early 2014, the existing scheme design was thoroughly reappraised
with the aim of challenging the previous engineering basis. Section
4.6 of the Environmental Statement (document reference 6.1) refers.
As part of this, realignment of the Huntingdon Southern Bypass,
shortening it to tie in to the line of the existing A14 north of Fenstanton
(thus similar to the “Blue Variation 1+2” route as above) was
considered again. It was rejected because, in addition to reasons
given for that route above:
•

It would add extra length of on-line construction thus being
marginally detrimental in terms of construction safety (and also
impact of construction works on the travelling public)

•

It would have a major negative impact in terms of the environment.
There are a number of Air Quality Management Areas (AQMA)
along the A14 between Godmanchester and Fenstanton. Online
widening along this section would have a detrimental impact on
these areas.
The village of Hilton is around a kilometre south of the new A14. The
environmental impact of the scheme and proposed mitigation is
described fully in the Environmental Statement (DCO document
reference 6.1). Key points to note are
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•

The ES has not identified any likely significant adverse noise and
vibration effects at Hilton as a result of the scheme and additional
noise mitigation is not proposed.

•

No significant residual adverse effects from air pollution are
predicted for Hilton, as such no mitigation is proposed.

•

Distant views towards the scheme from the northern peripheries of
Hilton would be filtered by a significant amount of intervening field
boundary vegetation and planted screening bunds. The mitigation
proposals would include a bund of up to 2m in height above the
road level on the south side of the new A14 in several locations
including to the north of Hilton. Mature mitigation planting along the
environmental bund and Potton Road and Hilton Road bridge
embankments would largely conceal views of traffic, although
filtered distant glimpses of high sided vehicles would remain for the
nearest receptors. Landscape mitigation is illustrated in Figure 3.2
of the ES.

Key issue

Section 5 Page 8:
The Scheme will result in substantially greater visual, noise, air and light
pollution than currently experienced.
If the road needs to be elevated so much for drainage purposes, why
build it.
Light pollution from HGVs over Potton Road
Highways England response
A noise and vibration assessment has been undertaken and is
reported in Chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (ES)
(document reference 6.1). The ES has not identified any likely
significant adverse noise and vibration effects at Hilton as a result of
the scheme.
North of Hilton, the closest properties to the scheme e.g. isolated
farms and properties along Hilton Road would be subject to moderate
adverse noise effects. Other isolated properties to the north of Hilton
e.g. along St Ives Road would be subject to minor adverse noise
effects. Apart from these isolated properties Hilton would experience
negligible noise effects form the scheme. No significant residual
adverse effects from noise are predicted for Hilton.
Extensive mitigation measures have been designed into the scheme
to reduce noise impacts during operation, including the careful design
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of the alignment, use of low noise road surfacing and landscaped
earthworks to mitigate visual impact and reduce noise.
The effects of noise from construction sites will be controlled by
introducing management and monitoring processes. As part of the
main contractors’ Construction Environmental Management Plan, a
noise and vibration management plan will be prepared and will set out
these processes. These measures are included in the Code of
Construction Practice (document reference 6.3 Appendix 20.2).
An air quality assessment has been undertaken and is reported in
Chapter 8 of the ES. The air quality assessment has shown that for
the opening year of the scheme (2020) there are no predicted
excedances of the air quality objectives for NO2 and PM10. No
significant residual adverse effects from air pollution are predicted for
Hilton, as such no mitigation is proposed.
A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) has been
undertaken and is reported in Chapter 10 of the ES.
For the Hilton Road area between Hilton in the south and Fenstanton
to the north, the new A14 would run on an embankment across the
low lying landscape, with two side roads rising on embankments to
cross over the A14. There would be an environmental bund along
much of the southern side of the A14.
Once the planting is established, it would soften the form of the new
highway earthworks and the borrow pits, and provide substantial
roadside planting that ties into the existing pattern of hedgerows and
copses. This would largely enclose the movement of traffic on the
A14, although the scheme would still be evident as a linear planted
feature through this agricultural landscape.
The existing native hedgerows along B1040 Potton Road and Hilton
Road to the north of Hilton would have lengths removed as the
scheme passes through them. Distant views towards the scheme
from the northern peripheries of Hilton and Conington would be
filtered by a substantial amount of intervening field boundary
vegetation so that effects would also be of low significance.
The outline environmental design plan (ES Figure 3.2) includes
landscape mitigation to the north of Hilton. There would be woodland
planting of trees and shrubs on the southern side of the new A14
including within severed fields to integrate highway with field pattern
and break up the straight line effect of the road. Mitigation during
construction would be carried out in accordance with the CoCP,
outlined in Appendix 20.2 of the ES
With regard to drainage, provision of effective drainage for the new
highway and setting a target of not inhibiting natural watercourses and
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land drainage are fundamental design requirements applicable to any
new route - the vertical alignment of the highway is a fundamental
part of achieving this.
The highway alignments have been designed with a consideration of
the environmental impacts of the scheme whilst providing a safe,
cost-effective, and practicable solution. The height of the alignment
above the existing landscape has been minimised, keeping it as low
as possible, subject to the following constraints:
•

Watercourses –alignments must be at a suitable height above
existing watercourses/drainage channels. This is necessary to
preserve the function of this significant part of the local land
drainage system and maintain its connectivity. In determining the
height of the alignments, allowance has been made for factors
including;

•

the size of culverts – noting current requirements for design storms;

•

climate change allowance; and

•

including freeboard above maximum water level – the thickness of
structures and the depth of new road pavement.

•

Carriageway drainage - alignment height is governed by the
requirements of the carriageway drainage system and pavement
design, including compliance with current design standards Design
Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) and in particular Volume 4 Section 2, Volume 6 and Volume 7. The height of the alignment is
required to provide effective drainage to the foundation layers of the
pavement. This is required for the longevity of the pavement and to
provide sufficient height and falls to achieve outfalls by gravity. The
alternative to a gravity system would be pumped outfalls. Pumped
outfalls are fundamentally undesirable as these would be an
ongoing maintenance and operation risk. Pumped outfalls would
incur running costs and would require monitoring and more frequent
maintenance than a gravity outfall. Additionally, notwithstanding the
inclusion of multiple or backup systems, pumped outfalls have some
risk of failure with a potential for flooding of the new roads. Side
road crossings – generally existing side roads are maintained
where they cross the A14 or A1 mainlines, closing roads not being
an option unless there is a reasonably convenient alternative. For
crossings, with the side roads being a lower design speed than the
mainline A14 or A1, to conform to standards it is generally
preferable to take the side road over the main carriageway. This is
because tighter crest curves can be used which limits the extent of
the embankment required. This reduces both the embankment's
environmental effect and also the amount of fill material used. The
height of the side road crossings is determined by the height of the
mainline carriageway (noting the other factors described in this
response), headroom in accordance with the Design Manual for
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Roads and Bridges (DMRB) and allowance for the depth of the
structure (noting the form of the structure, length of span(s)). In the
outline design for the DCO application, to allow for flexibility in
development of the detailed design, headroom of 5.7m has been
used rather the minimum of 5.3m specified in standards (DMRB, TD
27/05 Cross-Sections and Headrooms).
As per the first sentence of para 7.4.25, above, by keeping
embankments as low as practicable the environmental impacts are
minimised. To mitigate the impact of the scheme landscape bunds are
provided adjacent to the road in order to integrate the scheme into the
landscape especially when viewed from adjoining settlements.
With regard to light pollution, details of the proposed lighting are
provided in Chapter 3 (Description of the scheme) of the ES (doc 6.1).
The visual impact assessment reported in Chapter 10 of the ES takes
account of both the day and night time visual impacts of the project.
Impacts to lighting during construction would be mitigated through use
of hoods and shields to limit light spill onto adjacent habitats;
downward directional lighting to the area to be illuminated; and
lighting to be the minimum brightness required for health and safety.
With regard to the permanent works, there is no lighting of either the
A14 or side roads proposed in the vicinity of Hilton.
Key issue

“In February 2014, The Right Honourable John Hayes MP made a speech
entitled ‘Beautiful Roads’
(https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/beautiful-roads) and set out
his vision “…to protect and even enhance the beauty of our
countryside…” when designing major roads such as the proposed DCO
Application. We cannot find any evidence that this type of thinking has
been considered by HE when they submitted the DCO”. (Paragraph 8.9,
page 12).
Highways England response
An Update to the Case for the Scheme (document reference HE-14EX- 20) was submitted to PINS, and published online on 14 May
2015, which describes how the scheme accords with the National
Policy Statement for National Networks. The NPS sets out criteria for
“good design” for national network infrastructure. The Case for the
Scheme explains how the principles of good design have been
applied to the scheme, including the assessment process and how
the stakeholder consultation resulted in design improvement.
The design has taken into account the scheme objective to create a
positive legacy and examples are included in Table 7.1 of the Case
for the Scheme. In addition, the design has considered points raised
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through the consultation process that have been responded to in the
Consultation Report (document reference 5.1).
Aesthetics have been considered in the design of structures and this
has been done in the context of the overall landscape design (for
example, see paragraphs 10.4.10 to10.4.14 and the visualisations in
Figure 10.6 of the Environmental Statement (ES), document
reference 6.1). The design approach has been informed by the
Highways England publication The Appearance of Bridges and Other
Highway Structures. It can be demonstrated how good design has
been incorporated into the proposals using the following examples.
The River Great Ouse Viaduct has been designed to reduce impacts
on the Great Ouse Valley and to support the views of stakeholders
who indicated that the aesthetic quality of the structure should be a
priority consideration. An options design process was undertaken,
and the proposed design aims to minimise visual intrusion and
maintain views along the valley floor. A structure with a thick deck
would not sit well in the landscape of the River Great Ouse Valley and
as deck thickness would increase significantly with longer spans
between piers, overly long spans have been avoided. The edge beam
of the deck features a cantilever, which will shade the supporting
beams and will make the deck appear slimmer. As the design
progresses it is intended that details of piers and other elements will
be developed taking into account the setting. Simple but carefully
considered structural details are proposed.
For the overbridges along the proposed new section of the A14, the
Huntingdon Southern Bypass, the optioneering has focused around
the design of abutments, considering whether it would be
advantageous to incorporate ‘open abutments’ as opposed to ‘closed
abutments’.
The general approach adopted for the overbridges is to provide open
abutments. This type of structure incorporates sloping embankments
below the bridges, up to the edge of the carriageway, with small
abutments that are less dominant aesthetically. The deck edge
cantilevers as described above have been repeated on these bridges.
Wherever possible, bridges have been designed as ‘families’ and as
design progresses features such as concrete finishes and parapet
details will be coordinated to ensure a consistent and logical design.
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7.5 Development Consent Order
Key issue

In section 7 of its written representation Hilton Parish Council has said
that the documentation submitted with the DCO Application is deficient
in that it does not allow for a proper appreciation of, inter alia, external
appearance and landscaping. Hilton Parish Council also say:
"7.3 These regulations specifically require sectional drawings for every
bridge, embankment etc. No such cross sections were provided, only
longitudinal sections. This means it is impossible to determine the
shape and arrangement of the bunding in relation to the road. As this is
one of the important features of mitigation, it is a significant oversight”.
(Paragraph 7.3, page 11).
“7.7 Notwithstanding the enormous volume of paper put out by HE,
approaching nearly 800 documents, the information is deficient on vital
issues such as traffic flow predictions, noise measurement, bridge
design, demonstration of compliance with pollution legislation, etc. The
public, and indeed yourselves as Examining Authority, are being asked
to examine flawed and partial data. In other words HE’s submission is
incomplete and should be rejected." (Paragraph 7.7, page 11)
Highways England response
The documentation to be provided in support of an application for a
Development Consent Order under the Planning Act 2008 is set out
by that Act, the Infrastructure Planning (Applications: Prescribed
Forms and Procedure) Regulations 2009, the Infrastructure Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2009 (as amended),
and Advice Notes 6, 13, 14, and 15 prepared by the Planning
Inspectorate. Highways England has provided all documents required
by these statutory requirements and non-statutory advice, and other
documents which help explain the proposals contained within the draft
Development Consent Order. The acceptance of the DCO application
by the Planning Inspectorate is confirmation that the application and
its supporting documentation complied with such requirements and
advice.
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7.6 Economic and Social Effects
Key issue

Section 3, Page 6 - 7
“3.4 There are a number of much less costly options available, yet
despite HE being directed by the Planning Inspector to cost and report
on them at the Public Enquiry in May 2010, they have not done so.
3.5 The most obvious proposal is to widen the existing A14, thus
eliminating the Southern By-Pass and to use the money saved to
complete the duelling of the A428 from Caxton Gibbet to St Neots. In fact
the A428 connects naturally to the A14 from both the east and the west.
3.6 We note that the cost of the scheme was estimated in 2006/7 to be in
the region of £700m. For this estimate to have doubled, during a period
of very low inflation, confirms HE’s inability to forecast accurately to
within any sensible tolerance. On this basis, we believe the taxpayer can
confidently expect the eventual cost to be very substantially in excess of
current estimates and the net present value to plummet accordingly.
3.7 There is an advanced plan to upgrade the A428, which we support.
This will have a limited effect on the surrounding countryside, will be
(relatively) cheap and provide access to the west and north via the A428/
M1 and A1/existing A14. Indeed spreading the traffic load across an
improved existing road network, including the current A14 has not been
considered as an option. In view of the amount of public money to be
spent surely a study of the bigger region wide picture should have been
considered?
3.8 If required, the existing A14 could easily be upgraded relatively
cheaply, by comparison. HE has made the removal of the Huntingdon
viaduct a centrepiece of this project, yet we understand that
considerable sums have recently been invested in extending its life
substantially.” (Paragraph 3.4 – 3.8, page 6-7)
Highways England response
The reasons for selection of the proposed route over an option that
retained and widened the existing A14 through Huntingdon are
explained in our response to the Examining Authority’s first written
questions, question 1.7.9 (document HE/A14/EX/34) submitted on 15
June 2015.
The A428 scheme will sit alongside the A14 improvement scheme.
The A14 and A428 schemes do not, however, rely on each other for
the justification of each separate scheme, neither does one remove
the need for the other. Funding for the A428 Caxton Gibbet to Black
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Cat has been confirmed in the Roads Investment Strategy (Highways
England, December 2014).
The economic case it set out in The Case for the Scheme (document
reference 7.1), further supplemented by the Traffic Modelling Update
Report (document reference HE/A14/EX/44). Table 5.1 of the Traffic
Modelling Update Report reports a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) of
2.359.
The condition of the Huntingdon viaduct and its influence on the
selection of the proposed route is explained in our response to the
Examining Authority’s first written questions, question, question 1.5.6
(document HE/A14/EX/34) submitted on 15 June 2015.
Key issue

Section 4
“4.2 Despite questioning HE repeatedly, they have not provided
evidence to support the proposed route, which would bring the A14 to
within 800 metres of Hilton village centre.
4.3 In our view, HE’s repetitive reliance on the 2001 Cambridge to
Huntingdon Multi Modal Study (“CHUMMS”) does not answer our
questions regarding the proximity of the proposed route to Hilton.
4.4 In addition, it is unnecessary to route it so close to Hilton, except on
cost grounds (although the estimated cost is already so eye-watering
that hardly seems to be a valid reason). We have consistently
maintained that it could be routed further to the north without adversely
affecting other communities.
4.5 HE have indicated that having decided the route should pass south
of Huntingdon the precise positioning was chosen in consideration to
the existing conurbations to the north, Fenstanton, the Hemingfords and
Godmanchester.” (Paragraph 4.2 – 4.5, page 7)
Highways England response
The A14 has experienced traffic congestion for a significant period of
time and it is predicted that matters will continue to get worse if action
is not taken. The proposed scheme represents the outcome of an
extensive period of assessment, an options consultation and a formal
pre-application consultation. It reflects the needs as assessed by
Highways England and summarised within the scheme objectives as
well as, as far as is practical, the views of road users, surrounding
communities, statutory and non-statutory consultees and the wider
public.
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Section four of the Case for the Scheme, document reference 7.1,
sets out the development of the scheme and options considered since
1998.
The CHUMMS Strategy was taken to a public consultation between
March and June 2005, together with an alternative proposal which
retained the A14 through Huntingdon together with a dual 2 lane
southern bypass. 4,182 completed questionnaires were received and
of these 57% said they preferred the CHUMMS Strategy, which
proposed a route to the south of Huntingdon, whilst 16% said they
preferred the alternative proposal.
In 2006 the Highways Agency consulted further on alignment
proposals for the Huntingdon southern bypass section of the A14
between Ellington and Fen Ditton. The consultation considered two
options together with two variations previously considered within the
Stage 2 Environmental Assessment and Scheme Assessment
Reports, referenced against the route for this section of the road
shown in the CHUMMS Strategy, presented at the consultation of
2005. To varying degrees, these routes placed the road further north
of Hilton. 3,667 completed questionnaires were received and of these
62% said they preferred the route as presented within the CHUMMS
Strategy.
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7.7 Landscape and Visual Effects
Key issue

“5.3 Irrespective of how HE wishes to present the scheme, the proposal
to build a 6 lane highway elevated 3m above the existing ground level
just 0.8km from Hilton (2km closer than the existing A14) will result in
substantially greater visual, noise, air and light pollution than currently
experienced.
5.4 There can be no question about the resultant increase in pollution
yet there is no recognition by HE of the adverse effects this road will
have on the quality of life in Hilton nor the attendant health risks. Surely
common sense must discredit HE’s opinion and also the various
computer modelling they often refer to support their views?
5.5 We are far from convinced that the road needs to be elevated so
much. We are told that the height is required to accommodate
appropriately sized culverts to deal with anticipated water flows. If the
anticipated water flows are so great, perhaps that is a very good reason
not to build the road at the proposed site?
5.6 The proposed bridge to enable B1040 to cross the new road will
result in the top of HCV’s being at least 15m above the existing ground
level but HE has ignored the substantial light pollution which will arise
from this.” (Paragraph 5.3 – 5.6, page 8 – 9)
Highways England response
The landscape and visual effects of all aspects of the proposed
scheme including traffic are considered as part of the landscape and
visual impact assessment reported in Chapter 10 of the
Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference 6.1) and
Appendices 10.2 – 6 of the ES (document reference 6.3). The
assessment has also informed the mitigation proposals which take
account of the predicted effects of the proposed scheme in operation.
The landscape mitigation is considered to be at the appropriate scale
required, and the most effective way of addressing the adverse
landscape and visual impacts identified as part of the environmental
impact assessment for the scheme.
The proposed highway design has been kept as low as practicable to
reduce environmental effects whilst responding to the engineering
and drainage requirements of the vertical alignment and the need to
manage the amounts of cut and fill necessary for construction. The
road needs to be elevated above the surrounding ground to allow it to
be drained via gravity to provide the necessary treatment of runoff
prior to discharging to receiving watercourses. The road also needs to
provide sufficient headroom over the watercourses it crosses to
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ensure that they do not block and increase the risk of flooding
upstream.
The most affected properties at Hilton are in the northern parts of the
village to the south of the proposed scheme. The principle mitigation
for visual effects comprises an environmental bund 2m above road
height along the south side of the new road which would be densely
planted with woodland. A review of the visual effects of the scheme
from Hilton and the proposed mitigation are included in Highways
England’s Response to the First Written Questions Report 9:
Landscape and Visual Effects. – see paragraphs 50-54 on pages 1819 of the document.
The Potton Road overbridge is clearly visible in the additional
photomontages that have been prepared subsequent to the DCO
application.
Lighting
The landscape and visual effects of artificial lighting and traffic are
considered as part of the landscape and visual impact assessment
reported in Chapter 10 of the ES and Appendices 10.2 - 10.7 of the
ES Appendices.
New road lighting installed for the operating scheme would be to
modern standards (reference BS 5489, BS EN 13201, CIE 115) and
performance, ensuring light is constrained to the areas requiring
illumination and spill light is kept to a minimum. The equipment and
design methodology would take into account the sensitive nature of
the area.
Details of the specific type and character of the lighting would be
developed during detailed design, subject to further consultation with
Cambridgeshire County Council, Huntingdonshire District Council and
Natural England as appropriate.
Light pollution will be minimised by using mounting heights which are
appropriate to the road classification. Typically for the mainline
lighting 10, 12 and 15m columns would be utilised, although the
mainline would not be lit in the vicinity of Hilton. It is not considered
necessary to utilise high mast lighting (typically columns of 18m or
more) at any location.
Good quality modern road lighting units are proposed to ensure
compliance with British and European standards (reference BS 5489,
BS EN 13201, CIE 115) relating to upward light pollution. Namely,
compliance with glare ratings, which ensure that wasted light emitted
above 90° (the horizontal) is kept to a minimum, reducing skyglow. An
LED light source would be specified where appropriate for the
scheme, in line with the move towards reduced energy and
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maintenance costs (a LED source may not be appropriate due to a
particular requirement of a Local Authority, or a specific environmental
consideration). In addition, it is anticipated that road lighting on
Highways England routes would be subject to a regime of dimming
during low trafficked hours of the night, reducing the impact of the
installation during operation.
Road lighting is generally proposed in areas that contain an existing
road lighting installation. The illuminated areas within the most rural
section of the route (Huntingdon southern bypass) are limited; Ermine
Street Junction being the closest illuminated area to Hilton
(approximately 1.5km to the west). Columns heights at Ermine Street
junction are likely to be 8m or 10m.
Air Quality
The air quality impacts in Hilton have been considered in Chapter 8 of
the ES. The ES clearly notes that there are no adverse air quality
impacts in Hilton village itself, and in some cases there are
improvements in air quality. Receptors 581-588 are located in the
village and the predicted concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and PM10
can be found for these receptors on pages 80, 81 and 106 of
Appendix 8.1 of the ES. In 2020 the predicted traffic changes are too
small to require any assessment in air quality as they do not meet the
thresholds in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB). An
assessment was carried out for 2035 which shows that pollutant
concentrations change by very small amounts. No exceedance of the
air quality standards is predicted.
The Parish Council consider in para 5.3 of their written representation
that there will be “substantially greater air pollution” because the road
is “just 0.8 km away from Hilton”. Air pollution from roads disperses in
the environment such that, 200m from the roadside the contribution
from the road is very small as can be seen in Figure 7.2 below
(labelled C1) extracted from Volume 11 of the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges. At 800 metres the contribution of the road to
ambient pollution concentrations would be negligible. In Hilton it is the
contribution from vehicles travelling directly through the village that
have the greatest impacts on air quality. The air quality assessment
shows some small improvements in air quality in 2035 from the
proposed scheme as a result of predicted reductions in traffic in the
village.

HE/A14/EX/50

Page 91 of 140

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s response to written
representations (Report 2 Parish Councils)

Figure 7.2 – Traffic Contribution to Pollutant Concentration at Different Distances from the Road Centre

Noise effects are discussed in the following section Noise: Section 5, Section
8, Appendix 1
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7.8 Noise and Vibration
Key issue

Section 5, Section 8, Appendix 1
Hilton Parish Council raise concerns with the findings of the
Environmental Statement as detailed on Page 8 and 9 of the written
representation which concludes as follows:
“5.4 There can be no question about the resultant increase in pollution
yet there is no recognition by HE of the adverse effects this road will
have on the quality of life in Hilton nor the attendant health risks. Surely
common sense must discredit HE’s opinion and also the various
computer modelling they often refer to support their views?”
(Paragraph 5.4, page 8)
“5.9 In our opinion, HE has been dismissive of the effects on Hilton and
this has led to minimal mitigation measures being included in the DCO.
It is inexplicable that HE can claim there will be no significant adverse
effects for Hilton.”
“5.10 We have retained the services of our own Noise Pollution Expert
in an attempt to understand the true likely impact of Noise Pollution
from the proposed development. At the time of writing this report, our
Expert has been denied access to the digitised data that was requested
from Jacobs. We understand they are acting on instruction from HE in
this regard.” (Paragraph 5.9-5.10, page 9)
Highways England response
Highways England is not dismissive of the concerns voiced by the
community at Hilton and takes very seriously the need to minimise the
noise impact of the scheme on health and quality of life as far as it is
sustainable, in line with the noise policy set out at paragraph 5.195 in
the National Networks National Policy Statement (NNNPS). The
Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference 6.1) sets out in
Chapter 14 how the scheme meets the aims of the NNNPS noise
policy.
Because of the relatively large separation distances between the
scheme, and the measures already incorporated into the scheme
design, the noise levels (calculated under downwind conditions)
resulting from the scheme are relatively low in absolute terms and no
long term perceptible increases in noise at Hilton have been identified
for the vast majority of the community (further information on traffic
noise assessment can be found in Highways Agency and Welsh
Office (2011), Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Volume 11,
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Section 3, Part 7, HD213/11 Revision 1, Noise and Vibration). No
likely significant noise effects have therefore been identified at Hilton.
Highways England has engaged with the technical officers of the
district councils specifically with regard to the noise and vibration
assessment methodology both before and after the DCO application
(refer to Chapter 5 of Volume 6.1 of the ES and Statement of
Common Ground (SoCG)). No concerns about the assessment
methodology for operational noise have been raised in the joint Local
Impact Report, or in Huntingdonshire District Council’s responses to
ExA written questions, statement of common ground or written
representation.
The ‘computer modelling’ of noise has been undertaken using an ‘off
the shelf’ package that applies the Government’s Calculation of Road
Traffic Noise (Department of Transport and Welsh Office (1988)
Calculation of Road Traffic Noise) method in line with the NNNPS
(5.191).
Sustainable mitigation measures designed into the scheme along the
Huntingdon Southern Bypass in the area of Hilton to minimise noise
impacts during operation include: careful design of the alignment and
cuttings; the use of low noise road surfacing; and landscaped
earthworks (to reduce visual impact).
The main community at Hilton is located, at its closest point, over
600m from the proposed scheme. The Highways England comments
on the Relevant Representations made by Interested Parties with
regard to the noise impact at Hilton (TR010018 HE/A14/EX/25
Response to Relevant Representations June 2015), explained that
noise barriers (as either fences or landscaped bunds) will not provide
any benefit over distances in the order 600 metres or greater from the
road.
The representation refers to a Noise Pollution Expert. Highways
England and its advisors do not believe that they have received any
request for digitised data as suggested in the representation. We
would welcome further engagement with Hilton PC and its noise
pollution expert and the ExA could be advised of the outcomes from
such discussions via an updated SoCG.

HE/A14/EX/50

Page 94 of 140

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s response to written
representations (Report 2 Parish Councils)

7.9 Traffic and Transportation
Key issue

“Traffic Impacts
6.1 HE states that “a number of villages, including Hilton, would benefit
from a reduction in through traffic”. HE is relying upon a traffic model to
which we do not have access and are, therefore, unable to challenge. We
do know that the modelling is based on a series of assumptions, again
to which we have no access and therefore cannot challenge.
6.2 We have been in correspondence with Cambridgeshire County
Council (CCC) and Huntingdonshire District Council (HDC) about traffic
modelling, and they confirm that CCC is currently undertaking a
verification study on the HE/Jacobs modelling data included in their
DCO – so that “we all know what the actual impacts are.” We do not see
how HE can make the claims that they do whilst the verification process
is still underway (with no anticipated completion date)”. (Paragraph 6.1 –
6.2, page 9-10).
Highways England response
The traffic model has been validated by comparing modelled flows
with observed counts and modelled journey times with observations
and considered to be fit for purpose by Highways England. Highways
England is currently engaged with Cambridgeshire County Council
and Cambridge City Council with regards to traffic modelling. Local
impact testing has been agreed as a sensitivity test around the
CHARM3a model and is currently ongoing. The assumptions on
which the model is based are included in the Local Model Validation
Report and the Traffic Forecasting Report.
In response to the Examining Authority’s first written questions, Hilton
Parish Council included the following response to question 1.12.7:
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.
Key issue

“6.5 This is an intolerable and unnecessary additional burden on Hilton
and is a direct result of HE’s plans. We have pointed this problem out to
HE, however they declined to recommend any form of traffic calming or
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other mitigation or correct their traffic model which we believe to be
flawed. They consider traffic calming to be an issue for CCC but, in our
view, they are abdicating responsibility for a problem created by this
scheme”. (Paragraph 6.5, page 10)
Highways England response
Traffic flows through Hilton are forecast to increase into the future. By
2035 the AADT (Average Annual Daily Traffic) on the B1040 through
Hilton is forecast to be 5600 AADT. As a result of the scheme this is
forecast to reduce to 5100 AADT. Flows on Graveley Way are
predicted to be 3000 AADT by 2035 which falls to 2800 AADT as a
result of the A14 improvement scheme. There is no evidence to
suggest that there would be a significant increase in the volume of ratrunning traffic through Hilton as a result of the scheme and therefore
no additional traffic calming is considered necessary.
These traffic forecasts are derived from a traffic model that makes a
future prediction based on an accurate representation of what
happens today and a set of growth assumptions which takes account
of development proposals and national and regional population and
employment forecasts. This is a standard procedure and has been
approved by the Highways England Traffic Appraisal, Modelling and
Economics (TAME) team. Highways England consider the forecasts
produced are a valid prediction of the future. However, Highways
England has agreed with the Local Highway Authority,
Cambridgeshire County Council, that if future traffic flows through
Hilton are substantially greater than currently predicted and that the
increase can be attributable directly to the A14 improvement, then
funding can be made available for additional measures relating to
traffic management. A joint monitoring regime will be established with
the County Council to monitor traffic flows and to determine whether
growth can be attributable to the impact of the A14 improvement
scheme over and above forecasted outcomes.
Key issue

“6.6 Additionally, HE has not really addressed the issue of HCV traffic
during the construction phase. The noise and pollution generated by the
construction process will be further exacerbated by the activity at the
gravel pits next to the B1040 just north of Hilton and the substantial
lorry and plant movements associated with them.
6.7 HE claims that deliveries will be directed along the new A14 as it is
constructed but there is no commitment that we can see to keep
construction traffic out of the villages, including Hilton. Hilton is already
exposed to high levels of HCV traffic, recording 575 HCVs over 7.5
tonnes in one day in a recent study, and construction traffic in addition
to this would be intolerable. In our view, the B1040 is an inappropriate
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road for HCV traffic and strongly believe that there should be a 24 hour
ban through the village. Again, HE declines to engage in this discussion
on the ground that this is not their problem”. (Paragraph 6.6, page 10)
Highways England response
The main contractors would form a Traffic Management Working
Group and would consult with local authorities regarding access
routes that may be used by the main contractors to access the
construction sites, this would include consultation regarding any
particular timing restrictions on the use of the roads. Access routes for
the majority of construction traffic would be limited as far as
reasonably practicable, to the trunk road network as well as
temporary offline haul routes created within the trace or/and parallel to
the scheme where possible. Access along local roads would be
restricted but may be necessary for certain construction activities.
Section 6.7 Air Quality, of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
describe measures that would be put in place using best practical
means and industry best practice to limit dust pollution associated
with earthworks of this nature.
An assessment of the volume and movement directions of
construction traffic across the scheme has been made. In order to
reduce construction related impacts, mitigation measures such as the
creation of offline haul routes have been proposed. See Annex B/C,
Appendix 3.2 in the Environmental Statement for details.
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7.10 Borrow Pits
Key issue

“We have not received any assurances that nearby borrow pits will be
return to a natural landscape and that extraction will not continue on a
commercial basis”. (Paragraph 8.7, page 12)
Highways England response
All of the proposed borrow pits, with the exception of borrow pits 5
and 6 where large areas will be returned predominately to agricultural
land, are expected to result in natural flooding from ingress of
groundwater, eventually creating lakes. The rate of flooding and final
water levels will vary according to the local hydrogeology and
hydrology of each pit location.
Appendix 3.3 of the Environmental Statement Appendices (document
reference 6.3) provides details on the restoration scheme for each
borrow pit. Highways England proposes to extend the aftercare
arrangements for borrow pit sites from 5 to 10 years. An aftercare
management strategy for each borrow pit will be prepared during the
examination period. The partner authorities will be consulted on the
content of the aftercare strategies as they are developed. The
restoration and aftercare of the borrow pits would be secured by a
requirement in Schedule 2 to the DCO.
The material excavated from the borrow pits will only be used for the
A14 scheme and will not continue to be used on a commercial basis.
The excavation of the borrow pits will only be carried out during the
construction phase.
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7.11 Consultation
Key issue

The views of Hilton Parish Council expressed within Section 2 are best
summarised by section 2.10.
“We do not consider that the consultations carried out by HE complied
with ‘Planning Act 2008 – Guidance on the pre-application process’
issued by the Department for Communities and Local Government”.
(Paragraph 2.10, page 5)
This was also set out in the concluding remarks (at paragraph 9.1) of
Hilton Parish Council's written representation.
“It is our contention that the consultation process carried out by HE did
not comply with the Planning Act 2008 (as amended)”. (Paragraph 9.1,
page 12).
Highways England response
The pre-application consultation process was carried out in
accordance with relevant legislation and guidance, including the
DCLG guidance on the pre-application 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.
Highways England disagrees with comments from Hilton Parish
Council suggesting that the consultation was a "box-ticking exercise"
and that it was "never serious about listening to the concerns of
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consultees". Responses to Highways England's pre-application
consultation have been taken into account and have helped shape the
scheme so that it better addresses the needs of stakeholders,
affected parties and the wider public whilst achieving the scheme’s
objectives. Consultation and engagement has also helped to increase
awareness and understanding of the scheme by the public. As a
result of pre-application consultation important issues have been
considered and addressed, where appropriate to do so, in advance of
the submission of the DCO application to the Secretary of State
(SoS).
The Consultation Report demonstrates how Highways England has
had regard to each consultation response and the changes to the
scheme which were made in response to such consultation feedback.
(See Consultation Report and Consultation Report Appendices
(document reference 5.2 – in particular chapter 2 of the Consultation
Report sets out how consultation has been on-going alongside and
informing the development of the scheme)).
Since the submission of the Development Consent Order application
DCLG have updated the ‘Guidance on the pre-application process’ as
published in March 2015. The principles of this guidance remain the
same, and the key change to the updated version is that it
incorporates guidance from the ‘Planning Act 2008: Guidance for local
authorities’ (published by DCLG in March 2010), which has now been
withdrawn.
Following submission of the Development Consent Order application,
15 local authorities responded to the Planning Inspectorate regarding
the adequacy of the consultation. This included the three hosting
authorities (Cambridgeshire County Council, Huntingdonshire District
Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council) as well as various
neighbouring authorities.
In summary, the local authorities all responded that the consultation
had been adequate. The full responses are available to view at the
National Infrastructure Planning website.
As per section 55 of the Planning Act 2008, the Planning Inspectorate
when deciding to accept the DCO application had regard to the
consultation report, adequacy of consultation representations
received from local authorities and the extent to which the applicant
has had regard to guidance.
The Planning Inspectorate provided comments on their decision to
accept the application in the Section 55 Application Checklist,
available of the National Infrastructure Planning website.
Section 2.16 of the checklist asks “to what extent has the
applicant had regard to DCLG guidance ‘The Planning Act 2008:
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Guidance on the pre-application process”? In response, the Planning
Inspectorate commented: “The applicant appears to have had regard
to DCLG guidance with the approach they have taken for the
consultation process, and there is no evidence to suggest that they
have not followed this guidance” (page 16).
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8 Madingley Parish Council
8.1 Overview
Madingley Parish Council submitted a written representation (dated
12 June 2015) identifying issues concerning noise and vibration,
transportation and traffic, and design and engineering standards.
The representation raises principal issues as detailed below. Quotes
and summaries taken from Madingley Parish Council’s written
representation are highlighted in bold, followed by a response from
Highways England.
In addition to issues raised, Madingley Parish Council also made the
following point in support of the application:
•

Madingley Parish Council support the A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon Improvement Scheme as being a welcome upgrade of
the existing road infrastructure. (Paragraph 1, page 1)

8.2 Design and Engineering Standards
Key issue

“Construction Traffic - The Council is asking for a complete ban on
construction traffic passing through Madingley, Dry Drayton and Coton
villages.” (Paragraph 2, page 1)
Highways England response
In accordance with Code of Construction Practice (document
reference 6.3 appendix 20.02). The main contractors would form a
Traffic Management Working Group (TMWG) and would consult with
local authorities regarding access routes that may be used by the
contractors to access the construction sites; this would include
consultation regarding any particular timing restrictions on the use of
the roads. Paragraph 8 of Schedule 2 to the Draft Development
Consent Order (document reference 3.1) requires a traffic
management plan to be prepared and approved prior to the relevant
part of the works commencing. Access routes for construction would
be limited as far as reasonably practicable, to the trunk road network.
Access along local roads would be restricted but may be necessary
(to access the site from the trunk road) and access along residential
roads would generally be prohibited. Compliance with the Code of
Construction Practice is secured by paragraph 3 of Schedule 2 of the
draft development consent order.
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It is anticipated that heavy construction traffic would not be required to
pass through Madingley, Dry Drayton or Coton villages.
Key issue

“The Avenue – The road in Madingley called the Avenue is to be cut off
alongside the A14 as part of the scheme. The Highways Agency
suggested to the village that the junction between the Avenue and the
new link road could provide and on off junction or it could be closed to
traffic. The Highways Agency suggested that the village should consult
on this matter and then hold a referendum. This has now been done and
the County Council is ignoring that the village voted by a two thirds
majority to have the Avenue closed to traffic at the link Road junction.
While we appreciate this is a decision for Cambridgeshire County
Council, the village is very aggrieved that the democratic process that
has taken place is being ignored.” (Paragraph 3, Page 1)
Highways England response
The main reasons for the proposal to include a link between the new
Local Access Road and The Avenue are:
•

A high proportion (47%) of traffic forecast to use The Avenue to the
north of Madingley is local traffic, with trips originating or ending in
Madingley. Closure of The Avenue would impact on local traffic,
resulting in vehicles having to find alternative routes.

•

Stopping up The Avenue would result in additional costs as
alternative accesses to adjacent fields would need to be provided
and utilities would have to be diverted along alternative highway
routes,

•

Cambridgeshire County Council supports the need to retain The
Avenue to the north of Madingley as public highway.
Please refer to Highways England’s Response to the First Written
Questions Report 5: Design and Engineering Standards (document
reference HE-A14-EX-32) in the response to question 1.5.4 (pages 7
to 11), which provides an explanation of Highways England’s reasons
for retaining a connection between The Avenue and the new Local
Access Road despite the referendum results.

Key issue

“GIRTON INTERCHANGE – The scheme currently does NOT include any
access to the A14 for
•

traffic travelling East on the A428

•

traffic exiting Cambridge on the Huntingdon Road
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traffic travelling towards Cambridge on the link road

With a full interchange which we suggest could be achieved with a large
roundabout the traffic travelling East would be able to avoid using the
A1303 /Madingley Hill which is very congested every weekday morning.
Also this link would be a huge advantage to traffic exiting Cambridge
from The NIAB and NW Cambridge sites and Cambridge itself.”
(Paragraph 6, Pages 1 – 2)
Highways England response
A key aspect of the benefits provided by the proposed improvements
is the provision of free flowing links for traffic continuing on the A14 at
Girton Interchange, both eastbound and westbound. Provision of a
large roundabout would not achieve this free-flow and due to the high
traffic flows on the A14 (approximately 39,000 vehicles per day
travelling eastbound and 25,000 vehicles per day travelling
westbound in 2035), this would result in significant queuing on the
approaches to the roundabout. Further, this solution would require a
large, elevated roundabout with numerous new structures and
realignment of Huntingdon Road (impacting on the North West
Cambridge Development and NIAB site). The cost of such a solution
would be in the order of £100m and would require a closure of
Huntingdon Road (and major disruption to the M11/A14/A428) during
construction. This option was therefore not considered to be feasible.
Highways England’s response to Written Question 1.5.10, provides an
explanation of the rationale behind the proposals at Girton
Interchange. See pages 26 to 29 of Highways England’s Response
to the First Written Questions Report 5: Design and Engineering
Standards (document reference HE/A14/EX/32). This provides a
detailed explanation of the reasons for not providing a link between
the A428 eastbound and A14 westbound. These include:
•

Including provision for these movements would increase the
scheme footprint significantly

•

This would result in significant environmental impact, and

•

Increase scheme costs significantly. Provision of all movements
would require the construction of numerous new structures and
would cost in the order of £100m.
Whilst the response to Written Question 1.5.10 does not specifically
refer to the provision of a link between Huntingdon Road and the A14
eastbound and between the Local Access Road and the A14
eastbound (as the Written Question did not refer to these links), the
reasons for not including these links remain the same.
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Key issue

“Madingley Parish Council would like the Highways Agency to look
carefully at the feasibility of abandoning the link road from the Dry
Drayton bridge to Huntingdon Road, and replace this by continuing the
link road from Bar Hill on the EAST side of the A14 which can easily
merge with the existing A14 link to Huntingdon road. In addition a short
link road only will be required on the West side from the Dry Drayton
bridge to allow access to the County Crematorium. We suggest this will
entail far less road construction and cost and it will achieve the same
object. Part of this revised link road would still have the currently
planned footpath and cycle path to Girton.” (Paragraph 7, Page 2)
Highways England response
1. The main issue at this location is that there are existing private means of
access to properties and land alongside both the eastbound and
westbound A14 carriageways. Therefore in order to remove all at-grade
private means of access from the A14, improving safety for road users,
an off line route would need to be provided to each property and land
plot.
2. On the southern side of the A14 between Dry Drayton and Girton
Interchange there are a number of locations that require access,
including Cambridge Crematorium, Hackers Fruit Farm, Catch Hall Farm
and Cottages and numerous field accesses.
3. Provision of the main Local Access Road to the north of the A14 would
require the construction of a large new bridge crossing over the A14
eastbound interchange link to provide a link between Huntingdon Road
and the Local Access Road. It may also require additional land to widen
the bridge over the A428. New accesses would also need to be provided
to all locations that are currently accessed directly from the westbound
A14 carriageway. This option would be significantly more costly than the
proposed scheme to provide the main Local Access Road to the south of
the A14, which uses the existing Bulls Close Bridge to connect the Local
Access Road to Huntingdon Road, passing underneath the M11. The
proposed scheme is therefore considered to be more feasible and cost
effective than the suggested option to provide the Local Access Road to
the north of the A14.
Key issue

Para 4
“PATH AND CYCLE PATHS – Madingley questions the positioning and
the need for some of the proposed paths in the scheme. Paths which are
unlit and go deep into rural country will not be used at night by the more
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vulnerable members of society and do pose a safety issue. A much
better route has long been promoted between Bar Hill and the Coton
junction with the A1303 by the parishes of Bar Hill, Dry Drayton,
Madingley and Coton.” (Paragraph 4, page 1)
Highways England response
The non-motorised facilities that would be provided as part of the
scheme are designed to meet key objectives set out in the NMU
Context Report, which include:•

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

•

To provide connectivity, where practical, between new facilities and
with existing footpath and bridleway facilities which are curtailed
currently where they intersect with the A14.
The shared footpath, cycle and equestrian track proposed along the
LAR would achieve the first objective. This facility would benefit from
lighting where junctions are proposed to be lit. At the detailed design
stage after the development consent order (if the application is
granted) is made, solar-powered road studs , which have been
suggested by Cambridgeshire County Council, would be considered
in unlit areas of the NMU route adjacent to the local access road, to
provide guidance for users, particularly cyclists. Safety reviews of
this facility (undertaken with Cambridgeshire County Council who will
operate this facility), will inform the detailed design and, if appropriate,
further lighting will be considered.
The bridleways which would be provided on the south-west, northwest and north-east quadrants of Girton Interchange would provide
connectivity for non-motorised users between Madingley
Accommodation Bridge, the facility on the LAR, the proposed NorthWest Cambridge Development, Girton Accommodation Bridge and
Dry Drayton bridge; thus meeting the second objective above
comprehensively. These paths would be rural bridleways and unlit.
However, those in the vicinity of the Girton Interchange would benefit
indirectly from lighting from the main carriageways.
Non-motorised users would be able to travel south-westwards from
the facilities proposed using existing bridleway 154/2 and existing
footpaths 154/3 and 154/4 to travel towards the American Cemetery
and the Coton area, if desired. It is considered that the scheme would
provide the broadest connectivity for NMUs between communities,
developments and other destinations within the route, and as a result,
should progress as proposed.
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8.3 Noise and Vibration
Key issue

“Noise - The Council are very concerned that the noise level will be
raised by the construction and later use of the upgraded A14. In
particular the high embankment at the Girton Interchange will greatly
exacerbate the noise level for the whole village. The Inspector will wish
to note that a considerable length of the existing northern bypass was
put in a cutting close to Madingley to cut down on the road noise level,
this was requested by the University of Cambridge research team that
works in Madingley which is the Sub-Department of Animal Behaviour of
the Department of Zoology. The proposed embankment flies in the face
of the previous sensible road design”. (Paragraph 1, page 1)
Highways England response
Construction noise
As set out in Highways England’s Response to the ExA’s First Written
Questions: Report 10 Noise and Vibration (document reference HEA14-EX-37) in the response to question 1.10.14, the closest
properties in Madingley would be more than 900 metres from the
scheme and more than 600 metres outside of the study area
considered in the construction phase noise assessment. Given the
large separation distances involved, the residential properties in and
around Madingley would be outside the areas which might be
adversely impacted by construction noise and vibration and further
outside the area where significant impact on health and quality of life
could occur.
The Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (Appendix 20.2, document
reference 6.3) sets out the methods and means by which construction
noise and vibration would be minimised as secured by Requirement 3
of the Draft Development Consent Order application. The CoCP
includes a commitment for the contractors to seek local authority
consent for the construction method and detailed steps to minimise
noise and vibration before construction starts under section 61 of the
Control of Pollution Act 1974.
Operational noise
Again as set out in Highways England’s Response to the ExA’s First
Written Questions: Report 10 Noise and Vibration, in response to
question 1.10.14, the closest properties in Madingley are more than
900m from the nearest part of the scheme more than 300 metres
outside of the study area considered in the operational phase noise
assessment.
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The noise study area is defined in line with DMRB HD213/11 as 600
metres around new or altered highways and sections of existing roads
within 1 km of the new works that are predicted to be subject to a
change in noise level of more than 1dB(A) as a result of the scheme
on opening. A change in road traffic noise of 1 dB(A) in the short term
is the smallest that is considered perceptible.
Madingley is more than 300 metres beyond the study area for the
operation of the scheme (Refer to sheet 15 of figure 14.7 of the
Environmental Statement Figures (document reference 6.2)
Accordingly, Madingley is outside the spatial scope of the assessment
and is considered unlikely to experience any noticeable change in
road traffic noise as a result of the scheme. Further to this, there are
no noise effects to report in relation to affected routes in Madingley.
Summary
In summary, it is concluded that no significant adverse effects are
likely at Madingley due to noise arising from the construction and
operation of the proposed scheme, including the A14 trunk road
westbound link embankment.

8.4 Transport and Transportation
Key issue

“TRAFFIC CALMING and TRAFFIC NUMBERS – All the village wish to
see a reduction in traffic numbers and volume and we understand the
scheme allows for financial help with this for local communities close to
the A14 like Madingley village. This help is requested.” (Paragraph 5,
page 1)
Highways England response
The A14 improvement scheme is predicted to cause some
redistribution of traffic in and around Madingley village. Further detail
is provided in Highways England’s response to Written Question
1.12.4.
Traffic flows are expected to increase in future years through
Madingley. Without the scheme, there is forecast to be an increase in
the volume of traffic using all routes out of the village between 2020
and 2035. The increases on Church Lane and Cambridge Road to
the south are larger than on The Avenue and Dry Drayton Road to the
north, indicating an increasing propensity for local traffic to join the
A428 / A1303 rather than the A14 due to increasing congestion on the
A14. Across the five roads out of the village included in Highways
England’s response to Written Question 1.12.4 (The Avenue, north of
HE/A14/EX/50
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Madingley; Dry Drayton Road, north-west of Madingley; High Street,
through Madingley; Church Lane, south of Madingley; and Cambridge
Road, south-east of Madingley) there is forecast to be an increase of
4,800 vehicles per day, or 37%. Traffic flows are forecast to increase
only slightly more as a result of the proposed A14 scheme being in
place, although there are some greater variations on Dry Drayton
Road and The Avenue as a result of changing connectivity afforded
by the scheme.
With the scheme, approximately 1,100 vehicles per day in 2020 and
1,500 vehicles per day in 2035 would be travelling between the A428 /
A1303 and the new Local Access Road, equating to around 15% of
total traffic using this route. With the scheme, around 68% of total
traffic through Madingley in 2020 is forecast to be local traffic; this
reduces to 61% in 2035.
These traffic forecasts are derived from a traffic model that makes a
future projection based on an accurate representation of what
happens today (refer to section 3 Baseline data and model
development of the Transport Assessment, document reference 7.2).
Highways England have agreed with the Local Highway Authority
Cambridgeshire County Council that if future traffic flows through
Madingley are substantially greater than current projections, and that
the increase can be attributable directly to the A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon improvement scheme, then funding can be contributed for
additional measures to help manage the traffic. A joint monitoring
regime would be established with the County Council to monitor traffic
flows and to determine that growth that can be attributable to the
impact of the A14 improvement scheme over and above what is
predicted.
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9 Parish Council of Offord Cluny and Offord
Darcy
9.1 Overview
The Parish Council of Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy submitted a
written representation (dated 12 June 2015) identifying the parish
council’s concerns.
The representation raises principal issues as detailed below. Quotes
and summaries taken from the Parish Council of Offord Cluny and
Offord Darcy’s written representation are highlighted in bold, followed
by a response from Highways England.

9.2 Air quality and emissions
Key issue

“Perhaps the most pertinent issue, is that, if after all these
Environmental Impact Assessments have been completed and it is
found that there is an aspect that is considered unacceptable, be it air
quality, noise or whatever – will this cause the project to be abandoned?
We suspect not – rather as in the proposed Heathrow expansion, we will
find that bar will be lowered rather than the performance raised. So in
the first place we would like some assurance that adherence to
European standards for environmental impacts will be maintained
throughout.
Section 6 – Air Quality. Why are the Offords – likely to be affected
adversely by increased air pollution - excluded from being an AQMA?
Why has no analysis of our 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.” (Para 1-2, Page 7)
Highways England response
The air quality assessment for the scheme has been completed and
the impacts are not considered to be unacceptable, indeed, there is
an overall beneficial impact on air quality reducing population
exposure. The air quality assessment has used air quality standards
that are based on EU Directives.
The air quality study has not concentrated on areas that only
experience an improvement. The study area (known as the Affected
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Road Network or ARN) is determined by an initial screening exercise
that examines where traffic changes 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 screening exercise; this includes areas where a deterioration in
air quality is expected. The initial screening exercise indicated that
traffic changes through the Offords were not significant in the opening
year (2020) however were considered significant in the future
assessment year (2035) ARN. Therefore, a number of 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.
An Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) is declared by the local
authority as part of a regular review and assessment of air quality in
their area. Air Quality Management Areas are not the outcome of an
environmental impact assessment. An AQMA has not been declared
by the local authority because air quality objectives are not exceeded
in the area. Air quality monitoring and modelling undertaken at
Offords indicates that air quality currently complies with air quality
standards and is predicted to do so at both of the assessment years
(2020/2035) both "with" and "without" the scheme.
As stated in the response to the same comments made by the Parish
Council of Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy during the scoping process,
topographical effects are very limited given the distance between
Offord Cluny and the proposed bypass. Changes to pollutant
concentrations are negligible at distances greater than 200m from the
road, as shown in DMRB.

HE/A14/EX/50

Page 111 of 140

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s response to written
representations (Report 2 Parish Councils)

9.3 Environmental Impact Assessment
Key issue

“Environmental Impact Assessment
Much is made of the proposed “Environmental Impact Assessment”
(EIA) of the route as a whole – an imposing 300 page document detailing
all the many investigations being planned with regard to noise,
pollution, visual impact etc. What is not at all clear, and what does not
appear to be mentioned at all within the document, is the timescale for
these studies. Many of them appeared not to be completed at the time of
the Preliminary meeting of the Planning Inspectorate and consequently
when they are published, will leave insufficient time for any response
within the timescale of the examination of the DCO. The obvious
conclusion to which to jump is that HE have taken no account at all of
the Environmental Impact Assessment in their planning process. It is a
mere box-ticking exercise to smooth their path to a decision taking
many years ago. So how can they convince we stakeholders
otherwise?” (Para 6, Page 6)
Highways England response
The environmental impact assessment of the proposed scheme has
been an iterative process, carried out alongside and informing the
development of the proposed scheme's alignment and design. It is
not correct to suggest that the design of the scheme has been
established without regard to its potential environmental effects.
The Environmental Statement (ES) documents the findings of the
environmental impact assessment (EIA) process associated with the
proposed scheme at the time of publication (i.e. December 2014). The
issues addressed within the ES were agreed with the Planning
Inspectorate and were formally set out in a scoping opinion issued on
behalf of the Secretary of State in April 2014.
The assessments reported in the ES were based on the best
information available at the time of submission. This included the
findings from extensive field surveys and modelling exercises. The
detail of these findings in most cases is set out in the ES Appendices
(Document 6.3), or illustrated in the ES Figures (Document 6.2),
rather than in the more concise text of the ‘300 page document’
referred to in this Written Representation, which is assumed to be
Document 6.1 Environmental Statement. A 23 page non-technical
summary is publicly available, which summarises the findings of the
ES in plain English.
Some surveys and modelling will be undertaken (after the
development consent order (if the application is granted) is made)
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through the detailed design and pre-construction stages to inform the
refinement of the design and mitigation proposals and to provide up to
date information on mobile species. If further work is required, in most
cases these build upon existing information gained from the surveys
and modelling undertaken for the ES.
The findings of the extensive field surveys and modelling exercises
have been available for public response since January 2015. This is
considered to be a sufficient timescale as it is in accordance with the
prescribed timescales of the DCO process as per the Planning Act
2008.
Environmental impact assessment has been undertaken as an
iterative process throughout, and feeding into, the development of the
submitted scheme design. Environmental knowledge and advice has
therefore been integral to HE’s proposals, as explained in more detail
in paragraphs 6.2.4 to 6.2.6 of Chapter 6 of the ES (Document 6.1).
Key issue

“As a corollary to this, we have concerns about the objectivity of those
involved with the production of this EIA. Many of them will be
consultants and third parties reliant on income from contracts awarded
to them by HE and other government and quasi-government
organisations. What assurance can we have that these are truly
independent and free from bias?” (Para 7, Page 6)
Highways England response
Highways England considers that the environmental impact
assessment has been carried out in a robust, independent and
professional manner.
The ES was prepared by suitably qualified and experienced
professionals as outlined in Appendix 6.1 (Document 6.3).
The methodologies for each topic assessment are described clearly in
Chapters 8 to 17 of the ES, with further detail provided in appendices
where appropriate. The approach and methods for the assessments
were defined in the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement
Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report (Highways
Agency, March 2014) which was submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate and consulted on in accordance with the Planning
Inspectorate’s Advice Note 7. The methodologies followed for the
assessment of each discipline is in accordance with established best
practice guidance and any relevant statutory guidance and
requirements.
The ES meets the requirements of the Council Directive (2011/92/EU)
on the assessment of the effects of certain public and private projects
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on the environment (codification) (EIA Directive) (European Union,
2011) which forms the basis of the legal requirements for EIA and of
EIA practice in the UK. The ES is compliant with this EU Directive and
other relevant legislation and guidance including the:
•

Infrastructure Planning (Environment Impact Assessment)
Regulation 2009 (as amended) (EIA Regulations);

•

EIA Directive (2014/52/EU) (European Union, 2014);

•

Volume 11 of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
(Highways Agency et al., 1993); and

•

National Policy Statement for National Networks (Department of
Transport, 2015).

9.4 Compulsory Acquisition
Key issue

“The Parish Council has summarised a number of issues over which
many stakeholders have expressed concerns. Concerns regarding land
take at Mill Common and Views Common are extracted below:
"The removal of a considerable part of Huntingdon’s green leisure
spaces, Mill Common and Views Common. Not to mention the legal
“grey area” regarding the land’s status as being held in trust for the
people of Huntingdon." (Paragraph numbered 5, Page 9)
Highways England response
The land which is proposed to be taken for the scheme at Mill
Common and Views Common, and to which the Parish Council is
likely to be referring, is land registered at HM Land Registry as being
owned by the Huntingdon Freemen's Trust.
Notwithstanding the name of the Trust, Highways England is not
precluded from compulsorily acquiring the land, as it does not fall
within the 'special categories of land' requiring special procedures for
acquisition established by sections 131 to 132 of the Planning Act
2008 (the Act).
Furthermore, as paragraphs 11.6 to 11.10 of the Statement of
Reasons (document reference HE/A14/EX/42) explain, only a small
part of land that is considered to be a 'registered common' (and thus
falling within section 131 of the Act) is proposed to be acquired for the
scheme and this area of land comes within the permitted exceptions
set out in section 131 of the Act. .
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Neither Mill Common nor Views Common come within the definition of
'open space' in s.131 of the Planning Act 2008.
Mill Common and Views Common comprise large grassed areas that
are let by the Huntingdon Freemen's Trust on farm business
tenancies for grazing purposes. Whilst both Mill Common and Views
Common are therefore space with open characteristics when
compared to the surrounding urban area, they are not 'open space' in
legal or planning terms. Mill Common and Views Common are
privately owned land, and the only lawful permitted public access to,
or use of, that land is on a number of clearly marked linear rights of
way which cross the grassed areas used for grazing and which
provide, and are used as, through routes between Huntingdon Station
and the town centre. This permitted use, by the public, of both Views
Common and Mill Common, would prevail after the implementation of
the scheme.
The Huntingdon Freemen's Trust is a charity. The terms of the
charity scheme provide that the amount of land which it is appropriate
to maintain as open space (at Mill Common and Views Common), is a
matter for the discretion of the Trustees. This discretion enables the
Trustees to keep the land open for purposes which include linear
recreation (i.e. access along the designated paths) and grazing of
animals (on the grassed areas). This exercise of the Trustees'
discretion engages the requirement in the Trust's charity scheme for
the land to be retained as an open space for the enjoyment of the
inhabitants of Huntingdon.
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9.5 Design and Engineering Standards
Key issue

The Parish Council states that the proposed Huntingdon Southern
Bypass is unnecessary as the alternative solution of upgrading the A14,
dualling the A428 between St Neots and Caxton and improving the
A428/A1 link at the Black Cat roundabout, would provide a much greater
improvement in traffic movement in the area as a whole, at much lower
cost. Further detail is provided in the extract below:
“Delays on the current A14 between Huntingdon and Cambridge are
mainly due to breakdowns, accidents and the weight of rush-hour traffic
trying to get into Cambridge at the Girton interchange. The impact of
breakdowns is exacerbated by the lack of a hard shoulder, making it
impossible to pull offending vehicles off the main carriageway in a
timely manner. Accidents are for the most part relatively minor
(Highways England’s own statistics). They could be reduced by
designing proper entry and exit slip roads for the junctions along its
course and closing the badly designed and poorly sited laybys used as
lorry parks along the route. The presence of a hard shoulder would
minimise delays consequent to such accidents. The proposed redesign
of the Girton interchange should help to keep traffic flowing by properly
separating that traffic that wishes to enter Cambridge and that which
wishes to continue along the A14 towards Newmarket.
Additionally much of the weight of rush-hour traffic for this section of
the A14 can be relieved by dualling the A428 between St Neots and
Caxton Gibbet and thus providing an alternative route for local traffic. It
is in any case rather anomalous that this relatively short stretch of road
should remain single lane when the rest of it has been dualled all the
way between Cambridge and the M1. Include the addition of a proper
link to the M1 that bypasses the “Black Cat” roundabout at Barford and
the shape of a properly “joined up” road system starts to emerge.
So our opinion remains that this is an equally effective solution to this
problem, and achievable at a fraction of the cost of the HE proposal.”
(Paragraph 3-5, Page 1)
Highways England response
The A14 is being improved, including the Huntingdon Southern
Bypass, for the reasons stated by this representation. The new A14
route, being generally of at least dual three lane carriageway would
increase capacity and by reducing the number of junctions (and not
providing parking laybys) would reduce the number of conflict points
and decrease the potential for accidents.
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The widened carriageway would provide a more robust solution to
cater for events such as breakdowns. The new junctions that would
be provided as part of the scheme, as mentioned in the question,
would be of a higher standard than the existing junctions.
The suggested provision of a hard shoulder as part of the
new/improved A14 would increase land take, be costly to construct
and make minimal difference to capacity.
Instead, the proposed scheme would provide emergency laybys
combined with a comprehensive modern system of traffic monitoring
and variable message signs to detect incidents, provide warning to
motorists and if required close lanes. This approach is similar to
recently upgraded sections of motorways such as the M25.
The government have announced plans to improve the A428 to dual
carriageway from Black Cat roundabout to Caxton Gibbet to create a
continuous ‘expressway’ from Cambridge to Bedford and Milton
Keynes as part of the nationwide road investment strategy. This will
provide an alternative route for strategic traffic. The A14 and A428
schemes do not, however, rely on each other for the justification of
each separate scheme, neither does one remove the need for the
other.
Key issue

The Parish Council sets out the following concerns over the B1043:
“A further issue is the B1043, the road that runs north from Offord Cluny
to Godmanchester. HE’s proposal is to create a new road to the west of
the existing, in order to avoid having to close it during construction.
Concerns have been expressed that the new road appears to be very
straight and will encourage traffic to reach dangerous speeds in either
direction, in particular that coming down the hill from Godmanchester
towards Offord Cluny. The HE response in their document “Consultation
Report 5.1”:The proposed new section of B1043 over the A14 would not be
dissimilar to the existing road which already has straight sections. The
road would also rise as it passes over the A14 which would encourage
slower speed.
Which is typical of so many of the responses within this document. Just
batting away the issue with no evidence or scientific backing. Our
concerns remain. The straight part of the existing road is shorter than
the proposed replacement and finishes in a series of bends that gives
traffic going too fast a margin of error in which to slow down. The
proposed road comes straight down into Offord Cluny in a straight line
from the top of Offord Hill. Moreover the proposed “rise as it passes
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over the A14” can only mean that the descent into Offord Cluny is
steeper, which will surely increase rather than diminish the speed of
traffic entering the village.” (Para 3-4, Page 4)
Highways England response
The new B1043 has been designed in accordance with design
standards set by Highways England in the Design Manual for Roads
and Bridges. Additionally the design of the new B1043 has been
discussed with Cambridge County Council.
Consideration was given to an alternative alignment of the B1043,
tying in to the north of the existing sharp bends on the south side of
the A14, and creating less of a straight approach. To do this was
considered unsafe, being directly contrary to the requirements of
design standards – para 1.11 of Highways England’s design standard
TD9/93 Highway Link Design refers – and hence discarded. This was
discussed with Cambridgeshire County Council who agreed with this
approach.
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Key issue

The Parish Council have summarised a number of issues over which
many stakeholders have expressed concerns. Concerns regarding
contingency plans, land take and economic impacts are extracted
below:
“The lack of any contingency plans when (not “if”) the bypass is closed
due to an accident. This situation will be severely exacerbated should
the existing viaduct over the station be removed. And note once more
that the proposed road has no hard shoulder and therefore will be prone
to the same risk of closure by relatively minor incidents and take a
similar length of time to clear as the current A14.
The removal of a considerable part of Huntingdon’s green leisure
spaces, Mill Common and Views Common. Not to mention the legal
“grey area” regarding the land’s status as being held in trust for the
people of Huntingdon.
The fact that by its very existence the new A14 will facilitate new
developments along its route, will encourage workers in Cambridge to
move further afield to take advantage of cheaper property prices etc etc
until the levels of congestion increase such that average journey times
increase back to today’s levels.” (Para 4-6, Page 8-9)
The Parish Council notes their approval of the “sensible” proposed
improvements to junctions at Girton, Histon and Milton. It is suggested
that if similar measures were applied to the existing A14, along with a
hard shoulder, then most of the issues regarding congestion caused by
accidents and breakdowns would also be addressed. The Parish Council
believes the cost of this option to me much lower than the proposed
scheme, in terms of both monetary and human cost.
Highways England response
The new A14 would be 3 lanes in each direction with a concrete
barrier in the central reserve to prevent cross over accidents.
Additionally there would be a comprehensive Intelligent Transport
System (ITS) with variable signage and traffic monitoring to create an
overall improved scheme that is more resilient than the existing.
Whilst the scheme does take some land for the existing green space
in Huntingdon, the scheme has been designed to minimise the
impact, including extensive environmental mitigation. For instance the
alignment of Pathfinder Link was moved further east to reduce the
impact on Mill Common. The proposals have been agreed with the
local authorities and other stakeholders such as English Heritage.
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Further detail on this point can be found in Highways England
response to question 1.9.4 (document reference (HE/A14/EX/36).
One of the Scheme objectives is to unlock growth in the region. The
results in the Traffic Modelling Update Report indicate that in almost
all cases sufficient capacity is provided in the new links and junctions
to avoid congestion in the design year 2035.
The A14 Study carried out in 2012 identified the options for
improvement for the A14 including widening the existing A14, and
analysed how well each option performed in the strategic case and
the economic case for the scheme. All A14 online widening options
were ruled out due to poor economic or strategic performance or ruled
out due to deliverability issues.

9.6 Economic and Social Effects
Key issue

“We continue to assert that regarding the proposed Huntingdon
Southern Bypass, the whole exercise is misguided and unnecessary.
That by upgrading the A14 to modern A-road standards, with proper slip
roads for entry and exit and the provision of a hard shoulder, by dualling
the A428 between St Neots and Caxton and improving the A428/A1 link
at the Black Cat roundabout, there will be a greater improvement in
traffic movement in the area as a whole, at much lower cost. The fact
that according to HE (Consultation Report 5.1 p64) the new A14 will not
have hard shoulders either, would seem to indicate that the entire
scheme at a cost of £1.5bn will not actually solve the root cause of the
current problem!
This suggestion, which has also been made by a number of other
stakeholders, has been consistently ignored by Highways England
throughout this entire process, and indeed throughout the previous A14
(“CHUMMS”) proposal dating from around 2003. Mike Evans,
representing Highways England was being somewhat disingenuous
when he asserted at the Planning Inspectorate Preliminary Meeting that
he was unaware that such a proposal existed.” (Para 1-2, Page 1).
Highways England response
The history of the development of the Scheme is detailed in Section
four of the Case for the Scheme (document reference 7.2). The
reasons for consideration and iterative assessment of options are
explained as the scheme has been developed over time. The reasons
for rejection of an option which retains the A14 through Huntingdon as
a trunk road are explained in the Response to the Examining

HE/A14/EX/50

Page 120 of 140

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s response to written
representations (Report 2 Parish Councils)

Authority’s First Written Questions, at question 1.7.9 on page 28
(document HE/A14/EX/34). This document was submitted on 15.
Future forecast increases in traffic flows on the A14 would require
widening of the viaduct structure to reduce congestion sufficiently.
This would only be achievable through demolition and rebuild and
require additional land take in this area and would worsen the
environmental impacts experienced within Huntingdon. Traffic flow
forecasts are detailed in the Transport Assessment (document
reference 7.2), further supplemented by the Traffic Modelling Update
Report (document reference HE/A14/EX/44).
The A428 scheme will sit alongside the A14 improvement scheme.
The A14 and A428 schemes do not, however, rely on each other for
the justification of each separate scheme, neither does one remove
the need for the other. Funding for the A428 Caxton Gibbet to Black
Cat has been confirmed in the Roads Investment Strategy (Highways
England, December 2014).
The existing A14 suffers from many problems; demand that exceeds
capacity, direct access frontages for a variety of farms and business
and lay-bys to name a few. The increase in capacity resulting from the
new scheme, as well as the removal of direct accesses and provision
of local access roads will help to alleviate the congestion experienced
at present. It is not Highways England practice to construct trunk
roads with hard shoulders and the lack of a hard shoulder is not
forecast to present a significant problem; indeed, many of the most
heavily trafficked sections of the strategic road network (much of the
M25 and M1, for example) do not operate a hard shoulder during
periods of peak demand.
The scheme incorporates a high level of Intelligent Traffic Systems
(ITS) to improve the functionality and safety of the road. This will
include Closed Circuit TV, Motorway Incident Detection Automatic
System loops, Motorway Signs 3s, Motorway Sign 4s and Emergency
Roadside Telephones. Street lighting will be provided at junctions and
decision points. To improve safety all Advanced Directional Signage
(ADS) will be placed above the carriageway on superspan gantries.
These measures will contribute to the efficient movement of traffic.
Key issue

The Parish Council makes the following points in relation to the
proposed removal of the Huntingdon Viaduct:
“Looking at the current route proposed by HE it is clear that whilst the
viaduct over the station has been removed, there is another less than a
mile away that traverses the river and which is being retained as part of
the scheme in order to allow local traffic to access the points East via
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the “old” A14. This viaduct was built at the same time, in the same
vernacular and using the same materials as that adjacent to the station.
So we would ask “With two identical structures why does HE consider
one to be good for another thirty years, yet not the other? “
• Highways England’s own website states that, in the aftermath of
remedial work and additional reinforcing the viaduct is expected to be
viable “for the foreseeable future”. We would take that as meaning “for
at least as long as the life of the proposed A14” – 30 years.
• Many other stakeholders are also questioning the reasoning behind the
removal of this viaduct especially with regard to contingency planning in
the event of an accident blocking the proposed bypass. So what
suggestions does HE have for re-routing traffic when (not “if”) this
eventuality comes to pass?
• Many residents of Huntingdon – although not, it would appear,
Huntingdon District Council, are concerned at the amount of
recreational land (Mill Common and Views Common) that would be taken
and the number of mature trees that would need to be felled in order to
route local traffic within Huntingdon that would previously have been on
the A14 viaduct.” (Bullet points 1-4, Page 3).
Highways England response
As a consequence of repairs carried out in 2014, the structural
condition of the viaduct carrying the A14 over the East Coast Mainline
railway is considered to be satisfactory and is expected to remain so
into the foreseeable future. As a consequence, its structural condition
has not influenced the decision to remove it, although ongoing
maintenance costs are one of the factors that were considered in
making that decision. The factors considered in the decision to
remove the viaduct are described within the response to question
1.7.9 (document HE/A14/EX/34) submitted to the Examination on 15
June 2015.
Diversion routes for the A14, should blockage occur, would be as for
the current road. Highways England does not construct and maintain
parallel trunk roads; this would not be financially or environmentally
sustainable.
Chapter 3 of document 5.1 Consultation Report describes the
statutory consultation methodology undertaken for the proposed
scheme, which included the effect of the proposals on both Mill and
Views Common. Chapter 7 of the Consultation Report details the
responses received in relation to works within Huntingdon (including
demolition of the viaduct and changes to local roads) and Highways
England response to those comments. Furthermore, the
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Environmental Statement (document reference 6) assess the impact
on loss of land within chapter 16 (Community and private Assets).

9.7 Noise and Vibration
Key issue

The following comments were made regarding the noise impacts
associated with the scheme at Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy.
“• As in the above paragraph, we would want the height of the proposed
bridge over the railway to be taken into account when modelling noise
transmission. Also what action HE proposes (and guarantees) to take,
should the actual noise level (rather than the level their “model”
predicts) exceed European Directive standards. A major factor,
mentioned in the proposal, is that at present the Offords are
exceptionally quiet, with baseline noise levels of 45 to 50dB.
• There appears to be no account taken of the potential increase in noise
in other parts of the Offords – not just those at the north end of Offord
Cluny. The proposed route of the A14 would indicate that there would be
both noise and visual impact on dwellings on the eastern side of both
Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy and we feel that these should be included
within the study area.
• Para 12.2.4 – Low-noise road surfaces. We consider this to be
something of a “red herring”. Road surfaces deteriorate over time and
repair is subject to manpower and budget being available. Indeed the
current rutted and potholed state of many of our major roads is
testament to this. So unless HE can unconditionally guarantee that a
pristine, flawless road surface will be maintained throughout the life
span of the road, we feel that any noise modelling should use a value
corresponding to that of an averagely worn and deteriorated road
surface.” (Paragraph numbered 3, page 8)
Highways England response
Noise model, baseline and European Directive
The traffic noise prediction model 2 used for the noise assessment in
chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (document reference
6.1) takes into consideration all relevant factors to determine the
noise level 3. The three-dimensional computer model of the study area
2

A three-dimensional computer model of the study area prepared with ‘off-the-shelf’ software that
implements the Government’s Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (as recommended by National policy
Statement for National Networks 5.191)
3
It is of note that the local authorities have raised no concern about road traffic noise calculations as
part of their Written Representations or their joint Local Impact Report.
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provides predictions representing a reasonable worst case (including
the assumption of the wind blowing from the proposed scheme toward
every receptor), and includes:
•

a 3D model of the proposed scheme (including in this case the
height of the propose viaduct over the ECML and the Ouse);

•

3D terrain data (including ground height and types of ground cover),
and

•

3D data for existing buildings and other structures that might screen
or reflect noise between noise sources and receptors.
Baseline noise levels are taken into account in the assessment to
enable the noise change caused by the scheme to be evaluated. As
noted at section 14.3.23 of Chapter 14 in the ES (document reference
6.1) and as supported by the joint authorities Local Impact Report
(paragraph 9.4.30) the existing levels at Offord Cluny are
characterised and elevated by the ECML and the B1043. Further
information baseline can be found in Appendix 14.2 of the
Environmental Statement Appendices (document reference 6.3).
With regard to standards associated with European Directives on
noise, the Environmental Noise Directive (Directive 2002/49/EC) 4
requires EU member states to carry out strategic noise mapping from
which Noise Action Plans are developed periodically to address areas
of high noise exposure. These locations are designated as Important
Areas; prioritised for noise control measures. The basis for defining
important areas for road is set out in the Government’s 2014 Noise
Action Plan for Roads. Given the relatively large distances between
the scheme and Offord Cluny and Offord D’Arcy, noise exposure
would be substantially below noise exposure required to be identified
as an Important Area in a Noise Action Plan for Roads.

Study area
Figure 14.1 to the ES (document reference 6.2) shows that the study
area for operational noise, that has been defined in line with the
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) 5, includes the eastern
side of Offord Cluny. Offord Darcy is located considerably further
away from the proposed scheme. Hence if there is no significant
effect at Offord Cluny then it will follow that there would be no impact
at Offord Darcy.
The assessment of operational noise and vibration effects is reported
in chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (document reference
6.1). At the closest point, Offord Cluny is around 800m from the
4

This directive is transposed in to UK law by the Environmental Noise Regulations (England) 2006 as
amended.
5
HD213/11
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proposed bypass. The forecast long term noise change at the
northern part of Offord Cluny is, at most, less than 2 dB increase (this
is the increase between 2020 without the scheme and 2035 with the
scheme). Paragraph 3.37 of DMRB HD213/11 explains that “In the
long term (typically 15 years after project opening), a 3 dB LA10,18h
change is considered perceptible.” A 2 dB increase is therefore
imperceptible in the long term, and hence volume 6.1, chapter 14 of
the ES, identified no significant effects or any adverse impacts at the
Offords.
As noted in Highways England’s response to ExA’s question 1.10.1,
the assessment locations defined in Figure 14.7 (document reference
6.2) and appendix 14.6 (document reference 6.3) have been used to
make assessments for all receptor with in the study area and this
includes the eastern side
Low Noise Surfacing
The assumptions for the noise performance of low noise road
surfaces are now well tested and documented. The noise reduction
that can be assumed for new low noise surfacing (i.e. -3.5dB) is
specified in paragraph 4.22 and 4.29 of the DMRB. This noise
performance assumption in DMRB is deliberately conservative to take
account of any potential reduction in noise reduction in the long term.
The specification and performance of the surfacing material would
be secured by Highways England’s Manual of Contract Documents
for Highway Works.
As set out in Highways England's response to the Examining
Authority's Written Question Q1.10.8 (Response to ExA’s First Written
Questions, Report 10: Noise and Vibration (document reference
EX/37)), it has incorporated a new requirement into the draft
Development Consent Order (DCO) to secure the permanent noise
mitigation – including Low Noise Surfacing (LNS).
Appendix 14.1 of the Environmental Statement Appendices
(document reference 6.3) sets out the scheme operational noise and
vibration policy including the provisions for post-scheme noise
monitoring. It specifically refers to the duty placed upon the Highways
England to assess noise levels following the opening of the scheme in
accordance with the requirements of the Noise Insulation
Regulations 6. The Noise Insulation Regulations make provisions for
noise monitoring to ensure that all qualifying properties are properly
identified.
With regard to maintenance of noise mitigation, Appendix 14.1 of the
ES also confirms:

6

Noise Insulation Regulations (as amended 1988), 1975
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•

“4.2.2 The Highways Agency would manage and maintain the trunk
roads which form part of the scheme in accordance with the
obligations set out in the Highways Act 1980. Such management
and maintenance would include the on-going implementation and
maintenance of mitigation measures provided in accordance with
this policy”

•

• “4.2.3 Where mitigation measures provided in accordance with
this policy form part of roads which become the responsibility of
local roads authorities, as set out in DCO, the local roads authority
would be responsible for managing and maintaining these parts of
the scheme in accordance with their responsibilities set out in part 1
of the Highways Act 1980.”; and

•

• “4.2.4 The Highways Agency would be responsible for rectifying
any defects found to be present in roads which are part of the
scheme which become the responsibility of the local roads authority
for a period of five years following the scheme being opened to
traffic. Should any defects be found during this period, including any
defects in mitigation measures provided in accordance with this
policy, these would be rectified by the Highways Agency”.

9.8 Traffic and Transportation
Key issue

The Parish Council sets out the following concerns over the B1043:
“A further major concern regarding the B1043 has come to light after
further study of the proposed A14 route as a whole. Traffic heading
north up the A1 will not be able to turn right onto the proposed A14 and
head eastwards towards Cambridge, Newmarket and the East Coast
ports such as Harwich. Much of this traffic is coming from the M1 along
the now much-improved A421. This is also true for local traffic wishing
to get from the St Neots region, south of the Offords on the B1043,
towards Cambridge.
An obvious alternative route for either traffic flow is to take the B1043
from the St Neots end and head northwards through the Offords and
towards the new east bound road towards Fen Ditton and thence to the
eastbound A14. The reply from HE on their Consultation Document 5.1
p244:Traffic flows between the A1 south of Brampton interchange and the A14
Huntingdon Southern Bypass are expected to be low as most long-
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distance trips starting or finishing in this area would use the A428 to
travel between the A1 and A14.
This blithe assertion completely ignores (or is unaware of) the reality of
this single-lane section of the A428 which is already at a standstill in the
morning and evening rush hours and will only get worse when the
current housing development at Love’s Farm and the proposed
developments at Loves Farm East and Wintringham Park are
completed.” (Paragraph 6, Page 4 and Paragraph 1-2, Page 5)
Highways England response
Traffic from St Neots to Cambridge and further east is better served
using the A428 than the A14 as the traffic movement is already
catered for by the A428 and Cambridge Northern Bypass. Local
access to the B1043 will be unaffected by the A14 improvement
works. The Traffic Modelling Update Report (document reference
A14/HE/EX/44) shows the Annual Average Daily traffic flows are
predicted to increase by just 4% by 2035 with the scheme compared
to without it (table 2.10 refers)
Traffic travelling northbound on the A1 would be able to join the A14
eastbound by travelling via the Brampton Hut junction. Analysis of trip
routeing on the A1 directly to the north of ‘Black Cat’ junction shows
that the vast majority of the longer-distance trips heading eastbound
uses the A428. In 2014, fewer than 50 vehicles from the A1 routed
via the B1043 to access the A14 eastbound; the majority of trips using
the B1043 north of Offord Cluny are bound for Godmanchester and
are therefore using an appropriate route. The number of trips
accessing the A14 from the A1 via this route is not significantly higher
in 2035 with the scheme in place. The statement on page 244 of the
Consultation Report (Document Reference 5.1) is thus considered to
be an accurate reflection of the likely demand for this movement.
The Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Roads Model (CHARM) has been
developed to assess the impacts of the proposed A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon improvement scheme. Traffic forecasts from version 2 of
the model (CHARM2) underpin the Development Consent Order
(DCO) application made in December 2014. Following the DCO
application, further refinements have been made to the traffic model,
culminating in version 3a (CHARM3a). Both versions of the model
include all developments that are considered by the local planning
authorities to be either ‘near certain’ or ‘more than likely’ to occur in
accordance with the guidance provided in the Department for
Transport’s Transport Analysis Guidance (WebTAG) Unit M4,
including the Loves Farm development and Wintringham Park
developments. The impacts of these developments on the A428
corridor are therefore taken into account in the traffic forecasts for the
A14 scheme.
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The modelled journey times on the A428 in CHARM3a have been
compared with observed travel times. CHARM3a replicates observed
journey times on the A428 well, meeting the criteria set out in
WebTAG unit M3.1 in most cases. The only case where the WebTAG
criteria are not met is the PM peak westbound, where the model
predicts slower travel times and more delay than has been observed.
Given the good validation of the model on the A428, the response
along the A428 corridor to changes in traffic volumes and routeing are
considered to be reasonable. Further detailed information on the
development and impact of the CHARM3a model is provided in the
Traffic Modelling Update Report (document reference HE-A14-EX44), which was submitted by Highways England to the Examining
Authority at Deadline 2 of the DCO Examination (15 June 2015).
Further to the Parish Council’s comments, the routeing of traffic on
the A1 northbound to the north of the A421 at ‘Black Cat’ roundabout
has been reviewed in CHARM3a. This considers both trips coming
from the A1 south of ‘Black Cat’ and from the A421. Table 9.1 below
shows the number of trips in Passenger Car Units (PCUs) on the A1
northbound at this location and the number of those trips that travel
on the B1043 to the north of the Offords, the A14 east of Junction 24
and the A428 to the east of St Neots. Trip volumes are shown for
2014 (the Base Year) and for 2035 (the Design Year) both with and
without the scheme. Traffic volumes have been rounded to the
nearest 10 PCUs for clarity.
Table 9.1 - Trips on A1 northbound north of the Black Cat roundabout and subsequent routeing.

Location

2014 Base Year

2035 ‘Without
Scheme’

AM

AM

IP

PM

2,880

2,570

3,220

3,380

3,170

4,150

3,330

3,200

4,120

B1043 (north of Offord
Cluny)

110

50

20

130

70

30

70

90

70

A14 (east of Junction
24)

40

10

0

70

20

0

20

50

50

A428 (east of St
Neots

810

620

630

890

830

770

870

820

760

B1043 (north of Offord
Cluny)

4%

2%

1%

4%

2%

1%

2%

3%

2%

A14 (east of Junction
24)

1%

0%

0%

2%

1%

0%

1%

2%

1%

A428 (east of St
Neots)

28%

24%

20%

26%

26%

19%

26%

26%

18%

A1 (north of ‘Black
Cat’)

IP

2035 ‘With Scheme’
PM

AM

IP

PM

…as Percentage of
A1 trips
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Table 9.1 demonstrates that in 2014 the maximum number of trips on
the A1 north of ‘Black Cat’ roundabout that travel via the B1043 to the
north of the Offords is 110 PCUs. Of these, only 40 PCUs join the
A14 eastbound at Junction 24, with the rest of the trips terminating in
Godmanchester. The majority of those trips from the A1 north of
‘Black Cat’ that use the B1043 have a local destination and are using
an appropriate route. The vast majority of non-local trips that use the
A1 north of ‘Black Cat’ route eastbound via the A428. Similar traffic
volumes are forecast in 2035 both with and without the scheme; the
A428 continues to serve the vast majority of eastbound movements
from the A1 north of ‘Black Cat’ roundabout.
Improvements to the single carriageway section of the A428 between
Black Cat and Caxton Gibbet were identified by Government in the
Roads Investment Strategy which was published in the Autumn 2014
Statement. This scheme will be progressed as quickly as possible
subject to it demonstrating value for money and passing through its
own statutory process.
The A428 scheme will sit alongside the A14 improvement scheme.
The A14 and A428 schemes do not, however, rely on each other for
the justification of each separate scheme, neither does one remove
the need for the other. Initial analysis suggests that while there may
be some transfer of traffic from the A14 corridor to the A428 corridor,
this is not very much. The scheme is doing a different job and catering
for different traffic needs. The A14 will continue to be the main
strategic route between the east coast ports and the Midlands/ the
North.
Key issue

“The fact that by its very existence the new A14 will facilitate new
developments along its route, will encourage workers in Cambridge to
move further afield to take advantage of cheaper property prices etc etc
until the levels of congestion increase such that average journey times
increase back to today’s levels”. (Para 6, Page 9)
Highways England response
It is acknowledged that the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme will facilitate new development along its route.
The traffic model include all developments that are considered by the
local planning authorities to be either ‘near certain’ or ‘more than
likely’ to occur in accordance with the guidance provided in the
Department for Transport’s Transport Analysis Guidance (WebTAG)
Unit M4. The impacts of these developments are therefore taken into
account in the traffic forecasts for the A14 scheme.
HE/A14/EX/50
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In response to question 1.12.2, Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy Parish
Council included the following response as set out below.

9.9 Landscape and Visual Effects
Key issue

“• The proposed bridge over the railway will need to be twelve metres
high. This makes all the proposals for “screening”, “mitigation” etc
worthless in practice – a fact admitted by HE representatives present at
the public exhibition. It also raises concerns about greater spread of
noise, atmospheric pollution and impact of vehicle headlights from this
elevation.
• In order to satisfy Environment Agency concerns about flood risk, the
original raised banking supporting the road as it traverses the distance
between the river Ouse and the railway bridge has been replaced by a
number of steel and concrete spans. Not only is this a visual blight, the
construction makes impossible the planting of any trees or any other
vegetative mitigation. Even HE have had to acknowledge the fact by
providing a photographic representation of this part of the route as it
would be “in fifteen years’ time” which shows a completely unchanged
landscape!
HE have provided very little information about the route other than maps
with “plan views” – and most of those lacking detail of junction design
and hedged with caveats regarding the precision of the measurements
of the distances displayed. In this age of computer graphics etc this is
not good enough. We are entitled to be shown 3D graphic illustrations of
the elevations and visual impact of all these proposals and the precise
point at which the route will traverse the Ouse Valley. There should be
markers, such as posts or flags along this part of the route that
physically indicate the position of the road. Not just the line of centre
but the extremities of the boundaries that the entire six lanes plus
peripheral structures will occupy.” (Paragraph 2-3, page 2)
Highways England response
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). The visual impact
assessment included within the ES assesses all elements of the view
- lighting, signs, gantries and traffic day and night, but does not
separate day and night time effects. In general terms if traffic is visible
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during the day then headlights would be visible at night and both
would have an effect.
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 absence of
continuous dense planting would inevitably result in little overall
change in some views of the structures even after fifteen years.

•

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.
Topographical effects on atmospheric pollution are very limited given
the distance between Offord Cluny and the proposed bypass.
Changes to pollutant concentrations are negligible at distances
greater than 200m from the road, as shown in the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges.
The information provided during the formal consultation was produced
to provide context to the scheme, highlight key findings already
identified, and to initiate discussion. This included a set of scheme
drawings which provided the most up-to-date design proposals at that
time, aimed to be legible by a non-technical audience. Highways
England also produced a selection of ‘photomontages’ (included
within the exhibition boards) to provide an illustration of what the
scheme would look like. Highways England notes the Parish’s
concern over a lack of 3D graphic visualisation, and would welcome
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further discussion to provide some clarification on elevations and
visual impacts.
Noise effects are discussed above in the Noise and Vibration
response.
Key issue

“For the Offords it is quite clear that no amount of mitigation will hide
the bridge over the railway from view – a fact admitted by HE
representatives at the public exhibition - and the additional height will
cause issues with the spread of atmospheric pollutants, with noise and
with light pollution from vehicle headlights. Perusing the
“Environmental Impact Assessment” document published by HE gives
little confidence that the proposed “models” that will be used to predict
these impacts are actually taking the height factor into account. We
would like HE and its agencies to be upfront and honest with us about
all aspects of the effect of the road as it crosses the Ouse Valley
adjacent to the Offords – calling a bunch of twigs in plastic coils a
“woodland” rather insults our intelligence.” (Paragraph 2, page 4)
Highways England response
See response above relating to the landscape and visual effects of
the bridge over the railway line, and vehicle headlights.
The assessment of landscape and visual impacts of the proposed
scheme which is reported in Chapter 10 of the ES (document
reference 6.1) takes full account of the height of all structures.
Topographical effects on atmospheric pollution are very limited given
the distance between Offord Cluny and the proposed bypass.
Changes to pollutant concentrations are negligible at distances
greater than 200m from the road, as shown in the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges.
Noise effects are discussed above in the Noise and Vibration
response.
Key issue

“As the new B1043 will be designed to go over the new A14, it would
seem that this road itself will be contributing to the visual blight. Once
again, the lack of any elevation views of the route are making it
impossible to gauge the impact of this element.” (Paragraph 5, page 4)
Highways England response
The assessment of landscape and visual impacts of the proposed
scheme which is reported in Chapter 10 of the ES (document
HE/A14/EX/50
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reference 6.1) takes full account of the bridge carrying the B1043 over
the proposed new A14.
The proposed environmental mitigation includes dense tree and shrub
planting on the embankments of the Offord Road overbridge to soften
and mask the embankments and to screen traffic in views from Offord
Road and from properties on Offord Hill. A tree covered landscape
bund up to 5m above the proposed A14 carriageway and tying into
the embankment of the Offord Road overbridge is also proposed to
partially screen the bridge and screen the A14 traffic in views from
Offord Hill Farm and Offord Hill Farm Cottages.
Highways England would welcome further discussions with the Parish
Council of Offord Cluny and Offord Darcy, in order to provide further
clarification on elevation views and associated impacts along the
B1043.
Key issue

“2. Section 8 – Landscape. Probably the most contentious issue.
•
This part of the Ouse valley has been proposed as an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty. The A14 will destroy it – there is no
“mitigation” that can do otherwise. It ought to be specifically included in
para 8.4.3
•
Para 8.5.7 – although barely mentioned in any of HE’s
documentation, the proposed bridge over the railway line will require a
clearance of 12 metres to avoid the overhead power lines. As well as
having an effect on the landscape that no “mitigation” can overcome,
the height of the traffic will also have a major bearing on noise, light and
pollution transmission. Yet we can see no reference made to this factor
being taken into account in any part of this document. We would like
some assurance that the studies being proposed will take account of the
height of the bridge in their various “models”.
•
Para 8.5.9 – key word here appears to be “sensitive”. The potential
planting of “woodland” and the like, would appear to offer “mitigation”
but we would like to have in the report – specifically - how long it would
take for these trees to grow sufficiently to act effectively as a noise and
visual barrier. Also who is responsible for their ongoing care and
maintenance? Many of those trees planted alongside the new dualled
part of the A428 some five years ago have since died, most have barely
grown during the period. Any proposal for arboreal mitigation must
include a guarantee of ongoing maintenance by HE.
•
The key point, which appears not to feature within this section of
the EIA is the view from the top of Offord Hill. It is this view that is the
reason for the AONB proposal, looking down and across the Ouse
HE/A14/EX/50
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Valley. It is this view that will be destroyed by the new A14 route. So this
EIA should provide mitigation measures for protecting this – something
that no amount of “woodland” will achieve.”
Highways England response
The Parish Council raise a number of matters in Paragraph 2 which
are addressed individually below. There is some overlap with points
raised in the preceding paragraphs.
Reference is made in para 10.3.3 of Chapter 10 of the ES to the
aspirations to designate part of the Great Ouse valley between Earith
and Great Paxton as an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).
However the Great Ouse Valley is not currently designated as an
AONB and there is no guarantee that the area would be designated
as such in the future. Only designations in place at the time of this
assessment have been taken into consideration.
The assessment of landscape and visual impacts of the proposed
scheme which is reported in Chapter 10 of the ES takes full account
of the height of the bridge over the railway (see paras 10.5.18-21, the
6th bullet point of para 10.5.94 and the visual impact table in
Appendix 10.2, receptor reference numbers 43 and 45-47). The
visual impact assessment assesses all elements of the view - lighting,
signs, gantries and traffic day and night, but does not separate day
and night time effects. In general terms if traffic is visible during the
day then headlights would be visible at night and both would have an
effect.
Information on the elevation of the proposed roads, A14 and side
roads, is available in the DCO submission, 2.9 Engineering Sections.
The importance of the bridge proposal in terms of landscape and
visual effects is recognised by the inclusion within the ES of a
photomontage from a viewpoint looking northwards from the Offord
Road north of Offord Darcy towards the proposed bridge. This is the
photomontage from viewpoint 13 which can be found in Figure 10.6 of
the ES.
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)
It is acknowledged that even with the proposed mitigation planting
there would be significant residual adverse landscape and visual
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effects resulting from the proposed A14 crossing of the Great Ouse
and the railway.
Woodland planting of trees and shrubs provides little noise
attenuation even at maturity. Where noise mitigation for the proposed
scheme is deemed to be necessary it would be provided by physical
(non-vegetative) means such as through the use of bunded
earthworks and/or vertical barriers.
The rates of growth for woodland tree and shrub planting vary
depending on species, ground/soil conditions including drainage and
climate/weather conditions. Typical mixed woodland planting would
be expected to start making a material contribution to landscape and
visual amenity within five years. The assessment of visual effects
within Chapter 10 of the ES takes account of the predicted effects at
years 1 and 15.
It is not considered that there would be any benefit from planting more
mature plant material in this location. Based on previous experience,
transplants (saplings) are less susceptible to the harsher planting
environment found on mitigation bunding and would establish quicker
and more effectively than would advanced nursery stock.
Highways England would retain responsibility for the long term
maintenance of all planting carried out as part of the environmental
mitigation for the scheme. A five year aftercare period for all the soft
environmental features of the scheme would be included as part of
the construction contract requirements and would include the
replacement of any plant material that fails. Thereafter, the soft estate
would be maintained by Highways England through its managing
agents.
Views from Offord Hill and the residential properties located there are
taken into account by the landscape and visual assessment as
reported in chapter 10 of the ES. Para 10.5.94 identifies the most
significant adverse visual effects following construction (very large
adverse during construction and in winter year 1) which include
“residential properties at Offord Hill (visual receptors 45, 46 and 47)
and from the northernmost property within Offord Darcy (visual
receptor 43), from where there would be open views of the East Coast
mainline railway bridge and the Offord Road bridge.” The planting
proposals would over time, provide some screening of views of the
scheme and would generally reduce the significance of visual effects
in the long term. For the aforementioned properties this would reduce
to large adverse or moderate adverse.
The views from Offord Hill were the subject of written question Q1.9.9
to which the Applicant’s response can be found within Highways
England’s Response to the First Written Questions Report 9:
HE/A14/EX/50
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Landscape and Visual Effects. The response to Q1.9.9 is on pages
23-25 of the document.
Topographical effects on atmospheric pollution are very limited given
the distance between Offord Cluny and the proposed bypass.
Changes to pollutant concentrations are negligible at distances
greater than 200m from the road, as shown in the Design Manual for
Roads and Bridges. Noise effects are discussed above in the Noise
and Vibration response.
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10 Terry Hayward
10.1 Overview
Terry Hayward submitted a written representation (dated 5 June
2015) identifying issues concerning design and engineering standards
and economic and social effects.
The representation raises the principal issues detailed below. Quotes
and summarises taken from Terry Hayward’s written representation
are highlighted in bold, followed by a response from Highways
England.

10.2 Design and Engineering Standards
Key issue

“Provision of Cycle/Footpath from Buckden and Brampton to Grafham
Water. In addition to my concerns about the proposed plans I hope that
whichever plan is eventually adopted that the provision of a
cycle/footpath linking Buckden and Brampton to Grafham Water will be
seriously considered. This ‘legacy’ would provide easy access from the
leisure environment of the River Ouse Valley to Grafham Water. Thus
linking two important tourist and leisure centres. The proposed route
could go under the new road to join up with Meer Lane to lead up via
Buckden Wood to the Reservoir” (Paragraph number 6, Pages 2 – 3)
Highways England response
As shown on the Rights of Way and Access Plans (updated at
document reference HE/A14/EX/14) The scheme proposed by
Highways England would provide a grade separated link across the
A1/A14 alignment to connect bridleway 28/19, the truncated cul de
sac West End, footpaths 28/2 and 28/15, Grafham Road (national
cycle route) and Brampton Hut Services. This would provide
significant connections in this area, and particularly from Brampton to
Grafham Water, using bridleways 28/19 and 103/10.
The village of Buckden is south of the proposed A1/A14 alignment,
however the existing shared footpath/cycle facility on the south-east
side of Brampton Road would be diverted along the new alignment of
Brampton Road and eastwards along Buckden Road to join the
original alignment. A new facility would be provided on the north side
of B1514 Buckden Road, west of the new roundabout and this would
provide a link to the public rights of way network at byway 32/11.
Byway 32/11 also links to the national cycle route on Grafham Road.
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These facilities would provide a link from Buckden to Grafham Water,
which would complement the existing route using the subway from
High Street, Buckden to minor roads Hardwick Lane and Taylors
Lane, and footpath 32/7.

10.3 Economic and Social Effects
Key issue

“1. I fully support the proposal that the viaduct over the Brampton Road
should be retained and repaired if necessary and that the current A14
should be retained by Highways England as a major link in the local
road strategy. The retention of this four lane highway would allow the
proposed new ‘bypass’ to be constructed with only 4 lanes but would
provide a total of eight lanes instead of the proposed six.
2. The arguments in favour of this alternative plan have been hampered
by the lack of information from Highways England concerning cost
savings, traffic movement and pollution forecast figures. The best
estimates available to date suggest that here would a savings of
between £200,000,000 and £300,000,000 and that there would be
considerable extra traffic and thus delays and air pollution in the area
leading into the eastern approaches into Huntingdon.
3. The removal of the viaduct will mean the loss of the existing elevated
Huntingdon and Godmanchester bypass. The consequential loss of this
near motorway standard road will not only have far-reaching effects on
the free flow of traffic but also create problems for the movement of
traffic and pedestrians in Huntingdon.
4. The advantages of the alternative proposal are as follows:
a. There would be two roads instead of one. These would provide eight
lanes instead of the proposed six.
b. The current A14 would provide easy access for traffic travelling from
the North to the East coast ports and to East London and vice versa. The
proposed new road would provide easy access for traffic travelling from
the West to East and vice versa. Access to North and South from both
roads would be facilitated by the proposed improvements to the A1
between the M25 and Peterborough.
c. There would not only be better road access for the burgeoning
developments at Alconbury Weald and RAF Wyton but easier traffic
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movement from villages to the north of Huntingdon. (Paragraph 1 – 4,
page 1-2).
Highways England response
The history of the development of the Scheme is detailed in Section 4
of the Case for the Scheme document (reference 7.1). The reasons
for consideration and iterative assessment of options are explained as
the scheme has been developed over time.
The current scheme emerged as a result of the Department for
Transport (DfT) study carried out in 2011 and 2012 which put forward
six options which were presented through a public consultation in
September and October 2013, together with a seventh option which
comprised a combination of options 3 and 5. Option 5 retained the
existing A14 as a trunk road through Huntingdon together with
retention of the viaduct, although in combination with a dual two lane
southern bypass.
The retention of the existing A14 as a trunk road, together with a two
lane bypass, was not progressed as this did not support the following
objectives of the scheme.
•

Combat congestion: whilst the new bypass would provide a reliable
route between Swavesey and Ellington which would be
uninterrupted by junctions, it is expected that a significant proportion
of people would continue to use the existing A14 and that this would
increase over time as the level of traffic on the road network
increases, with an expected need to widen the viaduct in order to
cope with demand. As a consequence, congestion would remain an
issue, notably at Spittals Junction and Bar Hill.

•

Connect people: retention of the viaduct would prevent connection
of the A14 with the link roads within Huntingdon. Access would
remain as existing; from Spittals Interchange to the West and the
Godmanchester Junction to the East. A proportion of heavy goods
vehicles would continue to use the existing route. It is expected that
the level of traffic would be such that environmental benefits, such
as reduced CO2 and NO2 emissions would not be realised and that
speed restrictions may be required in future years to avoid
excedences.

•

Create a positive legacy: in addition to high levels of pollution
resulting from the volume of traffic, the viaduct causes severance
within Huntingdon which conflicts with the town’s growth objectives
as articulated by Huntingdonshire District Council in its West Area
Action Plan.
In addition, it is the view of Highways England that the age and
condition of the viaduct would not support its widening, if retained as a
strategic route, consequently there would be a need for demolition

HE/A14/EX/50

Page 139 of 140

July 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s response to written
representations (Report 2 Parish Councils)

and rebuilding, estimated to be required within ten years. Widening of
the A14 would also require land take within an urban area, with
consequential impact on properties. These future costs would
outweigh any saving in construction costs if option 5 were to be
progressed over option 7.
The removal of the viaduct, the de-trunking of the existing A14
between Swavesey and Brampton Hut, and the creation of local
access roads supports the scheme objective of separating strategic
and local traffic. This would improve movement and connectivity in
Huntingdon and surrounding villages.
It is acknowledged that journeys using the A14 will have a greater
distance to travel (from 20.8 miles under the current scheme to 23
miles under the new scheme between Milton junction (A14 junction
33) and junction 14 on the A1(M) at Alconbury) using the proposed
Huntingdon Southern Bypass rather than the current A14, the greater
distance is more than off-set by the quicker journey time, particularly
at peak periods, and the greater certainty of journey time reliability
that the improved scheme gives.
The traffic model incorporates developments that Highways England,
in conjunction with the Local Planning Authority, have agreed there is
significant certainty of completing. Further detail on this methodology,
and the developments included within the traffic forecasts, are
included in chapter 3 of the Transport Assessment (document
reference 7.2).
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