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1 Introduction
1.1 Purpose of this report
A total of eleven Interested Parties, in addition to Highways England,
responded to the Examining Authority’s (ExA) second written
questions, at deadline 7 of the Examination, as listed below:


Brampton A14 Campaign Group



Cambridge City Council



Cambridge City Council – Cambridge Crematorium



Cambridgeshire County Council



Environment Agency



Hilton Parish Council



Huntingdonshire District Council



Mark Williams and Buckden Marina Residents Association



Natural England



Network Rail



South Cambridgeshire District Council

Written representations were also made by the Campaign for Better
Transport and representations on local transport impacts submitted by
Cambridgeshire County Council and RD & JA Bowers. Highways
England's comments on these representations are included in chapter
3 of this document. In addition, Highways England has also responded
to Cambridge County Council’s written representation concerning the
width of public rights of way. This response is in a separate document,
also submitted at deadline 8 (Applicant reference: HE/A14/EX/128).
Highways England has reviewed all submissions by Interested Parties
at Deadline 7, which in addition to those noted above include written
representations submitted by Leonard Lean and Trever Lee. It is
considered that issues raised in these representations have been
addressed in previous representations submitted by Highways
England.

1.2 Supportive comments
While this report responds to the issues raised, Highways England also
acknowledge the comments made in support of the proposed scheme
and these are summarised as follows.


Natural England supports the measures proposed to minimise
impacts on populations of reptiles including grass snakes and
common lizard. Furthermore, Natural England is satisfied with the
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measures proposed to minimise impacts on breeding birds. It is
considered that the proposed measures are in accordance with
recognised best practice and are in line with Natural England’s
standing advice for protected species. In addition, Natural England
supports the intention to seek advice of the Barn Owl Trust on the
proposed provision of additional barn owl nesting opportunities.


Huntingdonshire District Council’s (HDC) supports Highways
England’s comment in Section 2.5 in its Comments on the DCO
Hearing (Applicant reference HE-A14-EX-66, PINS reference
REP5-028), suggesting that local planning authorities would be
consulted on matters regarding discharging DCO Requirements.
HDC strongly supports the approach in order to ensure that full
public scrutiny exists with regards to the discharge of
Requirements.
The Council states that the Borrow Pits (BP), in particular BP1 and
BP2 near Brampton, represent a significant opportunity to create
a positive legacy for the scheme. The Council further explains that
the potential outcomes of borrow pit restoration include: alleviation
of local flooding, creation of priority habitats and enhanced
biodiversity and the provision of community resources for passive
recreation.
The Council supports that noise mitigation has been included for
the several properties predicted to experience an adverse noise
climate following the completion of the proposed scheme (as
identified in the Environmental Statement).
Furthermore, the Council emphasises that its support for the A14
Improvement Scheme is predicated on the inclusion in the scheme
of the removal of the Huntingdon Viaduct, as well as the Council’s
agreed financial contribution to the scheme as part of an existing
legal agreement between HDC and the Secretary of State. The
Council emphasises that its position relating to the Viaduct and
support for its removal is a key element of the scheme.
The Council is in agreement that the A14 traffic modelling with the
Viaduct removed has consistently indicated that traffic levels
around Huntingdon and Godmanchester would significantly
reduce around the zoned area as a whole.



South Cambridgeshire District Council is generally supportive
of the inclusion of the new Requirement 12 covering noise
mitigation. The Council goes on to explain that the new
Requirement 12 would partly address previous concerns raised in
paragraph 80 of its’ Written Representation (REP2-147).
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2 Comments on responses to ExA’s Second Written Questions
2.1 Air Quality and Emissions
Table 2-1: Air quality, question 2.1.1

Question 2.1.1 How would mitigation to manage air quality impacts during construction be secured through the Code of Construction Practice
(CoCP) (APP-752) section 6 and Requirement 3 (now 4). (Ref Q1.1.4 and Q1.1.7 REP2-002).
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Huntingdonshire “The CoCP requires the applicant/contractors to obtain a Section 61
District Council Control of Pollution Act (COPA) consent notice before operating. The
application should contain all details of the contractor’s intention on
reducing air quality impacts. The regulator can decide if they consider
these are effective and acceptable and grant the consent. If they do
not consider them to be effective the regulator will refuse and the
applicant will have to reapply.”
The Council commented that “unless the statutory authority defence is
South
Cambridgeshire disapplied it is paramount that the CoCP is comprehensive, as
District Council statutory nuisance action may not be possible.” The Council consider
the CoCP to be generally in accordance with best practice but notes
that the requirement for the contractor to seek consent of construction
working methods and minimise noise under s.61 of Control of
Pollution Act 1974 does not apply to other impacts such as air quality
and dust.

Highways England notes that a section 61 consent notice is
required only in connection with the control of noise under Part
III – Noise of the Control of Pollution Act 1974. Therefore it is
not appropriate to include mitigation measures aimed at
reducing air quality impacts, which are to be included in the
CEMP and LEMP for the scheme, in the section 61 consent
notice which is used to control noise on construction sites.
Sections 1.1.3 and 3.5.3 of the CoCP (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/123) state that Highways England / employer’s
representative or its main contractors will engage with the local
communities, local authorities and other stakeholders in order to
seek to agree the LEMPs. As noted by South Cambridgeshire
District Council, the DCO secures compliance with the CoCP. It
follows that consultation with relevant local authorities in the
preparation of LEMPs is already secured, and no amendment to
the requirement or any additional requirement is therefore
necessary.

The Council retains the view that an additional DCO requirement
should be imposed or draft Requirement 3 (now 4) should be
amended to ensure that no development shall commence until the
The CEMPs will document the main contractors' Environmental
Construction Environmental Management Plans (CEMPs) and Local
Management System (EMS), which will be certified to ISO
Environmental Management Plans (LEMPs) as referred to in the Code 14001 by an accredited organisation such as BSi or Lloyds
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Question 2.1.1 How would mitigation to manage air quality impacts during construction be secured through the Code of Construction Practice
(CoCP) (APP-752) section 6 and Requirement 3 (now 4). (Ref Q1.1.4 and Q1.1.7 REP2-002).
of Construction Practice (CoCP) have been prepared in consultation
Register (LRQA). Such documents provide detailed procedures
with the relevant planning authority, and submitted to and approved in and processes and are likely to refer to numerous other
writing by the Secretary of State.
corporate and project processes and procedures. These may
be within the main contractor’s quality assurance and health
The Council states “The detailed CEMPs and LEMPs can only be
and safety systems. Such systems are also dynamic and will
provided, once detailed construction programmes are finalised when
be amended as the project progresses. For these reasons it
more detail is available including construction timetables, methods
would not be appropriate for the local authorities to approve the
and activities. The Council’s local knowledge and input is required to
CEMPs.
ensure local receptors are adequately considered and protected and
any such LEMPS should be submitted in advance to an agreed
The LEMPs will provide the local authorities with local / site
timetable prior to works commencing.”
specific measures that take account of the construction
methodologies. The Councils’ input will be critical to ensure
The Council provides an extract of their previous comments on the
local knowledge is considered. A programme for the
revised draft DCO as set out in REP5-016.
development of the LEMPs was tabled at a meeting with the
local authorities on 20 August 2015.
Highways England does not consider it is appropriate to include
a requirement that the LEMPs be approved by the Secretary of
Statement. This is because:
1. the CoCP sets out the structure and information the LEMPs
will cover. The DCO requires compliance with the CoCP, and
the CoCP will be certified by the Secretary of State if the order
is made; and
2. by their very nature, the LEMPs relate to site-specific
controls, which is why they are to be prepared in consultation
with local authorities and other stakeholders in accordance with
the overall framework in the certified CoCP.
It is therefore neither appropriate nor necessary for the
Secretary of State to have any further approval role of such
plans.
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Table 2-2: Air quality, question 2.1.2

Question 2.1.2 How would mitigation within the design of the scheme to ensure the impacts from operation are not significant, be secured?
(Ref Q1.1.4 REP2-002)
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “Currently HE are not proposing any post construction monitoring of
pollutants of concern as the ES concludes that the scheme has no
Council
significant impacts on air quality in the operational phase, as such, no
mitigation is proposed.

As documented in response to question 2.1.5 it remains
Highways England’s position that neither additional monitoring
nor mitigation during the operational phase of the Scheme is
required, and that therefore this should not be a requirement of
a section 106 agreement.

If an unacceptable impact is subsequently shown by monitoring, a
plan for mitigating the effects will need to be agreed with reference to
the most recent Cambridge City Council AQAP and implemented.
Cambridge City Council considers that there should be a binding
s.106 requirement for monitoring and mitigation, including a
requirement that HE should set aside funding for mitigation measures
and that consideration is given to ensure that mitigation of air quality
impacts is covered by requirement within the DCO."
Table 2-3: Air quality, question 2.1.4

Question 2.1.4 SCDC are seeking an appropriate baseline for post construction monitoring of PM10 and NO2 to be agreed and secured by
Requirement. Can the applicant comment? (Ref Q1.1.5 REP2-002)
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Huntingdonshire “An appropriate baseline for post construction monitoring of PM10 and
District Council NO2 is essential to be able to determine if the
improvements/deterioration of air quality are as predicted. Baseline
data used in the ES will be 6+ years old by the time scheme is

The ES concludes that no significant effects are predicted
across the scheme area. During the operational phase “the
scheme is predicted to improve air quality in a number of areas”
(paragraphs 8.6.5-8.6.6, ES). There is extensive existing
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Question 2.1.4 SCDC are seeking an appropriate baseline for post construction monitoring of PM10 and NO2 to be agreed and secured by
Requirement. Can the applicant comment? (Ref Q1.1.5 REP2-002)
finished (assuming it is granted) so up-to-date information will be
vital."
South
The Council states that all major development proposals are required
Cambridgeshire to monitor and, if necessary, mitigate their air quality impacts in
District Council accordance with policies in the adopted Development Plan.
The Council refers to the designated AQMA between Bar Hill and
Milton, the Air Quality Action Plan, the Air Quality Strategy (2008) and
the planned Low Emission Strategy which will seek to address
transport impacts of development on local air quality and on climate
change.

monitoring in the area operated by the councils, including two
continuous monitoring sites close to the A14 and one in
Huntingdon. As far as Highways England is aware, these
monitoring sites will continue to operate during construction and
operation of the scheme as no change to the Local Air Quality
Management (LAQM) regime is proposed by Defra. As there
are no significant effects predicted it is not considered
necessary for Highways England to undertake post-construction
monitoring.
The do minimum scenario presented in the ES is the future
baseline information predicted for air quality using traffic data
provided. As such whilst it is acknowledged the current baseline
The Council notes the importance of undertaking post completion
represents 2013 the future baseline in the ES which represents
monitoring to validate the modelling assumptions, and states that a
detailed monitoring assessment over several years would be required 2020 will still be valid based on the traffic data provided.
in order for the Council to be able to revoke the AQMA. Should there Existing monitoring stations operated by the councils could be
used to determine whether an AQMA needs to be revoked. It
be a worsening in air quality along the A14 the Council may require
should be noted that council monitoring stations were used to
additional mitigation measures such as speed restrictions and/or a
verify the modelling undertaken as part of the air quality
Low Emission Strategy.
assessment presented in the ES.
We note that SCDC now appear to consider an appropriate
The Council therefore requests that the necessary powers are put in
baseline can be obtained from its existing monitoring sites.
place to require additional mitigation measures if necessary, for
example, through the addition of an air quality Requirement.
With regards to an appropriate baseline, SCDC states: “Given the
Council’s view that operational monitoring is required, it is necessary
to agree a baseline position. An appropriate baseline is essential to be
able to determine if there has been any change in air quality as a
result of the scheme compared to what is predicted. The Council
considers that it should be possible to agree a suitable baseline
position as new monitoring equipment for PM10 and NOx has been
installed, which meets HE’s requirements; they were installed in
March and October 2014 respectively. With the DEFRA annual cycle
of data being January to December, and the need to ratify the data, it
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.1.4 SCDC are seeking an appropriate baseline for post construction monitoring of PM10 and NO2 to be agreed and secured by
Requirement. Can the applicant comment? (Ref Q1.1.5 REP2-002)
should be possible to reach agreement on a new baseline when the
next available full year of ratified data from the Impington monitoring
station is available (by February / March 2016).”
Table 2-4: Air quality, question 2.1.5

Question 2.1.5 The applicant has indicated that post completion air quality monitoring is not necessary (comments on response to SCDC re
Q1.1.1 REP2-002 (REP4-018). What is the reasoning for this? Local Authorities may wish to comment?
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “There remain significant uncertainties and areas of disagreement
with regards to the air quality modelling and assessment contained
Council
within the ES.
Not-withstanding issues relating to the CHARM2, CHARM3 and
CHARM 3A Transport model as far as local roads within Cambridge
goes, Cambridge City Council do not have confidence in the
conclusion that there will be no significant detrimental impact on local
air quality, including the AQMA within Cambridge City.
Increases in traffic volume along the existing transport corridor north
of Cambridge and on certain Cambridge feeder roads are predicted to
increase – this is acknowledged within the air quality assessment.
Combined with the uncertainties over the modelling assessment, we
are unable to agree with the results and conclusions of the
assessment with any amount of certainty.
It is vital that HE are able to demonstrate that the scheme, when in
operation, is not having a significant detrimental impact on local air
quality. Cambridge City Council consider that post-completion
monitoring is essential for monitoring the impacts of the scheme and
for aiding in the determination of suitable mitigation where
appropriate."

In the proposed opening year (2020) concentrations of PM10
and NO2 are predicted to be below the objectives at all
sensitive receptors affected by the scheme. Confidence in the
results is provided by the sensitivity testing carried out to
determine the possible effects of vehicle emissions not
improving as anticipated within Defra’s calculations (see the
Environmental Statement (Applicant reference 6.1, PINS
references App-339) and Highways England's response to the
ExA's First Written Question 1.1.12 and Second Written
Question 2.1.8 in relation to the robustness of the assessment
undertaken). These showed that the conservative results from
sensitivity testing did not result in any significant impacts. Air
quality monitoring is already carried out by Cambridge City
Council and Huntingdonshire District Council as part of its
statutory responsibilities for Local Air Quality Management.
Therefore no monitoring is required across the scheme area
during the operational phase.
As discussed in the ES and the Local Traffic Impact Report
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/73, PINS reference REP6-022)
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Question 2.1.5 The applicant has indicated that post completion air quality monitoring is not necessary (comments on response to SCDC re
Q1.1.1 REP2-002 (REP4-018). What is the reasoning for this? Local Authorities may wish to comment?
Huntingdonshire “The scheme, if granted, will locate the A14 closer to properties
District Council where, currently, HDC does not have any issues over air quality in
those locations, nor have we been undertaking any monitoring. The
scheme has already resulted in many objections being made by
residents stating that they will suffer from reduced/poorer air quality
levels as a result of the scheme and have requested monitoring to be
undertaken to ensure that the Applicant’s predictions are correct. HDC
will also have to assess emissions from the new road as part of the
Local Air Quality Management regime (LAQM). As the original A14 will
not be completely removed we will also have to continue to monitor
the air quality in the current Air Quality Management Areas until such
data has been obtained to prove that the scheme has reduced air
quality to below levels in the LAQM. This means that HDC will have to
pay for more monitoring and we consider that the monitoring to prove
the schemes predictions should be funded by the Applicant.”

the change in traffic flows in the Cambridge City Air Quality
Management Area would have a negligible impact on air quality.
No new areas are predicted to be at risk of exceeding an air
quality objective within Huntingdonshire as a result of the
scheme.
As acknowledged in the Council’s response to Q1.1.3, changes
to air quality as a result of the scheme would not result in any
new air quality management areas needing to be declared,
therefore it is not anticipated that the air quality monitoring

Table 2-5: Air quality, question 2.1.6

Question 2.1.6 What are the sanctions if best practice measures to control dust during construction prove ineffective and impacts become
unacceptable? Local authorities may wish to comment. (Ref Q1.1.17 REP2-002)
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire “Notwithstanding the position of the County Council on the Code of
County Council Construction Practice, Highways England have stated that the CoCP
is a certified document in the DCO. An exceedance of an appropriate
level could be a non-compliance with the DCO, as the CoCP and
inter-alia CEMP and LEMP are not being complied with.
This would potentially fall under Article 161 of the Planning Act 2008
and the County Council assumes that Crown immunity would not
apply to Highways England.

As made clear in its response to the ExA's Second Written
Question 2.1.6, local planning authorities would be able to take
action if Highways England committed an offence pursuant to
section 161 of the Planning Act 2008.
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Question 2.1.6 What are the sanctions if best practice measures to control dust during construction prove ineffective and impacts become
unacceptable? Local authorities may wish to comment. (Ref Q1.1.17 REP2-002)
Paragraph 6.10.1 of the CoCP (REP4-026) states that relevant local
authorities would be consulted regarding monitoring procedures. The
Government's National Planning Practice Guidance on Minerals
outlines additional dust control measures (monitoring) which the
County Council would expect Highways England to consider.

assist with determining compliance. Visual monitoring to ensure
mitigation measures are applied correctly and to identify dusty
activities early is specified in the CoCP and Highways England's
response to the ExA's Second Written Question 2.1.11 explains
why visual monitoring protocols are more effective than other
measurement techniques.
In addition the County Council require the LEMP to detail the
The National Planning Practice Guidance on minerals part 4
measures proposed to control dust on a source/receptor basis rather (dated 17 October 2014) does not specify dust control
than a site wide approach. This would recognise the different sources measures, and instead states that measures to control dust
of dust and the impacts on relevant receptors.
should be specified and described in terms of their potential to
A full answer to this question would depend on definition of
reduce dust and consequent impacts. Appropriate measures to
unacceptable.
control dust in relation to the construction of the scheme are
Unacceptable in terms of nuisance, or unacceptable in terms of public included in the CoCP and Chapter 8 of the Environmental
health would be different. It might be the case that an unacceptable
Statement (ES). The National Planning Practice Guidance
impact on public health would also imply an unacceptable working
requires that monitoring of PM10 would only be required if there
environment on site, leading to the involvement of the Health and
was likely to be an exceedence of the PM10 objectives. The air
Safety Executive.”
quality assessment included in Chapter 8 of the ES indicates
that an exceedence is unlikely to occur
The LEMP would detail measures proposed to control dust on a
source/receptor basis as required by Cambridgeshire County
Council.
Once the proposed mitigation measures are implemented, no
unacceptable impacts for nuisance, public health or the working
environment on site are expected.
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Question 2.1.6 What are the sanctions if best practice measures to control dust during construction prove ineffective and impacts become
unacceptable? Local authorities may wish to comment. (Ref Q1.1.17 REP2-002)
Huntingdonshire “The main provision open to local authorities is the statutory nuisance
District Council legislation under the Environmental Protection Act 1990. If a local
authority determines that an activity is a statutory nuisance then they
have a duty to issue an abatement notice usually requiring work to be
undertaken to abate the nuisance. Failure to adhere to the notice can
result in prosecution which can result in a fine of up to £20k.
An investigation into statutory nuisance usually involves the aggrieved
individual/s logging down when and how they have been affected by
the dust. The local authority then assesses the log to determine if they
consider the dust to be a statutory nuisance. They then contact the
alleged source of the creation of the dust and make an assessment of
the practices being employed. If they consider that the company is not
meeting best practice then the local authority has 7 days to enter
further discussions to informally resolve the nuisance. If the nuisance
is still occurring or the company does not want to change their
practices then the LA issues an abatement notice requiring the
nuisance to be abated. The company has 21 days to appeal the notice
and if the notice has not been adhered to the LA can start legal
proceedings against the company.
HDC considers that securing Section 61 consent notices would
significantly speed up this process as if consent has been given and
the LA is satisfied that the most appropriate measures have been
proposed then following any complaint an immediate investigation can
be made to see if the consent notice is being adhered to. If it isn’t,
then the company is liable for a £5K fine and a maximum penalty of
£50 for each day the offence continues after conviction.
However, if the applicant is using the best practicable means and is
still causing dust problems then the local authority has no powers
available to them to reduce the dust further.”
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Highways England notes that a section 61 consent notice
relates to noise and is required only under Part III – Noise of the
Control of Pollution Act 1974. Therefore it is not appropriate to
include mitigation measures aimed at reducing air quality
impacts, which are to be included in the CEMP and LEMP for
the scheme, in the section 61 consent notice which is used to
control noise on construction sites.

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

Question 2.1.6 What are the sanctions if best practice measures to control dust during construction prove ineffective and impacts become
unacceptable? Local authorities may wish to comment. (Ref Q1.1.17 REP2-002)
South
SCDC refers back to their response to the ExA’s First Written
Cambridgeshire Questions Q1.1.17 (REP2-190), stating that it is uncertain if Local
District Council authorities can take any enforcement action against dust from
construction activities if best practice measures prove ineffective and
impacts become unacceptable.
The council reiterates their duties under s.79 (1) and s.80 /82(1) of the
Environmental Protection Act 1990 (EPA 1990) regarding statutory
nuisance, and the apparent general absolute defence to action set out
by the Planning Act 2008.
The council is of the opinion that the guidance in the National Policy
Statement for National Networks, December 2014 regarding Common
law nuisance and statutory nuisance (paragraphs 4.57 to 4.59, 5.81 to
5.83 and 5.88) appears to support the Council’s view, in particular
paragraphs 5.87 and 5.88.
The council notes HE’s Response to Q1.1.17 (REP2-002) regarding
the possible actions a local authority can take in the case of a DCO
breach by the contractor and raises the following query: “It is unclear if
these enforcement options are available to the local planning authority
or others.”
The council also requests clarification regarding HE’s statement that
the draft DCO does not disapply the requirements of the EPA 1990 in
respect of nuisance from dust and fumes: “SCDC are unsure if this is
actually the case and would ask the ExA to clarify and give careful
consideration to this matter ... it is paramount that the CoCP is
comprehensive and effective, as the statutory nuisance action option
may not be possible against dust nuisance and other sanctions are
not available ... In terms of statutory nuisance considerations it should
be noted there is also a best practical means defence. If this is
demonstrated then nuisance action may not be possible in any case.”
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Highways England has set out a detailed response covering the
points raised by South Cambridgeshire District Council in its
response to the ExA's Second Written Questions 2.1.6 and
2.14.1. In its responses Highways England set out the avenues
of action open to the local planning authorities if Highways
England (or its contractors) fails to comply with the
requirements of the DCO or the CoCP. Its response also
explained that the effectiveness of the best practice measures
outlined in the CoCP is well established and not in doubt.

September 2015
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Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

Table 2-6: Air quality, question 2.1.7

Question 2.1.7 How would agreement be reached with the local authorities regarding their request for post implementation air quality
monitoring in locations where air quality is predicted to decline?
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “Based on the lack of certainty over the results of the existing air
quality assessment, Cambridge City Council believe that post
Council
completion monitoring should be carried out at strategic locations, to
be agreed with the local authorities, in addition to areas currently
forecast to experience a decline in air quality.
Post-completion monitoring and mitigation should be secured through
s.106 funding (to be set aside by HE) and should provide for a
minimum of 5 years of post-completion monitoring and mitigation."
Huntingdonshire “HDC would either like to agree the location of several sites where the
District Council applicant would install NO2 diffusion tubes, in the event that any of
these sites shows exceedances of the NO2 air quality standards then
the applicant would look to install an automatic monitoring station
and/or undertake a revised air quality model to assess the extent of
the exceedance.
HDC does not consider that PM10 monitoring is required unless
specific complaints are received and a similar assessment to the NO2
can be undertaken.”
“The Council considers the following process to be necessary in order
South
Cambridgeshire to reach agreement on the issue of post scheme air quality
District Council monitoring:
• Highways England needs to agree that post scheme monitoring is
necessary to validate the modelling predictions.
• SCDC (and Huntingdonshire District Council) will provide
monitoring data from monitoring equipment that is already in place,
including the new monitoring station at Impington and/or HE can
undertake their own monitoring.
• If the monitoring data indicates there is any deviation from that
predicted in the HE’s model / detailed in the Environmental Statement,

Highways England does not consider operational phase air
quality monitoring is required as no significant effects and no
exceedances of the air quality objectives are predicted at any
sensitive receptors affected by the scheme, as reported in
Chapter 8 of the ES (the robustness of which assessment is
explained in Highways England's response to the ExA's Second
Written Questions 2.1.5 and 2.1.8). Therefore, Highways
England does not propose to install any operational phase
monitoring. Air quality monitoring is already carried out by the
Councils as part of their statutory responsibilities for Local Air
Quality Management.
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Question 2.1.7 How would agreement be reached with the local authorities regarding their request for post implementation air quality
monitoring in locations where air quality is predicted to decline?
an investigation is needed to determine why and a re-run of the model
undertaken.
• HE needs to agree to the provision of any mitigation measures
necessary to address any detriment to air quality as a result of the
A14 scheme.
Note the Council feels that it is essential that an Air Quality
Requirement should be included in the DCO to secure post scheme
monitoring and, if necessary, appropriate mitigation measures.”
Table 2-7: Air quality, question 2.1.9

Question 2.1.9 What progress has been made in discussions between the applicant and SCDC about the PM10 data from the Impington
monitoring station. (Ref Q1.1.1 REP2-002).
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

“The Statement of Common Ground has been updated to reflect the
South
Cambridgeshire disagreement between Highways England and SCDC over the need
District Council for post scheme air quality monitoring.
HE have made it clear it does not propose to undertake monitoring
during the operational phase as there are no predicted exceedances
of air quality objectives or limit values or any significant effects
identified across the scheme.
Given the Council’s view that operational monitoring is required, it is
necessary to agree a baseline position. An appropriate baseline is
essential to be able to determine if there has been any change in air
quality as a result of the scheme compared to what is predicted. The
Council considers that it should be possible to agree a suitable
baseline position as new monitoring equipment for PM10 and NOx
has been installed, which meets HE’s requirements; they were
installed in March and October 2014 respectively. With the DEFRA

Highways England notes that SCDC now appear to consider an
appropriate baseline can be obtained from its existing
monitoring sites.
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Question 2.1.9 What progress has been made in discussions between the applicant and SCDC about the PM10 data from the Impington
monitoring station. (Ref Q1.1.1 REP2-002).
annual cycle of data being January to December, and the need to
ratify the data, it should be possible to reach agreement on a new
baseline when the next available full year of ratified data from the
Impington monitoring station is available (by February / March 2016).
Therefore no further progress has been made on this issue."
Table 2-8: Air quality, question 2.1.11

Question 2.1.11 SCDC has raised concerns about air quality monitoring during construction. Would an air quality monitoring strategy address
this concern?
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Huntingdonshire “HDC considers that dust is likely to be the main air quality issue that
District Council will arise during construction. This is likely to be especially present
where the construction, including borrow pits, is near residential
properties. HDC consider that the use of Section 61 COPA consent
notices will be sufficient to protect sensitive receptors."

Highways England notes that a section 61 consent notice is
required only under Part III – Noise of the Control of Pollution
Act. Therefore it is not appropriate to include mitigation
measures aimed at reducing air quality impacts, which are to be
included in the CEMP and LEMP for the scheme, to be listed in
the section 61 consent notice which is used to control noise on
construction sites.
In its response to the ExA's Second Written Question 2.1.11,
Highways England has explained the visual inspection and
monitoring protocols it proposes using to assess the
effectiveness of mitigation measures during construction. In its
response it explains why visual monitoring protocols are more
effective than other measurement techniques.
Once proposed mitigation measures are implemented, no
unacceptable impacts for nuisance, public health or the working
environment on site are expected during construction.
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Question 2.1.11 SCDC has raised concerns about air quality monitoring during construction. Would an air quality monitoring strategy address
this concern?

“Due to exceedances of the national objectives for annual mean
South
Cambridgeshire nitrogen dioxide and daily mean PM10 an AQMA was designated
District Council along the A14 between Bar Hill and Milton in 2007 for NO2 and
subsequently amended in 2008 to include PM10. The Council is
seeking mitigation during the construction and operational phase to
ensure the scheme will not lead to worsening air quality in the area.
Highways England has proposed mitigation measures which should
minimise but not completely eradicate any negative impact on air
quality, in particular dust. However, with the use of Section 61 COPA
consent notices the mitigation measures should be sufficient to protect
sensitive receptors.”
Table 2-9: Air quality, question 2.1.14

Question 2.1.14 Cambridge City Council has suggested that the applicant undertakes a review of the scheme proposals based on the approach
set out in IAN185/15 further to its high level analysis set out in response to Q1.1.2 (REP2-002). The applicant has indicated that significantly
different results would be unlikely and therefore does not propose to undertake a further review. Does either party wish to comment further?
Interested Party Written representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City “HE submitted a “Response to the First Written Questions”, dated
June 2015, within which detail was provided for Q1.1.2 (relating to the
Council
use of IAN 185/15). The response describes the methodology used by
HE to compare and contrast increases in emissions factors with and
without consideration of IAN 185/15. HE conclude that a minimum
increase in emissions by 68% would be required to impact on the

As noted in Highways England’s response to question 1.1.2 it is
considered that using IAN185/15 would not result in different
conclusions to those predicted within the Environmental
Statement (ES).
The scheme is anticipated to alleviate congestion along the
existing A14 corridor. Therefore if IAN185/15 had been applied
the improvement in air quality as predicted within the ES could
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Question 2.1.14 Cambridge City Council has suggested that the applicant undertakes a review of the scheme proposals based on the approach
set out in IAN185/15 further to its high level analysis set out in response to Q1.1.2 (REP2-002). The applicant has indicated that significantly
different results would be unlikely and therefore does not propose to undertake a further review. Does either party wish to comment further?
modelled air quality output, with the largest increase in emissions
being identified as 53% based on a limited analysis.
Cambridge City Council considers that this approach is not a suitable
replacement for re-assessing the air quality submission following IAN
185/15. It is clear that this interim advice note will give rise to
significantly different outputs in some cases.
We maintain that IAN 185/15 is an important guidance document and
re-modelling air quality, taking account of this guidance, is the best
available method to determine potential impacts. It seems inconsistent
also, that HE is prepared to reassess Noise impacts following
IAN185/15 but not Air Quality."
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potentially have been greater. The scheme is not predicted to
cause congestion along other areas of the route away from the
A14. Therefore no further deterioration to air quality would be
anticipated as a result of the scheme, had IAN 185/15 applied
to this assessment.
It is not correct that Highways England has said it will reassess
noise impacts following IAN185/15. In its response to the ExA's
First Written Question 1.10.4, Highways England explained that
it had undertaken a risk assessment in order to understand
whether applying IAN185/15 was likely to result in changes to
the noise assessment results. As a result of that risk
assessment it undertook to carry out a further detailed review
with respect to one part of the scheme, being part of a section
of the Cambridge northern bypass. That further detailed review
has been submitted at Deadline 8.
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2.2 Biodiversity and Ecological Conservation
Table 2-10: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.3

Question 2.2.3 What is the status of discussions between HE and NE regarding an additional Requirement for securing the detailed design of
ecological mitigation, such as the badger and water vole receptor sites to be included in the DCO? (Ref Q1.2.4 REP2-003)
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Natural England

Natural England state that their discussions with Highways
England regarding a new requirement covering ecological
mitigation have concluded successfully as set out in their letter
(dated 13/7/2015 and copied to PINS) which approves the
proposed revision to requirement 5(2).
Natural England note that wording has also been agreed for an
additional requirement to satisfy the commitment in the SoCG
regarding the ecological mitigation area proposed for Brampton
Meadows SSSI:
“Highways England and Natural England have subsequently
agreed the wording of this new requirement as follows:
“Work Nos. 1, 2, 3, 40, and 44 must not commence until the
details of the establishment and management of the mitigation
areas to be provided under Works Nos. 2 and 3 to the north and
west of Brampton Meadows Site of Special Scientific Interest
(as shown in plot 5/38a and part of plots 5/11 and 5/10 of the
Land Plans), including details of all proposed planting,
landscaping and access works, has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Secretary of State, after consultation
with Natural England.”.”

The wording of both requirements agreed between Highways
England and Natural England is reflected in the latest draft of the
Development Consent Order (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/96)
submitted at Deadline 7.
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Table 2-11: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.4

Question 2.2.4 An ecological mitigation area adjacent to the Brampton Meadows SSSI is proposed to be secured through a new Requirement,
for which NE approval would be sought. An update to the CoCP sets out a responsibility for the contractor to prepare a Handover
Environmental Management Plan to secure management responsibilities for the habitat into the operational lifetime of the scheme. What
engagement with NE beyond the design stage is required and what progress has been made in discussions? (Ref Q1.2.7 REP2-003).
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Natural England

“Engagement with Natural England beyond the design phase
has yet to be agreed but we anticipate some level of ongoing
liaison during the establishment and management phases, to
be agreed with Highways England’s appointed contractor.”

Highways England has described the process of ongoing
engagement with Natural England beyond the design stage in its
response to written question 2.2.4 (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/81).

Table 2-12: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.6

Question 2.2.6 The need for an agreement (in the form of a draft method statement) between NE and HE regarding the protection of breeding
birds has been identified in HE’s answer to Q1.2.9 (REP2-003) and in the SoCG. What progress has been made towards preparing, agreeing and
securing this draft method statement?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Natural England

Natural England provides the following comments on Highways
England’s draft breeding bird method statement and reptile
method statement (July 2015):
“Draft Breeding Bird Mitigation Method Statement
Natural England is satisfied that the measures proposed to
minimise impacts on breeding birds are in accordance with
recognised best practice and are in line with Natural England’s
standing advice for protected species. The mitigation methods
provide for a standard site vegetation clearance with additional
pre-construction survey and supervision to manage risk and
identify any active breeding sites. Advanced exclusion
measures will be carried out on potential barn owl nest sites as
this is a Schedule 1 species and is known to breed outside the
normal breeding season of March to August inclusive. We

The draft method statement for the protection of breeding birds is
now an agreed document. The agreement is documented in
section 4.1, ref 8 in the statement of common ground between
Highways England and Natural England submitted at deadline 8
(document reference HE/A14/EX/122/[SEB02])
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The method statement will be appended to the LEMPs and its
implementation will be secured through the CoCP when the DCO
is made (if granted).
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Question 2.2.6 The need for an agreement (in the form of a draft method statement) between NE and HE regarding the protection of breeding
birds has been identified in HE’s answer to Q1.2.9 (REP2-003) and in the SoCG. What progress has been made towards preparing, agreeing and
securing this draft method statement?
welcome that any pre-approval barn owl exclusion from the
construction footprint would be undertaken in such a way that it
is reversible, so that it could be reinstated if the DCO is not
granted. We support the intention to seek the advice of Barn
Owl Trust on the proposed provision of additional barn owl
nesting opportunities
Draft Reptile Mitigation Method Statement
Natural England supports the measures proposed to minimise
impacts on populations of reptiles including grass snake and
common lizard. These include pre-construction surveys, habitat
manipulation and the trapping and translocation of a population
of grass snake in accordance with recognised best practice and
in line with Natural England’s standing advice for protected
species.
It is our understanding that the method statements for breeding
birds and reptiles will be secured by way of the LEMPs and this
will be referenced in the CoCP.”
Table 2-13: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.7

Question 2.2.7 The detailed specification for the provision of bird nesting boxes and towers is proposed to be subject to consultation with NE,
the Wildlife Trust and the Barn Owl Trust (Ref Q1.2.9 REP2-003) and approval should be sought from these bodies. How would this be secured
in the DCO? What discussions have taken place with NE, the Wildlife Trust and the Barn Owl Trust?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Natural England

“Mitigation for impacts on protected species including birds is
secured by requirement 5 in the revised DCO and in the CoCP.
Highways England will advise on when detailed discussions will
take place regarding the specification for the provision of bird
nesting boxes and towers.”

Highways England will advise Natural England on the timetable
for consultation on detailed design of bird nesting boxes and
towers and the ecological elements of the LEMPs (to which the
specifications will be appended), when known. This will be during
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Question 2.2.7 The detailed specification for the provision of bird nesting boxes and towers is proposed to be subject to consultation with NE,
the Wildlife Trust and the Barn Owl Trust (Ref Q1.2.9 REP2-003) and approval should be sought from these bodies. How would this be secured
in the DCO? What discussions have taken place with NE, the Wildlife Trust and the Barn Owl Trust?
the detailed design process following the making of the
Development Consent Order (if the application is granted).

Table 2-14: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.9

Question 2.2.9 CoCP 12.1.5 (APP-752) indicates that the main contractors will consult with the LAs, NE, EA and the local wildlife trusts
regarding the preparation of the ecological aspects of the relevant LEMPs and approval should be sought from these bodies. How would this
be secured in the DCO?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“The County Council proposed in its written representation
(REP3-006 at 9.2) that a revised Requirement be included in
the DCO to secure such consultation.
Please see the County Council’s comments on Q2.6.9.”

Please see Highways England’s comments on responses to the
Examining Authority’s second written question 2.6.9 and 2.2.9
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/84 and HE/A14/EX/81).
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Table 2-15: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.10

Question 2.2.10 HE confirm in their SoCG with NE that they are proposing a new DCO requirement to secure ‘the detailed design of ecological
mitigation’.
a) What progress has been made towards drafting a suitably worded DCO Requirement, in consultation with NE?
b) Can the applicant confirm that this Requirement will specifically secure (among other matters) the detailed design of the badger, water vole
and GCN receptor sites, lighting, the Brampton Meadow SSSI mitigation area and the wildlife tunnels / culverts?
c) Would the Requirement include a mechanism for the relevant planning authority to approve the design details, in consultation with NE?
d) When would detailed design information be available? (SoCG NE/HE)?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Natural England

“a) Please see our response to question 2.2.3 above.
b) Highways England will respond in detail to this part of the
question. However, Natural England is satisfied that
requirement 5 provides sufficient assurance that Natural
England will be consulted on the detailed design and
management of mitigation relating to protected species, which
includes the wildlife under-road crossings, receptor areas and
lighting.
c) The requirement does not currently include a mechanism for
the relevant planning authority to approve the design details, in
consultation with Natural England. Highways England will
consult with Natural England on the design details and final
designs can be appended to the LEMPs.
d) HE will specify the timetable for detailed design discussions.
The requirement specifies that detail be in place before
construction starts.”
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a) Please see comments on responses to written question 2.2.3.
b) Highways England has responded in detail to this part of the
question in its response to written question 2.2.10.
c) Highways England has responded to the appropriateness of an
approval role for local authorities in its response to written
question 2.2.10.
d) Highways England will advise Natural England on the
timetable for consultation on detailed design when known,
following the making of the Development Consent Order (if the
application is granted).
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Table 2-16: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.14

Question 2.2.14 How would the detailed design of the restoration and enhancement of the Buckden Gravel Pits CWS be developed in
consultation with the owner and NE and how would this be secured in the DCO?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Natural England

“Natural England would look to the Wildlife Trust to advise on
the detailed design of restoration and enhancement of the
county wildlife site.”

Huntingdonshire
District Council

Highways England Comments

The Local Authorities and Wildlife Trust work closely together to
advise on the management of the County Wildlife Sites.
Highways England is committed to consultation with both Local
Authorities and the relevant Wildlife Trusts through the Code of
Construction Practice (CoCP) (updated version submitted at
Deadline 8, Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/123). The CoCP is
secured by the requirement contained at paragraph 4 of the draft
Development Consent Order (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/96). The focus of such consultation would
encompass relevant site species or habitat management plans
dealing with enhancement and restoration which would be
appended to the LEMPs.
“HDC has no qualified Ecology Officers. There is a Service
The Local Authorities and Wildlife Trust work closely together to
Level Agreement between HDC and the Bedfordshire,
advise on the management of the County Wildlife Sites.
Cambridgeshire and Northamptonshire Wildlife Trust and the
Highways England is committed to consultation with both Local
WT provide HDC with advice on ecological issues where this is Authorities and the relevant Wildlife Trusts through the Code of
appropriate within the planning process. The WT also has a
Construction Practice, which is secured by the requirement
non-statutory advisory role the CWS at Buckden Gravel Pits
contained at paragraph 4 of Schedule 2 to the draft Development
(and Fenstanton Lakes CWS) with the landowners. For the A14 Consent Order.
LIR the sections on ecology issues within Huntingdonshire were
provided by the CCC Ecology Officer. Bearing all these points
All ecological mitigation design, including the restoration of the
in mind it would seem sensible that NE, WT and CCC jointly
CWSs, would be subject to consultation on site, species and
produce an agreed plan for restoration/enhancement/mitigation habitat management plans, which would be appended to the
and/or compensation.
LEMPs, as secured in section 12 of the Code of Construction
Practice.
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Question 2.2.14 How would the detailed design of the restoration and enhancement of the Buckden Gravel Pits CWS be developed in
consultation with the owner and NE and how would this be secured in the DCO?
If the EA, as a result of the DCO process, decides that such
proposals are appropriate then they could be carried out as an
addition to the construction of the Ecological Mitigations Areas
– presumably when highway and bridge construction in this
area has been completed.”
Table 2-17: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.16

Question 2.2.16 Please provide an update regarding progress towards issuing Letters of No Impediment (LONI) with regard to bats, great
crested newts, badgers and water voles. What assurance can be given to the ExA that these matters will be in place before the close of the
examination?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Natural England

“Revised licence applications were submitted to Natural
England on 26th June 2015 (bats, water voles, badger) and
10th July 2015 (great crested newts). Letters of No Impediment
(LONIs) have recently been issued for bats and water voles,
whilst the badger and great crested newt applications are still
being assessed. Natural England will respond to these
outstanding applications by the end of August 2015. There
remains sufficient time within the examination programme for a
further iteration of the applications if further information is
required.”

Letters of no impediment have now been received from Natural
England for all relevant protected species: bats, great crested
newts, badgers and water voles. The letters of no impediment are
appended to the Statement Of Common Ground between
Highways England and Natural England submitted at Deadline 8
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/122/ [SEB02]).
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Table 2-18: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.18

Question 2.2.18 The local authorities are concerned about a lack of assessment work undertaken on the County Wildlife Sites particularly the
Buckden Gravel Pits CWS and the Fenstanton CWS. Please provide a detailed response setting out how this matter is to be addressed.
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“The County Council has accepted that the CoCP provides for
best practice control of dust from construction, including borrow
pits. Provided Highways England considers CWS as sensitive
receptors in the LEMP and mitigates accordingly, the County
Council is satisfied with the response of Highways England in
REP4-011 paras 4.2.10 to 4.2.12
The County Council remains concerned with the pre-application
assessment work at Buckden Gravel Pits. However, at 4.3.19 of
REP4-011 Highways England has agreed to rectify the
deficiency by carrying out detailed surveys during detailed
design. The County Council is therefore content that the
deficiency has been recognised by Highways England and the
impact will be assessed and mitigated.
Highways England has responded to some of the County
Council’s concerns in paragraphs 4.3.21 to 4.3.30 of REP4-011.
The County Council intends to resolve remaining differences for
Deadline 8.
The County Council notes in paragraphs 4.11.1 to 4.11.6 of
REP4-011 that Highways England have obtained more
information on groundwater and will consider the matter of dewatering in detailed design (see also paragraphs 4.12.4 to
4.12.7 of REP4-011). The County Council is content with this
response.”
“Again [as at Q2.2.14] the LIR response on ecological issues at
these CWSs was provided by the CCC Ecology Officer.
HDC suggests that CCC [liaising with the local Wildlife Trust
who have a non-statutory advisory role for the CWS with the
landowners] produce a report detailing the shortcomings of the

Highways England is committed to providing a site management
plan, appended to the LEMP in recognition of Buckden Gravel
Pits and Fenstanton CWSs as ecologically sensitive receptors this is made clear in the amended version of the Code of
Construction Practice submitted at Deadline 8 (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/123).

Huntingdonshire
District Council
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Highways England does not accept that there were deficiencies
within the pre-application assessment, but welcomes the
agreement on a way forward that would satisfy the views of the
Local Authorities. Informed by pre-construction surveys, the
detailed design process would involve further detailed design of
the mitigation required to ensure an acceptable outcome for the
CWS.
Highways England intends to resolve remaining differences and
document agreement in the Statement of Common Ground
between Highways England and Cambridgeshire County Council
as soon as possible.

Highways England does not accept that there were shortcomings
within the ES and considers that Cambridgeshire County Council
has already adequately documented their views on the
assessment in the ES within their representations. The site
management plans for the two CWSs as required within the
September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
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Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

Question 2.2.18 The local authorities are concerned about a lack of assessment work undertaken on the County Wildlife Sites particularly the
Buckden Gravel Pits CWS and the Fenstanton CWS. Please provide a detailed response setting out how this matter is to be addressed.
ES assessment of baseline conditions and impacts at these
sites, plus [see Q2.2.14 above] a scheme for
restoration/enhancement/mitigation and/or compensation.
If the EA, as a result of the DCO process, decides that such
proposals are appropriate then they could be carried out as an
addition to the construction of the Ecological Mitigations Areas.”

updated CoCP would effectively be schemes for the restoration
and enhancement of the CWSs. All ecological mitigation design,
including the restoration of the CWSs, would be subject, as per
section 12 of the CoCP, to consultation with the Local Authorities
and relevant Wildlife Trusts on site management plans, which
would be appended to the LEMPs.

Table 2-19: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.20

Question 2.2.20 Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) suggested a new DCO Requirement (WR14.4.1) to ensure the protection of species of
County or District importance. The applicant has responded by indicating that the issue is adequately covered within the CoCP by way of the
CEMP and LEMP. Would CCC like to comment on the applicant’s response, as set out in paragraphs 4.7.16-4.7.20 of the applicant’s comments
on CCC’s Written Representation (REP4-011)?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Cambridgeshire
County Council

“The County Council considers that a Requirement to secure
protection would be desirable, and does not see the objection of
Highways England to securing this.
There does not appear to be a need for a distinction in the DCO
between National and Local Importance.
The County Council is otherwise content with the response of
Highways England in REP4-011.”

Highways England has commented in detail on its consideration
of the need for a new requirement for the protection of locally
important species in response to written question 2.2.26 (see
Response to ExA’s Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 2
Biodiversity and Ecological Conservation, Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/81). Highways England consider the relevant
distinction with regard to the necessity of a new requirement to be
that between protected species (legally protected species) and
important species (species of conservation concern); not between
the level of importance of species.
Amendments have been made to paragraph 12.1.7 of the CoCP
(updated version submitted at Deadline 8, Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/123) to more precisely relate mitigation and other
measures to locally important species. The CoCP is secured by
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Question 2.2.20 Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) suggested a new DCO Requirement (WR14.4.1) to ensure the protection of species of
County or District importance. The applicant has responded by indicating that the issue is adequately covered within the CoCP by way of the
CEMP and LEMP. Would CCC like to comment on the applicant’s response, as set out in paragraphs 4.7.16-4.7.20 of the applicant’s comments
on CCC’s Written Representation (REP4-011)?
the requirement contained at paragraph 4 of Part 1 of Schedule 2
to the draft Development Consent Order (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/96).
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Table 2-20: Biodiversity and ecological conservation, question 2.2.24

Question 2.2.24 The applicant has provided two documents relating to the Ouse Washes SPA which are based on two different data sets for the
qualifying features (the AIES is based on the qualifying features included on the Natura 2000 standard data form and Table 2.7 is based on the
2001 UK SPA review qualifying features). Please confirm, in consultation with NE, the correct qualifying features for the Ouse Washes SPA and
provide a screening matrix for this European site. The applicant should refer to the advice and templates in the PINS Advice Note 10 when
preparing this matrix; and ensure that the matrix includes a row for each qualifying feature, together with appropriate footnotes to specify
where the evidence supporting the conclusions of the screening assessment on these features can be found.
Five species identified on the Natura 2000 data form were not included in the AIES. Please explain this discrepancy and confirm in consultation
with NE whether these species should be considered as qualifying features of the Ouse Washes SPA.
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Natural England

Natural England confirms that only those species listed in the
2001 UK SPA review should be included in the list of qualifying
features. The five species in the standard data form that are not
in the list of qualifying features in the AIES should not be
considered as qualifying species of the SPA:
“The correct list of designated features is:
During the breeding season:
• Ruff Philomachus pugnax;
• Spotted Crake Porzana porzana;
• Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa limosa;
• Gadwall Anas strepera;
• Shoveler Anas clypeata;
Over winter:
• Bewick's Swan Cygnus columbianus bewickii;
• Hen Harrier Circus cyaneus;
• Ruff Philomachus pugnax;
• Whooper Swan Cygnus cygnus;
• Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa islandica;
• Gadwall Anas strepera;
• Pintail Anas acuta;
• Pochard Aythya ferina;
• Shoveler Anas clypeata;
• Wigeon Anas penelope; and
Assemblage of international importance:
HE/A14/EX/121
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Highways England has consulted further with Natural England
following submission of slightly different lists of the qualifying
features of the Ouse Washes SPA in response to question
2.2.24. Natural England has considered the complex matter of
the definitive list of qualifying species of the SPA with its
specialists and has concluded that the formal legal qualifying
species are those within the published Conservation Objectives.
This list of qualifying features is the list that was used in the
Assessment of implications on European sites (Appendix 11.12 of
the Environmental Statement Appendices, Applicant reference
6.2, PINS reference APP-399) supporting the DCO submission.
Highways England and Natural England agree that the definitive
list of qualifying features is as follows:









A037 Cygnus columbianus bewickii; Bewick’s swan (Nonbreeding)
A038 Cygnus cygnus; Whooper swan (Non-breeding)
A050 Anas penelope; Eurasian wigeon (Non-breeding)
A051 Anas strepera; Gadwall (Breeding)
A052 Anas crecca; Eurasian teal (Non-breeding)
A053 Anas platyrhynchos; Mallard (Breeding)
A054 Anas acuta; Northern pintail (Non-breeding)
A055 Anas querquedula; Garganey (Breeding)
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Question 2.2.24 The applicant has provided two documents relating to the Ouse Washes SPA which are based on two different data sets for the
qualifying features (the AIES is based on the qualifying features included on the Natura 2000 standard data form and Table 2.7 is based on the
2001 UK SPA review qualifying features). Please confirm, in consultation with NE, the correct qualifying features for the Ouse Washes SPA and
provide a screening matrix for this European site. The applicant should refer to the advice and templates in the PINS Advice Note 10 when
preparing this matrix; and ensure that the matrix includes a row for each qualifying feature, together with appropriate footnotes to specify
where the evidence supporting the conclusions of the screening assessment on these features can be found.
Five species identified on the Natura 2000 data form were not included in the AIES. Please explain this discrepancy and confirm in consultation
with NE whether these species should be considered as qualifying features of the Ouse Washes SPA.
• Supporting at least 20,000 waterfowl.”
 A056 Anas clypeata; Northern shoveler (Non-breeding)
 A056 Anas clypeata; Northern shoveler (Breeding)
 A082 Circus cyaneus; Hen harrier (Non-breeding)
 A151 Philomachus pugnax; Ruff (Breeding)
 A156a Limosa limosa limosa; Black-tailed godwit (Breeding)
 Waterbird assemblage
 Breeding bird assemblage
Amended matrices for the AIES will be submitted at Deadline 9 to
consolidate previous revisions and correct the qualifying features
of the Ouse Washes SPA, which have now been agreed with
Natural England since the response to question 2.2.23 and
2.2.24.
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2.3 Compulsory Acquisition
Table 2-21: Compulsory acquisition, question 2.4.1

Question 2.4.1 At Annex A is a document headed “A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme: list of all objections to the granting of
compulsory acquisition powers”. The document records the ExA’s understanding of the objections which have been received to the applicant’s
request for the grant of compulsory acquisition and temporary use powers. The applicant is asked to please check the contents of Annex A and
confirm whether or not they agree with its contents and, if not, to identify by way of track changes any amendments, additions or deletions with
explanations where necessary.
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Network Rail

“Annex A is not correct. Network Rail Infrastructure Limited
(Network Rail’s) objection relates to the following plots:
(a) Permanent
• 34/30
• 34/31a
• 34/32a
• 34/32d
• 34/35b
• 34/36
• 34/37
(b) Temporary Possession
• 34/32b
(c) Temporary Possession and taking of Rights of Network Rail
• 9/7
• 9/8
• 9/9
• 9/16b
• 34/35a
(d) Taking of Rights of Network Rail
• 34/25b
• 34/25d
• 34/25e.”

HE/A14/EX/121

Page 33 of 114

Highways England notes that Network Rail Infrastructure Limited
claims an interest in plot 34/31a which is listed in the Updated
Book of Reference submitted at Deadline 7 (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/101, PINS reference REP7-036) (the Deadline 7
Book of Reference) as 'Unregistered, unknown'.
Highways England also notes that Network Rail Infrastructure
Limited claims an interest in plots 9/7, 9/8, 9/9, and 9/16b that are
currently shown within the Deadline 7 Book of Reference as
'Unregistered - presumed Network Rail Infrastructure Limited'.
Highways England will discuss these matters with Network Rail
Infrastructure Limited and will amend the Book of Reference
where any change is required prior to the end of the Examination.
Highways England also wishes to clarify that it does not propose
or intend to acquire the rights held by Network Rail Infrastructure
Limited in plot 34/25b (as suggested by this representation).
Plot 34/25b is proposed to be used temporarily for purposes
associated with the de-trunking of the existing A14 (T) between
Alconbury and Fen Drayton, the stopping up of the A14(T) in
Huntingdon and to provide working space and temporary access
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Question 2.4.1 At Annex A is a document headed “A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme: list of all objections to the granting of
compulsory acquisition powers”. The document records the ExA’s understanding of the objections which have been received to the applicant’s
request for the grant of compulsory acquisition and temporary use powers. The applicant is asked to please check the contents of Annex A and
confirm whether or not they agree with its contents and, if not, to identify by way of track changes any amendments, additions or deletions with
explanations where necessary.
for works in connection with the demolition of the A14 viaduct in
Huntingdon.

Table 2-22: Compulsory acquisition, question 2.4.3

Question 2.4.3 On our accompanied site visit to Cambridge crematorium on 17 July 2015 the ExA noted that the proposed new entrance to the
crematorium close to the north west corner is located between the Muslim burial area and an area of woodland or garden used for the
scattering of ashes and the planting of trees. It appeared to the ExA that the proposal would substantially interfere with the area where ashes
are scattered and trees are planted. Are there any legal impediments or requirements to be complied with relating to the removal of such an
area and if there are, how does the applicant propose to deal with them?
Further, what consultation and discussion has taken place with the Crematorium authority, Cambridge City Council, on this matter and how the
intended use of this land will be managed sensitively having regard to its current use.
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
“There are no strict legal impediments or statutory requirements
Cambridge City
Council – Cambridge relating to scattered ashes to be considered.
However, the loss of such an area to the proposed scheme
Crematorium
would be very sensitive to manage for the families of those
whose ashes are finally spread within this area. The Council
would undertake a wide public consultation exercise for a
matter such as this and there would likely be negative press for
the Council and Highways England if they were ultimately
disturbed as a result of the scheme. There would be the task of
finding an alternative appropriate site and the practicalities of
appropriate sensitive removal and relocation of the soil.”

Highways England agrees that there are no legal impediments or
statutory requirements relating to the land where ashes are
scattered and notes that this land is not 'consecrated land'.
As discussed in Highways England's response to question 2.4.3
(Applicant reference HE/14/EX/82, PINS reference REP7-017),
Highways England has discussed these plans in detail with
Cambridge City Council on a number of occasions and a further
meeting is being arranged to continue these discussions. Further,
Cambridge City Council has agreed that the improved access
which will be created on this land will be better than the current
access direct from the A14.
Highways England is very aware of the sensitive nature of this
site and will therefore continue to work with Cambridge City
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Question 2.4.3 On our accompanied site visit to Cambridge crematorium on 17 July 2015 the ExA noted that the proposed new entrance to the
crematorium close to the north west corner is located between the Muslim burial area and an area of woodland or garden used for the
scattering of ashes and the planting of trees. It appeared to the ExA that the proposal would substantially interfere with the area where ashes
are scattered and trees are planted. Are there any legal impediments or requirements to be complied with relating to the removal of such an
area and if there are, how does the applicant propose to deal with them?
Further, what consultation and discussion has taken place with the Crematorium authority, Cambridge City Council, on this matter and how the
intended use of this land will be managed sensitively having regard to its current use.
Council to ensure any work at this location is undertaken in an
appropriate manner and with sensitivity to the on-going use and
operation of the site.

Table 2-23: Compulsory acquisition, question 2.4.6

Question 2.4.6 We refer to the relevant representation from Mr Robert Lenton of Corpus Christi Farm, Godmanchester (RR466). Mr Lenton has
concerns regarding the proposed provision for temporary and permanent access rights being acquired over plots 9/6,9/11 and 9/14 and the
configuration of the route. His concerns are set out in the representation (RR-466) sent by his agent Mr Michael Alexander dated 10th March
2015, which had attached to it a plan showing an alternative access over A – B (land which is in Mr Lenton’s tenancy) and also an alternative
railway bridge which is of greater width than that proposed to be used. Will the applicant consider Mr Lenton’s concerns as expressed in the
representation and discuss with him to see if a more acceptable alternative can be agreed which will accommodate both parties.
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Network Rail

“Network Rail is the owner of both the Bridge affected by the
Draft DCO (the Corpus Christi Bridge known to Network Rail as
ECM1/139) and the other bridge within Mr Lenton’s tenancy
(known to Network Rail as ECM1/140). Any solution involving
Bridge ECM1/140 would therefore need to involve Network
Rail.”

As set out in Highways England's response to question 2.4.6
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/82, PINS reference REP7-017),
a revised route for this track has been agreed with Mr Lenton.
This revised route will continue to utilise the bridge originally
proposed within the Scheme design (ECM1/139) and not bridge
ECM1/140.
The proposed revised route of the access track only differs from
previous scheme proposals at its eastern end, in the vicinity of
Corpus Christi Farm, where the proposed alignment of the track
has been amended to provide access via the B1043 Offord Road.
As such, the proposed change (DR1.69) does not relate to the
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Question 2.4.6 We refer to the relevant representation from Mr Robert Lenton of Corpus Christi Farm, Godmanchester (RR466). Mr Lenton has
concerns regarding the proposed provision for temporary and permanent access rights being acquired over plots 9/6,9/11 and 9/14 and the
configuration of the route. His concerns are set out in the representation (RR-466) sent by his agent Mr Michael Alexander dated 10th March
2015, which had attached to it a plan showing an alternative access over A – B (land which is in Mr Lenton’s tenancy) and also an alternative
railway bridge which is of greater width than that proposed to be used. Will the applicant consider Mr Lenton’s concerns as expressed in the
representation and discuss with him to see if a more acceptable alternative can be agreed which will accommodate both parties.
part of the track which crosses the East Coast Mainline Railway
via Network Rail's Bridge ECM1/139.
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2.4 Development Consent Order
Table 2-24: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.2

Question 2.6.2 At the first DCO hearing the ExA raised the matter of discharge of requirements and whether local planning authorities would be
better placed to discharge requirements. The applicant’s response is captured in its written submission (REP5-028). Do the local authorities
wish to comment?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

The Council consider that “Discharge of the Requirements on a
project of this scale would place a burden on the County
Council in terms of resources required. The County Council has
accepted the view of the Applicant that it would not be
appropriate for local authorities to discharge Requirements, but
also recognises the potential conflict of interest with Highways
England in the role of adviser to the Secretary of State.”

Highways England entirely agrees with Cambridgeshire County
Council's statement that transparency is a critical component of
any requirement discharge procedure and welcomes its
acceptance that it would be inappropriate for local authorities to
have an approval role in this context.

The Council refer to the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway TWA
Order. It was considered that “Cambridgeshire County Council
should not be both beneficiary and regulator.” As such, the
decision letter referred to the local planning authority in regard
to discharge of conditions.
The Council welcomes that in general Requirements require the
Secretary of State to consult the relevant planning authorities.
This is not consistent and Council has sought for the “the
principle of consultation with relevant authorities to be extended
to all Requirements.” The Council note Highways England’s
suggestion of a public register (REP5-028 para 2.8). In regard
to reaching a solution, the Council “consider that public interest
would best be served by applying the principle of transparency
to both advice given to the SoS, and the consultation that led to
that advice.”
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As set out in its response to the Examining Authority's Written
Question 2.6.4 (Response to ExA's Second Written Questions:
Principal Issue 6 Development Consent Order (Applicant Ref:
HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-019)), Highways England
anticipates that discharge of the requirements would involve a
submission from it to the Secretary of State for final approval.
Highways England's status is that of a body corporate and thus it
has its own separate legal personality. As such, it is considered
that this provides an adequate 'separation' from the Secretary of
State to ensure that the discharge of requirements is entirely
appropriate and transparent – it is a different scenario to that
where one part of a local authority submits details to another part
of itself for approval.
In respect of consultation with local authorities as part of the
discharge process, Highways England considers that consultation
has been allowed for (either with local authorities or Natural
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Question 2.6.2 At the first DCO hearing the ExA raised the matter of discharge of requirements and whether local planning authorities would be
better placed to discharge requirements. The applicant’s response is captured in its written submission (REP5-028). Do the local authorities
wish to comment?
England) where appropriate and is therefore content with its
approach.
As set out in its response to the Examining Authority's Written
Question 2.6.4 (reference given above), the outcomes of the
processes and events leading to the discharge of requirements
would be recorded in a publicly available form, the precise details
of which remain under development.
Huntingdonshire
District Council

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“HDC is content with the suggestions made by the Applicant in Highways England welcomes Huntingdonshire District Council's
Section 2 of its written submission. HDC does not have the
support for its proposed approach.
necessary expertise and resources to discharge the DCO
requirements within its administrative area and it considers that
as the overall scheme is split over three local planning authority
areas, to take this approach would lead to a potentially
disjointed and ineffective role during the DCO requirements
discharge process.
HDC does support the suggestion as outlined at Sec. 2.5, that
LPA’s would be consulted on such matters and HDC would
strongly support that approach in order to ensure that full public
scrutiny exists with regard to the discharge of those
requirements.”
“SCDC is content with the suggestions made by the Applicant in
Section 2 of its written submission. SCDC does not have the
necessary expertise and resources to discharge the DCO
requirements within its administrative area and it considers that
as the overall scheme is split over three local planning authority
areas, to take this approach would lead to a potentially
disjointed and ineffective role during the DCO requirements
discharge process.
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Highways England welcomes South Cambridgeshire District
Council’s broad support for its proposed approach. As highlighted
above, Highways England considers that consultation has been
allowed for (either with local authorities or Natural England)
where appropriate and is therefore content with its approach.
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Question 2.6.2 At the first DCO hearing the ExA raised the matter of discharge of requirements and whether local planning authorities would be
better placed to discharge requirements. The applicant’s response is captured in its written submission (REP5-028). Do the local authorities
wish to comment?
SCDC is content with the process whereby Requirements will
generally be discharged by the Secretary of State in
consultation with the relevant planning authority. However, the
Council has already raised concerns that for some of the
Requirements where no consultation is proposed it has
requested to be consulted before they are discharged.”
Table 2-25: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.5

Question 2.6.5 At paragraph 4.52 of HEs written submission following the first DCO hearing (REP5-028), the applicant refers to noise issues
being ‘fundamentally a trunk road design issue’ and that ‘this matter is not something that it is appropriate for the local authorities to be
consulted on prior to the mitigation details being approved by the Secretary of State.’ Do the local authorities wish to comment?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“While the primary impact is from a trunk road, the people
impacted are residents of Cambridgeshire. Given the sensitivity
of noise as a local impact, it would be only reasonable that
there are safeguards in place to ensure that noise is mitigated.
Requirement 12 as drafted permits the detailed design of noise
barriers to be materially different, subject to no new or worse
impact.
The County Council is not satisfied that noise is a “trunk road
design issue” only, when other Requirements (such as
landscaping) provide for consultation with the relevant planning
authority. Highways England appear to be drawing a distinction
between visual mitigation of the trunk road, and noise mitigation
of the trunk road.
Such a distinction, in the opinion of the County Council, does
not exist, both are impacts of the trunk road.

Given that the three relevant local authorities and
Cambridgeshire County Council have all requested consultation
during the discharge of the requirement contained at paragraph
12 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the draft DCO, Highways England
has reconsidered its position in the context of the scheme
specifically (and not for all trunk road DCO schemes generally)
and will include this wording in the update to the draft DCO to be
submitted at Deadline 10 (28 September 2015). The amendment
to the draft Requirement will bring it in line with the other relevant
requirements with regard to consultation with local authorities.
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As it has stated in its comments on the responses to Written
Question 2.6.2 of the Examining Authority's Second Written
Questions, Highways England considers that, due to the
separation between it and the Secretary of State, there would be
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Question 2.6.5 At paragraph 4.52 of HEs written submission following the first DCO hearing (REP5-028), the applicant refers to noise issues
being ‘fundamentally a trunk road design issue’ and that ‘this matter is not something that it is appropriate for the local authorities to be
consulted on prior to the mitigation details being approved by the Secretary of State.’ Do the local authorities wish to comment?

Huntingdonshire
District Council

The Examining Authority has raised concerns over the conflict
of interest of Highways England and the Secretary of State as
beneficiary and regulator. The proposed response by Highways
England is for there to be transparency in the process, such
that both consultation and advice given to the Secretary of
State are published. The view of the County Council is that both
of these are pillars of a transparent process, and one is
inseparable from the other. Please see also the
County Council’s comments on Q2.6.2.
The reluctance of Highways England to provide for consultation
with the relevant planning authorities on the matter of noise
barriers is not understood. Local communities affected by noise
from the new road have a reasonable expectation that the
Applicant be held to account on delivering the promises made
on noise mitigation.”
“HDC considers that noise from any development/application
that can have any effect on residents within their designated
area to be an issue that is appropriate for local authorities to be
consulted on. Unlike the County Council, SCDC and HDC have
employees with acoustic knowledge and part of their
Environmental Health department’s statutory remit, is to assess
the noise implications of any application in their district and to
give an impartial view of the effect of the scheme and the noise
assessment, as well as any mitigation. Therefore, HDC
considers it very appropriate that it is consulted to ensure that
an adequate assessment is undertaken.
HDC also considers that to understand and properly assess the
mitigation proposed and its suitability in relation to the proposed
scheme that the Council has to understand where and how the
figures are obtained. HDC considers that once the mitigation
has been approved by the Secretary of State then it will be too
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sufficient transparency in the process of the discharge of
requirements.

Please see Highways England's comments to Cambridgeshire
County Council's response above.
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Question 2.6.5 At paragraph 4.52 of HEs written submission following the first DCO hearing (REP5-028), the applicant refers to noise issues
being ‘fundamentally a trunk road design issue’ and that ‘this matter is not something that it is appropriate for the local authorities to be
consulted on prior to the mitigation details being approved by the Secretary of State.’ Do the local authorities wish to comment?
late to obtain any changes to protect, if required, any adversely
affected properties.”

Mark Williams and
Buckden Marina
Resident‘s
Association

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“While responses to this question were requested from Local
Authorities, the Resident’s Association believes that the
principles described at paragraph 3 below in relation to Q2.6.6
apply equally to Q2.6.5, regarding the need for consultation with
other authorities, organisations, and individuals on planned
noise mitigation measures and details before submission for
approval by SofS.”
The Council consider that the horizontal and vertical alignment
of the carriageway to minimise noise is a road design issue to
be considered early in the design option stage to optimise the
preferred route.

Please see Highways England's comments to Cambridgeshire
County Council's response above.

Please see Highways England's comments to Cambridgeshire
County Council's response above.

Highways England anticipates that the written details required to
be submitted to and approved by the Secretary of State will
Whilst the Noise Insulation Regulations 1975 are mandatory
include timeframes as to when noise mitigation must be provided.
they are subject to specific requirements, for example only if
The requirement makes clear that the noise mitigation must be
there is an increase in noise by 1 dB above a certain trigger
constructed in accordance with the approved details. In any
threshold.
event, the effect of the requirement is that Highways England is
The Council wish to be consulted on noise mitigation measures, obliged to sufficiently mitigate any noise impacts from the
including their effectiveness to mitigate noise effects, prior to
scheme, which should give South Cambridgeshire District
detailed approval. The Council note that local authorities have
Council sufficient comfort that noise mitigation commitments will
noise responsibilities, with experienced officers in acoustics
be adhered to.
who wish to contribute to the detailed approval of mitigation
measures. In addition, the local authority should have the option The requirement makes clear that the noise mitigation provided
to obtain independent advice.
must reflect the measures in the environmental statement, or
evidence must be provided that it will not give rise to any
“As the location of any environmental noise fence barriers or
materially new or materially worse adverse environmental effects
bunds both new and replacement as proposed in the ES are
than those set out in the environmental statement. The measures
only indicative, their detailed design including the final location, in the environmental statement include low noise surfacing.
length, height and technical details such as acoustic
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.6.5 At paragraph 4.52 of HEs written submission following the first DCO hearing (REP5-028), the applicant refers to noise issues
being ‘fundamentally a trunk road design issue’ and that ‘this matter is not something that it is appropriate for the local authorities to be
consulted on prior to the mitigation details being approved by the Secretary of State.’ Do the local authorities wish to comment?
performance specifications in order to optimise mitigation
should be secured and approved in consultation with SCDC
through the requirements / conditions of the DCO.”
SCDC refer to comments the Council submitted on the revised
draft DCO and new requirement 12 (REP5-016).

Highways England is obligated to sufficiently mitigate any noise
impacts from the scheme, by constructing noise mitigation in
accordance with the approved details, which will include low
noise surfacing as identified in the environmental statement
(unless alternate measures are approved in accordance with the
requirement).

Table 2-26: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.6

Question 2.6.6 At paragraph 5.7 of HEs written submission (REP5-028) the applicant comments that ‘except to the extent already covered by the
proposed requirements… detailed design issues such as the River Great Ouse crossing including its structures, were intended to be approved
by the applicant itself.’ Do Interested Parties wish to comment?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Brampton A14
Campaign Group

“We consider this interpretation of Highways England (HE)
powers is deeply flawed and likely to result in grave social
injustice. In the case of the A14 scheme, were HE to be the
arbiter of its own designs this would offer HE carte blanche to
ignore legitimate concerns raised at public consultations, refute
reasoned objections/alternative proposals without substantiated
evidence or proper examination/justification and proceed to
develop a virtually unchanged version of the outdated and
hugely costly A14 scheme it has been proposing since 2001 regardless of current Government transport, environment and
health policy or the guiding principles of sustainable
development (NPPF) – see DEFRA definition below (p2) and
DfT transport appraisal policy (pp7-8).”

Under the draft Development Consent Order, Highways England
would be required to construct the scheme within the envelope of
what has been assessed as reported in the Environmental
Statement and in accordance with the Works plans and
engineering drawings and sections (pursuant to the requirement
contained at paragraph 3 of Part 1 of Schedule 2).

HE/A14/EX/121
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This therefore does not allow Highways England unfettered
powers to construct the scheme.
As alluded to at the Issue Specific Hearing on the Development
Consent Order on 15 July 2015, confirmed in Highways
England's response to Written Question 2.6.4 (Response to
ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 6 Development
Consent Order (Applicant Ref: HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-
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Question 2.6.6 At paragraph 5.7 of HEs written submission (REP5-028) the applicant comments that ‘except to the extent already covered by the
proposed requirements… detailed design issues such as the River Great Ouse crossing including its structures, were intended to be approved
by the applicant itself.’ Do Interested Parties wish to comment?
019)) and reflected in the revised draft of the Code of
Construction Practice submitted at Deadline 8, Highways
England proposes to establish a 'Community and Environment
Forum' which would seek to engage with local communities
(amongst others) in respect of the detailed design,
implementation and establishment of the scheme. This would be
a transparent and collaborative concept, allowing stakeholders to
comment on detailed designs before they are implemented.
Cambridgeshire
County Council

Huntingdonshire
District Council

“Requirement 3 provides for the development to be carried out
in accordance with the scheme design shown on the works
plans, engineering drawings and sections unless otherwise
agreed in writing…following consultation with the relevant
planning authority.
It would appear to the County Council that any design
development that departed from the proposals before the
Examining Authority would be subject to written approval by the
SoS and consultation with relevant planning authorities.”
“At the River Great Ouse crossing there would be inevitable
adverse impacts on landscape character and visual amenity –
these have been highlighted in the Joint LIR at paras 9.1.12,
9.1.18-19, 9.1.27-28, 9.1.31 and 9.1.47.

Cambridgeshire County Council's interpretation of this
requirement is correct – Highways England would not have an
unfettered power to construct the scheme.

Highways England would consider environmental factors when
finalising the detailed design of the River Great Ouse crossing.

Highways England would consult with local communities on the
detailed design of the scheme – and precise details will be added
Impacts on landscape character and visual amenity result
to the Code of Construction Practice in due course (high level
mainly from the alignment of “embankments and bridges
commitments are given in the most recent version submitted at
[structures] … at right angles to the south/north alignment of the Deadline 8 and will be developed). Highways England will not
broad river valley, creating a unnatural pinchpoint.” [LIR 9.1.19] have unfettered powers to construct the scheme.
Generally speaking, the narrower this pinchpoint the greater
this impact on landscape character. The greater the obstruction
to views along the river valley produced by incongruous
embankments and bridge structures, so the scale of landscape
and visual impacts will increase accordingly – especially for
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.6.6 At paragraph 5.7 of HEs written submission (REP5-028) the applicant comments that ‘except to the extent already covered by the
proposed requirements… detailed design issues such as the River Great Ouse crossing including its structures, were intended to be approved
by the applicant itself.’ Do Interested Parties wish to comment?

Mark Williams and
Buckden Marina
Resident‘s
Association

users [walkers, cyclists, boaters] of the valley corridor. To
minimise these impacts on landscape character the optimum
bridge structure would allow maximum views along the river
valley corridor. It would be a low structure with minimum
associated embankments and maximum distance between
vertical supports – which would themselves be designed to be
of minimum bulk. Obviously there are engineering, hydrological,
and other matters involved, but the issue of landscape and
visual impact must be a factor when the final design is
considered.”
“The potential adverse visual impacts on the lodges at Buckden
Marina of the structures proposed to cross the River Great
Ouse and East Coast Mainline railway are under discussion
with Highways England through the SoCG process.
Notwithstanding that, the wider adverse visual impact of these
structures on the surrounding Ouse Valley landscape in general
is already acknowledged as being significant. Other major
structures, such as the interchanges and junctions, such as that
at Brampton Hut and Buckden, will also have significant visual
impacts. It is surprising that Highways England feels that it
should be able to approve such significant designs unilaterally
without reference to others, whether those be local authorities,
other organisations, or individuals. Aside from the SofS for
Transport’s public statements in support of “beautiful roads”, the
SofS’s Licence to Highways England1 appears to be quite clear
on such matters. For example, the Foreword (Paragraph 5),
Paragraphs 4.2 and 4.3, and Paragraphs 5.17-19 set down
Highways England’s responsibilities for “going the extra mile”,
minimising environmental impacts, improving quality of life, cooperating and collaborating with other authorities,
organisations, and individuals, and engaging with stakeholders
by establishing Stakeholder groups and Advisory Panels. In
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.6.6 At paragraph 5.7 of HEs written submission (REP5-028) the applicant comments that ‘except to the extent already covered by the
proposed requirements… detailed design issues such as the River Great Ouse crossing including its structures, were intended to be approved
by the applicant itself.’ Do Interested Parties wish to comment?
addition, there is a specific remit at paragraph 5.27 to establish
a Design Panel to provide advice to Highways England, with
representation on the Panel from appropriate credible experts
and relevant stakeholders, with the requirement to seek advice
from the Panel on design in sensitive locations or where it is
expected to have a substantial impact on the surrounding
landscape. Thus, Highways England should not approve such
designs unilaterally and should be required to both demonstrate
both its compliance with the Licence and consultation with other
authorities, organisations and individuals on detailed designs
before submission for approval by SofS. While this response
paragraph applies to Q2.6.6 and detailed designs, the principles
apply equally to Q2.6.5 and Q2.10.2 regarding noise
mitigation.”
Table 2-27: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.8

Question 2.6.8 How would the appeal process for non-determination of requirements operate?

Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Huntingdonshire
District Council

“HDC considers that this is a matter that requires further
discussion between the Applicant and the Secretary of State for
Transport, particularly given the role that the Applicant now has
as a separate legal entity from the Department for Transport.”
“SCDC considers that this is a matter that requires further
discussion between the Applicant and the Secretary of State for
Transport, particularly given the role that the Applicant now has
as a separate legal entity from the Department for Transport.”

Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
2.6.8 (Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Issue 6 Development Consent Order (Applicant Ref:
HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-019)).

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

HE/A14/EX/121
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Table 2-28: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.9

Question 2.6.9 Cambridgeshire County Council’s suggested revised wording for Requirement 3 (now 4) (WR para. 9.2.1 REP3-006) would mean
that no part of the authorised development could take place until written details of the CoCP for that part, together with the CEMP and LEMP
were submitted to and approved by the Secretary of State, following consultation with the relevant planning authority. In its response to Written
Representations (REP4-011) and its written response to oral questions at the DCO Hearing (REP5-028) the applicant indicated that it is not
required because the CoCP is proposed to be secured through a Requirement in the draft DCO and would become a certified document.
Furthermore, the applicant considers that the CEMP and LEMP which would be produced in response to the CoCP would provide extensive
opportunities for engagement with relevant local authorities and therefore no need to include a consultation obligation within the Requirement.
What has the applicant concluded, having given further consideration to the wording of this Requirement, on the basis of other DCOs? Would
the local authorities wish to comment?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Cambridgeshire
County Council

“REP4-026 (Code of Construction Practice) does not provide for
consultation with respect to the CEMP.
Although Highways England have referred to the CoCP being a
“certified document”, para 1.1.5 of REP4-26 states that it will
evolve and is subject to “refinement, amendment and
expansion as necessary as the scheme design, assessment
and consenting processes develop.” If, as appears to be the
case, that the CoCP will be subject to development, then a
Requirement must provide for consultation with respect to that
development.
If the CoCP is to be treated as a certified document, then there
has been only limited consultation on its content. This appears
to be recognised by the Applicant in 1.1.5 of REP4-026 where it
is said that “Engagement with stakeholders especially through
the environmental stakeholder forum and the community forums
will inform its future development.” It is yet to be developed,
then it cannot be a certified document. If it is to be a certified
document then the Examining authority must be satisfied that it
is adequately developed.”

HE/A14/EX/121
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Highways England has endeavoured to engage with the local
authorities, together with other stakeholders, to date in respect of
the Code of Construction Practice ("CoCP"). A meeting was held
with the local authorities (including Cambridgeshire County
Council and Huntingdonshire District Council) on 20th August to
discuss the CoCP generally, and an amended version has been
submitted at Deadline 8, which Highways England hopes
alleviates the concerns raised. This includes a revision to
paragraph 1.1.5. Further meetings will be held as necessary.
On this basis, it is not considered that a separate requirement is
necessary.
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Question 2.6.9 Cambridgeshire County Council’s suggested revised wording for Requirement 3 (now 4) (WR para. 9.2.1 REP3-006) would mean
that no part of the authorised development could take place until written details of the CoCP for that part, together with the CEMP and LEMP
were submitted to and approved by the Secretary of State, following consultation with the relevant planning authority. In its response to Written
Representations (REP4-011) and its written response to oral questions at the DCO Hearing (REP5-028) the applicant indicated that it is not
required because the CoCP is proposed to be secured through a Requirement in the draft DCO and would become a certified document.
Furthermore, the applicant considers that the CEMP and LEMP which would be produced in response to the CoCP would provide extensive
opportunities for engagement with relevant local authorities and therefore no need to include a consultation obligation within the Requirement.
What has the applicant concluded, having given further consideration to the wording of this Requirement, on the basis of other DCOs? Would
the local authorities wish to comment?
“During negotiations with Tier 1 stakeholders, the Applicant has
Huntingdonshire
placed a considerable degree of weight behind the contents of
District Council
the CoCP and that certain significant requirements of the
County Council as local highway authority and Cambridge City,
SCDC and HDC as LPA’s would be met through the CoCP.
In the Applicant’s response to Paragraph 4 of Schedule 2 at
4.35 – 4.38, it is suggested by the Applicant that there is no
need to include a consultation obligation as it is the Applicant’s
intention to finalise the CoCP by the end of the Examination
and that this would enable local authorities to be consulted on
the CoCP, before it is ‘certified’ HDC would stress to the
Examining Authority the importance of this consultation taking
place because there are significant measures that need to be
contained within the CoCP, particularly relating to Noise and Air
Quality matters, that must be agreed with the local authorities
prior to it being finalised. Additionally, a number of agreements
contained within our SoCG are predicated on reaching
agreement on the contents and requirements of the CoCP.
While we note the Applicant’s intention to finalise the CoCP by
the end of the Examination, at present we have had no direct
consultation with the Applicant on the CoCP or its contents in
order to reach agreement.
HDC would suggest that the Examining Inspectors must satisfy
themselves that if the CoCP is not made a Consultation
Obligation as part of the DCO process, that they are satisfied
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Question 2.6.9 Cambridgeshire County Council’s suggested revised wording for Requirement 3 (now 4) (WR para. 9.2.1 REP3-006) would mean
that no part of the authorised development could take place until written details of the CoCP for that part, together with the CEMP and LEMP
were submitted to and approved by the Secretary of State, following consultation with the relevant planning authority. In its response to Written
Representations (REP4-011) and its written response to oral questions at the DCO Hearing (REP5-028) the applicant indicated that it is not
required because the CoCP is proposed to be secured through a Requirement in the draft DCO and would become a certified document.
Furthermore, the applicant considers that the CEMP and LEMP which would be produced in response to the CoCP would provide extensive
opportunities for engagement with relevant local authorities and therefore no need to include a consultation obligation within the Requirement.
What has the applicant concluded, having given further consideration to the wording of this Requirement, on the basis of other DCOs? Would
the local authorities wish to comment?
that the Applicant will undertake the consultation with the local
authorities in order to agree the CoCP by the end of the
Examination period as it is indicating and that it will continue to
undertake that level of consultation through the life cycle that
the CoCP will take throughout the Scheme.”
The Council consider that “the CoCP is generally in accordance Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
South
with national and industry best practice.” Whilst it commits the
2.6.9 (Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Cambridgeshire
Issue 6 Development Consent Order (Applicant Ref:
District Council
contractor to seek prior consent for construction working
HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-019)). It is not considered that
methods and steps to minimise noise from the works from the
local authority under s.61 of Control of Pollution Act 1974, this
there is any need for the LEMPs to be subject to their own
does not apply to other impacts such as air quality and dust.
requirement on the basis that consultation with local authorities is
secured within the CoCP.
Whilst Requirement 4 of the Draft DCO relates to compliance
with the CoCP, the Council consider that an additional
The revised CoCP submitted at Deadline 8 seeks to make clearer
requirement should be imposed or Requirement 4 amended to the relationship between the CoCP and the various documents
ensure that no development shall commence until the CEMPs
deliverable under it, as well as their development. It also seeks to
and LEMPs have been prepared in consultation with the
provide further comfort on specific areas of mitigation.
relevant planning authority, and approved in writing by the
Secretary of State.
The detailed CEMPs and LEMPs can only be provided when
details of construction programmes, timetables, methods and
activities are prepared. “The Council’s local knowledge and
input is required to ensure local receptors are adequately
considered and protected and any such LEMPS should be

HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.6.9 Cambridgeshire County Council’s suggested revised wording for Requirement 3 (now 4) (WR para. 9.2.1 REP3-006) would mean
that no part of the authorised development could take place until written details of the CoCP for that part, together with the CEMP and LEMP
were submitted to and approved by the Secretary of State, following consultation with the relevant planning authority. In its response to Written
Representations (REP4-011) and its written response to oral questions at the DCO Hearing (REP5-028) the applicant indicated that it is not
required because the CoCP is proposed to be secured through a Requirement in the draft DCO and would become a certified document.
Furthermore, the applicant considers that the CEMP and LEMP which would be produced in response to the CoCP would provide extensive
opportunities for engagement with relevant local authorities and therefore no need to include a consultation obligation within the Requirement.
What has the applicant concluded, having given further consideration to the wording of this Requirement, on the basis of other DCOs? Would
the local authorities wish to comment?
submitted in advance to an agreed timetable prior to works
commencing.”
The Council refer to SCDC response to the revised draft DCO
(REP5-016), which provides further details on these matters.
Table 2-29: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.10

Question 2.6.10 The County Council suggested an amendment to Requirement 10 (now 11) (Written Representation para.
9.2.1 (REP3-006)) which would have prevented excavation until the details of works, including aftercare proposals, were submitted to and
approved in writing by the Secretary of State following consultation with the relevant planning authority. The applicant rejected the proposed
amendment in its response to Written Representations (REP4-011) on the basis that the borrow pits restoration plan would be developed during
the Examination and be secured under a Requirement. In the light of its comment in its written response to oral questions at the DCO Hearing
(REP5-028) could the applicant indicate what progress has been made in the development of the borrow pits restoration plan? Would the local
authorities wish to comment?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Cambridgeshire
County Council

The Council maintain the view that a Requirement is needed to
secure consultation on the detailed design and restoration of
the borrow pits, given that restoration will be years in the future
and the current Borrow Pits Plan (Appendix 3.3 of the ES) lacks
detail. The details of how the pits will developed, operated and
restored are yet to be established. “The proposed additional
Requirement is quite reasonably sought to secure consultation
with respect to establishment, operation, restoration, and
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Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
2.6.10 (Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Issue 6 Development Consent Order (Applicant Ref:
HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-019)) and the Borrow Pits Design, Restoration and Aftercare Proposals (Applicant Ref: HEA14-EX-104; PINS Ref: REP7-039) which provide more
information on Highways England's proposed approach to
securing the restoration and aftercare of the borrow pits. It is not
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Question 2.6.10 The County Council suggested an amendment to Requirement 10 (now 11) (Written Representation para.
9.2.1 (REP3-006)) which would have prevented excavation until the details of works, including aftercare proposals, were submitted to and
approved in writing by the Secretary of State following consultation with the relevant planning authority. The applicant rejected the proposed
amendment in its response to Written Representations (REP4-011) on the basis that the borrow pits restoration plan would be developed during
the Examination and be secured under a Requirement. In the light of its comment in its written response to oral questions at the DCO Hearing
(REP5-028) could the applicant indicate what progress has been made in the development of the borrow pits restoration plan? Would the local
authorities wish to comment?
aftercare for the borrow pits, including means of noise and air
considered a new or amended requirement is necessary in light
quality mitigation.”
of this approach.
The Council refers the ExA to Section 120 of the Planning Act
2008. The Requirement sought by the Council imposes no
additional obligation on Highways England that would be
imposed on a minerals extraction application to the Council.

Huntingdonshire
District Council

If the ExA accepts that a Requirement is not necessary on the
basis that the restoration plan would be developed during the
Examination, then is must require Highways England to submit
for consultation details of the development, operation and
restoration of the borrow pits before the end of the Examination,
allowing time for consultees to respond, and Highways England
to consider with reasonable comments and re-submit before
Examination ends.
“The borrow pits, in particular BP1 and BP2 near Brampton,
represent a significant opportunity to create a positive legacy for
the scheme. Alleviation of local flooding, creation of priority
habitats and enhanced biodiversity, and the provision of
community resources for passive recreation, which would be a
beneficial contribution to public amenity, would all be potential
outcomes of borrow pit restoration. There are other outcomes
[eg return to agriculture], but those listed above are the ones
which have the greatest legacy component.
Flooding issues will be covered in other responses, but the long
term future of such publicly accessible community resources
with their associated habitat and biodiversity functions should
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Discussions have taken place with Cambridgeshire County
Council on this proposed approach including a meeting on 5
August 2015 when the County Council provided useful guidance
and sought opportunity for on-going dialogue and input to
documentation and detail design proposals as these emerge.
The County Council requested that the proposed arrangements
for ongoing dialogue with key consultees be set out in the
Deadline 7 submission. This information is provided by HE-A14EX-104.

Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
2.6.10 (Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Issue 6 Development Consent Order (Applicant Ref:
HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-019)) and the Borrow Pits Design, Restoration and Aftercare Proposals (Applicant Ref: HEA14-EX-104; PINS Ref: REP7-039) which provides more
information on Highways England's proposed approach to
securing the restoration and aftercare of the borrow pits.
Discussions have taken place with Cambridgeshire County
Council on this proposed approach including a meeting on 5
August 2015 when the County Council provided useful guidance

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

Question 2.6.10 The County Council suggested an amendment to Requirement 10 (now 11) (Written Representation para.
9.2.1 (REP3-006)) which would have prevented excavation until the details of works, including aftercare proposals, were submitted to and
approved in writing by the Secretary of State following consultation with the relevant planning authority. The applicant rejected the proposed
amendment in its response to Written Representations (REP4-011) on the basis that the borrow pits restoration plan would be developed during
the Examination and be secured under a Requirement. In the light of its comment in its written response to oral questions at the DCO Hearing
(REP5-028) could the applicant indicate what progress has been made in the development of the borrow pits restoration plan? Would the local
authorities wish to comment?
be a guaranteed part of such a major infrastructure scheme
and sought opportunity for on-going dialogue and input to
which promoted its legacy credentials right from the start. To
documentation and detail design proposals as these emerge.
ensure this future there needs to be a 10 year aftercare and
The County Council requested that the proposed arrangements
management programme funded and put in place which,
for ongoing dialogue with key consultees be set out in the
together with new public rights of way, can deliver these
Deadline 7 submission. This information is provided by HE-A14benefits. This is no more than would be required of a minerals
EX-104.
extraction permission and restoration under current national
and CCC planning policy.
Not all the borrow pits are appropriate for such treatment, but
nevertheless such issues were raised at the outset of the liaison
meetings between the applicant and the relevant local
authorities. Unfortunately, especially in relation to BP1 and
BP2, there appears to have little progress. A “Borrow Pits Task
and Finish Group” was established in November 2014, and met
for the first time in December 2014. It has not met since as far
as we are aware.”
“As detailed in the Council’s response to Q1.6.27 in the ExA’s
South
Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
1st Questions (REP2-190), the Council considers there should 2.6.10 (Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Cambridgeshire
be a Requirement for an overall landscape strategy and plan.
Issue 6 Development Consent Order (Applicant Ref:
District Council
This should be agreed prior to any works on the scheme and
HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-019)) and the Borrow Pits comprise a general layout for all areas, principles, general
Design, Restoration and Aftercare Proposals (Applicant Ref: HEapproaches, planting mixes etc. Within this context detail can
A14-EX-104; PINS Ref: REP7-039) which provides more
be added in specific areas where it will be needed, for example information on Highways England's proposed approach to
the borrow pits but also other sensitive or detailed areas.
securing the restoration and aftercare of the borrow pits.
It is important that full details for the use and aftercare of each
of the borrow pits is agreed prior to works commencing; to
Paragraph 7 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the latest draft
ensure appropriate controls can be put in place for their use,
Development Consent Order provides that a landscaping scheme
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Question 2.6.10 The County Council suggested an amendment to Requirement 10 (now 11) (Written Representation para.
9.2.1 (REP3-006)) which would have prevented excavation until the details of works, including aftercare proposals, were submitted to and
approved in writing by the Secretary of State following consultation with the relevant planning authority. The applicant rejected the proposed
amendment in its response to Written Representations (REP4-011) on the basis that the borrow pits restoration plan would be developed during
the Examination and be secured under a Requirement. In the light of its comment in its written response to oral questions at the DCO Hearing
(REP5-028) could the applicant indicate what progress has been made in the development of the borrow pits restoration plan? Would the local
authorities wish to comment?
and the nature extent of the excavation works will be a factor in must be submitted and approved by the Secretary of State prior
determining appropriate after uses.
to any part of the authorised development being commenced.
If all of this detail will be covered in the Borrow Pit restoration
Plan, and Highways England will be developing the Plan during
the Examination in order to meet Requirement 10 (now 11),
then the Plans will be ready in advance of excavation (or any
other works) in any case.
The Council reserve the right to be consulted on the Borrow Pit
Restoration Plan.”
Table 2-30: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.11

Question 2.6.11 Borrow Pit number 6 (near Dry Drayton) is located within a geologically sensitive area due to the underlying Woburn Sands
aquifer. EA requests that the DCO provides a requirement for the EA to retain a role in assessing any design and monitoring information for the
borrow pit in this location (should also include the production of a scheme for dewatering to be incorporated within the borrow pit design
plans.) Baseline monitoring data is also required for hydrocarbons. The applicant advises that this will be secured through protective
provisions to be included in the DCO. Should this be a requirement or a protective provision?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Environment Agency “As stated within Issue 3.3 of our Written Representations, we
were intending to address this through the detailed design
phase (see reference 4.5 of our Statement of Common Ground
with HE). Dewatering of excavations is currently exempt from
permitting regulations though discharge of contaminated water
may require an environmental permit.

Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
2.6.11 (Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Issue 6 Development Consent Order (Applicant Ref:
HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-019)). It is considered that
protective provisions are the usual and appropriate way of giving
the Environment Agency comfort on this point.

If the Examining Authority considers that this matter needs to
Highways England will be seeking a discussion with the
be secured within the DCO, then we would recommend that this Environment Agency on this, and the other few remaining
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.6.11 Borrow Pit number 6 (near Dry Drayton) is located within a geologically sensitive area due to the underlying Woburn Sands
aquifer. EA requests that the DCO provides a requirement for the EA to retain a role in assessing any design and monitoring information for the
borrow pit in this location (should also include the production of a scheme for dewatering to be incorporated within the borrow pit design
plans.) Baseline monitoring data is also required for hydrocarbons. The applicant advises that this will be secured through protective
provisions to be included in the DCO. Should this be a requirement or a protective provision?
come in the form of a requirement. This information required
outstanding points on the Development Consent Order, as soon
would be in the form of a hydrogeological assessment to
as possible.
identify the impacts to local receptors and the associated risks
involved.”
Table 2-31: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.12

Question 2.6.12 Can the EA and the applicant provide an update in relation to EAs request for an Accident Management or Emergency Plan.
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Mark Williams and
Buckden Marina
Resident‘s
Association

“As per Issue 3.1 of our Written Representations, we believe
that through discussion with the applicant, that this will be
addressed through the detailed design phase. This is applicable
at the detailed design phase as we discuss the forms of
drainage ‘shut off’ to isolate any potential contaminants and
also locations for signage, procedures etc.”

Please see Highways England's response to Written Question
2.6.12 (Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Issue 6 Development Consent Order (Applicant Ref:
HE/A14/EX/84; PINS Ref: REP7-019)) which sets out Highways
England's position on this point and confirms that an Accident
Management Plan will be developed during the detailed design
stage following the making of the DCO (if the application is
granted).

Table 2-32: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.14

Question 2.6.14 Article 36 – Who would undertake the tree survey that would form part of the detailed design process referred to in the CoCP?
How would this survey be undertaken and at what time of the year? How would the findings of the tree survey be disseminated and consulted
upon and with whom?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“The tree survey should be carried out by a competent
arboricultural consultant, appointed by the applicant (HE may
have their own) to BS 5837: 2012.
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Question 2.6.14 Article 36 – Who would undertake the tree survey that would form part of the detailed design process referred to in the CoCP?
How would this survey be undertaken and at what time of the year? How would the findings of the tree survey be disseminated and consulted
upon and with whom?
The tree survey can be carried out at any time of year –
although a winter survey will show the ‘worst case’ in terms of
loss of screening / mitigation against lighting glare etc, and will
show the form and scale of the highway landscapes and
features (mounding, slopes, cuttings, fences, etc) to be more
apparent.
The findings of the Tree Survey will have a direct effect on the
works proposed to the trees and should be used to inform the
detailed design of the scheme, including landscaping and
proposed mitigation planting. Wherever possible, the Council
would seek the retention of good individual trees or groups of
trees particularly those with TPO status which add to the quality
of the landscape.”
Table 2-33: Development Consent Order, question 2.6.15

Question 2.6.15 Schedule 9 includes a list of trees subject to Tree Preservation Orders. This includes works to be carried out and the work
number to which that tree relates. Would the findings of the tree survey for the detailed design process have any effect on the trees listed in
this schedule? If not, why not?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“The findings of the tree survey will have a direct effect on the
works proposed to the trees. The quality and age of the trees is
not specifically addressed under a TPO, and some of the
Orders were made several years ago.
For example - if good individual trees or groups of trees which
add to the quality of the landscape are noted in the survey, and
these are proposed to be removed, then design amendments
should be made where possible to avoid their loss.
Conversely, some of the TPOs refer to Elm trees or other trees
over mature at the time of the Order, which are now unlikely to
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Question 2.6.15 Schedule 9 includes a list of trees subject to Tree Preservation Orders. This includes works to be carried out and the work
number to which that tree relates. Would the findings of the tree survey for the detailed design process have any effect on the trees listed in
this schedule? If not, why not?
still be standing, and so works in these areas could possibly be
accommodated without significant impacts.
The detailed design will therefore need to respond to the
outcomes of the tree survey.”
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2.5 Economic and Social Effects
Table 2-34: Economic and social effects, question 2.7.1

Question 2.7.1 Local authorities are seeking an assessment of the impact of artificial lighting on people and their living conditions to assess
potential impacts of quality of life and health. As a minimum they suggest there should be a commitment to ensure that artificial lighting would
be installed having due regard to national and industry best practice and standards. What is the applicants view?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Mark Williams and
Buckden Marina
Resident‘s
Association

“The focus of the question appears to be on fixed installations
of artificial lighting. Given the predicted high volumes of traffic
on the proposed scheme, the effects and impact of lights from
moving vehicles should also be considered.”

The visual impact assessment in chapter 10 of the Environmental
Statement (Applicant reference 6.1, PINS reference APP-341)
assesses all elements of the view including lighting, signs,
gantries and traffic day and night, but does not separate day and
night time effects. In general terms if you see traffic during the
day you would see headlights at night and both would have an
effect – in most instances the day time assessment would be the
worst case. For example on a length of road during the day you
would see the bulk of the traffic and at night just the headlights
would be visible. Also as a general principle night time receptors
with views of headlights could be considered to be less numerous
and less sensitive, and therefore the significance of effect is
reduced. For example users of rural public rights of way are
unlikely, and the majority of residents would be indoors with lights
on and curtains drawn, their attention is likely to be elsewhere or
they are asleep.
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Table 2-35: Economic and social effects, question 2.7.2

Question 2.7.2 In view of reduced costs for specific items of works, what would be the effect of excluding the removal of the existing A14
Huntingdon viaduct and the associated road works from the scheme on its overall cost, the economic appraisal for the scheme and the
projected benefit to cost ratio?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Brampton A14
Campaign Group

BCG submitted a response to both Q2.14.4 (SoCG) and Q2.7.2 See Highways England’s comments on response to question
(Value for Money) in the context of seeking to agree a
2.14.4 in this report.
Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) with HE against the
background of their alternative A14 scheme. The response
includes several attachments including correspondence with
Arup, details of their alternative scheme and a request for a
scale model of the HE scheme.
BCG makes the following comments in relation to their
alternative scheme:
“We have been asking HE to draw up our alternative A14
scheme and seeking to find common ground with elements of
the proposed HE scheme (notably the improvement of the
existing A14 between Huntingdon and Cambridge) but this is
proving difficult. Part of the problem is that our key advisers are
not currently available for a meeting owing to work
commitments/ annual leave. To save time we have tried to take
matters forward by exchange of emails with Arup/HE but to date
this has not produced any promising results.
BCG are very concerned by the negative stance of HE, who
have made no progress in drawing up and assessing our
alternative scheme – nor any consequent re-examination of the
value for money of the HE scheme (Q2.7.2). This work has now
been outstanding for over five years. The Highways Agency
(now HE) agreed to draw up our alternative scheme at the
Public Inquiry Pre-Meeting in May 2010 and submit it for public
consultation before July 2010. HE now state that no work at all
was undertaken at that time or since. Previous HE responses to
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Question 2.7.2 In view of reduced costs for specific items of works, what would be the effect of excluding the removal of the existing A14
Huntingdon viaduct and the associated road works from the scheme on its overall cost, the economic appraisal for the scheme and the
projected benefit to cost ratio?
earlier ExA questions even denied the existence of our
alternative scheme and key elements (completing and
upgrading the A428-A421-M1 route) have been included in
other HE road projects as announced in December 2014. We
would be grateful for any assistance the ExA might be able to
provide to resolve this impasse.”
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2.6 Environmental Impact Assessment
Table 2-36: Environmental Impact Assessment, question 2.8.3

Question 2.8.3 How is the applicant responding to requests from EA to change the detailed design of the proposed viaduct across the River
Great Ouse and the location of Borrow Pit 7? What would be the impact on the ES of any changes made?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Environment Agency “We have recently (11th August 2015) received the revised
modelling and FRA section in relation to the crossing of the
River Great Ouse. This will be assessed to establish accuracy /
validity and impacts to third parties resulting from the
installation of the viaduct.
Any changes to the detailed design of the viaduct could result in
changes to the local hydrology. Depending upon the
amendments included, this could increase or decrease flood
risk upstream or downstream and affect both depths and
velocities. We would need to fully assess any revised proposals
to the viaduct engineering which would incorporate the need for
the submission of further hydrological modelling.
We do not consider there to be sufficient time within the
examination programme for the crossing to be redesigned,
remodelled and reassessed.”

Consultation between Highways England and the Environment
Agency is ongoing regarding the location and orientation of the
piers of the proposed River Great Ouse viaduct (refer to the
Statement of Common Ground between Highways England and
the Environment Agency (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/98/SEB03, PINS reference REP7-033)).
As noted in the Highways England response to written question
2.8.3 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/86, PINS reference REP7021), non-material changes to the design of the viaduct within the
parameters of the DCO, and what was assessed in the ES would
need to be considered during the detailed design phase, following
the making of the DCO (if the application is granted).

Table 2-37: Environmental Impact Assessment, question 2.8.4

Question 2.8.4 The applicant has indicated (Response to Relevant Representations page 67, REP1-035) that it is anticipated that between 2017
and 2020 there would be sufficient on-site accommodation for 500 workers. Please provide a detailed explanation of how accommodation for
workers would be provided and in what locations. Are any adverse effects on community cohesion anticipated?
Interested Party

Written Representation

HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.8.4 The applicant has indicated (Response to Relevant Representations page 67, REP1-035) that it is anticipated that between 2017
and 2020 there would be sufficient on-site accommodation for 500 workers. Please provide a detailed explanation of how accommodation for
workers would be provided and in what locations. Are any adverse effects on community cohesion anticipated?
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“SCDC has not been consulted by the Applicant on what
accommodation will be provided.
The Council notes the CoCP (REP4-026) makes reference to
the siting of accommodation within compounds, the location of
which will be confirmed once main contractors have been
appointed (para. 5.5.1) and that the impact of the construction
workforce on the community, in terms of its travel to and from
work and use of temporary accommodation is to be monitored
(para. 3.2.3).

Further detail on the location and type of on-site workers
accommodation is provided in Highways England’s response to
written question 2.8.4 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/86, PINS
reference REP7-021). At paragraph 32 of the response,
Highways England confirmed that details of the on-site
accommodation would be developed in consultation with local
authorities.

South Cambridgeshire District Council would be consulted further
about the siting and type of accommodation during the detailed
design phase and throughout preparation of the local
However, this does not provide clarity on the location and type environmental management plans (LEMPs), as per paragraph
of accommodation to be provided, or whether the local
3.5.1 of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (submitted at
authorities will be involved in this process. As the CoCP states deadline 8, Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/123). In accordance
the location of compounds are to be confirmed once the main
with paragraph 3.5.4 of the CoCP, Highways England and its
contractors have been appointed, this will presumably be an
main contractors will engage with local authorities in order to
issue that will be addressed in their Construction Environmental seek to agree the LEMPs.
Management Plan (CEMP)? However, HE has made it clear it
is not intended the local authorities will have any involvement in
the detail of individual CEMPs, although the Council has made
comments that they should be (including in its response to
Q2.6.9). This is another local issue that the Council feels it is
important to be consulted on, to ensure the appropriate location
of any accommodation in order to minimise their impact,
including potential social issues arising from poorly sited
accommodation.”
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Table 2-38: Environmental Impact Assessment, question 2.8.5

Question 2.8.5 The residual impact of the proposals on All Saints’ Church, Church, Lolworth (Grade II*) has been assessed in the ES as slight
adverse. Should the impacts of the proposed scheme on the church and its setting be mitigated and if so, how? If not, why not?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“The Council has outlined its position in its Written
Representation (paragraphs 44-45 and 62-68, REP2-147) and
in response to Q1.8.6 and Q1.9.9 in the ExA’s 1st Written
Questions (REP2-190).

Highways England's response to South Cambridgeshire District
Council's comments is contained at paragraph 80, Report 9,
Highways England's Response to ExA's First Written Questions
(PINS ref: REP2-010), page 62 of Highways England's
Comments on Responses to First Written Questions (PINS ref:
The Council has identified in its Written Statement (paragraphs REP4-018) and paragraph 6.5 of Report 1, Highways England's
44 and 45) landscape measures that should be applied through Response to Written Representations (PINS ref: REP2-010). The
the detailed design process, for example, using the best
comments made by South Cambridgeshire District Council are
examples of local landscape and landscape patterns to
noted. As requested at paragraph 45 of South Cambridgeshire
integrate the new roadway and its structures. Detailed
District Council's Written Representation (PINS ref: REP2-147),
landscape will be needed (e.g. at Lolworth over bridge) for
consultation with the local authorities will be ongoing through the
example using the ‘parkland and avenues’ as a basis for
detailed design, as per section 4.4 of the Code of Construction
planting structure, disguising obtrusive landform and planting
Practice (CoCP) (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/123).
large, filtering trees close to the highway to lessen the impact of
gantries and lighting. The detailed design should look at the
opportunity of using additional available areas of land within the
red-line to achieve this e.g. south of Swavesey Junction bridge,
south of Robins Lane bridge.”
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Table 2-39: Environmental Impact Assessment, question 2.8.7

Question 2.8.7 The DCO would permit the contractor to reduce the headroom of the viaduct across the River Great Ouse to below 3000mm,
which is of concern to the EA because of the potential effects on navigation. The EA suggest in their WR (para 2.2.1)
(REP2-154) that their concerns could be overcome by a suitable DCO Requirement. What progress has been made towards agreeing wording
for an additional requirement?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Environment Agency “We have put the following suggested wording to Highways
England.

Highways England note that this issue is currently under
discussion with the Environment Agency (refer to the Statement
of Common Ground (SoCG) between Highways England and the
‘No part of the authorised works relating to the Great Ouse shall Environment Agency Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/98/SEB03,
reduce the width of the channel to
PINS reference REP7-033)).
less than 12.0 metres or the headroom measured from the
normal water retention level (10.05 m
As stated in its response to the Examining Authority's Written
AOD) of the Great Ouse to less than 3.0 metres unless the
Question 2.8.7 in Response to ExA's Second Written Questions:
Environment Agency has first given consent in writing.’
Principal Issue 8 Environmental Impact Assessment (Applicant's
We understand that this is agreed in principle by Highways
Ref: HE/A14/EX/86 and PINS Ref: REP7-021) Highways England
England. Our preference would be for this to be a requirement considers this is best dealt with not by a requirement but in the
in the DCO.
power to deviate article, namely article 7 of the draft Development
Consent Order. Highways England will seek to take matters
Although under the protective provisions ‘works affecting
forward on this point ahead of the Issue Specific Hearing on the
watercourses’ will first require our consent, there are provisions DCO on 4 September.
for any refusal of consent to be challenged as being
unreasonable.
We consider that it is important to agree this prohibition at this
stage given the importance of maintaining navigation rights on
the River Great Ouse. This wording would be a standard
condition on any flood defence consent issued by the
Environment Agency under the Water Resources Act 1991.
You will note in Ref 2.1 of the Statement of Common Ground
that HE have made an alternative proposal to secure this
concern. Discussions are still ongoing with the applicant on this
point and we will update the Examining Authority on the
outcome of these.”
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Page 62 of 114

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

Table 2-40: Environmental Impact Assessment, question 2.8.8

Question 2.8.8 What would be the specific consequences of the omission of the removal of the existing A14 Huntingdon viaduct and the
associated road works from the scheme?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“The County Council considers the question to be more
complex than simply omitting the removal of the viaduct from
the Scheme.” At some point the viaduct will need to be
substantially reconstructed or replaced. “The current ‘shoring
up’ with steelwork, and associated impacts on the local road
network, is no more than temporary. A permanent solution will
be needed. Omitting the removal of the viaduct from the
scheme will postpone the need to replace/reconstruct at a later
date. “The reasons for replacing or substantially reconstructing
it at considerable expense, when an alternative route is
constructed south of Huntingdon should also not fall outside the
consideration of the Examining Authority.”

Comments are noted by Highways England.
As per the Response to ExA’s Second Written Questions:
Huntingdon Viaduct Response Collated (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/93, PINS reference REP7 - 028) (refer to written
question 2.8.8), Highways England agrees that retention of the
Huntingdon Viaduct would result in increased noise, air quality,
community severance and ecology impacts in Huntingdon.

The Council refer the ExA to a previous written representation
on the matter (REP2-159). “Removing the viaduct creates
opportunities to reduce traffic and improve the environment in
Godmanchester and Huntingdon. A new junction will enable the
medieval bridge, forming the only route into Huntingdon from
the A14 to the east, to be bypassed. Traffic in Godmanchester
will be reduced. An AQMA in Huntingdon will be removed.
Impact on the historic Mill Common will be reduced, although
there are other impacts from junction construction. Traffic in
Huntingdon centre will be reduced. Traffic noise will be reduced
for many people in Huntingdon and Godmanchester.” The
consequences of removing the viaduct removal from the
scheme will be loss of these benefits.
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Question 2.8.8 What would be the specific consequences of the omission of the removal of the existing A14 Huntingdon viaduct and the
associated road works from the scheme?
If the viaduct is retained, then the opinion of the County Council
is that the existing A14 must also remain trunk road. It will form
a strategic link between the A1(M) and the M11 and will carry
strategic traffic. Retaining the viaduct will not remove the need
for the southern bypass. De-trunking of the link from Spitalls to
Brampton Hut could still proceed, as the viaduct being retained
would not change the future status of this link.”
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2.7 Landscape and Visual Effects
Table 2-41: Landscape and visual effects, question 2.9.1

Question 2.9.1 Requirement 7 provides for the approval and implementation pf a landscaping scheme, but sets no time by which such a
scheme should be submitted. Should the Requirement be amended to begin ‘No part of the authorised development shall commence until a
written landscape scheme applicable to that part of the scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Secretary of State,
following consultation with the relevant planning authority’. How would this requirement be monitored and enforced?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Cambridgeshire
County Council

Huntingdonshire
District Council

“The County Council provided the following reply to Q1.6.27 in
the first round of questions:
“The County Council considers that the landscaping scheme
should be approved in outline before development commences
to ensure that the design of the engineering works provides for
the required mitigation of visual and ecological impact.
This process was implemented on the Cambridgeshire Guided
Busway for the same reason. Timing could be regulated by an
amendment to Requirement 6. Submission in phases would be
acceptable.”
Note that Requirements have since been re-numbered so
Requirement 6 is now Requirement 7. For the assistance of the
Examining Authority the Secretary of State’s Decision Letter on
the Guided Busway is included in Annex B. The relevant
planning conditions are in Annex 1 to that document. With
respect to the Ex A proposed amendment to Requirement 7 the
County Council would be satisfied with this amendment.”
“The requirement should be for a landscape scheme for the
whole of the project to be submitted and approved by SoS after
consultation with relevant LPAs.
As outlined in Q. 2.6.2 above, HDC does not have the
necessary expertise and resources to discharge the DCO
requirements within its administrative area and it considers that
as the overall scheme is split over three local planning authority
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Question 2.9.1 Requirement 7 provides for the approval and implementation pf a landscaping scheme, but sets no time by which such a
scheme should be submitted. Should the Requirement be amended to begin ‘No part of the authorised development shall commence until a
written landscape scheme applicable to that part of the scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Secretary of State,
following consultation with the relevant planning authority’. How would this requirement be monitored and enforced?
areas, to take this approach would lead to a potentially
there is any risk in submitting one scheme or several as the
disjointed and ineffective role during the DCO requirements
landscaping would still need to be of a sufficient nature and
discharge process.
standard to comply with the requirement. This 'part' wording is
Monitoring and enforcement would be made easier by requiring reflected in the majority of the other requirements and is therefore
regular meetings between applicant, contractor, and relevant
consistent. It also reflects practice in other made Development
LPA officers. Such meetings would report on works progress,
Consent Orders.
works completed, problems and variations etc, plus regular site
inspections.
Highways England therefore does not consider it necessary to
HDC does support the suggestion as outlined at Sec. 2.5, that
have two requirements - one for an overarching landscaping
LPA’s would be consulted on such matters and HDC would
scheme and one for detailed landscaping schemes. There is no
strongly support that approach in order to ensure that full public precedent for this approach.
scrutiny exists with regard to the discharge of those
requirements.”
“The Council, in its response to Q1.6.27 in the ExA’s 1st Written
South
Questions (REP2-190), suggested the need for two
Cambridgeshire
Requirements to control the timing for submitting and approval
District Council
of landscaping schemes. The suggested wording in Q2.9.1
address the second point the Council made, in relation to the
provision and agreement of detailed schemes for specific parts
of the scheme, such as a borrow pit or a sensitive area.
However, the Council considers it very important to have an
overarching vision and plan for the scheme as a whole which
provides the framework against which each of the detailed
plans would fit. This should be agreed prior to any part of the
development commencing and would cover landscape
principles, general layout as a whole, response to landscape
character areas, landscape types, uses and themes, movement
and connections, proposed landscape treatments and planting
lists, phasing, structures, grading, levels, general layout of
landscape areas (e.g. borrow pits, junctions) etc, and
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Question 2.9.1 Requirement 7 provides for the approval and implementation pf a landscaping scheme, but sets no time by which such a
scheme should be submitted. Should the Requirement be amended to begin ‘No part of the authorised development shall commence until a
written landscape scheme applicable to that part of the scheme has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Secretary of State,
following consultation with the relevant planning authority’. How would this requirement be monitored and enforced?
specifications, plans and timescales for restoration,
management and aftercare of landscape areas.
This overarching plan should establish sound landscape
principals and layout for all areas, and will ensure good
continuity, connectivity and integration between the individual
parts of the scheme and the existing landscape.
Requirements for approving the detailed design for each part of
the scheme can follow, to be submitted and approved before
commencing that part of the development, as described above.”
Table 2-42: Landscape and visual effects, question 2.9.3

Question 2.9.3 (extract) In order to further assess the effect of the proposed scheme on the crossing of the River Great Ouse and East Coast
Main Line how would the applicant demonstrate to the ExA, using physical features, the height and alignment of the proposed A14.....This
should be in addition to any photo-montages which the applicant may wish to prepare to show the likely visual effects of the proposals in this
location.
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Brampton A14
Campaign Group

“1.We note that the ExA are seeking a physical representation
of the proposed Great Ouse crossing over the ECML near
Buckden Marina, which is contiguous with the southern end of
the Brampton A1/A14 Interchange. We respectfully request that
the whole area of the Interchange, and proposed A1/A14 NMU
crossing, also be included in this question.
2. The scheme at Brampton is too large and too complex to
visualise from 2-D drawings. BCG consider that an
architectural/engineering scale model of the Brampton
Interchange, including nearby residential properties and the
village school, would be helpful. This could also be extended to
include the crossing over the ECML and Great Ouse near
Buckden Marina – a key area of the route.
HE/A14/EX/121
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cover the River Great Ouse and East Coast Main Line crossings,
and their relationship to nearby physical features. It is proposed
that these illustrations will be provided at Deadlines 8 (see
HE/A14/EX/127) and 9.
These submissions are in response to the scope of question
2.9.3 to aid the understanding of the Examining Authority.
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Question 2.9.3 (extract) In order to further assess the effect of the proposed scheme on the crossing of the River Great Ouse and East Coast
Main Line how would the applicant demonstrate to the ExA, using physical features, the height and alignment of the proposed A14.....This
should be in addition to any photo-montages which the applicant may wish to prepare to show the likely visual effects of the proposals in this
location.
3. We also find it difficult to visualise the scheme during the
construction stage when it is further complicated by borrow pits In addition to the outline environmental design plans included in
(sand and gravel quarries) on both sides of the Interchange, a
Figure 3.2 of the Environmental Statement (ES), the DCO
cement works (size and specification unknown) at an
submission also includes in the ES a cross section labelled BB in
unspecified location on one of the quarrying sites, plus
Figure 3.3, and photomontages from viewpoints 1, 2 and 12 in
accommodation and admin facilities for hundreds of
Figure 10.6 to depict the scheme and its construction
construction workers at Brampton Hut. We hope these details
infrastructure in relation to the surroundings in the Brampton
can also be indicated on the model. We consider the scale
area. The use of cross sections and photomontages at key
model should be produced for public viewing prior to the issue- locations is considered sufficient to convey the effects of the
specific hearings at Brampton Racecourse in September and
scheme. This is consistent with standard practice and is readily
have written to Arup/HE accordingly.”
accessible to stakeholders.
Highways England has sought to help interested parties
understand what is proposed through the presentation of
drawings through consultation events held along the route of the
scheme which has been staffed by technical experts who were
able to answer queries by members of the public. Subsequently,
focus has been placed on face to face meetings to explain
proposals to key stakeholders and landowners.
Highways England provided the Borrow Pits - Design,
Restoration and Aftercare Proposals (Applicant Ref: HE-A14-EX104; PINS Ref: REP7-039) at Deadline 7 to provide more
information on the proposed approach to securing the restoration
and aftercare of the borrow pits. This document includes
illustrative cross sections for borrow pits 1 and 2 in the Brampton
area.
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2.8 Noise and Vibration
Table 2-43: Noise and vibration, question 2.10.1

Question 2.10.1 Post-construction noise monitoring has been requested by the local authorities particularly in relation to the impacts on
Brampton Primary School and at Stewart Close, Brampton, RAF Brampton, Pear Tree Close, Fenstanton, Rhadegund Cottages, Cambridge,
Hackers Fruit Farm, Lolworth and Catchall Farm Cottages, Cambridge. How would this be secured in the DCO? (CCC para 7.1.3/4, REP3-006)
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Huntingdonshire
District Council

“The DCO can implement a series of actions that the applicant
has to undertake following completion of the scheme. HDC
would recommend that locations that have already been
assessed within areas of concern be re-assessed using a
suitable sound level meters to determine if the predictions in the
ES are correct.
It would also be beneficial for the local authority to understand
how HE intends to investigate any complaints received from
residents claiming they are being adversely affected by the
completed road? Please note that statutory nuisance legislation
does not cover noise from roads. The local authority will have
no powers to investigate complaints and will pass any
complaints received straight to HE.”
“The noise monitoring provisions in the ES Appendix 14.11
Scheme operation noise and vibration policy section 4.1
Monitoring are noted. In particular there is reference to duties
under regulation 6 of the Noise Insulation Regulations 1975 to
assess operational noise levels following opening of the
scheme to traffic, at properties that may qualify under the
requirements.
This approach is limited to those properties that qualify under,
and meet, the requirements of the Noise Insulation Regs 1975.
There are other assessment locations which are currently
exposed to significant adverse noise levels (Significant
Observed Adverse Effect Levels – (SOAEL) >68 dB L10.18hr /

As noted by SCDC, and as set out in Highways England’s
response to 2.10.1, post completion checks will be carried out in
relation to the duty placed upon Highways England to assess
noise levels following the opening of the scheme with regard to
the Noise Insulation Regulations 1975 (as amended).

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council
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Highways England’s response also sets out that monitoring to
ensure that noise barriers are installed, as required by the DCO,
would be undertaken as part of the Post Opening Project
Evaluation (POPE) programme. In advance of post opening
evaluation, the employer’s representative would also be
responsible for ensuring that the various mitigation measures are
built in accordance with the approved details.
Highways England considers post completion noise level
monitoring to evaluate whether ES predictions are correct to be
impracticable as the environmental impact assessment is
primarily in terms of long term noise change (15 years after
opening). Monitoring to confirm long term noise change against
the impact criteria in the Environmental Statement (ES) is
impracticable because of:
a) diurnal variation in noise levels;
b) accepted variability between calibrated sound level
meters; and
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Question 2.10.1 Post-construction noise monitoring has been requested by the local authorities particularly in relation to the impacts on
Brampton Primary School and at Stewart Close, Brampton, RAF Brampton, Pear Tree Close, Fenstanton, Rhadegund Cottages, Cambridge,
Hackers Fruit Farm, Lolworth and Catchall Farm Cottages, Cambridge. How would this be secured in the DCO? (CCC para 7.1.3/4, REP3-006)
63dBLAeq, 16hr) and this will even be the case with the
mitigated scheme, with no qualification under the Noise
Insulation Regs 1975. They will not be assessed as per HE
proposals.
As with all noise models there is a degree of uncertainty in the
prediction and there are always input assumptions. It is the
Council’s view that the future noise predictions are verified by
post scheme noise monitoring at locations where the residential
noise levels is greater then the SOAEL identified in the ES even
with the mitigated scheme. For these situations operational
noise monitoring is required to demonstrate the effectiveness of
mitigation measures implemented and consideration of
additional mitigation if unexpected and unacceptable adverse
impacts arise.
This should be secured by a requirement for a Post-scheme
noise monitoring scheme to be approved in consultation with
local authorities.”

c)

the implications of monitoring over 15 years after the
scheme comes into operation.

Further information is provided in Highways England’s response
to question 2.10.1 in the Response to ExA’s Second Written
Questions, Principal Issue 10 Noise and Vibration (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/88, PINS reference REP7-023).
Highways England is not aware of any precedent for post
completion noise level monitoring for a highway scheme in
England.
Highways England’s response to question 2.10.1 also sets out
the reasoning for the use of prediction rather than measurement
as a robust approach to assessment and an approach supported
by guidance and policy.
Any complaints made to Highways England would be
investigated and followed up.

Table 2-44: Noise and vibration, question 2.10.2

Question 2.10.2 A new requirement to address noise mitigation has been included in the revised DCO submitted for Deadline 4 (Requirement
No 12). Do local authorities and others wish to comment?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City
Council

“On review of all supporting documentation and details, it is
considered that the only remaining significant concern with
regards to noise impacts on Cambridge City Council property is
at the City Crematorium.

As described in the comments to question 2.10.5 (Response to
ExA’s Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 10 Noise and
Vibration, Applicant reference HE-A14-EX-88, PINS reference
REP7-023), Highways England has undertaken an additional

HE/A14/EX/121

Page 70 of 114

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

Question 2.10.2 A new requirement to address noise mitigation has been included in the revised DCO submitted for Deadline 4 (Requirement
No 12). Do local authorities and others wish to comment?
Supporting evidence has been provided by HE within the
Written Representations document dated July 2015 which
confirms that a 3m high absorbant noise barrier will be included
along the section of the A14 incorporating the Crematorium.
Under the new Requirement 12 contained within the draft DCO,
the Secretary of State must approve the specific details of noise
mitigation measures prior to the progression of any part of the
authorised development.

assessment for the Garden of Remembrance that has been
identified by Cambridge City Council as being of particular
concern. The results of the quantitative assessment
demonstrate that there is no justification for providing a noise
barrier between the proposed access road and the Garden of
Remembrance. Highways England will continue to engage with
CCC on this matter.

Given that the three relevant local authorities and
Cambridgeshire County Council have all requested consultation
during the discharge of the requirement contained at paragraph
12 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the draft DCO, Highways England
“The written details referred to in sub-paragraph (1) must either has reconsidered its position in the context of the scheme
reflect the mitigation measures included in the environmental
specifically (and not for all trunk road DCO schemes generally)
statement or, where the mitigation proposed materially differs
and will include this wording in the update to the draft DCO to be
from the mitigation identified in the environmental statement,
submitted at Deadline 10 (28 September 2015). The amendment
the undertaker must provide evidence with the written details
to the draft Requirement will bring it in line with the other relevant
submitted that the mitigation proposed would not give rise to
requirements with regard to consultation with local authorities.
any materially new or materially worse adverse environmental
effects than those reported in the environmental statement
As it has stated in its comments on the responses to Written
taking into account the mitigation identified in it.”
Question 2.6.2 of the Examining Authority's Second Written
This paragraph prevents a lower performance mitigation
Questions, Highways England considers that, due to the
measure from replacing those reported within the ES.
separation between it and the Secretary of State, there would be
That said, the Requirement does appear to preclude local
sufficient transparency in the process of the discharge of
authorities from consultation on the detailed design of the
requirements.
acoustic mitigation measures which may become problematic
for Officers at our neighbouring Authorities of HDC and SCDC.” The "environmental statement" referred to in the requirement at
“The County Council commented on this Requirement in its
paragraph 12 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the draft DCO means the
submission for Deadline 5. For the assistance of the Examining environmental statement certified by the Secretary of State as the
Authority that response is repeated below:
environmental statement for the purposes of the DCO (if made).
“This Requirement permits material changes in the noise
The certified environmental statement is expected to include the
mitigation proposed in the Environmental Statement, subject to
We welcome the stipulation of pre-commencement approval.
Additionally, subparagraph (2) states:

Cambridgeshire
County Council

HE/A14/EX/121

Page 71 of 114

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

Question 2.10.2 A new requirement to address noise mitigation has been included in the revised DCO submitted for Deadline 4 (Requirement
No 12). Do local authorities and others wish to comment?
it not giving rise to a new or materially worse environmental
environmental statement submitted with the DCO application
effect. The qualification is acknowledged, but the County
along with any further updates, supplemental information or
Council notes that the Requirement does not provide for
addenda submitted during the course of the Examination.
consultation with the relevant planning authority. A requirement
for such consultation is included in other Requirements, such as
landscaping. Given local concern over the matter of noise
mitigation, the County Council would consider the lack of
consultation over the details of noise mitigation to be an
omission.
The County Council also draws the attention of the Examining
Authority to the matter of independence of Highways England
as adviser to the Secretary of State on discharge of
Requirements. At the Issue Specific Hearing on 15 July 2015,
Highways England set out that transparency in discharge would
be provided by publication of both consultation and
recommendation. The view of the County Council, in respect of
all Requirements not just Requirement 12, is that transparency
in discharging Requirements is provided by consulting with the
relevant planning authorities, and reasonably taking account of
that consultation in making recommendations for discharge.
Without consultation, the independence of Highways England in
respect of decisions of which it is the beneficiary may be at
risk.”

Huntingdonshire
District Council

Please refer also to the related comments in response to
Q2.6.2 and Q2.6.5.”
“The ES advises that there are several properties that are
predicted to experience an adverse noise climate following the
completion of the proposed scheme. HDC notes and supports
that noise mitigation has been included as we consider that it is
vital to ensure that where appropriate noise mitigation is
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.10.2 A new requirement to address noise mitigation has been included in the revised DCO submitted for Deadline 4 (Requirement
No 12). Do local authorities and others wish to comment?
installed and where mitigation is not suitable, e.g. due to
cost/benefit analysis, that this information is disseminated to
interested parties to ensure public scrutiny and transparency.”
Mark Williams and
Buckden Marina
Resident‘s
Association

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“As written, Requirement No 12 in the revised DCO simply
refers to the “environmental statement” without any mention of
version, amendments that may be made to the original as a
result of the current process, or where any further mitigation
measures that may be agreed that would improve the
environmental effect. The principles described at paragraph 3
above in relation to Q2.6.6 also apply equally to Q2.10.2,
regarding the need for consultation with other authorities,
organisations, and individuals on planned noise mitigation
measures and details before submission for approval by SofS;
similar principles apply to Requirement 7 on landscaping. In
general, the wording of the Requirements does not seem to
have taken account of SoS’s Licence to Highways England.”
South Cambridgeshire District Council note that it proposed an See comments above.
amendment to the new Requirement 12: Noise in its response
to the revised draft DCO (REP5-016) and provides an extract of Highways England anticipates that the written details required to
its previous comments.
be submitted to and approved by the Secretary of State will
include timeframes as to when noise mitigation must be provided.
“The Council is generally supportive of the inclusion of a new
The requirement makes clear that the noise mitigation must be
Requirement covering noise mitigation. This would partly
constructed in accordance with the approved details. In any
address the Council’s concern raised in paragraph 80 of its
event, the effect of the requirement is that Highways England is
Written Representation (REP2-147). However, as one of the
obligated to sufficiently mitigate any noise impacts from the
local authorities with noise responsibilities, the Council
scheme, which should give South Cambridgeshire District
considers it is important that the Secretary of State consults
Council sufficient comfort that noise mitigation commitments will
with the Council before it approves any noise mitigation
be adhered to.
measures. This would also ensure consistency with the
approach included in a number of Requirements.”
The requirement makes clear that the noise mitigation provided
must reflect the measures in the environmental statement, or
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.10.2 A new requirement to address noise mitigation has been included in the revised DCO submitted for Deadline 4 (Requirement
No 12). Do local authorities and others wish to comment?
evidence must be provided that it will not give rise to any
materially new or materially worse adverse environmental effects
than those set out in the environmental statement. The measures
in the environmental statement include low noise surfacing.
Highways England is obliged to sufficiently mitigate any noise
impacts from the scheme, by constructing noise mitigation in
accordance with the approved details, which will include low
noise surfacing as identified in the environmental statement
(unless alternate measures are approved in accordance with the
requirement).
Table 2-45: Noise and vibration, question 2.10.3

Question 2.10.3 The County Council has indicated that the noise impacts with regard to the borrow pits have been assessed using criteria
appropriate for road construction and not those appropriate for mineral extraction. The County Council has requested that noise impacts be
appropriately mitigated in relation to the borrow pits. The applicant’s view is that the CoCP establishes control measures that would provide
the most effective level of protection to ensure that the noise standards for mineral sites would be met in the majority of, if not all, cases. Would
the local authorities wish to comment?
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

SCDC have reviewed a Borrow Pit (BP) assessment note
provided by Highways England on 13 July 2015, which included
consideration of the noise impacts associated with BP 6.
Additional noise impact assessment has also been provided for
BP5 in an email dated 11 August 2015.
“SCDC are now satisfied that the noise assessment and
mitigation approach proposed is acceptable for both borrow pit
related activities and actual road construction works.”
SCDC consider that the borrow pits are “an intrinsic part of the
DCO (within application red line) and would fall under the
definition of construction type works under the Control of
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Highways England acknowledges the comments with regard to
the assessment and management of noise from the Borrow Pits.
With regard to the CEMPs and LEMPs; the LEMPs would be
subject to discussion with the local authorities. Highways
England does not propose to consult on the CEMPs as they
would be internal documents outlining the main contractors’
Environmental Management Systems (EMS).
Sections 1.1.3 and 3.5.3 of the CoCP (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/123) state that Highways England / employer’s
representative or its main contractors will engage with the local
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Question 2.10.3 The County Council has indicated that the noise impacts with regard to the borrow pits have been assessed using criteria
appropriate for road construction and not those appropriate for mineral extraction. The County Council has requested that noise impacts be
appropriately mitigated in relation to the borrow pits. The applicant’s view is that the CoCP establishes control measures that would provide
the most effective level of protection to ensure that the noise standards for mineral sites would be met in the majority of, if not all, cases. Would
the local authorities wish to comment?
Pollution Act 1974.The CoCP is in accordance with national and communities, local authorities and other stakeholders in order to
industry best practice.
seek to agree the LEMPs. The DCO secures compliance with
It commits the contractor to seek formal prior consent for its
the CoCP. It follows that consultation with relevant local
construction working methods and the use of best practicable
authorities in the preparation of LEMPs is already secured, and
means steps to minimise noise from the works from the local
no amendment to the requirement is therefore necessary.
authority under s.61 of Control of Pollution Act 1974. There is
also a commitment to undertake construction noise and
Highways England does not consider it is appropriate to include a
vibration monitoring.
requirement that the LEMPs be approved by the Secretary of
These consents would secure mitigation (such as the increased Statement. This is because:
boundary screening) and best practical control measures to
1. the CoCP sets out the structure and information the
minimise noise and vibration as far as it would be reasonably
LEMPs will cover. The DCO requires compliance with
practicable to do so.”
the CoCP, and the CoCP will be certified by the
SCDC considers that an additional requirement should be
Secretary of State if the order is made; and
imposed to ensure that no development commences until the
2. by their very nature, the LEMPs relate to site specific
CEMPs and LEMPs have been prepared in consultation with
controls, which is why they are to be prepared in
the relevant planning authority, and approved in writing by the
consultation with local authorities and other stakeholders
Secretary of State.
in accordance with the overall framework in the certified
The detailed CEMPs and LEMPs can only be provided when
CoCP.
details of construction programmes, timetables, methods and
It is therefore neither appropriate nor necessary for the Secretary
activities are prepared. “The Council’s local knowledge and
of State to have any further approval role of such plans.
input is required to ensure local receptors are adequately
considered and protected.
Furthermore, insofar as construction noise and vibration are
concerned (including hours of working), in accordance with the
CoCP, Highways England (or its main contractors) will need to
obtain consents from the local authorities pursuant to section 61
of the Control of Pollution Act 1974.
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Table 2-46: Noise and vibration, question 2.10.5

Question 2.10.5 SCDC is seeking additional noise impact assessment and mitigation at sensitive locations including Orchard Park Primary
School, Neighbourhood Play/Recreation Area, Cambridge Regional College and Cambridge City Crematorium/Huntingdon Road Cemetery.
What progress has been made in addressing these concerns?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

“City Council will be commenting on this in other submissions
Cambridge City
Council – Cambridge but the issue for the Crematorium needs to be raised here as
well (see text below from EHealth underlined). HE is still not
Crematorium
accepting the case that there needs to be mitigation along the
boundary with the new local access road as well as the A14.

Cambridge City
Council

Of particular concern to Cambridge City Council is the potential
impact on the City Crematorium.
Highways England have provided further commentary within the
document “Written Representations”, dated July 2015. This
concludes that the major source of noise impacting on the
Crematorium is from the A14 and that there will be no impact on
the southern area of the crematorium. However, the local
access road will result in the introduction of a new noise source
to the southern edge of the crematorium. The significance of
the noise impacts from the new local access road remains
unknown.
We consider that the introduction of the access road has the
potential to cause a significant impact. Cambridge City Council
therefore seek a proposal for mitigation from HE and consider
that an absorptive acoustic barrier along the southern edge of
the crematorium, to the height of the barrier proposed along the
northern side (3m), would adequately address this issue.”
“Cambridge City Council has liaised with SCDC regarding this
issue. It is understood that it is unlikely any further actions will
be taken in response to this question. Of particular concern to
Cambridge City Council is the potential impact on the City
Crematorium.
HE/A14/EX/121
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Highways England has undertaken an additional quantitative
assessment for the Garden of Remembrance that has been
identified by Cambridge City Council as being of particular
concern.
The quantitative assessment has indicated that the access road
would result in noise levels at the Garden of Remembrance
increasing in the long term by less than 1 db. This is a negligible
impact. This confirms the assessment already made based on
the calculations published in the Environmental Statement (ES)
(Applicant reference 6.1, PINS reference APP-345) for the
adjacent crematorium; which is that no residual significant
adverse noise effect is forecast at the Crematorium, Cemetery
and Garden of Remembrance. There is therefore no justification
for providing a noise barrier between the proposed access road
and the Garden of Remembrance.
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Question 2.10.5 SCDC is seeking additional noise impact assessment and mitigation at sensitive locations including Orchard Park Primary
School, Neighbourhood Play/Recreation Area, Cambridge Regional College and Cambridge City Crematorium/Huntingdon Road Cemetery.
What progress has been made in addressing these concerns?
Highways England have provided further commentary within the
document “Written Representations”, dated July 2015. This
concludes that the major source of noise impacting on the
Crematorium is from the A14. In order to reduce the impact, a
3m high absorptive barrier is proposed, spanning a length of
29om and shielding the Crematorium from the A14. It is agreed
that this will help to improve the noise climate within the
grounds of the Crematorium.
Highways England view that there will be no impact on the
southern area of the crematorium including on the gardens of
remembrance is not accepted. The new local access road will
result in the introduction of a new noise source to the southern
edge of the crematorium. The significance of the noise impacts
from the new local access road remains unknown however we
consider that the introduction of the access road (replacing
open fields) has the potential to cause a significant impact upon
the tranquillity and function of the crematorium gardens.
Cambridge City Council therefore seek a proposal for mitigation
from HE and consider that an absorptive acoustic barrier along
the southern edge of the crematorium, to the height of the
barrier proposed along the northern side (3m), would
adequately address this issue.”
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Table 2-47: Noise and vibration, question 2.10.8

Question 2.10.8 Please provide an update in relation to the detailed review of the implications of IAN 185/15 with regard to the noise
assessment as referred to in Q1.10.4.
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City
Council

“HE submitted a “Response to the First Written Questions”,
dated June 2015, within which detail was provided for Q1.10.4
(relating to the use of IAN 185/15).
Within the response, it was noted that a review of the
implications of IAN 185/15 on the noise assessment was being
undertaken and that a detailed assessment is to be provided
which will suggest additional mitigation if and where required.
However, no timescale was provided for this additional work.
To date, we are unaware if the additional work has been
completed or released.
However, on receipt of the updated assessment, we will review
the work and provide comments where necessary.”

Highways England has provided an update in its response to
question 2.10.8 in the Response to ExA’s Second Written
Questions: Principal Issue 10 Noise and Vibration, (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/88, PINS reference REP7-023). In
summary, Highways England is analysing ‘as measured’ traffic
speed data for the Cambridge Northern Bypass between the
Histon and Milton interchanges and undertaking a detailed review
for the receptors located alongside the Cambridge Northern
Bypass.
Highways England has completed this work which has been
reported at Deadline 8 of the examination timetable (2 September
2015).
The quantitative IAN185/15 assessment for the section of the
Cambridge Northern Bypass between Histon and Milton
interchanges is reported in the Detailed Review of Applying
IAN185/15 (HE/A14/EX/125). Supported by measured traffic
speeds, the assessment has confirmed the initial risk assessment
reported in Highways England’s response to question 1.10.4 –
i.e. that had the Environmental Statement (ES) (Applicant
reference 6.1, PINS reference APP-345) taken account of IAN
185/15, then adverse noise impacts would have been reported on
the northern edge of Orchard Park adjacent to the A14, at
Orchard Park Primary School, and at Cambridge Regional
College – see Response to ExA's First Written Questions: Report
10 Noise and Vibration (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/37, PINS
reference REP2-011).
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Question 2.10.8 Please provide an update in relation to the detailed review of the implications of IAN 185/15 with regard to the noise
assessment as referred to in Q1.10.4.

However, as set out in its response to question 2.10.5 (Response
to ExA’s Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 10 Noise and
Vibration), Highways England has committed to laying 3km of
very Low Noise Surfacing along the stretch of the A14 around
Orchard Park. This further mitigation, which is over and above
the mitigation envisaged in the ES, would avoid the adverse
noise impacts that would otherwise be identified taking account of
IAN 185/15 between Histon and Milton interchanges.
Highways England will keep South Cambridgeshire District
Council and Cambridge City Council abreast of this work and will
document discussions accordingly within the Statements of
Common Ground.
Table 2-48: Noise and vibration, question 2.10.9

Question 2.10.9 SCDC are seeking changes to the assessment of night time effect and receptors affected. What progress has been made with
discussions between the parties?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“The Council is seeking clarification about the night-time noise
assessment undertaken by the applicant to understand whether
it complies with the DMRB reporting guidance requirements for
night-time noise impacts and effects. SCDC confirm that this
request is not in relation to the noise assessment methodology
and approach undertaken and as reported in the ES Chapter
14. The assessment methodology followed is entirely
acceptable. It relates to summary Long Term DMRB night time
reporting requirements only. The Council and HE have had

Highways England acknowledges these comments and confirms
that additional minor clarification information has been provided
to South Cambridgeshire District Council at Deadline 8 (2
September 2015). Highways England will continue to engage
with SCDC on this matter and will update the SoCG as needed to
record progress.
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Question 2.10.9 SCDC are seeking changes to the assessment of night time effect and receptors affected. What progress has been made with
discussions between the parties?
ongoing discussions. HE has submitted further information to
explain how the DMRB reporting requirements are met for the
night-time period.
For completeness SCDC have requested some additional minor
clarifications. However it is not envisaged that there will be any
outstanding matters of disagreement. The outcome will be
updated in the Statement of Common Ground.”
Table 2-49: Noise and vibration, question 2.10.10

Question 2.10.10 (erroneously labelled in Rule 9 letter as 2.6.10) Hilton Action on Traffic (HAT) and Hilton Parish Council have engaged a noise
consultant to consider the effects of the scheme. Has dialogue taken place between the parties and if so, what was the outcome? If not, why
not?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Hilton Parish Council Hilton Parish Council clarified that it commissioned the sound
report, not Hilton Action on Traffic (HAT).

Highways England has provided an update to the discussions
with Hilton Parish Council in its response to question 2.10.10 in
the Response to ExA’s Second Written Questions, Principal Issue
The Council notes that it met with representatives of Highways 10 Noise and Vibration (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/88, PINS
reference REP7-023). As indicated in its response, Highways
England on 12 August 2015. During this meeting Highways
England disagreed with the findings of the report and agreed it England has engaged proactively with Hilton Parish Council and
would discuss the report with the Council’s expert. The Council its noise advisor and continues to do so. The response also set
out that Highways England does not accept the findings of the
are not aware if this discussion has taken place at the time of
submitting its comments. The Council state that “Arup are likely noise report provided on behalf of Hilton Parish Council nor the
recommendations contained in the report and why this is
to state that they do not agree with the report and its
Highways England’s position.
recommendation that by placing hard edged barriers close to
the new road will reduce noise in Hilton. We are aware that
Consistent with its response to question 2.10.10, Highways
previously noise mitigation was only considered for a narrow
band of 300 metres from a road and that this has been revised England has subsequently provided a note to Hilton Parish
Council on the technical matters raised in the independent noise
to 600 metres.”
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.10.10 (erroneously labelled in Rule 9 letter as 2.6.10) Hilton Action on Traffic (HAT) and Hilton Parish Council have engaged a noise
consultant to consider the effects of the scheme. Has dialogue taken place between the parties and if so, what was the outcome? If not, why
not?
It is assumed that this is because “HE/Arup believe there could
be an adverse effect from noise pollution over a wider area
which concurs with a previous statement from HE/Jacobs that
Hilton will be one of the biggest losers from this scheme.”
The Council comment on the legacy of the proposed scheme,
and state that the village will be blighted by traffic noise “as the
new six lane scheme is built 800 metres from the village and
the existing four lane de-trunked highway will remain.”
The Council note that there would be less traffic on the old A14,
however state that traffic modelling suggests “some of the traffic
that may, in the past, have used local roads to avoid the
congestion of the A14 will find its way to the old road because it
will provide a more reliable through route.”
The Council have been advised that the figures do show noise
levels will increase in Hilton, but there is no practical method of
mitigation and therefore the Council should expect no change to
the current proposal. The Council considers that this position is
negative and inappropriate in view of the impact the road would
have on Hilton.
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report. Hilton Parish Council’s noise specialist has considered the
matters raised and in a telephone discussion on 21 August
accepted a number of them. Hilton Parish Council’s noise
specialist advisor is further considering a number of the matters
raised and Highways England will continue to engage with him
and Hilton Parish Council.
Statements of Common Ground with Hilton Action on Traffic and
Hilton Parish Council will be updated and submitted as soon as
practicable.
The response from Hilton Parish Council notes that “One
assumes this is because HE/Arup believe there could be an
adverse effect from noise pollution over a wider area”. As set out
in the Highways England comments on the Written
Representations with regard to noise at Hilton at paragraphs
7.8.1 to 7.8.7 (Highways England’s comments on Written
Representations - Report 2 Parish Councils, Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/50, PINS reference REP4-012), the Environmental
Statement (ES) (Applicant reference 6.1, PINS reference APP345) provides a quantitative assessment of noise and long term
noise change at the closest part of Hilton to the proposed
scheme. The ES shows that no significant noise effects have
been identified at Hilton.
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Table 2-50: Noise and vibration, question 2.10.11

Question 2.10.11 (erroneously labelled in Rule 9 letter as 2.6.11) A new proposed Requirement (12) does not provide for consultation with local
authorities on the basis that noise issues are considered to be a technical trunk road design issue on which the applicant has the necessary
expertise. Does the applicant and local authorities wish to comment?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridge City
Council

“The impact of noise from road traffic is not actionable under
legislation provided to local authorities. Whilst Cambridge City
Council is unlikely to be significantly impacted by noise from the
scheme (construction and operation), we believe that it is
essential that the relevant officers from local authorities are
consulted on the design, suitability and implementation of the
mitigation measures and are able to provide input and advice
aimed at protecting the communities within their respective
Districts.”
“Please see the County Council’s response to Q 2.6.5.”

Highways England acknowledges these responses.

Cambridgeshire
County Council

Huntingdonshire
District Council

“HDC would like to request that we are consulted on any
proposals for acoustic mitigation as set out by Requirement 12
under Schedule 2 Requirements (Part 1 Requirements).
While the District Council appreciates and acknowledges that
the scheme is going to have a beneficial effect for a significant
number of our residents, we are also aware that the scheme will
have a negative effect on a number of properties. This is
covered in our submitted ‘Written Representation’ and our
request that noise monitoring is considered and required for
‘any possible situation where an affected property might
become an adversely affected property requiring suitable
mitigation within the future design year period for the scheme
and that this should be considered as part of the Examination
process’.
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With regard to consulting local authorities as part of the discharge
of Requirement 12 (that secures permanent noise mitigation) ,
Highways England has provided commentary on its position in its
response to question 2.10.11 in the Response to ExA’s Second
Written Questions, Principal Issue 10 Noise and Vibration
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/88, PINS reference REP7-023).
In that response Highways England confirmed that it considered
that not consulting local authorities is in line with common
practice with regard to improvements of the strategic road
network. Highways England also noted in the response to the
Second Written Questions that it would discuss any residual
concerns with the local authorities and take account of local
authority responses to this written question (and any responses
to written question 2.6.5).
However, given that the three relevant local authorities and
Cambridgeshire County Council have all requested consultation
during the discharge of the requirement contained at paragraph
12 of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the draft DCO, Highways England
has reconsidered its position in the context of the scheme
specifically (and not for all trunk road DCO schemes generally)
and will include this wording in the update to the draft DCO to be
submitted at Deadline 10 (28 September 2015). The amendment
to the draft Requirement will bring it in line with the other relevant
requirements with regard to consultation with local authorities.

September 2015
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Question 2.10.11 (erroneously labelled in Rule 9 letter as 2.6.11) A new proposed Requirement (12) does not provide for consultation with local
authorities on the basis that noise issues are considered to be a technical trunk road design issue on which the applicant has the necessary
expertise. Does the applicant and local authorities wish to comment?
Section 8 (b) (x) of our submitted Written Representation
refers.”

South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

“Local authorities have noise responsibilities and do have
experienced officers competent in acoustics who do wish to
contribute to the decision making process including the detailed
approval of mitigation measures to protect the health and
quality of life of local residents both during construction and
operation. In any case the local authority should have the option
to obtain independent advice as necessary.
As the location of any environmental noise fence barriers or
bunds both new and replacement as proposed in the ES are
only indicative, their detailed design including the final location,
length, height and technical details such as acoustic
performance specifications in order to optimise mitigation
should be secured and approved in consultation with SCDC
through the requirements / conditions of the DCO.
The Council submitted proposed amendments to the revised
draft DCO (REP5-016)… The Council maintains its position with
regards to the importance of being consulted before any
decisions are made on appropriate mitigation measures.”
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In respect of South Cambridgeshire District Council's proposals
for amendments to the requirement, please see Highways
England's comments on South Cambridgeshire District Council's
response to the Examining Authority's Written Question 2.6.5
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2.9 Transportation and Traffic
Table 2-51: Transportation and traffic, question 2.12.3

Question 2.12.3 Why, from the improved connectivity at its junction with the Local Access Road, is The Avenue being made available for traffic
wishing to travel into Cambridge via Huntingdon Road avoiding the A14? How does the ‘with’ scheme availability of this alternative route along
The Avenue compare with the provision of Government funding in 2003/04 to discourage ‘rat running’ in the village of Madingley? (REP2-013,
para19)
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

At a meeting with the Council and Madingley Parish Council on
27 July 2015 the Council said that if consultation as per the
Council’s guidance on road closures showed support, effects on
other communities was satisfactorily considered, and the cost
did not fall on the Council, then the Council would be unlikely to
object.

The Local Highway Authority (Cambridgeshire County Council)
has not indicated that it does not wish for a junction to be
maintained in this location. In the absence of any instruction to
the contrary, Highways England is bound to maintain a
connection to The Avenue. It is not currently proposed to impose
any physical restrictions or make any manoeuvre illegal at the
junction between The Avenue and the new Local Access Road.
The Council does not consider there is an essential need to
However, the scheme does not preclude future works to the
connect The Avenue to the LAR, however local residents would junction to prevent certain manoeuvres or the introduction of
experience a loss of connectivity if it was closed. The improved turning restrictions, should the Local Highway Authority identify
connectivity at The Avenue with an all movements junction with the need for this in the future.
the LAR will give residents of Madingley choices to access
As set out in paragraphs 15-16 of Highways England’s Response
Cambridge, currently residents access Cambridge via
to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 12
Madingley Road or Dry Drayton.
Transportation and Traffic (Applicant reference HE\A14\EX\89,
As the traffic modelling undertaken by Highways England
PINS reference REP7-024), the improved connectivity at the
shows traffic switching from Dry Drayton Road to The Avenue
junction between The Avenue and the new Local Access Road is
then perpetuating the existing left in/left out junction would
required to maintain access from Madingley to the A14
eliminate the additional movements made possible by the
westbound. Currently, Madingley is connected directly to the A14
Scheme, and reflect the historic position of connection to the
via an at-grade left in-left out junction where The Avenue meets
A14. This would also mitigate the impact of increased traffic on the A14 westbound on-slip at the Girton Interchange (Junction
a road of generally poor standard. Closing The Avenue would
31). This connection to the A14 westbound would be closed as
be unlikely to cause a significant reduction in traffic on the High part of the scheme, as would the slips at the Dry Drayton junction
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Question 2.12.3 Why, from the improved connectivity at its junction with the Local Access Road, is The Avenue being made available for traffic
wishing to travel into Cambridge via Huntingdon Road avoiding the A14? How does the ‘with’ scheme availability of this alternative route along
The Avenue compare with the provision of Government funding in 2003/04 to discourage ‘rat running’ in the village of Madingley? (REP2-013,
para19)
Street as traffic could use Dry Drayton Road as it currently
does. If both roads were closed then Madingley would
experience significant loss of connectivity. The Council
considers that the matter of closing The Avenue cannot be
treated in isolation from impacts on Dry Drayton as an
alternative route.

(Junction 30). Therefore, in order to maintain the connection to
the A14 westbound, it is necessary to permit traffic to turn right
out of The Avenue onto the new Local Access Road so that it can
access the A14 westbound via Girton Roundabout West. The
alternatives for traffic from Madingley wishing to join the A14
westbound would be to travel west on the Local Access Road
and join the A14 at the Bar Hill junction (Junction 29) or access
In regard to traffic calming, this was provided as part of the
the Girton West Roundabout by travelling via Dry Drayton Road
CHUMMS recommendations to mitigate the impact of traffic
and Oakington Road and joining the Local Access Road at the
avoiding the existing A14. Lack of connectivity to the A428 at
reconfigured Dry Drayton junction, both of which would be longer
the Girton interchange and M11 Junction 13. The Scheme does routes in terms of distance and time.
not address this lack of connectivity.
By permitting traffic to turn right out of The Avenue onto the new
If traffic routes through Madingley, as it appears to, because it
Local Access Road to access the A14 westbound at the Girton
cannot get off the M11 at Junction 13 and traffic calming is
interchange, the scheme would also provide a new route from
needed to mitigate this then the original funded works remain
Madingley towards Cambridge via the A1307 Huntingdon Road.
valid and needed. Madingley Parish Council has raised
As noted in Cambridgeshire County Council’s response, this
concerns over the design of the existing traffic calming, and
would give traffic from Madingley a choice of routes towards
addressing this as a legacy of the project would appear to be
Cambridge.
desirable. The Council note a fuller response will be provide in
As set out in paragraph 49 of Highways England’s Response to
the LIR and supporting representations at Deadline 8.
the First Written Questions: Report 5 Design and Engineering
Standards (Applicant reference HE-A14\EX\32, PINS reference
REP2-006), 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 and the new layout does not accommodate these
movements either due to the significant increase in scheme
footprint, the increase in scheme costs and significant
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.12.3 Why, from the improved connectivity at its junction with the Local Access Road, is The Avenue being made available for traffic
wishing to travel into Cambridge via Huntingdon Road avoiding the A14? How does the ‘with’ scheme availability of this alternative route along
The Avenue compare with the provision of Government funding in 2003/04 to discourage ‘rat running’ in the village of Madingley? (REP2-013,
para19)
environmental impacts. However, the design of the Girton
Interchange does not preclude the possibility of future
improvements to accommodate these movements.
The proposed scheme would not be expected to materially
change the volume of traffic using the route through Madingley to
transfer between the A14 north and the A428 west, therefore any
requirement for additional traffic calming as a direct consequence
of the lack of provision for these movements at the Girton
Interchange is not attributable to the A14 improvement scheme.

Table 2-52: Transportation and traffic, question 2.12.4

Question 2.12.4 Notwithstanding the fact that the full closure of The Avenue to through traffic is not part of the A14 scheme, is the increased
connectivity between The Avenue and the Local Access Road part of the scheme? ( REP2-013, para29)
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“The view of the County Council is that the increased
connectivity arises from the routing of the LAR south west of the
A14, and the creation of an all movements junction with the
LAR in place of the existing left in/left out. These are part of the
Scheme, and the increased connectivity is therefore part of the
Scheme. Therefore, the consequences of that are a
consequence of the Scheme, and must be considered as
impacts of the Scheme.”

As set out in paragraph 23 of Highways England’s Response to
ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 12
Transportation and Traffic (Applicant reference HE\A14\EX\89,
PINS reference REP7-024), the increased connectivity between
The Avenue and the Local Access Road is part of the scheme.
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The Local Highway Authority (Cambridgeshire County Council)
has not indicated that it does not wish for a junction to be
maintained in this location. In the absence of any instruction to
the contrary, Highways England is bound to maintain a
connection to The Avenue. The new Local Access Road would
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Question 2.12.4 Notwithstanding the fact that the full closure of The Avenue to through traffic is not part of the A14 scheme, is the increased
connectivity between The Avenue and the Local Access Road part of the scheme? ( REP2-013, para29)
be a two-way single carriageway road. Consequently, the junction
with The Avenue permits all turning movements directly (rather
than some indirect movements as at the moment) and the
consequence of this is the increased connectivity described. The
scheme does not, however, preclude future works to the junction
to prevent certain manoeuvres or the introduction of turning
restrictions, should the Local Highway Authority identify the need
for this in the future.
Table 2-53: Transportation and traffic, question 2.12.8

Question 2.12.8 What would be the dis-benefits of maintaining the left turn only nature of the junction between The Avenue and the new Local
Access Road? (REP2-013, para217)
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“The County Council considers that retaining the current left
in/left out only reflects the current position. The dis-benefits
would only be that there would be a loss of added convenience
of access to the LAR towards Cambridge for local people.
Retaining the existing left in/left out would be acceptable to the
County Council as long as it was acceptable to the local
communities concerned.”

As set out in paragraph 57 of Highways England’s Response to
ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 12
Transportation and Traffic (Applicant reference HE\A14\EX\89,
PINS reference REP7-024), restricting the junction of The
Avenue and the new Local Access Road to left in-left out
operation would result in a number of dis-benefits in comparison
to the proposed scheme (with a full-movements junction),
including:
 increased distance travelled and journey times for the
majority of drivers due to the lack of a direct access on to the
A14 westbound;
 increased rat running through surrounding villages, in
particular Dry Drayton;
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Question 2.12.8 What would be the dis-benefits of maintaining the left turn only nature of the junction between The Avenue and the new Local
Access Road? (REP2-013, para217)





potentially increased congestion at Bar Hill junction due to
additional traffic from Madingley using this junction to join the
A14 westbound;
potentially encouraging dangerous U-turn manoeuvres on the
new Local Access Road by traffic wishing to access the A14
westbound or the A1307 Huntingdon Road via the Girton
interchange; and
increased noise and emissions due to increased vehicle
kilometres associated with the above traffic diversions.

Table 2-54: Transportation and traffic, question 2.12.12

Question 2.12.12 Would the provision of an additional lane on Brampton Road leading to the Edison Bell Way junction on the existing railway
bridge be possible and could it improve the forecast RFCs in this area? If not, why not? (REP2-013, para 354)
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“The County Council considers that an additional lane could
only be implemented as long as the footway width on Brampton
Road at this point is preserved and full consideration is taken of
NMU flows to/from Hinchingbrooke and the station. If as, seems
likely, that there is insufficient width between parapets, with an
additional lane, then a footbridge across the railway may be
needed.

The importance of NMUs has been recognised in the operational
modelling. The operational modelling of the junctions on
Brampton Road has considered two scenarios: traffic signal
timings optimised for traffic; and traffic signal timings optimised
for NMUs. Further consideration will be given to the
requirements of NMUs and traffic and the interaction between
them at the detailed design stage. Should the scheme be
implemented, this road would become part of the local road
network and the local highway authority would be responsible for
implementing an appropriate signal policy.

The County Council is concerned that the Applicant’s response
in REP-013 Para 354 is based on the traffic optimised
assessment and not the NMU optimised assessment. The
traffic optimised assessment predicts shorter queue lengths by
giving less time to NMU. However, there are high NMU
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Question 2.12.12 Would the provision of an additional lane on Brampton Road leading to the Edison Bell Way junction on the existing railway
bridge be possible and could it improve the forecast RFCs in this area? If not, why not? (REP2-013, para 354)
demands at this location. A response to NMU to excessive wait
times is often to cross anyway, reducing road safety.
The County Council agreed with the Applicant that in detailed
design the competing demands of NMU and traffic would need
to be balanced in developing a final solution. Based on current
knowledge, a solution that was traffic optimised only is unlikely
to be acceptable.”

PINS reference REP7-024), the design intention is to provide a
right turning lane of approximately 70m extending back to just
beyond the right turning lane for the west station car park,
resulting in two traffic lanes across the Brampton Road bridge
over the railway. This arrangement can be accommodated within
the existing structure without reducing the existing footway widths
in this location.
Provision of a second lane over a longer distance is not possible
as this would conflict with the right turning lane for the station car
park and there would be insufficient width on the existing bridge
to provide an additional lane and retain the right turn lane into the
west station car park without reducing the width of the
footway/cycleways on both sides. It is recognised that reducing
the width of the footway/cycleways is not possible due to the level
of non-motorised user flows in this area. Hence it is considered
that the current proposals represent the best layout that can be
provided with the constraint of the existing bridge.
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Table 2-55: Transportation and traffic, question 2.12.16

Question 2.12.16 What are the available options for an improvement scheme at this junction? (REP2-013, para 452)

Interested Party

Written Representation

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“Without studies, the available options must be conjectural.
Options available could include traffic signals, change in
priority, geometric alterations to increase capacity, or
conversion to a roundabout.

Huntingdonshire
District Council

Highways England Comments

As set out in paragraph 83 of Highways England’s Response to
ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 12
Transportation and Traffic (Applicant reference HE\A14\EX\89,
PINS reference REP7-024), while Highways England remains
confident in the robustness of its traffic modelling, without
The County Council is content with the response of Highways
prejudice to that position, in order to help allay Cambridgeshire
England in REP2-013 Para 452 that it will be monitored and
County Council's concerns, Highways England has committed to
Highways England will deliver an improvement scheme if
the principle of carrying out monitoring in conjunction with
needed.”
Cambridgeshire County Council. Although the monitoring
“As this relates to a possible public highway layout at the A1096 locations are yet to be agreed it is expected that Cambridgeshire
Galley Hill junction with the existing A14, this is a matter which County Council will provide an updated list for discussion at
Deadline 8 of the Development Consent Order (DCO)
we do not wish to comment on and will leave to the Applicant
examination. However, with specific reference to the Galley Hill
and the County Council.”
junction, Highways England re-iterates its existing commitment to
monitoring at this location, as set out in paragraph 7.9.14 of the
Transport Assessment (Applicant reference document 7.2, PINS
reference APP-756). If monitoring shows that there is an
unforeseen adverse impact attributable to the A14 at this location
then Highways England would consider what appropriate
mitigation measures are necessary to address the unpredicted
impact of the A14 and would seek to agree the funding and
implementation of those measures with the County Council.
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Table 2-56: Transportation and traffic, question 2.12.17

Question 2.12.17 What would be the specific consequences of the omission of the removal of the existing A14 Huntingdon viaduct and the
associated road works from the scheme?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Huntingdonshire
District Council

HDC confirm that the resolution of the Council’s cabinet to
support the Scheme and the Council’s financial contribution are
predicated on it including the removal of the viaduct. This
would also impact on HDC’s position relating to future
consultation and agreement on the CoCP. HDC refer the ExA to
the Council’s written representation that set out the Council’s
position regarding the viaduct.

Highways England notes the continuing support of
Huntingdonshire District Council for the scheme as proposed,
including the removal of the Huntingdon viaduct. Highways
England also notes the willingness of Huntingdonshire District
Council to engage with the Examining Authority in connection
with this issue. Highways England agrees that the removal of the
viaduct and the downgrading of the existing A14 to local road
status in combination with the new local road links, which would
be made possible by the removal of the viaduct, would deliver
significant benefits of traffic relief to Huntingdon and
Godmanchester.
Highways England notes that Huntingdonshire District Council
understands the reasons for the increase in traffic on Brampton
Road between Hinchingbrooke Park Road and Edison Bell Way
and that Huntingdonshire District Council accepts that this
increase is necessary to achieve the benefits on other parts of
the local road network.
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Table 2-57: Transportation and traffic, question 2.12.18

Question 2.12.18 Why is removal of the existing A14 Huntingdon viaduct and the associated road works a necessary element of the A14
improvement scheme?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

“Please see the County Council’s response to Q2.8.8.”

Highways England notes the support of Cambridgeshire County
Council for the scheme as proposed, including the removal of the
Huntingdon viaduct. Highways England is in agreement that the
removal of the viaduct in combination with the new local road
links, which would be made possible by the removal of the
viaduct, would deliver significant benefits of traffic relief to
Huntingdon and Godmanchester. There would be significant
relief through Godmanchester, across the Town Bridge and on
Huntingdon Ring Road, with the consequent reduction in
environmental impact.
Highways England agrees that the retention of the viaduct would
not remove the need for the southern bypass. It is the intention
of Highways England that traffic should use appropriate roads for
its purpose. Strategic traffic should use the strategic road
network and should be separated from local traffic. Highways
England considers that this objective is best achieved by the
scheme as proposed. Alternative schemes involving the
retention of the viaduct would fail to separate strategic and local
traffic through Huntingdon.
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Table 2-58: Transportation and traffic, question 2.12.21

Question 2.12.21 If the closure of the junction of The Avenue with the A14, or indeed any other traffic restrictions such as weight limits on
roads within the general A14 corridor, were thought to be necessary following the opening of the scheme, what arrangements could be put in
place to provide funding for this to take place in association with the scheme, such as through a Section 106 agreement?
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council and
South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

The County Council and partner local authorities in the A14
corridor, is seeking the implementation of traffic monitoring
across a number of sites in the A14 corridor. A preliminary list
(see below) was included in the Council’s written representation
for Deadline 2 (REP3-006). This list will be updated with more
detail, and justification, in the revised Local Impact Report for
Deadline 8.

Highways England considers that a full response has been
provided to question 2.12.21 as set out in the Response to the
ExA’s Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 12
Transportation and Traffic (Applicant reference HE\A14\EX\89,
PINS reference REP7-024).

In summary, Highways England has committed to the principle of
carrying out monitoring in conjunction with Cambridgeshire
“Highways England has agreed to the principle of monitoring,
County Council (CCC). As noted in the Statement of Common
and the implementation of mitigation if necessary, but not to any Ground between Highways England and CCC, the County
detail of sites or method. However, the Local Authorities would Council is considering the impact of the scheme on local roads
desire a stronger and binding commitment to monitoring
and will submit its assessment in its Local Impact Report at
impacts and providing mitigation should it be necessary.”
Deadline 8. Highways England’s position remains that its traffic
model is robust and no monitoring is justified, however without
There is currently no Requirement or obligation in the DCO by prejudice to that position and in order to meet the requests of the
which monitoring of traffic impacts can be secured. The Local
County Council, Highways England has agreed that if monitoring
Authorities consider that a voluntary agreement with Highways shows that there is an unforeseen adverse impact attributable to
England does not give sufficient comfort that monitoring will be the A14 then Highways England will consider what appropriate
implemented on a wide enough scale or that if an adverse
mitigation measures are necessary to address the unpredicted
impact due to the A14 is apparent, that mitigation would
impact of the A14 and will seek to agree the funding and
proposed. The Local Authorities will deal with the scope of
implementation of those measures with the County Council.
monitoring in the updated LIR for deadline 8. “However, a
Section 106 Agreement or other binding contract is required to Highways England notes that it considers the results of the
ensure that monitoring is robust, and that mitigation will be
CHARM3a Local Impact Test form a robust justification for the
implemented if necessary due to local traffic impacts of the
scheme and its impacts.
A14.”
Highways England is negotiating a legal agreement with the
County Council in relation to funding matters and that will include
HE/A14/EX/121
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Question 2.12.21 If the closure of the junction of The Avenue with the A14, or indeed any other traffic restrictions such as weight limits on
roads within the general A14 corridor, were thought to be necessary following the opening of the scheme, what arrangements could be put in
place to provide funding for this to take place in association with the scheme, such as through a Section 106 agreement?
provision in relation to monitoring and mitigation. This legal
agreement is intended to provide further clarity to address the
concerns noted by Cambridgeshire County Council.
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2.10 Water Issues
Table 2-59: Water issues, question 2.13.1

Question 2.13.1 As the 2001 flood event has been said to be the result of blocked culverts and insufficient maintenance, would the scheme
increase the number of culverts on the eastern Award Drain? If so, how would the maintenance of the additional culverts be regulated. (REP2014, para3)
Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Environment Agency “Paragraph 11.2.3 of the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
indicates that a new culvert will be used to convey the Eastern
Award Drain under the new A14. Huntingdonshire District
Council is responsible for maintaining this watercourse.
However, maintenance of the culvert itself would be the
responsibility of the owner of the culvert which we presume
would be Highways England but they would need to confirm
this.
As per Issue 1.13 of our written representations, we believe that
a maintenance schedule is to be produced by the applicant. We
understand that this will be part of the detailed design phase or
stipulated within the maintenance contracts.”

As per the Highways England response to written question 2.13.1
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/90, PINS reference REP7 –
025), maintenance of Highways England’s operational assets in
the region are currently managed under a system of Asset
Maintenance and Operational Requirements which are secured
under contract with the asset support contractor.
Highways England propose to provide the Environment Agency
with details of the proposed maintenance schedule through the
detailed design process after the making of the DCO (if the
application is granted) (refer to the Statement of Common
Ground between Highways England and the Environment Agency
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/98/SEB03, PINS reference
REP7 – 033)).
As Highways England has submitted previously in response to
the Examining Authority's Written Question 1.2.11, any culverts
under a highway form part of that highway, and would be
maintained by the relevant highway authority
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Table 2-60: Water issues, question 2.13.7

Question 2.13.7 What are the ‘minor outstanding issues’ with the applicant referred to by the Environment Agency at the draft DCO Hearing?

Interested Party

Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Environment Agency “This refers to the hydrological issues that we raised through
our Written Representations. These relate to issues such as
location of soil storage areas, flood compensation areas and
hydraulic modelling.
The term ‘minor outstanding issues’ reflected our position that
we did not have an ‘objection in principle’ to the proposal as
submitted. Moreover we require amendments to be made in
order to make the proposals acceptable.
We have received assurances that these issues will be
reviewed according to our stated requirements.
We consider these matters to be fundamental to the effective
delivery of the scheme and the protection of third parties.
Should they not be overcome then our position may change.
Please note: We are still in the process of receiving and
reviewing models for specific watercourses along the route
detailing any flood risk impacts as a result of the proposed
route. This also includes the revised sections of the FRA
pertinent to the respective watercourse.
Due to the proposed timing of the submission, we would
request that “water” elements of the DCO be addressed later on
in the Hearings process in order for us to first obtain and assess
all relevant information (and updates).”
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models are complete and with the Environment Agency for
review. The remaining models are expected to be provided to the
Environment Agency for review through September and into early
October 2015. The programme for delivery of the updated
hydraulic models was agreed with the Environment Agency as
per the Environment Agency Statement of Common Ground
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/98/SEB03).
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2.11 Other Matters
Table 2-61: Other matters, question 2.14.4

Question 2.14.4 Please provide an update on progress with each of the Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) submitted in response to
Deadline 3. This to confirm which SoCGs are now finalised and which SoCG are still in discussion. It is the ExAs expectation that all SoCGs will
be finalised by Deadline 8. If the applicant or other interested parties foresee difficulties in meeting this deadline, they are requested to advise
the ExA accordingly of the additional steps that are being taken to secure agreement.
Interested Party
Written Representation
Highways England Comments
Brampton A14
Campaign Group

BCG submitted a response to both Q2.14.4 (SoCG) and Q2.7.2
(Value for Money) in the context of seeking to agree a
Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) with HE against the
background of their alternative A14 scheme. The response
includes several attachments including correspondence with
Arup, details of their alternative scheme and a request for a
scale model of the HE scheme.
BCG makes the following comments in relation to their
alternative scheme:
“We have been asking HE to draw up our alternative A14
scheme and seeking to find common ground with elements of
the proposed HE scheme (notably the improvement of the
existing A14 between Huntingdon and Cambridge) but this is
proving difficult. Part of the problem is that our key advisers are
not currently available for a meeting owing to work
commitments/ annual leave. To save time we have tried to take
matters forward by exchange of emails with Arup/HE but to date
this has not produced any promising results.
BCG are very concerned by the negative stance of HE, who
have made no progress in drawing up and assessing our
alternative scheme – nor any consequent re-examination of the
value for money of the HE scheme (Q2.7.2). This work has now
been outstanding for over five years. The Highways Agency
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Highways England has carried out a comprehensive assessment
of options over a long period of time. This is set out in the Case
for the Scheme (Applicant reference 7.1).
Paragraph 4.27 of the National Policy Statement for National
Networks (2014) states “For national road and rail schemes,
proportionate option consideration of alternatives will have been
undertaken as part of the investment decision making process. It
is not necessary for the Examining Authority and the decision
maker to reconsider this process, but they should be satisfied that
this assessment has been undertaken.”
With regard to the alternative scheme, at page 16, chapter 3 of
Highways England's comments on the Written Representations
Report 6: Non-Statutory Organisations and Businesses
(HE/A14/EX/54, PINS reference REP4-016). Highways England
has responded to the alternative scheme proposed by Brampton
A14 Campaign Group. It has also responded more specifically on
the upgrading of the A428 (an element of the alternative scheme)
in responding to the Examining Authority’s question 1.12.16
(HE/A14/EX/56 REP4-018).
Responding to the statement that Highways England has not
considered the alternatives, as directed by the Public Inquiry of

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

Question 2.14.4 Please provide an update on progress with each of the Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) submitted in response to
Deadline 3. This to confirm which SoCGs are now finalised and which SoCG are still in discussion. It is the ExAs expectation that all SoCGs will
be finalised by Deadline 8. If the applicant or other interested parties foresee difficulties in meeting this deadline, they are requested to advise
the ExA accordingly of the additional steps that are being taken to secure agreement.
(now HE) agreed to draw up our alternative scheme at the
2010: in the government’s 2010 Spending Review the A14
Public Inquiry Pre-Meeting in May 2010 and submit it for public Ellington to Fen Ditton scheme was withdrawn from the roads
consultation before July 2010. HE now state that no work at all programme as it was considered to be unaffordable in the
was undertaken at that time or since. Previous HE responses to financial climate current at that time. As a consequence actions
earlier ExA questions even denied the existence of our
from the Inquiry in May were not taken further. It was recognised,
alternative scheme and key elements (completing and
however, that a solution to the problems experienced by the A14
upgrading the A428-A421-M1 route) have been included in
was still needed and DfT commissioned the A14 Study. The
other HE road projects as announced in December 2014. We
study drew up a list of 125 options, which included on-line
would be grateful for any assistance the ExA might be able to
widening of the existing trunk road, off-line highway
provide to resolve this impasse.”
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 schemes.
Highways England considers that it has addressed the need to
consider on-line widening through the A14 Study.
Highways England has not created a scale model of the scheme
but has sought to help people understand what is proposed
through the presentation of drawings through consultation events
held along the route of the scheme and staffed by technical
experts able to answer people’s questions. Subsequently, focus
has been placed on face to face meetings to explain proposals to
key stakeholders and landowners. It is not intended to build a
scale model of the scheme however Highways England is
developing a 3D computer model which it is intended to share
with the public in the detailed design stage.
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Question 2.14.4 Please provide an update on progress with each of the Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) submitted in response to
Deadline 3. This to confirm which SoCGs are now finalised and which SoCG are still in discussion. It is the ExAs expectation that all SoCGs will
be finalised by Deadline 8. If the applicant or other interested parties foresee difficulties in meeting this deadline, they are requested to advise
the ExA accordingly of the additional steps that are being taken to secure agreement.
Hilton Parish Council “We have met with representatives of Arup and Highways
Highways England notes the concerns of Hilton Parish Council
England but as the last draft was received on Saturday15
regarding timescale. Highways England is committed to
August 2015 the Parish Council has not had sufficient time to
maintaining constructive engagement and dialogue to understand
digest what has been said and comment appropriately, we will and resolve as issues as practicable. The outcomes of this
formulate our reply and submit it by the 2nd September
engagement will be reported in the Statement of Common
deadline for submissions of these statements.”
Ground with the Council and Highways England, which Highways
England hope to submit to the Examination at Deadline 10. .
“The previous misunderstandings over communication with the Progress has been made to date on areas of agreement and
Mark Williams and
Buckden Marina Resident’s Association and of the private
Buckden Marina
disagreement between Highways England and Buckden Marina
residential nature of the lodges at Buckden Marina were
Resident‘s
Residents Association.
highlighted at the Public Hearing held on 14 July 2015. Proper
Association
communication between the right people has been established In order to effectively close out discussions, Highways England
and the lodges are being treated as residential receptors;
proposes to submit the finalised Statement of Common Ground
accordingly, further study, consideration and analysis is being
for Deadline 10 of the examination timetable (28 September
undertaken with regard to coherence of the scheme with others, 2015). This is a result of establishing the Statement of Common
and of noise and visual impacts. In that regard, an initial
Ground at a late stage, after the open floor hearing on 14 July
meeting between Highways England and the Buckden Marina
2015.
Resident’s Association was held on 20 July 15 and subsequent
meetings held with respective noise and landscape specialists Highways England will provide an update on the progress made
on 10 and 12 August 2015. While the SoCG between Highways for this Statement of Common Ground at Deadline 9 (10
England and the Resident‘s Association remains in draft, there September 2015).
has been positive and constructive engagement to date.
Nevertheless, given that the SoCG process between the parties
started later than the normal timetable because of the reasons
highlighted above, it is not surprising that some substantive
issues remain which are the subjects of ongoing further work
and discussion. As a result, while the aim is to finalise the
SoCG by Deadline 8, the Examining Authority may be
requested to permit some leeway, where both parties believe
that an extension of time would result in securing agreement on
common ground.”
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Question 2.14.4 Please provide an update on progress with each of the Statements of Common Ground (SoCG) submitted in response to
Deadline 3. This to confirm which SoCGs are now finalised and which SoCG are still in discussion. It is the ExAs expectation that all SoCGs will
be finalised by Deadline 8. If the applicant or other interested parties foresee difficulties in meeting this deadline, they are requested to advise
the ExA accordingly of the additional steps that are being taken to secure agreement.
“The Council is submitting an updated Statement of Common
South
In order to effectively close out discussions, Highways England
Ground at Deadline 7, to reflect the current position; changes
Cambridgeshire
propose to submit the finalised Statement of Common Ground for
since the version previously submitted (REP3-001) are shown
District Council
Deadline 10 of the examination timetable (28 September 2015).
in blue font. Following Highways England’s response (REP4011) to the Council’s Written Representation (REP2-147) the
Highways England would like to continue productive discussions
Council is content that a number of issues have been resolved with South Cambridgeshire District Council regarding detailed
satisfactorily (although some are caveated subject to detailed
issues – particularly noise, borrow pits and landscape.
design), or discussions are continuing. It is hoped to be able to Highways England will provide an update on the progress made
reach agreement on most of the outstanding issues before the for this Statement of Common Ground at Deadline 9 (10
Final SoCG is submitted to meet Deadline 8.”
September 2015).

HE/A14/EX/121

Page 100 of 114

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

3 Comments on other Deadline 7 submissions
3.1 Highways England comments on Campaign for Better Transport written representation
Table 3-1: Highways England comments on Campaign for Better Transport written representation

Interested Party Written Representation
Design
Campaign for
Better Transport

Highways England Comments

“Given that the HE Design Panel has now convened and has
agreed its draft Terms of Reference (TOR), which include the ability
to review schemes whenever required by the Secretary of State, we
propose that the proposal is referred to them for review and
comments on its quality of design, and that the IS hearing on
detailed design is postponed until these comments are received.

Notwithstanding the setting up of this panel, in the case of the A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement, Highways England
maintains its position as given in the response to the first written
questions 1.9.15 that given the nature of the scheme development
to date independent review is not necessary.

In the normal process of review, the panel's TOR state that a
scheme should be referred to the panel at an early stage in
development so that the scheme can be amended. In this case,
since it could not have been referred earlier, a set of comments on
the scheme would be a helpful independent assessment of whether
the scheme complies with the NPS, and should be sought
according to the final bullet point in the extract below, which allows
for other referrals to be made.”
Traffic and Transport
“We previously welcomed question 1.12.1 requesting the
reassessment of traffic forecasts and impacts according to the new
scenarios. However, Highways England's (HE's) response to
question 1.12.1 is highly unsatisfactory. Instead of performing new
tests to see what the impact of the different Department for
Transport forecast scenarios would be, the response simply seeks
to explain how the existing traffic modelling it has carried out,
including sensitivity tests, relates to the scenarios.”
HE/A14/EX/121
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Highways England does not propose to re-run the economic
appraisal of the scheme for each of the RTF15 scenarios. As
noted in Highways England’s response to question 1.12.1 at the
Examining Authority’s First Round of Written Questions, the Core
forecasts are equivalent to RTF15 Scenario 1, while Low and
High growth sensitivity tests have been undertaken in-line with
guidance set out in WebTAG unit M4 §3.2 and the economic
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appraisal of the scheme has been considered in-light of these
tests.
“The new question from the ExA Q2.12.1 is highly pertinent, as it
asks why scenario 1 is 'the most directly comparable with the 2015
Road Traffic Forecasts', which highlights how the previous question
was misinterpreted. We take issue in particular with paragraph 11
in the response from HE:

As noted in Highways England’s response to Question 1.12.1, set
out in the Response to the First Written Questions (Report 12,
Transportation and Traffic) (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/39,
PINS reference REP2-013), the traffic forecasts within the
Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Roads Model version 3a
(CHARM3a)are comprised of the following elements:
"11. The more extreme growth scenarios (Scenario 4 – Low  Internal-based trip growth (all vehicles);
Growth, Scenario 5 – High Growth) show much different
 External-External trip growth (light vehicles); and
growth compared to the ‘core’ forecasts, which are closely  External-External trip-growth (Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs).
aligned with scenario 1. As part of the model forecasting
[as done by HE], both Low and High Growth sensitivity
All internal-based trip growth (across all vehicle types) has been
tests have been undertaken in line with the guidance set
derived from the Cambridge Sub-Regional Model (CSRM), a
out in WebTAG unit M4 §3.2. These tests are designed to Land-Use Transport Interaction (LUTI) model with Variable
assess the impacts of the scheme should the ‘core’ growth Demand and Public Transport assignment components. Growth
forecasts not materialise. Whilst not being the same
in light vehicle traffic forecast by CSRM has been constrained to
assumptions as RTF15 scenarios 4 and 5, they are
data from the Department for Transport’s (DfT) National Trip End
designed to provide an upper and lower range for the
Model version 6.2 (NTEM6.2) forecasts, in-line with guidance
assessment. Both economic appraisal and operational
provided in WebTAG unit M4 ‘Forecasting and Uncertainty’.
design workstreams have considered the outcomes of
Development certainty, which informs the spatial location of light
these tests."
vehicle growth, was determined in-line with guidance in WebTAG
unit M4 and through discussions with the Local Authorities.
CBT reproduce figures from the first written representation
submitted, from the 2015 National Road Traffic Forecasts. “These
Growth in light vehicle trips passing through the Study Area (i.e.
figures clearly show that the lowest growth scenario is scenario 3,
External-to-External movements) has again been controlled to
which assumed a central economic forecast but – for the first time – NTEM version 6.2, with “suitable spatial areas” defined based on
takes into account the continuation of the long-term trend for
the origin and destinations of these trips.
declining trip rates by any mode of travel, including by car. This
2.
scenario is clearly the most interesting and 'extreme' test to apply to
Therefore, it is only External-to-External HGV movements, which
the current proposal in terms of examining the need for the
form a small subset of overall demand, that have growth based on
scheme, yet has been completely ignored by HE's response.”
data from the 2013 Road Traffic Forecasts (RTF13). The 2015
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“We ask the ExA to request that question 1.12.1 is answered again,
making it very clear what is required from the HE in order to
understand how the different scenarios affect the 'do minimum'
case and properly assess whether the scheme is robustly justified,
and what the impact of adding new road capacity would be.”

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

(RTF15) data were released by DfT following completion of the
CHARM3a model updates.
Highways England notes that – as the Campaign for Better
Transport has described – RTF15 Scenario 3 shows the lowest
overall growth of any of the five published scenarios. However,
as noted above, the RTF data are only used directly in providing
growth for External-External HGV movements in the traffic model.
This External-External traffic primarily uses the Strategic Road
Network (SRN). Table 12-1 as published in Highways England’s
response to Question 1.12.1 clearly demonstrates that RTF15
Scenario 4 is the lowest growth scenario concerning traffic on the
SRN: in the East of England region, growth from 2014 to 2040 is
24.8% compared to 32.1% in Scenario 3. The DfT’s Road Traffic
Forecasts 2015 (DfT, 2015) publication contains disaggregate
information by vehicle type and scenario: Figure 3.8 clearly
demonstrates that HGV growth is lowest in Scenario 4, whilst
Figure 3.9 shows that the annual average growth rates are also
lowest in Scenario 4 for HGVs.
Consequently, for the way that RTF data are applied within the
CHARM3a traffic model, Highways England is content that RTF15
Scenario 4 represents the ‘low’ growth scenario and not RTF15
Scenario 3.

“In response to the other questions above, Highways England has
provided a document containing responses to the questions, as well
as an updated Local Traffic Impact report, submitted on 3 August
2015.

As the Campaign for Better Transport (CfBT) notes, Highways
England has undertaken additional traffic modelling in response to
comments from the Local Authorities regarding assessment of the
local road network. This has been documented in the Local
Traffic Impact Report (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/73, PINS
We have reviewed the replies, the new traffic report and Cambridge reference REP6-002).
City Council's response to the earlier traffic impact report. The City
Cambridgeshire County Council has reviewed both the Local
Council's questions the traffic modelling's methods and
Traffic Impact Report and the associated model files. It has
conclusions, following review by their own consultants, and does
not believe that these accurately reflect the impact of the expansion documented its responses to the Local Impact Test (LIT) scenario
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of the A14 and the capacity of the SRN in this area (which in turn
calls into question the projected impact on air pollution). For
example, the City Council says (page 5 of its submission):
"The model predicts very high growth in traffic entering
Cambridge for the period 2014-2035 in the ‘Do minimum’,
and comparatively little impact from the A14 itself. It is not
clear at present how realistic the former can be given
current constraints on the road network in Cambridge,
which calls into question the latter."
This echoes our concerns in our first WR, which pointed out the
predicted induced traffic on the major roads (see figure 4.1
reproduced below) and questioned whether this could lead to only
minimal new traffic in central Cambridge, as the new journeys will
not start and end on the SRN. Increasing traffic in the City would
undermine efforts made – and highlighted by – the Council to
reduce traffic over the past decade, and would be a
counterproductive use of public money.”

Highway England’s comments on
responses to 2nd written questions and
other deadline 7 submissions

model runs in the report ‘Comments on Local Traffic Impact
Testing Report’ (PINS reference REP7-005). Cambridge City
Council has not commented on the Local Traffic Impact Report,
although the County Council has addressed directly the issue of
growth in the city.
Paragraph 1.1.5 of the County’s response notes that it considers
that the LIT scenarios “correctly represent the base network, trip
allocations, and future schemes”. With respect to CfBT’s
comments on traffic in Cambridge, the County Council notes that
(paragraph 1.1.8) whilst still having some concerns over trip
growth and routeing in Cambridge city centre, it has “satisfied
itself that this is a feature of the model, rather than a real
predicted change”. The County also notes that (paragraph 1.1.9)
“the routeing changes post A14 are predictable and the
proportionate change reasonable.”

Highways England has previously provided comments on induced
traffic as raised by CfBT in its first Written Representation. These
responses can be found in paragraphs 5.4.27 to 5.4.32 of the
report Comments on Written Representations Report 6: NonStatutory organisations and businesses (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/54, PINS reference REP4-016). Whilst the response
dealt with the A1 and Huntingdon, not Cambridge, it indicated that
the vast majority of all traffic effects noted as a result of the
scheme were the result of re-routeing and not a result of traffic
generated (induced) by the scheme itself. With regards to
Cambridge, it should be noted that the traffic modelling does not
include any other forms of mitigation that may be put in place by
the city (such as the City Deal) that may act to constrain traffic
growth into and out of the city.
“One of our concerns is also that the original business case relied
As noted in Highways England’s response to the Written
too much on driver time savings. An updated business case,
Representation from CfBT on this issue (section 5.5, Comments
including a summary of the breakdown of benefits and a benefiton Written Representations Report 6: Non-Statutory organisations
cost ratio in each case, would be of benefit to the ExA in examining and businesses), the assessment of the economic case for the
the need for the scheme, as well as its value for money. However,
HE/A14/EX/121
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we should not find this information amongst the responses to the
first written questions, or in the updated Case for the Scheme.

Highway England’s comments on
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other deadline 7 submissions

scheme has been undertaken in accordance with DfT guidance
given in WebTAG.

3.
We request that an update to the tables of benefits and costs in the
original Case for the Scheme, as well as an updated benefit-cost
ration, is provided to correspond with each of the five scenarios in
the new National Road Traffic Forecasts.”

As noted earlier in this response, the Road Traffic Forecasts
(RTF) are used only to growth a small sub-set of the forecast year
matrices in the traffic model – that of External-to-External HGV
movements.
Highways England does not therefore propose to re-run the
economic appraisal of the scheme for each of the RTF15
scenarios. As noted in Highways England’s response to question
1.12.1 at the Examining Authority’s First Round of Written
Questions, Low and High growth sensitivity tests have been
undertaken in-line with guidance set out in WebTAG unit M4 §3.2
and the economic appraisal of the scheme has been considered
in-light of these tests.

Air quality and emissions
CBT have reviewed the technical note from Highways England
covering the use of the most pessimistic emissions factors – i.e.
continuing the 2014 emission factors until 2035 and the conclusion
that the impact on the AQMA remains ‘not significant’ and that no
additional exceedences are created in Cambridge. However, these
sensitivity tests continue to use the earlier traffic impact
methodology.

The note provided to Cambridge City Council and shown in
Appendix 1 of their written representation (PINS reference REP2105) states changes in traffic flows in the City Air Quality
Management Area (AQMA) as a result of the proposed scheme
would be negligible whether using Charm 2 or Charm 3A traffic
data. Therefore, the City AQMA is not included in the Affected
Road Network (ARN) which has been assessed as part of the ES
and further sensitivity testing of traffic impact methodology. The
“These conclusions therefore don't reassure us that the scheme will sensitivity testing of emissions factors applies only to those roads
included in the air quality assessment. No impacts on the City
be legally compliant with the imperative on the UK Government to
bring air pollution within legal limits in 'as short a time as possible' in AQMA are predicted as the change in traffic along these road
Cambridge, and believe this is reason alone for refusing the DCO – links as a result of the scheme would be negligible.
see note below relating to Q1.1.15.
The assessment of air quality in the Environmental Statement
4.
We also request that the same analysis and sensitivity test – using predicts all sensitive receptor locations to be compliant with the
2014 emissions factors - is carried out for the assessment of air UK air quality objectives and EU Limit values. No significant
pollution effects around Brampton, which is not under the remit impacts are predicted and the scheme generally has beneficial
of Cambridge City Council, but which faces a very large
HE/A14/EX/121
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increase in traffic, and is where the failure of emissions
impacts on air quality, therefore there are no reasons for refusal
standards to improve vehicle performance in terms of air quality on air quality grounds.
would potentially have the most impact.”
Concentrations of air quality pollutants improve in the Brampton
AQMA as a result of the scheme. Receptors closest to the A1 are
predicted to experience a small increase in pollutant
concentrations with the total concentrations remaining well below
the air quality objectives. Due to the distance of receptors to the
new road (over 200m) there is no risk of the air quality objectives
being exceeded at this location. These results are based on a
pessimistic view of future vehicle emissions improvements as set
out in IAN170/12v3 and associated Highways England guidance
(see Highways England's responses to ExA's First Written
Question 1.1.7 and Second Written Question 2.1.8 for a more
detailed explanation).
In response to Q1.1.15, HE has said three things that concern us
The Interim Advice Note used for assessment of the risk to EU
greatly:
compliance is the best method for assessment currently available.
The modelling over a wider area shows that there are no
109. In the Environmental Statement (document reference predicted exceedances of air quality limit values as a result of the
proposed scheme in the opening year.
6.1) compliance with the Air Quality Directive is reported
from paragraphs 8.5.58 onwards (and Appendix 8.1
Concentrations at compliance link locations within the PCM model
Section 8, document reference 6.3) using the approach
are all shown to be well below the EU limit values and are not at
required by the Highways England Interim Advice Note
risk of extending the date of compliance with the Eastern Zone
175/13.
(see Highways England's responses to ExA's First Written
Question 1.1.10 for a more detailed explanation regarding Interim
“This paragraph refers to an IAM that is currently suspended, and
Advice Note 175/13 and compliance with the National Policy
under review and therefore cannot be relied upon to give a
Statement).
definitive answer on legal questions of this kind.8 A new version is
pending and we assume that the new version will reflect the needs
of the new, more effective, air quality plan currently being drafted
by the Government.
108. Within each zone, air quality modelling is carried out
using the Pollution Climate Mapping (PCM) model in order
to predict the concentrations of nitrogen dioxide at four
HE/A14/EX/121
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metres from the roadside. Where the PCM model predicts
that the limit value will be exceeded, then this would be
reported to the European Commission as a noncompliance. It is only the results of the PCM model that are
reported and hence only the results from this model are
important in determining whether the UK complies with the
limit values.
113. As reported in the Environmental Statement
(document reference 6.1), there are no likely significant air
quality effects, nor will there be a deterioration in air quality
in a zone or agglomeration as a result of the scheme.
All the assertions in these paragraph are clearly in question, there
is no certainty of there being no significant effects, as the evidence
from Cambridge City Council shows.
In addition, the legal basis given for assessing whether a zone is
compliant or not is not consistent with advice received from the
European Commission in 2014 by Mr Simon Birkett of the Clean Air
in London campaign, which does not mandate the use of models
but says that: "limit values must indeed be complied with
throughout the territory of any given air quality zone".
We recommend that the ExA seeks its own legal advice on whether
a scheme can worsen air pollution in the way this proposal will
do, and remain legally compliant with both the Directive and the
NPS.”
Other Matters
“Question 1.12.16 was directed to the Brampton A14 Group and
asks for detail of the alternative scheme, which has been provided.
However, we are concerned this question was not directed at the
applicant, and about the slow progress of moves to assess the
potential of this scheme, including the impact of proposed
improvements to the A428 alternative route. Assessment of this
alternative was agreed at a Public Inquiry as far back as 2010 and
HE/A14/EX/121
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it should be for the applicant to develop and assess the scheme
based on the – quite sufficient - detail already provided by the
Brampton A14 Group.
Instead, the consultants Arup, who we understood were to assess
the Brampton A14 Group's proposals, have focused mainly on
emails and meeting requests concerning a possible statement of
common ground rather than addressing the requests made by the
group.”

3.2 Highways England response to comments on local traffic impacts outside those in the Transport
Assessment and Traffic Modelling Update Report
Table 3-2: Highways England response to comments on local traffic impacts

Interested Party

Written Representation – Local Traffic Impact Report

Highways England Comments

Cambridgeshire
County Council

1.1.1

Highways England agrees with Cambridgeshire County Council’s
(CCC) assessment (paragraph 1.1.12) that the Cambridge to
Huntingdon A14 Roads Model version 3a (CHARM3a) has been
constructed specifically for the purpose of the assessment of the
A14 scheme and that further development work would, in all
likelihood, be required should the model be adopted for use as a
transport evidence base for assessments other than the A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon scheme. Highways England notes
CCC’s recognition that the methods used to develop the model
are innovative.

1.1.2

1.1.3

These comments relate to the Local Traffic Impact
Report (REP6-002) submitted to the Examining
Authority on 3 August 2015.
As set out in the County Council’s written
representations (REP3-006), the County Council
considered that the modelling done by Highways
England did not give sufficient confidence in the
forecast changes in traffic on the local road network.
The Local Traffic Impact Report (LTIR) reports a
number of changes to Highways England’s traffic model
(CHARM3A). These correct a number of issues that
CCC had drawn to the attention of Highways England
after Highways England had provided model files to the
County Council in March 2015, including:
 Revisions to the allocation and distribution of Base
Year demand;
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Highways England notes that the Local Traffic Impact Report
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network, with changes tending to be focussed on Huntingdon and
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1.1.4

1.1.5

1.1.6

1.1.7

Correction to tidal permitted movements on Silver
Street, Cambridge;
 Revisions to future year infrastructure assumptions;
 Revisions to the coding of Spittals Interchange; and
 Revisions to scheme coding in the vicinity of Dry
Drayton.
These changes were carried out as Local Impact
Testing as until the work was done it was unknown
what effect the changes would have on local traffic
predictions. The changes made result in altered
forecasts for the local road network. As such, the
County Council considers that CHARM3A + Local
Impact Testing (LIT) is core modelling that supersedes
CHARM3A considered alone.
The CHARM 3A + LIT modelling, except for journey
times on the existing A14, now correctly represents the
base network, trip allocations, and future schemes.
However, concerns remain over the use of median as
opposed to mean journey times on the existing A14. In
the opinion of the County Council, the use of median
journey times under-estimates delay and the effects of
congestion on the existing A14. In consequence, the
existing A14 is a more attractive route, and the model
routes traffic in the baseline model via the A14 rather
than via the local road network. In consequence, there
is an under-estimation of the volume of traffic using
local roads to avoid congestion on the existing A14.
The County Council asked Highways England to run a
sensitivity test of using mean rather than median
journey times on the existing A14. It was agreed with
Highways England that this would be done by
manipulating the speed flow curves to increase journey
times. The effect of this test was as the County Council
expected, there is a greater flow of traffic on local roads
in the base year. The County Council is therefore of the
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the network remain largely unchanged from the ‘core’
assessment presented in the Traffic Modelling Update Report
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/44, PINS reference REP2-018).
Highways England therefore considers that the CHARM3a ‘core’
scenario forecasts remain robust.
Highways England notes that CCC considers the CHARM3A +
LIT as its ‘Core’ scenario. However, the traffic forecasts as set
out in the Traffic Modelling Update Report will remain the defined
‘core’ scenario. This model has been validated to DfT WebTAG
guidance and forms the basis of the economic, environmental
and operational appraisals of the scheme. Highways England is
content for CCC to consider the CHARM3a + LIT scenario with
respect to local impacts however.
Highways England is content that the model has been validated
to median observed travel times as opposed to the observed
mean. The decision to use median observed times was agreed
with Highways England’s Traffic Appraisal Modelling and
Economics (TAME) group on the basis that economic appraisal of
the scheme using a model validated to mean journey times would
likely overstate the economic benefits of the scheme, as noted in
paragraph 7.1.3 of the Local Traffic Impact Report. With
reference to CCC’s response (paragraph 1.1.5), Highways
England notes that the model is well validated to the observed
median travel times.
Highways England notes CCC’s representation (paragraph 1.1.6)
that the A14 may be more attractive in the traffic model than it
may otherwise be perceived as being in reality due to the use of
median travel times, although the good validation of traffic
volumes on the A14 in CHARM3a suggests that flows on the A14
mainline are not significantly overstated.
Highways England does not agree that the CHARM3A + LIT +
Sensitivity Test 2 network should be used as the basis for future
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opinion that the CHARM3A + LIT + Sensitivity Test 2 is
more representative of local road changes resulting
from the Scheme.
1.1.8 The County Council remains concerned over the matter
of apparent growth in trips into and out of Cambridge
City Centre. It appears that there is insufficient
congestion and delay within the model, this appears to
cause traffic to route through central Cambridge in
preference to using orbital roads such as the M11. This
is counter-intuitive based on local knowledge and
experience. The County Council has satisfied itself that
this appears to be a feature of the model, rather than a
real predicted change.
1.1.9 With respect to validation, this remains a concern in
respect of the local road network. However, the County
Council is satisfied that the routing changes post A14
are predictable and the proportionate change
reasonable. Less reliance should, however, be placed
on the exact quantum of change in areas with weak
validation.
1.1.10 On balance, the County Council is of the opinion that
the modelling reported in Highways England’s Local
Traffic Impact Report can be used to assess the traffic
impacts of the A14 on the local road network, provided
account is taken of the Sensitivity Test 2 output. These
impacts will be considered in the revised Local Impact
Report for Deadline 8.
1.1.11 In consequence the view of the County Council is that
the impact of the A14 on the local road network should
be assessed using CHARM3A + LIT + Sensitivity Test
2. The County Council will update the local impact
report for Deadline 8 based on the CHARM3A + LIT
data as core modelling, with a sensitivity test for the
effects of mean journey times.
1.1.12 The County Council notes that the model has been
constructed specifically for use with the A14 Cambridge
HE/A14/EX/121
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assessment. As noted in paragraph 7.4.1 of the Local Traffic
Impact Report, the methods used to achieve the speed
reductions are not considered best practise and were undertaken
on a sensitivity testing basis only. It is also possible that adopting
this scenario would forecast greater relief on the local road
network as a result of introducing the proposed A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon improvement scheme than may otherwise be
expected.
With reference to paragraph 1.1.8 of the CC’s response,
Highways England notes the concerns of the level of growth into
Cambridge city centre. However, it should be noted that traffic
forecasts have been undertaken in-line with the Department for
Transport’s (DfT) guidance as set out in WebTAG unit M4
‘Forecasting and Uncertainty’, which reflect national forecasts
produced by the DfT and take into consideration local sources of
uncertainty in trip distributions that were provided by planning
officers at Cambridge City Council (CCiC) in 2014. Use of these
national growth forecasts is required by WebTAG unit M4 as set
out in section 3.2 ‘Defining the Core scenario’.
CCC notes that it believes trip routeing in Cambridge city centre
may be counter-intuitive based on local knowledge and
experience. The trip patterns in the Base Year are established
from detailed mobile phone observations and there is no
evidence that the model responds inappropriately to growth. Trip
routeing changes across the model area appear to be logical.
Highways England notes that the traffic model was not validated
in Cambridge city centre as part of its original development as
this area falls outside that where the impacts of the scheme are
expected to be strong (as per WebTAG unit M3.1 section 2.2.8).
CCC should therefore consider the model forecasts appropriately.
Highways England recognises that there are some areas on the
local road network that are less well validated than others when
viewed in isolation. However, Highways England agrees with
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RD & JA Bowers

to Huntingdon project. It is primarily a strategic road
model and detailed modelling has been confined to a
narrow strip along the A14. In view of the weak
validation on the local road network, the CHARM3A
model should not be used for any other road project or
development without further work. In particular, the use
of mobile phone data is an innovative area where rapid
progress in data processing and accuracy is being
made.
RD & JA Bowers state that much of the information contained in
the report reinforces their previous concerns “that the proposed
scheme will intensify rather than alleviate peak period
congestion along Hinchingbrooke Park Road and Brampton
Road in Huntingdon.”
The Bowers request that the current road proposals for west
Huntingdon are reviewed now, including consideration of a link
from Parkway and the hospital to the de-trunked A14, as an
alternative to the Views Common Link
.
The Bowers raise concerns that Highways England “still do not
acknowledge the current extent of peak queuing traffic along
Brampton Road and Hinchingbrooke Park Road, influencing
their conclusions regarding traffic conditions in 2020 and
2035”.Particular concern is raised regarding current congestion
during the PM peak along Hinchingbrooke Park Road
approaching the junction with Brampton Road and along the
section of Brampton Road between the Hinchingbrooke Park
Road and Edison Bell Way junctions. Forecast traffic increases
along eastbound Brampton Road are expected to seriously
inhibit egress from Hinchingbrooke Park Road even with the
proposed new signalised junction. The Bowers note the
potential impacts on access to a major hospital, primary and
secondary schools and the Hinchingbrooke Park housing areas.
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CCC’s view that the routeing changes as a result of the
introduction of the proposed A14 scheme are predictable and
reasonable and agrees that the exact quantum of change
forecast should be considered in-light of the Base Year validation.

Queuing on Brampton Road and Hinchingbrooke Park Road
As noted by Highways England in response to question 1.12.52
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/39, PINS reference REP2-013)
on any road, there is variation in traffic flows. There is a regular
variation between hours and days and there are random variations.
Consequently, the length of queues at junctions will vary from one
day to the next and may vary significantly over a single hour.
The latest operational assessments for 2035, as shown in Table
5.2 (without scheme) and Table 5.4 (with scheme) of the Local
Traffic Impact Report (LITR) (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/73,
PINS reference REP6-002) show that the Brampton Road /
Hinchingbrooke Park Road operates well within design capacity
in both peak hours. The Hinchingbrooke Park Road / Views
Common link junction is forecast to operate within design
capacity in the PM peak and within theoretical capacity in the AM
peak (although slightly exceeding design capacity). This
demonstrates reasonable performance at Hinchingbrooke Park
Road. As paragraph 5.2.26 of the LITR notes, the proposed
Brampton Road / Edison Bell Way junction does not achieve nil
detriment and is forecast to operate at theoretical capacity in the
PM peak in 2035; this is primarily due to the changes that are
proposed at this junction that increase connectivity for nonmotorised users (NMUs). There are much more significant
improvements however elsewhere in Huntingdon town centre
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Further concerns are raised about traffic and environmental
impacts in Hinchingbrooke following demolition of the viaduct
and rerouting of through traffic from the detrunked A14. The
benefits of not building the Views Common Link are cited as
follows: “Not building the Views Common Link would encourage
this through traffic to use the strategic road network rather than
local roads. The proposed Views Common Link and the
retention of the current A14 between the Link and Spittals
roundabout would also make it more difficult to provide a twoway link from Parkway/Hinchingbrooke Hospital (or even the
hospital only) to the de-trunked A14. The benefits of such a link
have been outlined in previous submissions.”
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including the inner ring-road and the Town Bridge. The local
authority is aware of the forecast operation of the junction with
Edison Bell Way.
It should be noted that the results of the operational assessments
represent average conditions over the modelled time period.
However, within this period there may be periods of time where
conditions are worse than the average conditions represented in
the model. This may be the case in the morning (AM) peak hour
due to traffic entering the station car parks and drop-off activity
associated with the nearby Hinchingbrooke Secondary School; in
the early afternoon due to pick-up activity associated with the
secondary school; and in the evening (PM) peak hour, due to the
peaks in traffic exiting the station car parks shortly after trains
arrive at Huntingdon Station.

Highways England recognises that there is stationary and slow
moving traffic on Brampton Road in the morning and evening
peak periods. However, this queuing is not solely caused by
delay at the Brampton Road / Edison Bell Way junction. There
are a number of possible reasons for the slow moving traffic on
this section of Brampton Road, including:
 Peaks in traffic associated with pick-up and drop-off activity at
the nearby Hinchingbrooke Secondary School;
 Peaks in traffic turning into and out of the station car parks
associated with the arrival and departure of trains at
Huntingdon Rail Station;
 Traffic turning right into the west station car park and other side
roads blocking through traffic on Brampton Road due to the lack
of a dedicated right turn lane for these vehicles;
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 Buses using the on-carriageway bus stops blocking through
traffic on Brampton Road;
 High non-motorised user flows associated with the school and
rail station with many NMUs crossing the road away from
designated crossing points which disrupts the flow of traffic on
Brampton Road;
 Emergency vehicles accessing the nearby hospital, police and
fire headquarters interrupting the flow of traffic on Brampton
Road and Hinchingbrooke Park Road; and
 Slow moving traffic on Brampton Road resulting in merge in turn
behaviour at the Hinchingbrooke Park Road junction which
disrupts flows on both Brampton Road and Hinchingbrooke
Park Road.
In combination, these effects significantly disrupt traffic flow on
Brampton Road approaching the Brampton Road / Edison Bell
Way junction, resulting in additional delays on the over and above
those directly related to the performance of the junction itself.
Many of these secondary effects cannot be directly represented
in the operational models and therefore the resultant slow moving
traffic is not apparent in the results of the operational
assessments. However, these effects are common to both the
‘with scheme’ and ‘without scheme’ scenarios and therefore
would not be expected to significantly change the conclusions of
the operational assessments with regards to the impact of the
scheme on junction operation. More detail on the operational
assessments is given in the responses to the ExA’s second
written questions 2.12.13 and 2.12.14 as documented in
‘Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal Issue 12
Transportation and Traffic’ (Applicant reference HE/EX/A14/89,
PINS reference REP7-024).
As noted by the interested party, a link road is not proposed from
Parkway to the de-trunked A14 as part of this scheme. It is not
HE/A14/EX/121
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believed that the proposed connection via Views Common would
preclude such an option in the future; however, this would be a
matter for the Local Highway Authority.
Highways England notes the interested party’s concern over
access to the hospital and school via Hinchingbrooke Park Road.
As noted above, the LITR demonstrates that the proposed junction
of Brampton Road / Hinchingbrooke Park Road is forecast to
operate well within design capacity in 2035. Additionally, the
provision of the Views Common Link Road provides an alternative
access that does not currently exist and will be a benefit to
movements to the north of Huntingdon from the Hinchingbrooke
area. Analysis of the traffic modelling shows that there is no use
of Views Common Link by strategic traffic movements, with the
proposed route servicing local traffic only.
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