LIR & HE RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS - BCG RESPONSE 7 JULY 2015
HE A14 Scheme - Planning and policy issues
1. Owing to tight timescales and a plethora of obfuscating HE documentation,
the Brampton A14 Campaign Group (BCG) response is largely focused on
environment and health issues and planning (NPPF) and transport policy.
2.HE appear to be in denial about the adverse environmental effects on
Brampton of the new Huntingdon Southern Bypass and the ten-lane Brampton
Interchange to the West of the village, while keen to stress the ‘benefits’ for the
current Brampton AQMA of reduced traffic on the old four-lane A14 at the
Northern edge of the village. Please see the 2010 scheme drawing of the
Brampton Interchange (below). I have been unable to locate a similarly detailed
drawing for the slightly revised 2015 scheme to show the A1 widened to six
lanes (and 100 metres closer to family homes).Areas A & B are borrow pit sites.
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3. Summary - Key environmental issues
a. The ‘Huntingdon Southern Bypass’ (HSB) - previously the ‘Orange
Route’ or ‘the new14 ’- is a planned 6 lane elevated highway snaking
across the flood plain of the Great Ouse valley. The HSB proposed river
crossing has recently had to be re-configured due to Environment Agency
objections to the flood risk to communities upstream. Visual intrusion and
air, noise and light pollution are also of concern to affected villages.
b. Resilience: Flood risk in the A1/A14 Interchange area – see
Environment Agency website. The new road network and communities and
businesses would be at risk of increased flooding events.
c. Air pollution: The HSB joins the A1 at at the proposed Brampton A1/HSB
Interchange resulting in 10 lanes of heavy traffic within 200 metres of
family homes and not far from the village primary school. The village lies
to the west of the road scheme in the path of prevailing westerly winds.
The Gauderman report published in the Lancet (2007) found impairment
of lung development in children living within 500 metres of similar
highways in the US. We understand that there are no effective mitigation
measures for road traffic air pollution.
d. Borrowpits: Plans for the new road at Brampton also include several
borrowpits (quarries for extraction of some 2 million tons of sand and
gravel for the scheme) and a cement-processing works.
Environmental law
4. BCG question why current national and international environmental law
(Climate Change Act; Air Quality Directives) is not being fully addressed and why
adverse local impacts at Brampton are judged by HE to be ‘insignificant’?
5. We also question why HE consider that the Supreme Court ruling of April 2015
on Air Quality and the requirement to produce new AQMAs does not apply to the
area covered by the A14 scheme (and by extension to the scheme itself)?
(Q.1.1.15)
BCG comment
6. The HE A14 scheme is an out-dated (2001) concept that does not comply with
current national or international (EU, WHO) policy on transport, environment,
health or land use planning (NPPF) and may not comply with current law
(Climate Change Act, Carbon Budgets, EU Air Quality Directives).
7. Public consultations and feasible alternatives proposed by local communities
have been ignored by the Highways Agency (now Highways England (HE) who
seem to have second-guessed their own consultation results showing lack of
support for the HSB.

LIR & HE RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS - BCG RESPONSE 7 JULY 2015
BCG Recommendations
8. The carbon footprint of the HE scheme should be assessed in the light of
carbon budgets and carbon reduction targets and appropriate action taken to
ensure compliance - including modal shift of freight from road to rail as per DfT
policy. EU Motorways of the Sea options could also be explored.
9. Flood risks related to the HE scheme – particularly the Huntingdon Southern
Bypass - should be assessed for the resilience of the network in the event of
flooding incidents. The costs of any additional flood defence works required to
ensure the integrity of the network should be added to the scheme.
10. The HE scheme should also be assessed for potential adverse impact on local
communities in flood risk zones and costs of any additional flood defence works
to alleviate flood risk to local communities should be added to the cost of the
scheme.
11. The cumulative impact of all sources of air (& noise) pollution related to the
HA scheme should be properly assessed and included in the costs of the scheme,
including any additional pollution mitigation costs.
12. Health Impact Statements plus related costs to the NHS should be produced.
Health costs to the NHS should be added to the cost of the HE scheme and
funding transferred to the NHS budget. (The annual cost to the NHS of road
traffic air pollution in 2009 was estimated at £11billion.)
13. The BCG alternative scheme should be assessed and costed. This scheme is
based on retaining the Huntingdon rail viaduct and upgrading the existing A14
TEN-T trunk road; scrapping the Huntingdon Southern Bypass and upgrading the
existing A428-A421-M1 route (now also part of the new ‘Cambridge-Oxford
Expressway’).
14. In accordance with DfT policy the BCG scheme also includes demand
management measures to reduce car use such as Park & Ride sites - linked with
express commuter coaches and local shuttle buses – and supporting ‘smarter
choices’ such as workplace travel schemes and improved cycling facilities at rail
stations.
15. Widening the A1 at Alconbury (LEZ) should be assessed as part of current
wider A1 studies and the potential for new rail (passenger & freight) facilities to
comply with the DfT policy of modal shift from road to rail. This could contribute
significantly to meeting transport sector carbon reduction targets.
EU transport policy - Trans-European Transport Networks (TEN-T)
16. The new EU Infrastructure policy (Annex A) triples EU financing to 26 €
billion for transport in the period 2014 – 2020, at the same time it refocuses
transport financing on a tightly defined core network which will form the
backbone for transportation in Europe's Single Market. The focus of future TENT transport infrastructure development is on rail and waterborne transport, ports
facilities and multi-modal platforms (as advocated by the BCG scheme).
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DfT policy - multi-modal options
17. A recent report by the Metropolitan Transport Research Unit (Annex B)
illustrates the significant reduction in congestion on strategic freight corridors
that can be achieved by modal shift of freight traffic from road to rail and/or
coastal shipping. See Executive Summary conclusions below:
Conclusions
The transfer of freight from road to rail and water would have a significant impact in terms of
reduced environmental and congestion costs3. HGV traffic overall could fall by 21%, all vehicle traffic
by 5-6% and, in the most congested places, congestion could fall by 15-25%.
However, the impact varies according to the level of congestion, the level of longer distance goods
traffic, and the capacity of alternatives.
18. Additionally, recent rail freight statistics from the Rail Freight Group – a
consortium of rail freight companies – also show the reductions in road traffic
congestion and the environmental benefit that can be achieved by modal shift to
rail (extract below):
In terms of wagons, trains coming out of Felixstowe now can have 34 wagons which means that each train
removes the equivalent of 60 HGVs from our roads. That is measured for return trip. The planned and funded
enhancements between Felixstowe and WCML would remove 40 million lorry miles from the A14 corridor (NR
figure). This work is due to happen during this NR control period CP5.
The Government research must look at a multi modal solution to the whole A14 corridor and not just look at the
A14 between Cambridge and Huntingdon. Freight makes up to 40% of the traffic on some sections of the A14 so
expanding rail freight which has a parallel route could help relieve long distance road congestion and reduce
accidents. The rail capacity upgrade, with impressive cost benefit ratios and cross industry support[i], offers a low
carbon energy-efficient safer alternative to remove long distance lorry movements from the A14.
If HGVs 40% of traffic when the congestion effects are taken into account that means around 60% of congestion.
See the latest research from Keith Buchan in hot topics:
http://www.freightonrail.org.uk/HotTopicsIncreasingRailAndWaterFreightWillCutRoadCongestion.htm
The table below is good for air pollution and CO2:
Freight Transport: Average emissions in grams per tonne-kilometre
Mode
Rail
HGV

PM10
0.004
0.048

CO
0.032
0.33

NOx
0.31
1.74

CO2
0.05
0.17

VOC
0.021
0.15

Key:
PM10 particulate matter of less than 10 microns;
CO carbon monoxide;
NOx oxides of nitrogen;
CO2 emissions
VOC volatile organic compounds. Source RSSB 2007

19. We have seen no evidence that HE considered transport options other than
road for Alconbury Enterprise Zone (5,000 homes + 8,000 jobs to be created).
We understand that a new passenger station on the East Coast mainline
between Huntingdon and Peterborough is under consideration and that there
were/are plans for a rail freight link to the LEZ site in accordance with the DfT
modal shift policy. Would this affect the HE justification for widening the A1
from four to six lanes between Alconbury and Brampton Hut? Why is the
widening of the A1 between Brampton Hut and Alconbury (outside the A14
corridor) being added to the A14 scheme? Presumably this would limit the
scope/pre-empt the findings of current A1 improvement studies? See extract
from Autumn Statement 2014 (Annex C).
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20. The existing A1/A14 junction at Brampton is in a Zone 3 flood risk area (see
Environment Agency website). Why has government policy on avoiding building
in flood risk areas not been addressed? Where is the evidence that rail and
coastal shipping options have been fully explored, bearing in mind predictions of
increased flooding risks due to climate change?
NPPF - Precautionary Principle – Air Pollution
21. We ask why the Precautionary Principle inherent in the environmental and
social elements of the NPPF is not being followed by HE in respect of the risks to
human health from A14 road traffic air pollution. There would be ten lanes of
traffic (similar to the busiest parts of the M25) at the proposed Brampton
A1/A14 Interchange which would be within 200 metres of family homes and not
far from the village primary school.
22. BCG understand that there are no effective mitigation measures for road
traffic air pollution to safeguard the health of our children, our vulnerable elderly
and those suffering from respiratory disease or cardiac conditions. There is
considerable scientific evidence of the real risks to public health and the
Parliamentary Environmental Audit Committee have also expressed concern
about mortality rates.
23. Health risks at Brampton would be compounded during the construction
period (2016-2020) by: quarrying activities at borrow pits on both sides of the
Brampton Interchange; thousands of lorry movements to transfer some 2 million
tons of sand & gravel to construction locations along the route; accommodation
facilities and associated traffic movements at Brampton Hut for hundreds of
construction workers; plus noise, dust and fumes from a cement works at one of
the quarry sites. Brampton lies to the East of these sites in the path of
prevailing westerly winds.
24. The Ouse valley is a protected landscape area. The HE A14 scheme does not
comply with the HDC Core Strategy on land use planning or sustainable
development principles regarding the selection of borrow pit sites - see extract
below from the BCG submission to the Minerals & Waste Plan borrowpits hearing
July 2011 - Annex C.
SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
A.Environmental issues have been ignored in selecting borrowpits:
MPS1, para7.1: Borrow pits
“Borrow pits can be a suitable way of providing material from local sources for individual major
construction projects without the need to transport it over long distances. Identifying, assessing,
operating and restoring borrowpits should be undertaken to the same standards as those
for long term mineral workings and should be subject to similar levels of consideration of
environmental impacts.”
o

Brampton lies in the Ouse valley which has protected landscape status - the
presumption is against minerals extraction.
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CCC Minerals & Waste Policy (Jan 2011) [S58-CO2, Section6, para 6.18]
Ouse Valley - Protected through policy CS4
The Ouse valley is a distinct landscape character area. The cumulative impact of past & present
mineral workings mean that the area of undisturbed river valley has been significantly reduced.
Existing CCC policy seeks to prevent further mineral workings in the Ouse valley which is a
strategic green corridor.
Site Appraisal Brampton (two sites) [BCGstatement 31May201 1-AppxD]
Summary - Not preferred sites for sand & gravel extraction





Both sites have access issues & are greenfield sites
High quality agricultural land
Unsuitable for general minerals extraction
Other adverse issues:
o Proximity to sensitive receptors (housing) at RAF Brampton;
o Flood Zones 2 & 3.

25. High quality agricultural land such as that at Park Farm (Grade 2) is
important for food production security. Why is DEFRA policy on avoiding use of
such land for borrow pits being disregarded? It should also be noted that,
adjacent to the borrow pit at Park Farm on the eastern side of the A1, there are
some 250 service family homes at the former RAF Brampton, where some 500
additional family homes and a care home for the elderly are also due to be built.
The health of these vulnerable residents would also be at risk from noise and air
pollution.
26. The Precautionary Principle places the burden of proof on the party
advocating taking the action - in this case HE as the A14 scheme promoter. We
contend that these significant cumulative compound risks to human health
should be properly assessed by independent health experts rather than HE or
local authority environmental health officers and that, if the scheme is to
proceed, HE must first prove that harm to human health would not ensue.
Alternative schemes
27. The various costly investigations post-2010 into possible alternative schemes
still result in an almost identical version of the flawed and outdated CHUMMS
scheme of 2001. BCG views are shown in our response to the A14 study in 2011
(Annex D). Key issues for the current Public Examination also include alternative
proposals. An extract from HE responses to written questions is shown below:
Extracts from HE responses to key Issues
Key Issue: The new and existing A14 should be realigned closer together.
Response (extract):.....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.
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Key Issue: It appears that the choice of route is predetermined in that it passes close to the village of
Hilton.
Response: The development of the scheme and route options considered is set out in the Case for
the Scheme (Chapter 4) (document reference 7.1). The choice of route arises from the multiple
consultations on options that have been undertaken. The route has been carefully designed to meet
modern standards for safe and efficient roads that do not result in unacceptable environmental
impacts.

28. We have considerable sympathy with the village of Hilton and agree with
their suggestion that the route of the Huntingdon Southern Bypass seems to
have been pre-determined from the outset. We note that the only alternative
schemes/routes considered acceptable by the HE are those devised by the HE
(HA) itself, all of which (except for the ‘do minimum’ option) produce a six-lane
elevated ’Huntingdon Southern Bypass’ from the existing A14 to join a ten-lane
Interchange at Brampton, as per the 2010 scheme – see HE options below:

Demolition of Huntingdon Viaduct
29. The other permanent feature of the A14 scheme seems to be demolition of
the Huntingdon A14 viaduct. There is no rational justification for this when
additional road capacity is being sought by HE but if the viaduct and existing
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freight route remain, this undermines the HE case for a new Huntingdon
Southern Bypass. The £1.5 billion A14 scheme (some £60 million per mile) is
also supported financially by County and District Councils, but only Huntingdon
District Council have made demolition of the viaduct a condition of the funding.
This results in a complicated convoluted road scheme in Huntingdon town centre
where the ring road is a notorious congestion pinch point and AQMA.
BCG Alternative Scheme
30. We note that HE have attempted to dismantle the BCG alternative scheme
by incorporating the key road element (completion & upgrading of the A428A421 route from the A14/M11 to the M1 near Milton Keynes (see map below)
into the proposal for a Cambridge-Oxford Expressway announced in Dec 2014.

31. HE are even denying the existence of our alternative scheme (see response
to BCG comments on Q1.12.16) by pretending that the A428-A421 route is not
part of it and describing our scheme as ‘merely a package of measures’. The
A428-A421 route is central to the BCG alternative scheme and was specifically
discussed at the Public Inquiry Pre-Meeting in May 2010 (as were the works on
the Felixstowe-Nuneaton rail freight route) when the Highways Agency (now HE)
agreed formally to draw it up by July 2010. Arup (consultants to HE) also agreed
to draw up our alternative scheme on 13 May 2015 after the Preliminary A14
Meeting but we have heard nothing further despite our letter of agreement.
32. We note that HE have now announced (in advance of a PINS judgement as
to whether their A14 scheme should go ahead) that they have let an ‘at risk’
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contract to Costain-Skanska for initial preparation for construction work on the
proposed Huntingdon Southern Bypass. The current estimated cost of
construction of this bypass, which becomes redundant in our alternative scheme
and is a potential cost saving, is £600 million.
33. Testing of alternative schemes/proposals is required under Treasury Green
Book ‘value for money’ rules and WebTAG. We consider that the BCG
recommendations at paras 8-15 above, which were put forward by BCG to the
Environmental Audit Committee in response to their consultation on Climate
Change Adaptation in Feb 2015, should be considered when assessing the
Benefit to Cost ratio of the HE A14 scheme so that the full cost, including costs
to the NHS and DEFRA, can be assessed.
34. Please note that the European Commission (EC) vice-President for Transport
agreed with our alternative multi-modal scheme proposals in October 2009 and
authorised 35 million euros of EU TEN-T funding towards elements of our
scheme at that time. The EC also agreed with our analysis of the best way
forward for low carbon transport - this is reflected in their current multi-modal
TEN-T policy.
Environmental issues
35. The BCG alternative multi-modal A14 scheme is based on sound
environmental principles and fully complies with current national and
international transport and environment policy and law whereas the HE A14
scheme leaves many questions unanswered, for example:
Natural Environment – Portholme Meadow (SAC & SSSI)
36. Why are the adverse effects on our natural environment not being
adequately addressed? Why does the HE consider that there will be no impact on
Portholme Meadow - our EU Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and SSSI?
Portholme lies in the East of the parish of Brampton in the path of prevailing
westerly winds which would carry noxious air pollution, including particulates
and dust from quarrying activities and the cement works during the
construction period as well as road traffic air pollution from ten lanes of traffic
(similar to the busiest parts of the M25) once operational.
Natural Environment – Brampton Wood (SSSI)
37. Conversely, if the winds turn easterly the air pollution would affect our other
SSSI, Brampton Wood, the largest tract of ancient woodland in Cambridgeshire.
This is also home to several protected species, notably butterflies, birds and
badgers. Detailed information on the ongoing Brampton Biodiversity Project
covering the whole of the parish is available from ecologist and Brampton
resident Dr Pat Doody (see Annex E). Brampton has already experienced dust
blown in from the Sahara desert and the short distance from the A1 to Brampton
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Wood or Portholme makes these special sites especially vulnerable to air
pollution – we understand no mitigation measures are possible.
Cultural Environment – Brampton Conservation Area
38. Brampton’s cultural heritage also appears to have been disregarded by HE
and English Heritage. The noise, vibration and air pollution from increased
traffic on the Huntingdon-Brampton road (link to the A14 and A1) would
adversely affect 17th Century Pepys House (boyhood home of Samuel Pepys
while attending Huntingdon Grammar School), listed buildings in our
conservation area and our obelisk waymarker (an ancient monument which
English Heritage tell us has the same degree of protection as Stonehenge) which
stands at the junction of the Huntingdon-Brampton road, Thrapston road and
Church road.
39. Other listed buildings, including the parish church of St Mary Magdalene, are
in Church Road/Buckden Road (link to the A1) and also line the High Street while
17th century thatched cottages cluster around the Village Green where the
primary school is located. It should also be noted that the Grade II listed former
Officers’ Mess at RAF Brampton is located close to the borrow pit area on Park
Farm with its associated quarrying activities and truck movements and would be
especially vulnerable to vibration, noise and air pollution.
Conclusion
40. As detailed above, BCG consider the proposed HE A14 scheme is noncompliant with national and international policy and law and also presents a real
risk to human health. We refute fallacious HE suggestions that there is no BCG
alternative scheme – there is plenty of evidence to the contrary. We consider
that our alternative fully compliant multi-modal scheme, the road element of
which is focused on retaining the Huntingdon A14 viaduct and the existing A14
TEN-T freight route together with upgrading the A421-A428 route to the M1 and
traffic control measures, addresses A14 congestion issues more effectively and is
potentially much less costly. This should be drawn up, properly assessed for
viability and costed by Arup/HE under Treasury Green Book value for money
rules as a replacement scheme. Costs to other Government Departments - eg
NHS (road traffic air pollution) and DEFRA (flooding) - should also be added to
the HE scheme as outlined in the BCG recommendations above. Alternative
freight transport modes (rail and coastal shipping) and related infrastructure
improvements (Rail Freight Interchanges; Port facilities) should also be explored
in compliance with the new EU TEN-T infrastructure policy.
EC/BCG 7 July 2015

UNITED KINGDOM:
United Kingdom has 1 Core Network Corridor crossing its country:
The North Sea-Mediterranean Corridor stretches from Belfast and the Irish ports of Cork and Dublin,
as well as from the northern UK ports Glasgow and Edinburgh through Belgium, with a branch from
Amsterdam and Rotterdam, via Luxembourg to Strasbourg and Basel and via Lyon to the southern
French ports of Fos/Marseille. It covers rail, road, airports, ports, RRT's and the Dutch-Belgian inland
waterway system as well as the Rhône river. The key project is the Seine-Escaut inland waterway.
The corridors and key projects which contribute to completing them are set out on the following
page.

What are the key benefits?
The multimodal TEN-T Core Network with the Core Network Corridors will strongly contribute to
European cohesion and strengthen the internal market. A more competitive economy will produce
higher employment. Enhanced multimodality on a better rail, inland waterways and maritime
infrastructure within the multimodal TEN-T, as well as innovative technologies in the field of
transport, will induce modal shift, reduce congestion on road, cut emissions of greenhouse and
polluting gases and boost transport safety and security.

The new infrastructure policy in Europe
Transport is vital to the European economy, without good connections Europe will not grow or
prosper. The new European infrastructure policy will put in place a powerful European transport
network across 28 Member States, connected to neighbouring countries and the rest of the world, to
promote growth and competitiveness. It will connect East with West and replace today's transport
patchwork with a network which is genuinely European.
The new policy triples EU financing to 26 € billion for transport in the period 2014 – 2020, at the
same time it refocuses transport financing on a tightly defined core network. The core network will
form the backbone for transportation in Europe's Single Market. By 2030, it will remove bottlenecks,
upgrade infrastructure and streamline cross border transport operations for passengers and
businesses throughout the EU. Its implementation will be pushed ahead by the setting up of 9 major
transport corridors that will bring together Member States and stakeholders and will allow to
concentrate tight resources and to achieve results.
The new TEN-T core network will be supported by a comprehensive network of routes, feeding into
the core network at regional and national level. The aim is to ensure that progressively, throughout
the entire EU, the TEN-T will contribute to enhancing internal market, strengthening territorial,
economic and social cohesion and reducing greenhouse gas emissions.
Taken as a whole, the new transport network will deliver:
safer and less congested travel
smoother and quicker journeys
as well as less impact on the climate.

Projects that could receive financing from the "Connecting Europe Facility" (CEF):
Taking into account the long-distance benefits of improvements in a corridor, the following tables
comprise, apart from projects in the country concerned, also measures in corridor sections beyond
its borders.
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Executive Summary
Would transfer of freight from road to other modes make a significant reduction in congestion?
This piece of research addresses a key issue for freight transport and road capacity: whether the use
of alternatives to road freight could create a noticeable reduction in congestion now or in the future.
The key to understanding this issue is to separate out the national average picture across all road
types from the impact on the most heavily used roads where congestion occurs. In addition, it is
important to separate out the activity of the largest goods vehicles from those which are
undertaking local deliveries and are less likely to be replaced by modes such as rail or water.
Thus the use of national averages has created an assumption that actions which change patterns of
transport demand do not have a significant impact on strategic national networks. The National
Policy Statement contains the following statement:
"In general, the nature of some journeys on the Strategic Road Network means that there will tend to
be less scope for the use of alternative transport modes. If rail use was to increase by 50% (in terms
of passenger kilometres) this would only be equivalent to a reduction of 5% in all road use. If freight
carried by rail was to increase by 50% (in terms of tonne kilometres) this would only be equivalent to
a reduction of around 7% in goods carried by road."
The statistics in this statement are of course correct when average figures for all road freight are
used, but there are three important qualifications:
1) They do not apply uniformly across the road network – some parts of it have more HGV
traffic than others, and in particular more goods which could be carried by other modes, for
example to and from the ports;
2) The reductions have been applied to all HGVs over 3.5 tonnes and to goods no matter how
long or short the goods are being carried, this is partly, but not wholly, captured by using
tonne kilometres1;
3) Only one of the alternative modes (rail) is included: coastal shipping (excluding off shore oil
related) plays a significant role and, for example, has carried RoRo2 domestic traffic which
mostly relieves the strategic road network.
This report examines these estimates, reaches the following conclusions, and makes
recommendations for the next steps in terms of research and policy development.
Conclusions
The transfer of freight from road to rail and water would have a significant impact in terms of
reduced environmental and congestion costs3. HGV traffic overall could fall by 21%, all vehicle traffic
by 5-6% and, in the most congested places, congestion could fall by 15-25%.
However, the impact varies according to the level of congestion, the level of longer distance goods
traffic, and the capacity of alternatives.

1

This allows for the higher average distances by rail but not for rail growth tending to be from above
average distance loads
2
RoRo = Roll On Roll Off – in other words wheeled vehicles or vehicle trailers. Unitised goods which
have to be lifted on and off are referred to as LoLo
3
These costs are already recognised in the DfT’s own Mode Shift Benefit (MSB) values
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In some road corridors there is a much higher likelihood of goods traffic being transferred, and a
higher than average proportion of the heaviest HGVs in the traffic flow. This could increase the
reduction in total traffic flow to around 10%, with a 30-40% reduction in congestion in the most
congested places.
In targeting some of these flows there would need to be structural investment in the alternative
networks as well as individual grants as at present.
Recommendations
Research
R1



There needs to be a greater understanding of LGV traffic, including:
Substitution for smallest rigid HGVs (3.5 to 7.5 tonne)
Split between servicing, home deliveries and goods transport

R2
There needs to be better understanding of how HGV traffic on different sections of the road
network would be affected by:
 a distance based Lorry Road User Charging system (similar to those spreading through
Europe) for the heaviest HGVs
 increased congestion and changes in regulation, and thus higher costs
R3
The reasons behind the non-recovery of coastal shipping after the recession and continuing
fall need to be identified.
R4
The impact of freight transfers should be included in DfT forecasting and scenarios, for
example updating the 2009 DfT/MDS study to reflect the new market conditions (including
unitisation) and a national freight model run to test the impact of an LRUC system based on distance
and vehicle type.
Policy
P1
A new freight policy statement should be prepared recognising the significant role of mode
transfer in reducing congestion on key parts of the strategic road network, and setting out a route
map for rebalancing the freight transport market.
P2
There should be consideration of converting the current “electronic vignette” system for
charging HGVs to a GPS/tachometer system using weight, distance, and vehicle quality parameters
similar to those already proven to be effective in Europe, for example Switzerland and Germany.
P3
There should also be consideration of new weight and size limits in the context of full pricing
and providing better vehicle specialisation.
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Introduction and sources of data

This piece of research addresses a key issue for freight transport and road capacity: whether the use
of alternatives to road freight could create a noticeable reduction in congestion. The key to
understanding this issue is to separate out the national average picture across all road types from
the impact on the most heavily used roads where congestion occurs. In addition, it is important to
separate out the activity of the largest goods vehicles from those which are undertaking local
deliveries and are less likely to be replaced by modes such as rail or water.
Thus the use of national averages has created an assumption that actions which change patterns of
transport demand do not have a significant impact on strategic national networks. The National
Policy Statement contains the following statement:
"In general, the nature of some journeys on the Strategic Road Network means that there will tend to
be less scope for the use of alternative transport modes. If rail use was to increase by 50% (in terms
of passenger kilometres) this would only be equivalent to a reduction of 5% in all road use. If freight
carried by rail was to increase by 50% (in terms of tonne kilometres) this would only be equivalent to
a reduction of around 7% in goods carried by road."
The statistics in this statement are of course correct when average figures for all road freight are
used, but there are three important qualifications:
4) They do not apply uniformly across the road network – some parts of it have more HGV
traffic than others, and in particular more goods which could be carried by other modes, for
example to and from the ports;
5) The reductions have been applied to all HGVs over 3.5 tonnes and to goods no matter how
long or short the goods are being carried, this is partly, but not wholly, captured by using
tonne kilometres4;
6) Only one of the alternative modes (rail) is included: coastal shipping (excluding off shore oil
related) plays a significant role and, for example, has carried RoRo5 domestic traffic which
mostly relieves the strategic road network.
In attempting a more detailed, granular approach to the potential impacts there are a range of
challenges. First, the data for freight is now available from both national sample counts and the
annual Continuing Survey of Road Goods Transport (CSRGT). These are collected rather differently
and do not show entirely compatible total flows. For example, the counts include foreign vehicles
while CSRGT is for GB registered vehicles only. However, the count data does not provide
information on tonnes or tonne kilometres whereas CSRGT does.
At the same time, very little is known about the light goods vehicle (LGV) sector (under 3.5tonnes) even the proportion of it which is used to provide services (such as repairs, small scale building
work) and how much is used to provide the delivery of goods (to home, business or depots). This is
important because LGV use has grown hugely in recent years and is forecast to continue to grow
strongly. DfT is undertaking work to obtain more data on the LGV sector, to be published later this
year (2015).
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This allows for the higher average distances by rail but not for rail growth tending to be from above
average distance loads
5
RoRo = Roll On Roll Off – in other words wheeled vehicles or vehicle trailers. Unitised goods which
have to be lifted on and off are referred to as LoLo
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The tightening of the regulatory framework for HGVs and the availability of larger LGVs just outside
the HGV weight limit means that this needs to be explored in some detail to understand exactly
what has been happening. It is of course still possible that there has been some under reporting of
smaller HGVs in the CSRGT. This is related to the major changes which have taken place in the
balance of vehicle kilometres between the different sizes and types of HGVs, particularly in the
traffic from smaller rigid HGVs.
Table 1.1: Million vehicle kilometres by gross vehicle weight
Rigid vehicles

2003

2007

2013

Over 3.5 to 7.5

4,319

3,613

2,443

Over 7.5 to 17

2,372

1,307

766

Over 17 to 25

1,916

2,728

2,046

Over 25

2,591

3,220

2,683

All rigids

11,199

10,868

7,938

Articulated vehicles

10,968

11,032

9,275

Source: DfT Stats Table RFS0109, CSRGT

Secondly, the new Road Traffic Forecasts (RTF) published in 2015 contain LGV and HGV forecasts,
aiming to predict growth up to 2040 and are useful for considering future congestion and how that
might be avoided. However, they use a modelled base year (2010) which for HGV kilometres is
between CSRGT and the counts, and are not designed for detailed study of goods vehicle use. The
national DfT forecast for both LGVs and HGVs is simpler than that for cars and driven mainly by
economic growth and fuel cost6.
Finally there has been some very detailed multi-modal corridor work undertaken in 2009 by DfT and
MDS Transmodal, who run the national freight model. This has excellent detail on flows by
commodity and type (domestic, RoRo, LoLo), length of haul and which part of the road and network
is used. Unfortunately this used slightly older data so recent, post-recession patterns of transport
are not available. However, this work is still useful being used by DfT and others. It identified
important trends such as the move to unitisation, making freight easier to handle across modes or
for point to point journeys by rail.
This research uses the latest CSRGT figures, published DfT data for freight by all modes, the
published spreadsheets underpinning the new RTF and the 2009 MDS Transmodal study both to
review the national average impact of mode transfer, and some corridor impacts for road to rail
transfers.
While it is possible to be fairly confident about the impact on tonne kilometres it is more difficult to
translate these into a full impact assessment by:
1) transforming tonne kilometres into vehicle kilometres,
2) estimating their impact on traffic (since they occupy much more road space than cars), and
3) estimating their impact on congestion, since in congested conditions each single percent
increase in traffic causes a several percent increase in congestion.
An estimate has been made to identify the scale of this overall impact.
6

See RTF 2015 paras 3.28-3.29 and Figures 3.7 and 3.8
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National level reductions targeting long distance freight in larger HGVs

While the National Policy statement, that rail freight can only have a small impact on overall road
flows, is correct in overall terms, it is based on average figures for tonne kilometres. The use of
tonne kilometres means that account is taken of the difference in average journey length between
road and rail. In 2013 this was 94kms for road, 195kms for rail7. However, it does not take into
account that some of the increase in rail freight is likely to be longer than average, for example there
are many road journeys over 300kms (19% of all road freight tonne kms). The full split by distance is
shown below.
Table 2.1 Tonne kilometres by length of haul (kilometres) all HGVs 2013

Tonne
kilometres
% of total

Up to 25

Over 25
to 50

Over 50
to 100

Over
100 to
150

Over
150 to
200

Over
200 to
300

Over
300

All
lengths

5,114

11,072

23,068

21,721

20,009

32,096

26,143

139,224

4

8

17

16

14

23

19

100

Table 2.2 Tonne kilometres by length of haul (kilometres) HGVs 4 axles and above
Up to 25

Over 25
to 50

Tonne
4,337
9,696
kilometres
% of total
3
8
Source: DfT statistics Table RFS 0127

Over 50
to 100

Over
100 to
150

Over
150 to
200

Over
200 to
300

Over
300

All
lengths

20,272

19,616

18,529

30,301

25,296

128,047

16

15

14

24

20

100%

The low amount of goods transport undertaken on short distances perhaps reflects the fall in the use
of small HGVs discussed in the previous section and set out in Table 1.1.
Unfortunately the equivalent vehicle kilometre data is not available, although the implication is that
changes in tonne kms will be reflected in vehicle kms. Of course HGV traffic is a relatively small
proportion of vehicle kilometres – even on the strategic network (Motorway and Trunk A roads) it is
about 10.2% on average, 10.9% on motorways. However, this is not uniform as will be seen in the
later section on corridors.
In addition, the largest HGVs are very different in terms of size and handling characteristics from
other road vehicles such as cars. They obviously need more road space than cars and this is
measured as car equivalents or passenger car units (pcus). Historically this has been set at an
average of 2.5 for motorways and all purpose dual carriageways, and somewhat surprisingly 2.0 for
other roads8. Some freight modelling uses 2.9 for the largest HGVs. Given the larger numbers of
HGVs and the fact that the fleet is concentrated at the heaviest end, together with the consistent
increases in size and weight over a number of years, these figures are probably an underestimate9
and should be revised upwards. The impact of pcus on congestion is discussed later in this report.

7

TSGB Table 0401 for 2013, updated with 2013/14 rail. There is a problem in that the statistical series
for rail and road have slightly different year ends
8
TAG Unit M3.1 Highway Assignment Modelling, DfT, January 2014
9
Heavy Goods Vehicles - do they pay for the damage they cause? MTRU Report June 2014
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Rail impact
The first task for this study was to replicate the NPS calculation for a 50% increase in rail freight and
arrive at its figure of 7%. This was done (7.2%) and showed that the average distances had been
used, based on all HGVs, which thus included smaller rigid vehicles, for example from 3.5 to 7.5
tonnes gross vehicle weight. These are likely to be being used for final distribution of goods, for
example to shops, although some large articulated HGVs are also used for retail deliveries, for
example by supermarkets. Rail is obviously not competing for such traffic.
The next step was to rerun the calculation but focussing the increase in the longer distance category,
in this case applying the 50% increase in rail to journeys over 200 kms. This resulted in a revised
figure of 12% reduction in road tonne kms instead of 7% using the NPS method10.
Other modes
As can be seen from the chart below, rail is not the only alternative for road freight. Pipeline is a
specialised mode so has not been considered for this report. However, there have clearly been
some major changes in the use of coastal shipping, which can provide another alternative means of
transport. This need not be direct port or depot to factory or regional distribution centre, the use of
Roll On Roll Off coastal ferries is an important example. Given that access to the coastal network is
so much less than rail, only the longest hauls are suitable. This is reflected in the average distance
for freight moving by coastal shipping at 319 kms.
Figure 2.1 Share of GB tonne kilometres by mode
250

Billion tonne kilometres

200

150

Pipeline
Water
Rail

100

Road

50

0
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

Source: DfT statistics Table TSGB0401
Undertaking a parallel calculation to that for rail would show the potential for a further reduction
through transfer to water of 9.3%. Thus a 50% increase in both of the two plausible alternatives to
10

This appears to have used the annual rail freight statistics for 2012/13
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road for longer distance freight transport would result in a reduction of 21% in road freight tonne
kilometres and by implication a 21% reduction in the vehicle kilometres from the largest HGVs.
There may be some competition between rail and water which would diminish this number,
although as can be seen from the chart in 2007, immediately preceding the recession, water carried
76% more freight than in 2013. One of the recommendations in this report is that this phenomenon
should be researched to understand why there appears to have been such a low recovery, and
indeed continued decline.
As mentioned previously, HGV traffic is only part of overall traffic, an average of 10.2% on the
strategic network of major A roads and motorways. Thus a 21% reduction in HGV traffic from the
rise in rail and water gives a first estimate of a 2.3% reduction in vehicle kilometres on the strategic
road network (1.3% for rail only transfers).
However, as set out earlier, there are three important factors which need to be included to achieve
a more accurate picture of the impact of HGVs on congestion:
1) they occupy considerably more road space as cars (have a high pcu value)
2) the average figures disguise the more significant impacts where HGVs are a higher
proportion of traffic
3) the impact of additional traffic in already congested conditions is far greater than a simple
increase in pcu or vehicle kilometres suggest – it rises exponentially.
The issue of how these factors influence the HGVs’ impact on congestion is explored in the next
section of this report.
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Tonne kilometres, vehicle kilometres and congestion

Implications for vehicle kilometres and congestion
While the combined impact on road freight from increasing use of alternative modes may reduce
tonne kilometres from HGVs by just over 20%, the key question for transport planners is how far
such policies would contribute to relieving congestion. To understand this there are two important
considerations:
1) The amount of extra road space occupied by HGVs compared to cars (translating vehicle
kilometres into passenger car units or pcus)
2) The fact that in congested conditions an extra unit of traffic (pcu kilometre) causes several
times its unit value in terms of added congestion.
The pcu value of HGVs
Currently HGVs over 3.5 tonnes gvw are given a pcu value of 2.5. In reality, this value changes
dramatically between the different HGVs, for example 44 tonne artics and 3.5 tonne rigids. It also
changes dramatically between road type and level of congestion. A figure of 2.9 is often used for
artics, which are the vehicles most likely to be affected by any mode transfer.
Using the adjustment of 2.9 (and rebasing to reflect the new total pcu kms), the total amount of
traffic which would be removed from the strategic network would not be 2.3% (as quoted earlier in
vehicle kms) but 5% of the total pcu kms, which is the more accurate measure of road traffic
demand. At a pcu value of 4, it would be a 6% reduction in pcu kms. The equivalent figures for rail
only transfers are 3% and 5% respectively.
The differential impact of congestion
The final issue is the question of how congestion increases rapidly with additional traffic flow, and
how often HGVs are present in congested conditions. Without running a national traffic model it is
hard to produce precise figures. However there are several sources which can illustrate the issue:
traffic modelling generally assume non-linear decreases in speed (i.e. congestion), there are some
DfT statistics and marginal cost calculations for different levels of congestion, and the recent RTF
which modelled the impact of increased traffic on the strategic road network. The original speed
flow curves used in the UK were developed for the DfT’s COBA programme, illustrated below.
Figure 3.1 COBA 10 speed versus flow curves
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The DfT measures of congestion have taken different forms, currently looking at numbers of
journeys completed on time. For this reason the time series is interrupted in recent years, and there
is also considerable volatility. However, the DfT congestion indices during the recession11 indicated
that a modest decrease in traffic (around 2%) resulted in the congestion measure falling by 10%.
However there is great deal of variation in the data from year to year. Another DfT source for the
relative impact can be seen in the Webtag Data Book12. This shows a rapid escalation in the external
cost of congestion per car kilometre.
Table 3.1: Increasing cost of additional car traffic at different levels of existing congestion
Congestion level
Weighted average
(1 is low, 5 is high)
(pence per car km all road types)
1
1.2
2
2.8
3
9.9
4
87.6
5
155.0
Source: WebTAG Data Book Table A 5.4.2

It must be noted that this reflects the rapid increase in the number of vehicles affected as well as the
increase in absolute delays. A parallel approach is used in the DfT calculation of marginal external
costs for articulated vehicles13, which includes a range of external costs including congestion. This
assumes that the heaviest HGVs cause four times the congestion costs on a motorway with high
congestion than one with low congestion.
Further work for the national RTF has provided another measure of changes in congestion (again not
the same as the examples previously quoted). This is illustrated by the chart below, which shows
traffic increases and the relative impact on how much of that traffic is in congested conditions.
Figure 3.2 Increases in traffic and congestion to 2040, RTF 2015, all modelled roads
140%
120%
100%
80%
Traffic

60%

Congestion

40%
20%
0%
Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario
1
2
3
4
5

Note: Assumes road capacity increases as per Road Investment Strategy

11

12
13

Table CGN0101: Average vehicle delay on the slowest 10% of journeys on the Strategic Road Network
Table TRA 0201: Motor vehicle traffic
See https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/webtag-tag-data-book-november-2014
Mode Shift Benefit Refresh: DfT December 2014
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The five scenarios are for different levels of traffic growth on different parts of the network and are
include for completeness. The forecast assumed that significant road investment was made, hence
some traffic increase is accommodated with small increase in congestion.
Even using a simple multiplier of 3-4 to reflect the much higher congestion cost of an added pcu
kilometre, in the busiest parts of the road network congestion could be reduced by 15-24% by
increases in use of rail and water. Rail alone could result in 9-14% reductions in congestion.
In addition, the level to which congestion is decreased by mode transfer will be higher depending on
how fast traffic overall is growing. In other words, as traffic grows the network as a whole becomes
more sensitive to small changes. This fits entirely with traffic flow theory, in which speed flow
curves (see Figure 3.1 above) show relative insensitivity at low flows, rising rapidly as both flow and
congestion increase.
Thus, while overall figures for changes in tonne kilometres give an indication of the national impact
across all parts of the network, it may not reflect the road space requirements of the largest HGVs
nor their increasing impact on congestion. It is thus important to identify where some of the mode
transfers are most likely to occur, and what traffic congestion is like on those corridors. This is
considered in the next section of this report.
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Key corridors and the variation in potential benefits

In 2009 DfT commissioned a report from MDS Transmodal, who run their national (GB) freight
model. This contained a very detailed analysis of goods transport for 14 corridors, shown below.
Figure 4.1 MDS Transmodal study road freight corridors
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The MDS/DfT study contained an analysis of pcu kilometres by HGVs, journey distances and split
between domestic and international traffic. There was also an analysis of congestion on a corridor
by corridor basis. Some of the data is older than the study date, but there is no subsequent update
available. The results are still being used for transport scheme modelling (such as the A14 study).
However, there is more up to date information on where congestion is occurring on the road
network, and where it is predicted to occur in future, in the 2015 Road Traffic Forecasts (RTF).
The individual corridor information has been extracted and summarised, and combined with the RTF
congestion maps, to produce a table which is designed to show where the best candidates for a
move to rail are located, and whether they would have an above average impact on road
congestion. The RTF maps are based on the AM peak and are shown in Annex 1 and the table is set
out on the following pages.
The conclusion to be drawn from this is that there is considerable variation between the corridors,
and even within them. The analysis throws up examples of where the impact of reducing HGV traffic
could be greatest and most effective in reducing congestion, and where further work might be
needed to be certain of the impacts.
Given that the average potential reduction in total traffic (as pcu kms) calculated earlier was about
5-6%, corridors with a higher than average proportion of HGVs would be expected to show higher
reductions in overall traffic and congestion. In addition, the impact of a generalised increase of 50%
in rail freight would be higher where there is a greater proportion of international or long distance
traffic.
Thus it is the case that the 50% increase in rail or water freight would not be evenly distributed. In
some areas it is possible that only 25% would be achieved, in others perhaps 75%. Assuming an
uplift to 75%, reductions of 9% in total traffic on the strategic network would be possible14, with
even higher reductions in congestion15 three to four times this figure (up to a third reduction) in the
most congested sections of the network. In these circumstances transfers to rail alone could reduce
congestion by 14-20%.
To summarise the results of these re-estimates based on the identified corridors, on a section of the
strategic road network where there is more than average flows of HGVs and the ability of the
alternatives particularly competitive, the reduction in congestion could be dramatic. Cells in the
table have been highlighted to illustrate where these conditions might occur. These can then easily
be cross referenced to check congestion levels from the RTF.
For example, Corridor 1 (Dover) has higher than average lengths of haul, higher than average
proportion of HGVs and of international traffic. The road network suffers some areas of the highest
congestion type. It is clearly a section of the network where mode transfer is likely to have a far
higher than average impact.
Overall it is clear that there are a group of corridors which have double the average HGV flows and a
higher than average propensity for transfer. Examples would be the ports related corridors: 1, 4, 7,
14

At 25% the figure would of course be less, at about 3%
A congestion multiplier of 3 to 4 can be used to illustrate this point but it must be noted that, in the
same way that traffic congestion escalates rapidly, the amount by which congestion is reduced also decreases
in absolute terms as the overall level of congestion decreases. Thus the multiplier rises exponentially with
traffic increases in congested conditions, but falls in the same way as traffic falls.
15

14

9, and 11; and the long distance motorways: 8, 9 and 10; and the South East and centre North
sections of the M25.
Overall, within the general sweep of a 50% increase in rail or water freight, it is clear that substantial
improvements could be achieved in some of the most congested parts of the strategic road network.

15

Table 4.1
Corridor Analysis
Based on MDS Transmodal 2009 corridor reports and 2015 RTF maps for am peak congestion.
RTF Categories are: 1 occasional; 2 moderate; 3 regular; 4 severe.
Corridor

Haul length kms

1: Dover to M25
2: London to Gatwick

Average >300 at SE end
150-200 at M25
N/A

3: London to
Southampton
4: Southampton to the
Midlands (A34-M40)

150
10%>300
Average 150-200
25%> 300

5: London orbital M25

% total traffic pcus
Blue indicates >average
30-40

% domestic
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10 (SE end) to 50 (M25
end
80

18-25

70-80

25-30

70-80

E & N sections: 30-35
S: 25, W: 20
E of Reading 18
W of Reading 22
M5 to Exeter 25

E & N 40-65
S 70, W 80-90
E of Reading 90
W of Reading 75-80

Congestion 2010
AM Peak
Mostly category 1
Occasional 3 & 4
Even split categories 2
&3
Mostly category 2 with
3 & 4 at each end16
Even split categories 1
& 2 with 3 & 4 near
Southampton
S & SW mostly category
3, rest mostly 2
E of Reading mostly 3
W of Reading mostly 1,
occasional 2

6: London to SW &
Wales

E of Reading 100-150
W of Reading 250-300

7: Bristol to the
Midlands

250 overall
200 close to B’ham

M5 25-28
M42 E of B’ham 25-30
M42/A42 30-35

85-90

Mostly category 1
Occasional 2 & 3 close
to & approaching B’ham

8: London to W
Midlands, N Wales, NW
& Scotland including
both M1 & M40 routes
S of B’ham

Close to conurbations
(London, B’ham, NW)
150
Intercity 250-300

M1: 30-36
M40: 20-30
M6: 35-45

M1: 70
M40: 90
M6: S of M62: 70-75
M6: N of M62: 90

M117: Mostly cat 2
M40: Even split 1 & 2
M6: S of Preston mostly
cat 2, occasional 3 & 4
around Manc, B’ham
M6: N of Preston: Cat 1
throughout

16
17

Southampton end overlaps Corridor 4
A5 parallel route is more congested but more urban and not included in the MDS study
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Congestion 2040
AM Peak
About half category 2,
frequent category 3 & 4
All category 3
Mostly category 3 with
4 at each end
Even split categories 2
& 3 with 4 at
Southampton
S & SW mostly category
4, rest mostly 3
E of Reading 3,
occasional 4, W of
Reading mostly 2,
occasional 3
Mostly category 2 N & S
of B’ham mostly 3 & 4
close to & approaching
B’ham
M1: Even split 2 & 3
M40: Even split 2 & 3
M6: S of Preston split 2
& 3, some 4 around
Manc, B’ham
M6: N of Preston:
Mostly cat 1, some 2

9: Transpennine:
Liverpool to Kingston
and Grimsby

Western 100
Eastern 150

25-30

90
But higher than average
bulk commodities

10: Flows from London
area to E Midlands,
Yorkshire, NE &
Scotland, network
studied from A14
Northwards including
both M1 and A1

A1 to York 250-300
Close to conurbations
150-200

M1 to Sheffield: 30-35
A1 M to York: 35-45
A1 (M) N of Leeds 25-35

90
Large number of
distribution centres:
especially RDC/NDC
Milton Keynes to
Leicester; RDC Leeds,
W’field, Teeside

11: Haven ports to the
Midlands (A14)

200-250
Ports to Bury St
Edmunds 25%>300
Newmarket to Kettering
25-35 > 300

35-40 throughout

Ports to Bury St
Edmunds 60-65
Newmarket to Kettering
75

Various short sections
of cat 1 and 2, cat 4 at
Ipswich, Bury St
Edmunds, junction with
A10 and at Huntingdon

12: Haven ports to
London (A12 Ipswich to
M25)
13: London to Stansted
corridor
14: Thames Gateway to
London (A13 N of
Thames, A2/M2 South

150-200

20-24

50

Mostly cat 3 & 4

250-300

30-32

70-75

100-150

20-25

A13: 50-75
A2/M2: most (figure not
given)

Cat 1, cat 2 at junction
with A14
A13: Cat 1, 4 at M25
A2/M2: Cat 2, short
sections 3, one of 4
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Eastern end to A1: cat 1
Close to L’pool: split 1 &
2
A1 to M6: split 2 & 3
occcasional 4
A1: Mostly cat 1 apart
from 3 & 4 N of
Doncaster & N of Leeds
M1 mostly cat 2, cat 3 N
of A38
S of Newcastle:
Stretches of 2, 3, 4

Eastern end to A1: cat 1
Close to L’pool: cat 1
A1 to M6: All 3 apart
from 4 around
conurbations
A1: Even split 1 & 2
apart from 4 N of
Doncaster and 3 & 4 N
of Leeds
M1 mostly cat 3 N of
A38
S of Newcastle + N of
Leeds: Mostly 2 & 3
Mostly cat 3 with some
cat 2 and cat 4 at
Ipswich, Bury St
Edmunds, NW of
Cambridge and at
Huntingdon
Mostly cat 4 with about
a third cat 3
Even split cat 1 & 2, cat
3 at junction with A14
A13: Cat 1, 4 at M25
A2/M2: Cat 3, junction
of A2/M2 cat 4,
approach to M25 cat 4

5

Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions
The transfer of freight from road to rail and water would have a significant impact in terms of reduced
environmental and congestion costs18. HGV traffic overall could fall by 21%, all vehicle traffic by 5-6% and,
in the most congested places, congestion could fall by 15-25%.
However, the impact varies according to the level of congestion, the level of longer distance goods traffic,
and the capacity of alternatives.
In some road corridors there is a much higher likelihood of goods traffic being transferred, and a higher
than average proportion of the heaviest HGVs in the traffic flow. This could increase the reduction in total
traffic flow to around 10%, with a 30-40% reduction in congestion in the most congested places.
In targeting some of these flows there would need to be structural investment in the alternative networks
as well as individual grants as at present.
Recommendations
Research
R1



There needs to be a greater understanding of LGV traffic, including:
Substitution for smallest rigid HGVs (3.5 to 7.5 tonne)
Split between servicing, home deliveries and goods transport

R2
There needs to be better understanding of how HGV traffic on different sections of the road
network would be affected by:
 a distance based Lorry Road User Charging system (similar to those spreading through Europe) for
the heaviest HGVs
 increased congestion and changes in regulation, and thus higher costs
R3
The reasons behind the non-recovery of coastal shipping after the recession and continuing fall
need to be identified.
R4
The impact of freight transfers should be included in DfT forecasting and scenarios, and thus in its
policymaking and spending programmes, for example updating the 2009 DfT/MDS study to reflect the new
market conditions (including unitisation) and a national freight model run to test the impact of an LRUC
system based on distance and vehicle type.
Policy
P1
A new freight policy statement should be prepared recognising the significant role of mode transfer
in reducing congestion on key parts of the strategic road network, and setting out a route map for
rebalancing the freight transport market.
P2
There should be consideration of converting the current “electronic vignette” system for charging
HGVs to a GPS/tachometer system using weight, distance, and vehicle quality parameters similar to those
already proven to be effective in Europe, for example Switzerland and Germany.
P3
There should also be consideration of new weight and size limits in the context of full pricing,
providing better vehicle specialisation, and better planning for multi-modal freight facilities.
18

These costs are already recognised in the DfT’s own Mode Shift Benefit (MSB) values

18

Annex 1: Congestion maps from the 2015 RTF (pages 71-72)
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Extracts from evidence to Environmental Audit Committee

Annex G of evidence
Autumn Statement Dec 2014 – East of England (extract) - new projects announced for funding

Extracts from evidence to Environmental Audit Committee
BCG Alternative scheme submitted to Public Inquiry in 2010

Extracts from evidence to Environmental Audit Committee
Updated BCG Alternative scheme submitted to Highways Agency in 2013

Wisteria Lodge, 8 Centenary Way, Brampton, Cambs PE28 4YQ
Rt Hon Justine Greening MP
Secretary of State for Transport
Great Minster House, 33 Horseferry Road, LONDON SW1P 4DR

(also via email)

16 December 2011

Dear Secretary of State
A14 Study – Output 1 Report - Dec2011
I read in the local Press that this particular study cost some £22,000 - I doubt the
Treasury will find it good value for money.
I write to express my disappointment and disbelief as the report merely reiterates outdated arguments and ignores detailed information and alternative solutions put forward
to the A14 Public Inquiry in 2010.
This is particularly significant in relation to the ‘A14 Challenge’. Questions in the A14
Challenge response form are posed in relation to this latest ‘multi-modal’ study which
once again appears to be biased in favour of road solutions and plays down the carbon
reduction advantage of rail.
Background
At the A14 Public Inquiry Pre-Meeting in May 2010, the Planning Inspector instructed the
Highways Agency (HA) to evaluate alternative proposals put forward in response to
consultations – which the HA is obliged to do under Treasury Green Book and Transport
Guidance (webtag) rules. The HA A14 scheme was eventually withdrawn in October
2010 as part of the Comprehensive Spending Review and formally cancelled in July
2011.
The remits for A14 studies arising from the withdrawal of the HA A14 scheme are
defined in the Cambridgeshire County Council Local Transport Plan (LTP3 – Change Log
March 2011) as follows:
a. ‘The A14 study’ - to examine medium and longer term total travel needs of the
Cambridge to Huntingdon section of the A14 and the wider interrelationship of the
linked/adjacent multi-modal National Transport Corridors.
b. ‘The A14 Headroom Capacity Study’ - to examine the short-term ability of the
Cambridge to Huntingdon section of the A14 to accept traffic from new housing
and commercial development.
The thrust of these study briefs is broadly in line with Brampton A14 Campaign Group
(BCG) proposals for an alternative multi-modal scheme. This alternative scheme was
submitted to HA in March 2007 in response to their second A14 consultation and should
have been assessed by them at that time.
The BCG scheme was further developed in the intervening years and again submitted in
January 2010 by BCG to the Public Inquiry - copy of formal objections and alternative
scheme attached [Appendices A & B].

Wisteria Lodge, 8 Centenary Way, Brampton, Cambs PE28 4YQ
Please don’t be misled by local arguments about demolishing the Huntingdon viaduct –
this can be repaired/rebuilt at considerably less cost than building yet another new road.
Please see the HA notification of viaduct repairs in 2010 which neatly indicates the interrelationship of the various roads under consideration [Appx C].
Comment
I had hoped that the A14 study reports would be based on a rigorous evaluation of the
alternative proposals submitted to the Public Inquiry in 2010 using updated HA modelling
techniques, including revised NATA, and that the impact on legally-binding carbon
budgets would be properly quantified. As far as low carbon transport is concerned,
please see my response to DECC/BERR attached [Appx D].
I had envisaged the first study would also produce properly quantified traffic modelling
of the cumulative beneficial impacts of alternative routes such as the Guided Busway,
the Felixstowe to Nuneaton rail freight route and completion of the A421-A428 route
from the A14 at Girton to the A1 and M1.
I also expected the cumulative impact of the use of new technology (ITS, rampmetering, and Active Traffic Management) to be properly assessed and that minor road
measures such as junction improvements plus reduction of access points and lay-bys to
minimise traffic conflict would be evaluated. Similarly, I can find no evidence that the
potential of ‘Smarter Choices’ (walking, cycling, public transport, travel plans, car
clubs/car share etc) to reduce car traffic has been assessed and taken into account.
Sadly, none of these quantified assessments appear to have been made and we are no
nearer to finding a properly evaluated solution to the problem of A14 congestion. In
fact, this report represents a huge step backwards instead of a leap forward. There is
merit in the A14 challenge however as local people familiar with the area will be able to
put forward their own suggestions. Indeed, I have a further suggestion to add to the
existing BCG alternative scheme, viz:
I propose that the possibility of a Park and Ride scheme at Brampton
racecourse be investigated and assessed. The racecourse lies on the A14 [see
Appx E] and could provide a direct route via the A14 to St Ives for those
wishing to use the guided Busway. Additional local shuttle buses, particularly
at morning and evening peak times, to Brampton, Huntingdon mainline station
(on Brampton Road) and Hinchingbrooke Hospital – all within 2 miles of the
racecourse - would help to reduce traffic on congested local roads and ease
demands on parking at the hospital and railway station.
Finally may I say that I believe that investing in rail is the best way forward to reduce
road traffic congestion – and carbon emissions. In my view what is needed is a
significant increase in capacity on the Felixstowe-Nuneaton rail freight route which
is effectively an eastern bypass of the A14 and is also a TEN-T freight route.
With carbon emissions the focus of the Rio+10 conference next year, rail infrastructure
must surely be the winner in the sustainable development stakes.
I trust you find this information helpful.
Eileen Collier (Cllr)

BRAMPTON BIODIVERSITY PROJECT
Brampton Parish has two important wildlife conservation areas Portholme Meadow Special Area of
Conservation and Brampton Wood Site of Special Scientific Interest. In addition, there is a small
remnant of a larger Brampton Meadow Site of Special Scientific Interest and the nearby Brampton
Racecourse includes another important meadow Site of Special Scientific Interest. Brampton Wood is
closest to the new road at <0.5km; Brampton Meadow <1.5km; the Racecourse meadow
approximately 2.0km; Portholme Meadow about 4.5km. it is difficult to predict the impact of the
increased levels of air pollutants on these sites, however, we already know that levels of nutrients
derived from flood waters on Portholme are having an adverse impact on the flora. This can only be
exacerbated by any additional airborne pollution derived from vehicle exhausts. This aspect appears
to have been totally ignored in the environment impact assessment.
Additional nutrients favour coarser grasses and herbs, at the expense of some of the less common
species. On POrthome curled dock Rumex crispus, in particular, seems to have responded to the long
period of flooding in 2000/1 and subsequently. This resulted in it becoming visually dominant over
much of the northeastern part of the site, to the detriment of both the meadow plants and the value of
the hay crop.
Brampton Parish also has a number of additional wildlife ‘hot spots’ identified during the Brampton
Biodiversity survey undertaken in 2013/14. I note of the areas of interest directly affected by the road
development was submitted to the inquiry. Although there has been no acknowledgement that this
was received it is assumed it has been included in the environmental statement. Other areas of interest
are shown on the map below.

Further details can be made available as the various reports from the Biodiversity survey currently in
preparation are completed.
Dr Pat Doody
Brampton Biodiversity Project
Email: jp.doody@ntlworld.com

