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A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme
Development Consent Order

Written summary of oral submissions put at the issue specific hearing on the
draft DCO on 4 September 2015 and post hearing document
South Cambridgeshire District Council
28 September 2015

1: Written summary of oral submissions put at the issue specific
hearing on the draft DCO on 4 September 2015
Item 2 Update on positions of interested parties in relation to the SoCG
In response to questioning about South Cambridgeshire District Council’s (SCDC) Statement
of Common Ground (SoCG) the Council informed the Panel that a meeting has been
arranged with Highways England on 10 September 2015 to discuss outstanding issues,
particularly noise.
When asked about whether the Council has any concerns about the requirements the
Council reminded the panel that it was seeking post scheme monitoring for both air quality
and noise, and would like a longer period specified in the landscaping requirement for 10
years rather than 5 years for general landscaping and 15 years rather than 10 for borrow pit
restoration.
SCDC will submit its proposed amendments to the wording for requirements at Deadline 10.
Item 3 Discharge of requirements
The Panel summarised the position as they understood it – that the local authorities did not
want to be responsible for discharging the requirements, but they did, however, want an
active role (consultation).
In response to questioning SCDC confirmed this reflected its position.
Item 4 Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
In response to questioning Cambridgeshire County Council stated that they had spoken with
Pinsent Mason about the role of the CoCP and Local Environmental Management Plans
(LEMP).
The CoCP is a certified document, which will be agreed by the end of the examination. It is
understood that the CoCP includes reference to the need to produce LEMPs, in consultation
with the local authorities (and other stakeholders). As the CoCP is a certified document and,
provided it includes the requirement for LEMPs to be produced, this makes them part of the
DCO process. Therefore by not producing LEMPs, the contractors would be in breach of the
DCO.
SCDC explored whether the requirement should refer to an ‘approved’ CoCP. Highways
England responded that as the CoCP is a certified document, this was unnecessary.
On this basis, the Council is no longer seeking an amendment to Requirement 4 Code of
Construction Practice to expressly require LEMPs.
However, during the discussion the Panel requested Highways England revise Requirement
4 to include more detail on what would be addressed through the CoCP. The Council would
like the opportunity to comment on the revised requirement.

Item 5 Borrow Pits
Cambridgeshire County Council explained that a meeting has been arranged (on 14
September 2015) between all the local authorities, the Environment Agency and others with
Highways England to discuss borrow pits and move forward issues.
It is hoped this meeting will address the outstanding issues the Council has in relation to the
aftercare of borrow pit 6 (notwithstanding the Council’s other concern about the period of
aftercare).
Item 6 Cambridgeshire County Council responsibilities
(2) Mechanisms for monitoring or mitigation
Cambridgeshire County Council is seeking a binding commitment from Highways England to
undertake to post scheme traffic monitoring and, if it is required, provide appropriate
mitigation.
Earlier in the Hearing (under Item 2) there had been a discussion about how to secure
monitoring and mitigation measures – whether this could or should be through a S106
agreement, the requirements or protective provision.
Highways England explained that it did not consider an S106 agreement to be the
appropriate mechanism, as this is usually tied to land.
All of the local authorities have expressed concerns about securing post scheme monitoring
and mitigation, not only in relation to traffic but also in relation to air quality and noise.
Cambridgeshire County Council agreed to take the lead on producing a joint response on
this matter. This will be submitted to Deadline 10.
Item 9 Other Matters
Schedule 2 – Requirement 3 Detailed Design
SCDC expressed concern relating to the practicalities discharging the requirements,
ensuring that it is clear which iterations of documents comprise the ‘approved’ version.
Highways England recognised the need for transparency and stated that the proposed
Register of Requirements could record which document is approved.
This would address the Council’s concerns.
Schedule 2 – Requirement 5 Protected Species
The Panel sought an update on the Council’s position in relation to Requirement 5. SCDC
confirmed that following further clarification from Highways England this issue was no longer
a concern.
Schedule 2 – Requirement 7 Implementation and maintenance of landscaping
In response to questioning from the Panel the Council explained that it is seeking an
amendment to Requirement 7 to secure a two-tier approach to landscaping, consistent with
that proposed in response to CoCP / LEMPs and borrow pits. The Council considers it
important there is a clear overarching strategy accompanied by detailed landscaping plans.

Highways England directed the Panel to its Deadline 8 Comments on responses on the
Examining Authority’s 2nd written questions (HE/A14/EX/121).
Further discussion will take place at the meeting on 10 September 2015 to try to resolve this
issue.
Schedule 2 – Requirement 12 Noise mitigation
Highways England agreed to include wording to the effect that the local authorities will be
consulted.
The Council is proposing some further amendments to this requirement - see Section 2 Post
hearing documents - comments on draft DCO (HE/A14/EX/137).
Schedule 2 – Requirement 14 Highway lighting scheme
Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) raised concern about the proposed wording of this
requirement which specifically refers to consultation with the local highway authority. CCC
stated that all local authorities should be consulted due to the wider impacts of lighting than
for highway safety. SCDC would not have a problem if this wording were included, as it has
previously raised concern about the lack of assessment of impacts of artificial lighting on
people.

2: Post hearing documents - comments on draft DCO
(HE/A14/EX/137)
At the Issue Specific Hearing the Examining Authority asked for comments on the wording of
the draft DCO. The following section outlines the Council’s proposed revisions to the draft
Requirements in Schedule 2 Part 1 of the draft DCO (HE/A14/EX/137).
Requirement 4 – Code of Construction Practice
During the hearing the ExA asked HE to consider amended wording to requirement 4 to
expand and provide text / wording on the actual purpose of the CoCP. Some additional
wording has been provided in the Interpretation section of the schedule.
However, the Council considers that such wording would sit better within requirement 4 itself
to avoid confusion. Therefore the Council propose the following amendments or similar to
better inform the public and ensure requirement is sufficiently precise.
Suggested revision to Requirement 4:
4. The authorised development must be carried out in accordance with the provisions
of the code of construction practice which must reflect the construction related
mitigation measures included in the environmental statement and which also confers
obligations on the undertaker to prepare, amongst other things, construction
environmental management plans and local environmental management plans in order
to:
(a) Secure a number of specified mitigation measures during construction of the
authorised development in respect of (include main sections from CoCP):
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.
ix.
x.
xi.

general site operations;
air quality;
cultural heritage;
community and private assets;
geology and soils;
landscape;
material resources;
nature conservation;
noise and vibration;
road drainage and the water environment and traffic,
transport and all travellers;

(b) Each construction environmental management plan and local environmental
management plan detailed in sub-paragraph (4)(a) must incorporate the
following:
xii.
xiii.
xiv.
xv.
xvi.
xvii.
xviii.

responsibilities;
consent requirements;
client requirements;
general control measures;
specific control measures;
monitoring and measurement; and
in the event of an emergency.

(c) Adhere to working hours of 7:30 am to 6:00 pm on Mondays to Fridays and 7:30
am to 1:00 pm on Saturdays, except for
xix.
xx.

work associated with bridges;
works in the online carriageway, that due to network constraints cannot be
completed during normal working hours in (c).

Requirement 6 - Contaminated land and groundwater
The Council seeks a minor revision to Requirement 6 to include consultation with the local
planning authority / Environment Agency as appropriate. This is necessary to provide some
degree of regulation over the Risk Assessment carried out by the undertaker. The Risk
Assessment determines whether, and what, mitigation may be necessary, therefore it is
important that it be sufficiently robust for its purpose.
Suggested revision to Requirement 6:
6.—(1) In the event that contaminated land, including groundwater, is found at any
time when carrying out the authorised development which was not previously identified
in the environmental statement, it must be reported as soon as reasonably practicable
to the relevant planning authority or the Environment Agency (as appropriate) and the
undertaker must complete a risk assessment of the contamination, in consultation with
the relevant planning authority or the Environment Agency (as appropriate).

Requirement 7 - Implementation and maintenance of landscaping
The Council considers it important that a two tier approach is undertaken in relation to
landscaping, similar to that proposed with the Code of Construction Practice and Local
Environmental Management Plans, or with Borrow Pits (three tier). This will ensure a high
level strategy is supplemented with detailed plans for specific sections / parts of the route.
Highways England has agreed (see Statement of Common Ground, Ref 5 Matters under
discussion)
The Council also considers it important that the aftercare of landscaping be extended from 5
years to 10 years. This is the Council’s normal condition imposed on planning applications.
Experience of management of other large landscape projects (e.g. the A428, landscapes at
the new settlement of Cambourne) show that these landscapes can often take a
considerable time to establish, particularly if growing conditions are not ideal (wind corridor,
made up ground, slopes) or are intricate (e.g. establishing a mosaic of habitats) or contain
engineering elements (e.g. SUDs). Past experience, for example at Orchard Park has shown
5 years is insufficient time to allow landscaping to become established; and landscaping
providing alongside the A14 failed and was never replaced. The Council is therefore seeking
a long enough term of aftercare to ensure it can be replaced if it does fail.
Suggested revision to Requirement 7:
(new) Landscaping must be carried out in accordance with an approved landscape
Maintenance and Management Plan, including identification of special landscape
areas and proposals for long term design objectives, management responsibilities and
maintenance schedules, approved by the Secretary of State in consultation with the
local planning authorities.

(1)
No part of the authorised development must commence until a landscaping
scheme applicable to that part has been submitted and approved in writing by the
Secretary of State, following consultation with the local planning authority. All
landscaping schemes must comply with the Landscaping Maintenance and
Management Plan.
(4) Any tree or shrub planted as part of the landscaping scheme that, within a period of
five ten years after planting, dies or becomes, in the opinion of the relevant planning
authority, seriously diseased, must be replaced in the first available planting season
with a specimen of the same species and size as that originally planted.
Requirement 11 – Borrow Pits
The Council is seeking a minor amendment to Requirement 11 to ensure that due
consideration is provided to the longer-term maintenance and management of borrow pits
beyond the Highways England proposed 10 year aftercare.
The Council is also seeking 15 years aftercare for borrow pits, which is addressed under
Requirement 7 (see above).
Suggested revision to Requirement 11:
11. The use, restoration and aftercare (including longer-term maintenance and
management) of the borrow pits must be carried out in accordance with the borrow pits
restoration and aftercare strategy.
Requirement 12 – Noise mitigation
This should be read in conjunction with the Council’s noise and air quality hearing – written
summary and post hearing submission, in particular Item 3(f)
The Council is seeking reassurance that the scheme will accord with the National Policy
Statement for National Networks (December 2014) in so far as measures are put in place to
ensure noise levels do not exceed predicted levels.
Paragraph 5.196 of the National Policy Statement for National Networks (December 2014)
under the section on Noise and Vibration / Decision making states:
5.196 In determining an application, the Secretary of State should consider whether
requirements are needed which specify that the mitigation measures put forward by
the applicant are put in place to ensure that the noise levels from the project do
not exceed those described in the assessment or any other estimates on which
the decision was based.
It would give the Council confidence that there was a control in place to ensure that
operational noise levels and adverse environmental effects from the project do not materially
exceed or worsen those as described and reported in the environmental statement.
The local authority has no statutory powers to address traffic noise. Therefore to ensure that
the public have a specific avenue for complaint and possible redress to HE, should they
consider that future traffic noise levels and effects are unacceptable and not in accordance
with the Environmental Statement, the Council recommend an additional requirement is
added to address operational noise impacts.

It is the Council’s view that the following amendments to Requirement 12 (and/or the
addition of a new operational noise requirement) is required to ensure that the scheme is
determined in accordance with the National Policy Statement for National Networks,
December 2014 (NPSNN, 2014) and in particular paragraph 5.196 under Noise and
Vibration - Decision Making (extract above).
Suggested revision to Requirement 12:
12.—(1) No part of the authorised development must commence until written details of
proposed noise mitigation in respect of the use and operation of that part of the
authorised development, including the acoustic performance of environmental noise
barriers and very low noise surfacing (vLNS), have been submitted to and approved by
the Secretary of State, following consultation with the relevant planning authority.
(2) The written details referred to in sub-paragraph (1) must either:
(a) reflect the mitigation measures included in the environmental statement and
shall ensure that the operational noise levels and adverse environmental noise
effects from the project do not materially exceed or worsen those as described
and reported in the environmental statement; or
(b) where the mitigation proposed materially differs from the mitigation identified in
the environmental statement, the undertaker must provide evidence with the
written details submitted that the mitigation proposed would not give rise to any
materially new or materially worse adverse environmental noise effects than
those reported in the environmental statement taking into account the
mitigation identified in it.
(3) The noise mitigation must be constructed in accordance with the approved details
referred to in sub-paragraph (1) and shall be retained thereafter.
Suggested additional wording for inclusion in Requirement 12 or as a new operational noise
requirement:
Within four weeks from receipt of a written request from the local planning authority,
following a complaint from a member of the public within the noise study area identified
in the Environmental Statement regarding operational noise emissions from the
authorised development, the undertaker shall undertake a noise survey.
The noise survey shall be undertaken in accordance with national / industry standards
and best practice technical codes of practice and guidance on environmental noise
monitoring and shall be carried out under the supervision of the requesting local
planning authority. The results of the noise survey shall be provided to the requesting
local planning authority for its written approval within one month of the survey being
undertaken.
Should the results of the noise survey show that operational noise levels and adverse
environmental noise effects from the project materially exceed or are worse than those
as described and reported in the environmental statement, then further mitigation
measures, where these are practical and feasible, shall be identified by the undertaker
and implemented within a reasonable time period following their approval by the
requesting local planning authority, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the
requesting local planning authority.

New Requirement for Air Quality
This should be read in conjunction with the Council’s noise and air quality hearing – written
summary and post hearing submission, in particular Item 4(d)
The Council is seeking post opening monitoring of air quality to ensure that the levels of
pollutant predicted by the applicant are achieved and there are no unexpected and
unacceptable adverse impacts which would require mitigation. As with any modelling there is
a degree of uncertainty over the outcomes and, at present, there is no mechanism available
to the Council to secure mitigation in the event that pollutant levels exceed permitted levels.
As it currently stands, if mitigation is required, this will be a financial burden bourn by the
local planning authority, which is unacceptable.
Suggested wording for a new Air Quality Requirement:
Air quality
(1) No part of the authorised development must commence until an air quality
management plan has been submitted and approved in writing by the Secretary of
State, following consultation with the relevant local planning authority.
(2) The air quality management plan must address the post construction monitoring to
be undertaken and, if necessary, the measures that may be implemented to
address exceedances in air quality as a result of the scheme.
(3) Where required, such mitigation measures shall be implemented as approved, to
the satisfaction of the local planning authority.
Note - it is anticipated that an air quality management plan would address, but not be limited
to, the following issues:
 Who would undertake air quality monitoring – whether this be the LPA and/or HE
 Process for undertaking monitoring - including the locations, type of monitoring
equipment / data collection
 Timescales for monitoring
 Process for dealing with any deviations (exceedances) from the predicted air quality
– which may include investigation and a re-run of the model
 Process for agreeing any mitigation measures to address exceedances (and review
of the effectiveness)
Some or all of this detail could be included within paragraph (2) and to add clarity.
Air Quality and noise monitoring legal agreement
At the draft DCO hearing there was a brief discussion about the best method of securing
post scheme monitoring for traffic flows, air quality and noise, and whether it could be
secured via a S106 agreement or a legal agreement between Highways England and the
local authorities. Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) agreed to take the lead on this work
on behalf of each of the local authorities.
Highways England, CCC, Huntingdonshire District Council, South Cambridgeshire District
Council and Cambridge City Council have agreed that a section 106 agreement is not the
appropriate instrument by which any traffic monitoring and mitigation obligation is entered
into.

It has also been agreed that a single joint legal agreement between all the parties is not
appropriate, due to the different roles and responsibilities; CCC’s concerns relate to local
roads whilst the Districts’ concerns relate to the A14 trunk road. Therefore separate legal
agreements are being pursued (between CCC and Highways England) in respect of traffic
(and associated) impacts and mitigation on local roads and between the District Councils
and Highways England for air quality monitoring and mitigation.
The District Councils have jointly held further discussions with HE and a Statement of
Common Ground has been agreed on air quality monitoring and mitigation (see Appendix 1).
Further information is provided in the Council’s noise and air quality post hearing document.

APPENDIX 1

Statement of Common Ground: Air Quality monitoring and
mitigation
th
28 September 2015
1. At the hearing the following aspects of modelling were discussed:
a. Use of verification factors;
b. The approach used for selection of future emission
factors/background concentrations
c. Whether results should have been presented as contour plots;
and
d. Uncertainty in the traffic data used for the assessment.
The councils and Highways England agree that they are not looking
for any changes to be made to the air quality modelling approach
used in the assessment. However, the councils believe that, the
uncertainty in the traffic results should be considered and that
monitoring is required to verify the modelling outcomes. Apart from
the uncertainty in the modelling results, the councils are not
challenging the results of the assessment.
2. The only matter now not agreed between Highways England and the
councils is that Highways England should fund further air quality
monitoring and make provision for funding of mitigation measures if
subsequently required.
3. The councils’ preferred approach is that Highways England
commission, (and also where appropriate as an alternative,
contribute financial support for already existing monitoring), air
quality monitoring at agreed locations to an agreed specification for
12 months prior to construction and then for a period until the
monitoring at each site shows three years of compliance with air
quality limit values. With the exception of the Northern Bypass of
Cambridge (Bar Hill to Fen Ditton), where PM10, PM2.5 and
Nitrogen Oxides monitoring is required, the monitoring will be for
nitrogen dioxide only.

4. The councils’ position if the monitoring results showed that the A14
scheme had resulted in non-compliance with air quality limit values
would be that Highways England would make financial contributions
towards furthering the respective councils’ Air Quality Action Plans
as mitigation of the observed effects.
5. The position of the Cambridge City Council is that the A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon Local Funding agreement would require
amendment to allow for funding of monitoring and mitigation
measures if agreement cannot be reached through the DCO. SCDC
agrees with City position if this is the only way to secure funding in
the event that agreement cannot be reached through the DCO.
6. Highways England’s current position is that further monitoring is not
required as the scheme is not predicted to result in an exceedance
of limit values or significant negative impacts.
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Proposed Specification for Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation
for verification of the modelled pollutant forecasts relating to the
proposed Highways England A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Improvement Scheme.
1. Purpose of the Document
The purpose of this document is to specify the necessary air quality
monitoring provision required by Huntingdonshire District Council, South
Cambridgeshire District Council and Cambridge City Council to verify
forecast concentrations for air pollutants of concern detailed in Highways
England A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme Environmental Statement of December 2014. The document will cover
monitoring type, equipment, location, monitoring period, triggers for
action, outline costs, servicing, quality assurance and control and data
provision.
Its secondary function is to propose a financial mechanism to support any
necessary mitigation identified should results of monitoring show any noncompliance with National Air Quality Objectives or EU limit values for
specified pollutants.
2. Monitoring Type
Monitoring for Nitrogen Dioxide will be either continuous monitoring using
a suitable analyser or by monthly diffusion tube as specified within the
district by district requirements presented below. Particulate monitoring
will be continuous monitoring using approved equipment.
3. Monitoring Equipment
Where specified, continuous monitoring for oxides of nitrogen or fine
particles at PM10 or PM 2.5 fractions will be carried out using MCerts,
certified and approved equipment of a type suitable for inclusion in the
DEFRA UK National air quality network.
An example suitable monitor for Oxides of Nitrogen would be a Casella
Monitor ML2041 chemiluminescence analyser. For Particulate matter an
example monitor would be a BAM1020 Continuous Beta-attenuation
Particulate Monitor.
4. Monitoring Period
Monitoring will be carried out for a minimum continuous period beginning
no less than 1 year prior to commencement of construction of the road
improvement scheme and ceasing following a minimum continuous period
of 3 years post full operation of the completed scheme and where there
has been at least 3 continuous years where no ratified monitoring results
that are non-compliant with National Air Quality Objectives or EU limit
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values set in regulations for the specified pollutant species have been
observed.
5. Servicing and Quality Assurance and Control
Continuous monitoring for oxides of nitrogen and particulate matter will
require service support from a reputable and suitably qualified contractor.
Where it is specified that monitoring be contracted by Highways England
the service provider must be approved by the relevant local authority.
Monitors will require local calibration using reference gases at a minimum
of fortnightly intervals. Data capture at all sites must meet a minimum of
90% for hourly average data.
The chosen equipment supplier will provide a 48 hour callout service to
ensure any technical faults are resolved as soon as possible.
The performance of the monitoring station will be audited to ensure
quality assured/quality checking twice a year by a UKAS accredited
independent company. The audit will be conducted in accordance with
ISO17025.
Monitoring data will be downloaded remotely and checked on a daily
(weekday) basis to ensure the equipment is functioning properly.
Full data quality assurance and ratification as well as 6 Monthly equipment
audits will need to be carried out at all monitoring sites by a suitably
qualified service provider. Where it is specified that monitoring be
contracted by Highways England the service provider must be approved
by the relevant local authority.
6. Data provision
Reports will be submitted to the relevant local authority officer via e-mail
on a monthly basis and will include the following information:
 Validated, ratified hourly and raw NOx, NO2 and PM10 data for the
preceding calendar month;
 Summary data for comparison with the air quality objectives:
 Monthly mean NO2 and PM10 concentrations;
 Mean NO2 and PM10 concentrations for the preceding 12 months (or
for the entire monitoring period to date if less than 12 months are
available).
 The number of days when daily mean PM10 concentrations were
above 50 µg.m-3
 The number of hours when hourly mean NO2 concentrations were
above 200 µg.m-3.
7. Air Quality Standards
Monitoring will need to show compliance with the following national air
quality objectives and current EU limit values:
Nitrogen

200 µg/m3 not to 1-hour mean
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dioxide

be exceeded more
than 18 times a
year

Particles
(PM10)
(gravimetric)

40 µg/m3
Annual mean
3
50 µg/m , not to
be exceeded more
24-hour mean
than 35 times a
year
40 µg/m3

Annual mean

8. District specific monitoring requirements.
Each of the districts affected by the proposed scheme have agreed
reasoned and proportionate monitoring requirements based on the current
observed air quality conditions in their respective areas. Where current
pollutant levels are reasonably low and the risk of non-compliance is less
likely, but reassurance is nonetheless required that areas will remain
compliant post operation of the scheme diffusion tube surveys for the
monitoring period specified above are considered the most cost effective.
Where the risk of non-compliance is higher because current pollutant
levels are above or close to objective levels and where Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMA) have been declared Continuous monitors as
specified above are considered the most appropriate.
a. Cambridge City Council Area
Cambridge City council has an AQMA for Nitrogen Dioxide covering the
central area of the City including the inner ring road and junctions with
feeder in to the City. Approximately one third of the City area is included.
The A14 scheme has the greatest potential to have an adverse impact on
the road network in the northern half of the City and in particular at
junctions of affected feeder roads and the inner ring road.
Therefore Cambridge City Council, having considered past air quality
assessments and the submissions in the HE Environmental Statement,
would require the provision by HE of a continuous monitor at or close to
the junction of Histon Road and Huntingdon Road sited to take account of
relevant residential receptors close to that location. This location would be
within or very close to the current AQMA boundary.
This site would require monitoring for oxides of nitrogen as specified
above. Approximate annual rental and support costs for the site as
specified would be £10000-£15000
b. South Cambridgeshire District Council area
The route of the proposed scheme within South Cambridgeshire District
has the highest potential risk of non-compliance. Much of the existing and
proposed route to the North and West of Cambridge is currently an AQMA
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and the Environmental statement indicates some likelihood of noncompliance at Hackers Fruit Farm near to Bar Hill for Nitrogen Dioxide.
South Cambridgeshire District Council would therefore seek financial
support from HE to continue existing relevant monitoring for NO2 and PM10
at their Impington site and propose that HE provide both PM10 and
Nitrogen Dioxide continuous monitoring at a historic SCDC monitoring
location close to Bar Hill where a suitable Cabinet and power supply
remain.
Monitoring would be as specified above at the supported sites.
Approximate annual costs for the reinstated site at Bar Hill as specified
would be £15000-£20000 whilst the financial support for SCDC to
continue to run the existing Impington site would be in the order of
£7000-£9000 per annum.
c. Huntingdonshire District Council Area
There are forecast to be benefits to residents in terms of air quality in
Huntingdonshire but also areas where air quality is forecast to worsen
albeit from a low background. Compliance monitoring for the scheme here
can therefore rely in some locations upon diffusion tube survey.
Huntingdonshire therefore require financial support for the monitoring
period specified above for the following diffusion tube locations:
Table 1 shows the locations that HDC would request that HE contribute to
our current network. Please note that some of these areas only have
limited funding which expires on 31st March 2016.
Table 1: Locations for monitoring:
No Location
Monitoring
Current AQMA monitoring
1
Huntingdon Diffusion
–
near tube
Blethan
Drive
2

Huntingdon Automatic
–
Ring monitoring
road
station

3

Huntingdon Diffusion
–
tube
Brampton
Road *

4

Brampton
Diffusion
–
Laws tube

Reason
This is on the northern end of the current
Huntingdon AQMA and will be used to
prove that the re-routing of the A14 does
support the modelling conclusion that AQ
will not be an issue here.
This is on the southern end of the current
Huntingdon AQMA and will be used to
prove that the re-routing of the A14 does
support the modelling conclusion that AQ
will not be an issue here.
This is on the eastern end of the current
Huntingdon AQMA and will be used to
prove that the re-routing of the A14 does
support the modelling conclusion that AQ
will not be an issue here.
This is in the current Brampton AQMA and
will be used to prove that the re-routing of
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Crescent

the A14 does support the modelling
conclusion that AQ will not be an issue
here.
5
Fenstanton Diffusion
This is by the current Fenstanton AQMA
–
Hilton tube
and will be used to prove that the reRoad
routing of the A14 does support the
modelling conclusion that AQ will not be
an issue here.
Areas proposed to be closer to re-routed A14
6
Alconbury
Diffusion
These properties are downwind of the A1
–
Lords tube
and redirected A1 south traffic wanting to
Way*
join the A14.
Already HDC receives
complaints from residents about air quality
levels from the A1. Monitoring will be able
to prove the modelling predictions that air
quality will not breach any exceedance
levels.
7
Brampton
Diffusion
These properties will be 200m from the A1
–
Hansell tube
and A14. Residents of Brampton have
Road
expressed concerns over the air quality
from both roads combined and monitoring
will be able to prove the modelling
predictions that air quality will not breach
any exceedance levels.
8
Offord
Diffusion
This village is going to have the A14 2
Cluny
– tube
miles closer to where it is currently,
High
leaving it 0.6 miles from the proposed
Street*
A14.
Residents of Offord Cluny have
expressed some concerns over air quality
from the road and monitoring will be able
to prove the modelling predictions that air
quality will not breach any exceedance
levels.
9
Hilton
– Diffusion
This village is going to have the A14 0.8
The
tube
miles closer, leaving it 0.6 miles away
Paddocks*
from the proposed A14. Residents have
expressed some concerns over air quality
from the scheme and monitoring will be
able to prove the modelling predictions
that air quality will not breach any
exceedance levels.
* Currently funding for these sites is set to end on 31st March 2016.
Huntingdonshire District is prepared to incorporate the management of
the extra diffusion tubes in to their existing programme at cost.
Approximate estimates would be as follows tube cost £7.50 per location
per month additional hours 2hrs/ month @ £45/hr therefore annual costs
of approximately £1800-2000
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In addition to these relevant sites HDC operate a continuous monitor at
Pathfinder House close to what will be the de-trunked A14 following
completion of the scheme.
As the scheme proposes to de-trunk the current A14 this means that
there will still be an important and busy road very near residents that will
need to continue to be monitored until proven that air quality will not be
exceeding any statutory levels. Therefore, HDC does not consider that
the burden for monitoring both roads should be met by HDC alone,
especially as they have no operational control on either road.
They would therefore seek financial support from HE for their existing
continuous monitoring location in Huntingdon.
9. Mitigation for Non-compliance
All districts with AQMAs have produced action plans identifying measures
which will improve air quality in pursuit of the national air quality
objectives. Implementation of identified measures is dependent on a
number of financial support streams from council funds, national schemes
developer contributions and public / private partnerships.
In order to mitigate any adverse air quality impacts of the A14 scheme
identified by the proposed monitoring, further financial support for
proposed actions will be needed. Therefore we propose the following
mechanism to support the Districts Air Quality Action Plans:
For each year or part year of non-compliance with Air Quality Objectives
or EU air quality limit values identified through the proposed monitoring
scheme following the opening of the new scheme, HE should provide a
contribution of £50000 to each of the districts in which non-compliance is
monitored. This funding to be used in pursuance of that district councils
air quality action plan in force at the time of the exceedance.
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A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme
Development Consent Order

Written summary of oral submissions put at the issue specific hearing on
noise and air quality on 15 September 2015 and post hearing document
South Cambridgeshire District Council
28 September 2015

1: Written summary of oral submissions put at the issue specific
hearing on Noise and Air Quality on 15 September 2015
Item 3 Noise and vibration
Item 3 (a) - Baseline noise conditions
(i)

Highways England (HE) provided overview of current noise conditions (including
Important Areas)
(ii) HE presented overview of the assessment criteria for operational noise including
thresholds and time periods with reference to representation by SCDC (REP7-048).
The Council confirmed that, following constructive discussions with HE, issue (ii) has now
been resolved. The agreed position will be reported within the final Statement of Common
Ground, which will be submitted at Deadline 10.
Item 3 (b) - Predicted changes without mitigation
HE provided an overview of Environmental Statement (ES) noise chapter and the Council
confirmed it is in agreement.
Item 3 (c) - Proposed mitigation
(i)

Construction Noise mitigation and control

HE provided an overview of the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) and how it is
referenced in the Requirements, LEMPs will follow at a later stage and under Section 61
Control of Pollution Act prior consent notices will be submitted to the local planning
authorities.
There was also some discussion on Borrow Pits and different level of noise control required
for construction. Cambridgeshire County Council confirmed that the controls proposed and
mechanisms are acceptable.
South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) confirmed this matter was very important as
there was likely to be a statutory defence against statutory nuisance. The Council confirmed
the approach (using the CoCP, LEMPs and S61 consents) to be acceptable. This will be
recorded in the final SoCG.
In response to questioning about the Blackwells Traveller Site, the Council confirmed that
the noise insulation and the temporary re-housing policy within the CoCP to be acceptable
and its concerns have now been addressed. This will be confirmed in SoCG.
(ii) How would operational noise be mitigated?
HE provided an overview detailing that mitigation would comprise a combination of road
alignment, environmental noise barriers and very Low Noise Surfacing (vLNS), as detailed in
HE submission TR010018- EX/A14/EX/129, September 2015 - Position Statement on
Further Noise Mitigation.
Within South Cambridgeshire this includes noise barriers as detailed in ES, 2km of vLNS in
the Girton area with an additional barrier length to the south east of Girton and 3km of vLNS
in the vicinity of Orchard Park (Milton to Girton). HE also confirmed that 3km vLNS near Bar
Hill would be provided as mitigation, to be confirmed in their Deadline 10 submissions.

The Council confirmed that the proposed mitigation is acceptable, however the Council is
seeking a noise monitoring legal agreement and/or amendment to Requirement 12 to ensure
the predicted noise levels and effects detailed are not exceeded. This is discussed later.
Design issues
During discussion concerning the visual / landscape impacts of noise barriers and their
aesthetic design, HE referred to Requirement 12 – Noise mitigation and Requirement 7 Landscape which provided scope for the local planning authorities to comment. HE agreed
to provide a note on visual design.
The Council stated that the noise performance of barriers was considered to be acceptable
but that it would outline any design concerns within its submissions for Deadline 10. (This is
addressed in the Council’s detailed design - post hearing document.)
(iii) Whether there are further comments on the drafting of Requirement 12Noise mitigation
The Council confirmed that it will submit its proposed amendments to the wording for
requirements at Deadline 10. This is addressed under Item 3(f) and in the Council’s draft
DCO - post hearing document.
Consultation
The Examining Authority (ExA) asked the local planning authorities to provide a response on
whether it would undertake wider consultation with other interested parties when it is
consulted on matters of detailed design, in accordance with the Requirements.
As a general rule the Council feels that it would not be necessary to consult with other
parties when it is consulted on matters of detailed design. However, it would consider any
issues raised as matters of detailed design progressed, and on a case by case basis the
Council may feel it is appropriate to liaise with other interested parties.
Item 3 (d) Location specific issues
General open discussion and ExA asked parties to raise specific concerns.
The Council had no comment as there are no outstanding issues. This will be confirmed in
the final SoCG submitted at Deadline 10.
Item 3 (e) Implications of IAN 185/15
HE provided an update on the IAN 185/15 noise assessment for Cambridge Northern
Bypass. The assessment shows an increase in noise in Orchard Park / Girton Area.
In response to questioning, the Council confirmed that the IAN 185/15 noise assessment
and additional mitigation agreed was acceptable. Additional mitigation would offset increases
and effects reported in ES remain the same.
However the additional IAN 185/15 noise modelling will result in changes to ES noise
significance of effects reporting in the Orchard Park / Girton area. HE has confirmed that an
updated assessment will be submitted by Deadline 10 to regularise the ES.

SCDC do not envisage any concerns. However the ExA need to be fully aware that SCDC
reserve the right to comment further if necessary when the revised ES is submitted or to
simply confirm acceptable.
Item 3 (f) Noise monitoring
HE stated that it does not agree there is a need for noise monitoring and outlined that there
are various technical reasons of impracticability for doing so.
The Council stated that due to inherent uncertainties and assumptions in noise modelling,
whilst it accepts the significance of impact assessment and mitigation ES findings, the local
planning authority and general public need to have confidence that noise levels and impacts
as predicted are not exceeded. If the predicted noise levels are not delivered it is necessary
to have a fall back position for additional mitigation.
Cambridgeshire County Council stated that they had produced a positon statement on a
legal agreement traffic monitoring and additional mitigation as necessary. This was agreed in
principle by HE. However this monitoring would only be on local roads where the modelling
uncertainty was greater and would not apply on the trunk road. Therefore it considered that
is neither appropriate or practical for there to be a single legal agreement between HE and
all the local authorities to cover traffic modelling as well as noise and air quality monitoring
and mitigation.
The District Councils have jointly held further discussions with HE and a Statement of
Common Ground has been agreed on air quality monitoring (see Appendix 1).
SCDC is the only local authority with outstanding concerns relating to noise monitoring; the
Council’s position is set out below.
Position statement on post construction / completion noise monitoring: area of disagreement
/ under discussion
The ExA asked SCDC to consider the merits of post construction / completion noise
monitoring.
SCDC and Highways England agree that they are not looking for any changes to be made to
the noise modelling approach used in the assessment. It is the Council’s view that the noise
assessment is robust and the mitigation measures proposed are acceptable in principle. The
best available techniques are being used to avoid predicted significant adverse noise impact
that may arise and to mitigate, reduce and limit any residual adverse noise effects.
The council believes that the inherent uncertainty in the assessment outcomes should be
considered and that post construction / completion noise monitoring is required to verify the
modelling outcomes and in particular the performance of the mitigation proposed. Apart from
the uncertainty in the modelling results, the Councils are not challenging the results of the
assessment.
The only matter now not agreed between Highways England and the Councils is whether
Highways England should undertake post construction / completion noise monitoring and
make provision the implementation of additional noise mitigation measures if required to
safeguard the health and quality of life of the public.
The noise assessment is based upon noise predictive modeling which has inherent
uncertainties and assumptions within. The additional noise requirement proposed (see

Appendix 2) requiring HE to respond to operational complaints may suffice but it is reactive.
Consideration should also be given to a proactive approach to operational noise monitoring.
Environmental noise modelling is the process of theoretically estimating noise levels within a
study area of interest and at noise sensitive receptors under a specific set of conditions (in
this case the noise study area along the A14 ).
The key conditions that a noise model relates to are an approximation of:


the noise source environmental noise levels of interest (traffic noise from A14 based on
traffic modelling which also has a degree of uncertainty and Calculation of Road Traffic
Noise –CRTN and in certain sections the use of very Low Noise Surfacing - an emerging
technology with limited evidence of performance).



the physical noise transmission environment pathway through which noise will transmit
from the noise source(s) to the location or region of interest. This includes the ground
terrain, the built environment including the mitigation proposed and atmospheric
conditions (e.g. wind, temperature, humidity).



the way in which noise / sound will travel from the input noise source(s) via the input
physical environment, noise receiver / receptor location or area of interest.

Notwithstanding the above, SCDC agree that HE have used the best available modelling
software package to predict future noise levels and limit the risk of uncertainty in the
assessment and it is as robust as can be.
However, it needs to be acknowledged that noise is not an exact science and measures and
controls should be put in place to protect the public from unforeseen and unacceptable
averse impacts that may arise when the scheme becomes operational. If future noise
complaints about A14 traffic noise are received from members of the public the local
authority have no statutory powers to address any concerns about potential significant
adverse impact on health and quality of life that may arise. Traffic noise is specifically
exempt from statutory noise nuisance provisions under the Environmental Protection Act
1990, under which the Council is the enforcement authority.
It is acknowledged that any requirement must be proportionate to the nature, location and
size of the project to ensure they are not unnecessarily onerous. The A14 scheme is a major
project with long term environmental effects and it is considered that an efficient and
effective monitoring strategy can be created to track the delivery and success of design
elements and mitigation that aims to avoid, prevent or reduce significant adverse effects of
noise on the environment.
There appears to be some clear decision precedent for a monitoring requirement on other
highway projects. The Cornwall Council (A30 Temple to Higher Carblake Improvement)
Order 2015 (Made 5 February 2015 - Coming into force 26 February 2015) includes a
schedule 2 Article 3 Post construction monitoring requirement 17, as follows:
Post construction monitoring
17.—(1) Before completion of the authorised development a post construction
monitoring plan must be submitted to, and agreed by, the local planning authority.
(2) The plan must include monitoring of the effects of the scheme on:
(a) European and nationally protected species;

(b) air quality and emissions levels;
(c) noise levels;
(d) traffic and economic data; and
(e) water quality.
(3) Post construction monitoring must be carried out in accordance with the plan
approved under sub-paragraph (1).
HE’s Design Manual DMRB- Volume 11, Section 3, Part 7, HD 213/11 – revision 1, Noise
and Vibration, Nov 2011 Chapter 6- Monitoring and Evaluation offers the following guidance:
6.1 Although there is currently no general requirement for noise and vibration
monitoring following the completion of a road project, the Overseeing Organisation’s
supply chain should check whether any monitoring requirements have been written
into the design specification. This may be required if an objective of the road
project is to reduce noise.
6.2 Monitoring during construction may be required and the scope of this would usually
be covered by agreements with the local Environmental Health Officer.
Although there is no general requirement for noise and vibration monitoring following the
completion and even if this has never been undertaken by HE, this is not a justified reason
for not considering it for this scheme.
Paragraph 6.1 DMRB HD 213/11– revision 1, Noise and Vibration does state that post
completion monitoring “may be required if an objective of the road project is to reduce
noise”.
The NPSNN, 2014 paragraph 5.195 states that the Secretary of State should not grant
development consent unless satisfied that the proposals will meet, the following aims, within
the context of Government policy on sustainable development:




avoid significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life from noise as a result of
the new development;
mitigate and minimise other adverse impacts on health and quality of life from noise
from the new development; and
contribute to improvements to health and quality of life through the effective
management and control of noise, where possible.

The final of these three aims is most relevant.
Furthermore paragraph 5.200 of the NPSNN, 2014 states that “Applicants should consider
opportunities to address the noise issues associated with the Important Areas as identified
through the noise action planning process” (under the Environmental Noise Regulations
2006 as amended).
The ES makes it clear that a key aim is to address Important Areas in terms of noise. These
Important Areas are clearly identified and the majority if not all of the mitigation proposed in
the form of environmental noise barriers and very Low Noise Surfacing are to address
existing and future significant adverse noise effects at these locations.
Highways England believes that ongoing monitoring is not necessary and is not practical. HE
considers that Post Opening Project Evaluation (POPE) is sufficient and they will assess

whether the noise mitigation installed is to the agreed specification which would meet DMRB
standards.
This is noted but this would only assess the actual sound transmission acoustic mitigation
performance of the proposed noise barriers.
It would not verify the actual noise effects at receptors as there are assumption made in the
noise model in relation to the passage of sound over the top and around the edges of noise
barriers or the performance of the very Low Noise surfacing.
SCDC would like post completion monitoring to be undertaken by HE at the worst affected
properties only, that is those where traffic noise will be dominant and not unduly influenced
by metrological conditions and those directly receiving the benefits of mitigation e.g. those
properties identified as Important Areas under the Environmental Noise Regulations 2006
(as amended) and as identified in ES.
The methodology and monitoring locations could be agreed in advance. It is considered that
monitoring could be done for a period of 3 to 6 weeks at a location immediately adjacent to
the receptor within Important Area location where mitigation has negligible or no effect and
then repeated at the receptor which is afforded protection.
The monitoring requested is not for an indefinite period but should be immediately after
opening for a representative period of time sufficient to demonstrate that the noise mitigation
proposed and implemented, ensures that the operational noise levels and adverse
environmental noise effects from the project do not materially exceed or worsen those as
described and reported in the environmental statement at the worst affected properties.
Should this not be the case then further mitigation measures, where these are practical and
feasible, should be identified by the undertaker and implemented within a reasonable time
period following their approval by the requesting planning authority, unless otherwise agreed
in writing by the local planning authority.
For the reasons detailed above regarding the uncertainties and assumptions of noise
modelling it is SCDC’s view that a requirement or legal agreement should also be
considered for post construction noise monitoring. This is considered necessary to give the
local authorities and public the confidence that there is a requirement in place that ensures
that operational noise levels and adverse environmental effects from the project are verified /
checked and do not materially exceed or worsen those as described and reported in the
environmental statement.
It is considered that could be secured by either a requirement or separate legal agreement
but this is likely to require some legal advice on most appropriate mechanism.

Item 4 Air Quality
Item 4 (a) Baseline – existing air quality levels
(i) Overview of current air quality conditions along existing and proposed routes including
designation of AQMAs to provide context for discussion
There was discussion around whether the baseline for existing air quality levels has been
agreed.
The Council can confirm that the issue of setting an agreed baseline is currently still in
discussion with HE, and that it is nearing resolution. It has been agreed that it should be
possible to agree a new baseline position once the next full year of monitoring data has been
ratified. There is a difference of opinion with HE over whether historical data from the
Impington monitoring station should be disregarded. However, this is not of relevance to
setting a baseline position based upon new data.
During the discussion HE made reference to a new DEFRA Draft Air Quality Plan for the
achievement of EU air quality limit value for nitrogen dioxide (NO2) in Eastern (UK0029),
September 2015, which is currently the subject of public consultation. The plan has been
produced in response to the Supreme Court decision that Government needed to draw up a
plan for tackling the UK’s air pollution problem. Although a draft document, it has informed
HE’s position. The local authorities were advised by the ExA to consider whether it wanted to
submit comments by Deadline 10. The Council’s comments are presented in section 2 Post
hearing documents – comments on the draft DEFRA air quality plan.
Item 4 (d) Monitoring of effects – during construction and post construction
(ii)
Should post construction monitoring of air pollutants be undertaken? If so, how
should this be secured? Would other parties wish to comment?
The discussion and issues raised followed much the same as noise monitoring (see Item 3(f)
above).
The ExA asked whether air quality monitoring could be secured through a requirement as
opposed to legal agreement. The Council considers it should be possible to require air
quality monitoring, and if necessary, mitigation through the DCO Requirements. To this end
it proposes the following wording for such a requirement:
Suggested wording for a new air quality requirement:
Air quality
(1) No part of the authorised development must commence until an air quality
management plan has been submitted and approved in writing by the Secretary of
State, following consultation with the relevant local planning authority.
(2) The air quality management plan must address the post construction monitoring to
be undertaken and, if necessary, the measures that may be implemented to
address exceedances in air quality as a result of the scheme.
(3) Where required, such mitigation measures shall be implemented as approved, to
the satisfaction of the local planning authority.

Note - it is anticipated that an air quality management plan would address, but not be limited
to, the following issues:
 Who would undertake air quality monitoring – whether this be the LPA and/or HE
 Process for undertaking monitoring - including the locations, type of monitoring
equipment / data collection
 Timescales for monitoring
 Process for dealing with any deviations (exceedances) from the predicted air quality
– which may include investigation and a re-run of the model
 Process for agreeing any mitigation measures to address exceedances (and review
of the effectiveness)
Some or all of this detail could be included within paragraph (2) for completeness and to add
clarity.
Notwithstanding, the Council is also exploring the possibility of securing a legal agreement
(jointly with the other local authorities) for air quality monitoring and mitigation.
Item 4 (c) Air quality effects, mitigation and residual effects arising from (1)
construction
The Council expressed concern that dust monitoring proposed in CoCP appeared to be
limited to visual observations by contractors only. It sought commitment that if complaints
were received from local residents about health then instrumentation measurement for
smaller particulates be undertaken.
HE confirmed that if this was the case then instrumentation measurement would form part of
their of CoCP commitments as best practical means to minimise dust.
Item 4 (e) Implications of IAN 185/15
HE confirmed that they had now done a recent updated assessment for IAN 185/15 for Air
Quality (in addition to noise). This was completed 14 September and will be submitted by
Deadline 10. HE presented a summary and reported that it did not change findings of ES at
all. The Council awaits submission before any response can be made.

2: Post hearing documents – comments on the draft DEFRA air
quality plan
SCDC has no objection to the argument adduced by HE to the possibility of air quality
improvement as stated in the draft air quality plan for the achievement of EU air quality limit
value for nitrogen dioxide (NO2), in Eastern zone (UK0029).
However, the Council would submit that this report was based on modelling which in itself is
not conclusive on the likely actual future concentration value for those areas.
The Council would also like to submit that, even with the introduction of strict standards for
NOx emissions from diesel light duty vehicles so far, this has not delivered the expected
emission reductions. This is contrary to the argument by HE that, with the introduction of a
better future Euro emission standards, this will improve the level of air quality in the areas
affected by the development.
Air quality results so far have proved that diesel light duty vehicles have emitted more in
practice than under test conditions. Therefore, the expected reductions through the
introduction of stricter Euro emission standards as argued by HE, that it will improve the
quality of air, may not materialise as it has been experienced to date. Nevertheless, it is not
impossible that this may bring some level of improvement to the quality of air in future.
Moreover, from the draft report it is not until 2025 that annual mean NO2 concentrations are
predicted to drop and it is therefore imperative to have a back-up plan in case of any
negative air quality impact as a result of the project.
This reinforces the Council’s position that HE should be prepared to commit to an air quality
management plan, as recommended through the Council’s proposed revision to the DCO to
include a Requirement on air quality (see proposed wording in Item 4(d) above), such that if
a situation arose where the quality of air is worse than predicted HE would be required to
implement additional mitigation.
It’s is the Council’s view that this represents the preferred approach rather than going
through the route of the legal agreement to achieve any construction or post-monitoring air
quality assessment. However, if the ExA were minded, it should be possible to secure a
legal agreement with HE to the same end. (As stated in Item 4(d), the Council is also
exploring the possibility of securing a legal agreement (jointly with the other local authorities)
for air quality and noise monitoring and mitigation.)

APPENDIX 1

Statement of Common Ground: Air Quality monitoring and
mitigation
th
28 September 2015
1. At the hearing the following aspects of modelling were discussed:
a. Use of verification factors;
b. The approach used for selection of future emission
factors/background concentrations
c. Whether results should have been presented as contour plots;
and
d. Uncertainty in the traffic data used for the assessment.
The councils and Highways England agree that they are not looking
for any changes to be made to the air quality modelling approach
used in the assessment. However, the councils believe that, the
uncertainty in the traffic results should be considered and that
monitoring is required to verify the modelling outcomes. Apart from
the uncertainty in the modelling results, the councils are not
challenging the results of the assessment.
2. The only matter now not agreed between Highways England and the
councils is that Highways England should fund further air quality
monitoring and make provision for funding of mitigation measures if
subsequently required.
3. The councils’ preferred approach is that Highways England
commission, (and also where appropriate as an alternative,
contribute financial support for already existing monitoring), air
quality monitoring at agreed locations to an agreed specification for
12 months prior to construction and then for a period until the
monitoring at each site shows three years of compliance with air
quality limit values. With the exception of the Northern Bypass of
Cambridge (Bar Hill to Fen Ditton), where PM10, PM2.5 and
Nitrogen Oxides monitoring is required, the monitoring will be for
nitrogen dioxide only.

4. The councils’ position if the monitoring results showed that the A14
scheme had resulted in non-compliance with air quality limit values
would be that Highways England would make financial contributions
towards furthering the respective councils’ Air Quality Action Plans
as mitigation of the observed effects.
5. The position of the Cambridge City Council is that the A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon Local Funding agreement would require
amendment to allow for funding of monitoring and mitigation
measures if agreement cannot be reached through the DCO. SCDC
agrees with City position if this is the only way to secure funding in
the event that agreement cannot be reached through the DCO.
6. Highways England’s current position is that further monitoring is not
required as the scheme is not predicted to result in an exceedance
of limit values or significant negative impacts.

-2-

Proposed Specification for Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation
for verification of the modelled pollutant forecasts relating to the
proposed Highways England A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Improvement Scheme.
1. Purpose of the Document
The purpose of this document is to specify the necessary air quality
monitoring provision required by Huntingdonshire District Council, South
Cambridgeshire District Council and Cambridge City Council to verify
forecast concentrations for air pollutants of concern detailed in Highways
England A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme Environmental Statement of December 2014. The document will cover
monitoring type, equipment, location, monitoring period, triggers for
action, outline costs, servicing, quality assurance and control and data
provision.
Its secondary function is to propose a financial mechanism to support any
necessary mitigation identified should results of monitoring show any noncompliance with National Air Quality Objectives or EU limit values for
specified pollutants.
2. Monitoring Type
Monitoring for Nitrogen Dioxide will be either continuous monitoring using
a suitable analyser or by monthly diffusion tube as specified within the
district by district requirements presented below. Particulate monitoring
will be continuous monitoring using approved equipment.
3. Monitoring Equipment
Where specified, continuous monitoring for oxides of nitrogen or fine
particles at PM10 or PM 2.5 fractions will be carried out using MCerts,
certified and approved equipment of a type suitable for inclusion in the
DEFRA UK National air quality network.
An example suitable monitor for Oxides of Nitrogen would be a Casella
Monitor ML2041 chemiluminescence analyser. For Particulate matter an
example monitor would be a BAM1020 Continuous Beta-attenuation
Particulate Monitor.
4. Monitoring Period
Monitoring will be carried out for a minimum continuous period beginning
no less than 1 year prior to commencement of construction of the road
improvement scheme and ceasing following a minimum continuous period
of 3 years post full operation of the completed scheme and where there
has been at least 3 continuous years where no ratified monitoring results
that are non-compliant with National Air Quality Objectives or EU limit
-3-

values set in regulations for the specified pollutant species have been
observed.
5. Servicing and Quality Assurance and Control
Continuous monitoring for oxides of nitrogen and particulate matter will
require service support from a reputable and suitably qualified contractor.
Where it is specified that monitoring be contracted by Highways England
the service provider must be approved by the relevant local authority.
Monitors will require local calibration using reference gases at a minimum
of fortnightly intervals. Data capture at all sites must meet a minimum of
90% for hourly average data.
The chosen equipment supplier will provide a 48 hour callout service to
ensure any technical faults are resolved as soon as possible.
The performance of the monitoring station will be audited to ensure
quality assured/quality checking twice a year by a UKAS accredited
independent company. The audit will be conducted in accordance with
ISO17025.
Monitoring data will be downloaded remotely and checked on a daily
(weekday) basis to ensure the equipment is functioning properly.
Full data quality assurance and ratification as well as 6 Monthly equipment
audits will need to be carried out at all monitoring sites by a suitably
qualified service provider. Where it is specified that monitoring be
contracted by Highways England the service provider must be approved
by the relevant local authority.
6. Data provision
Reports will be submitted to the relevant local authority officer via e-mail
on a monthly basis and will include the following information:
 Validated, ratified hourly and raw NOx, NO2 and PM10 data for the
preceding calendar month;
 Summary data for comparison with the air quality objectives:
 Monthly mean NO2 and PM10 concentrations;
 Mean NO2 and PM10 concentrations for the preceding 12 months (or
for the entire monitoring period to date if less than 12 months are
available).
 The number of days when daily mean PM10 concentrations were
above 50 µg.m-3
 The number of hours when hourly mean NO2 concentrations were
above 200 µg.m-3.
7. Air Quality Standards
Monitoring will need to show compliance with the following national air
quality objectives and current EU limit values:
Nitrogen

200 µg/m3 not to 1-hour mean
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dioxide

be exceeded more
than 18 times a
year

Particles
(PM10)
(gravimetric)

40 µg/m3
Annual mean
3
50 µg/m , not to
be exceeded more
24-hour mean
than 35 times a
year
40 µg/m3

Annual mean

8. District specific monitoring requirements.
Each of the districts affected by the proposed scheme have agreed
reasoned and proportionate monitoring requirements based on the current
observed air quality conditions in their respective areas. Where current
pollutant levels are reasonably low and the risk of non-compliance is less
likely, but reassurance is nonetheless required that areas will remain
compliant post operation of the scheme diffusion tube surveys for the
monitoring period specified above are considered the most cost effective.
Where the risk of non-compliance is higher because current pollutant
levels are above or close to objective levels and where Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMA) have been declared Continuous monitors as
specified above are considered the most appropriate.
a. Cambridge City Council Area
Cambridge City council has an AQMA for Nitrogen Dioxide covering the
central area of the City including the inner ring road and junctions with
feeder in to the City. Approximately one third of the City area is included.
The A14 scheme has the greatest potential to have an adverse impact on
the road network in the northern half of the City and in particular at
junctions of affected feeder roads and the inner ring road.
Therefore Cambridge City Council, having considered past air quality
assessments and the submissions in the HE Environmental Statement,
would require the provision by HE of a continuous monitor at or close to
the junction of Histon Road and Huntingdon Road sited to take account of
relevant residential receptors close to that location. This location would be
within or very close to the current AQMA boundary.
This site would require monitoring for oxides of nitrogen as specified
above. Approximate annual rental and support costs for the site as
specified would be £10000-£15000
b. South Cambridgeshire District Council area
The route of the proposed scheme within South Cambridgeshire District
has the highest potential risk of non-compliance. Much of the existing and
proposed route to the North and West of Cambridge is currently an AQMA
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and the Environmental statement indicates some likelihood of noncompliance at Hackers Fruit Farm near to Bar Hill for Nitrogen Dioxide.
South Cambridgeshire District Council would therefore seek financial
support from HE to continue existing relevant monitoring for NO2 and PM10
at their Impington site and propose that HE provide both PM10 and
Nitrogen Dioxide continuous monitoring at a historic SCDC monitoring
location close to Bar Hill where a suitable Cabinet and power supply
remain.
Monitoring would be as specified above at the supported sites.
Approximate annual costs for the reinstated site at Bar Hill as specified
would be £15000-£20000 whilst the financial support for SCDC to
continue to run the existing Impington site would be in the order of
£7000-£9000 per annum.
c. Huntingdonshire District Council Area
There are forecast to be benefits to residents in terms of air quality in
Huntingdonshire but also areas where air quality is forecast to worsen
albeit from a low background. Compliance monitoring for the scheme here
can therefore rely in some locations upon diffusion tube survey.
Huntingdonshire therefore require financial support for the monitoring
period specified above for the following diffusion tube locations:
Table 1 shows the locations that HDC would request that HE contribute to
our current network. Please note that some of these areas only have
limited funding which expires on 31st March 2016.
Table 1: Locations for monitoring:
No Location
Monitoring
Current AQMA monitoring
1
Huntingdon Diffusion
–
near tube
Blethan
Drive
2

Huntingdon Automatic
–
Ring monitoring
road
station

3

Huntingdon Diffusion
–
tube
Brampton
Road *

4

Brampton
Diffusion
–
Laws tube

Reason
This is on the northern end of the current
Huntingdon AQMA and will be used to
prove that the re-routing of the A14 does
support the modelling conclusion that AQ
will not be an issue here.
This is on the southern end of the current
Huntingdon AQMA and will be used to
prove that the re-routing of the A14 does
support the modelling conclusion that AQ
will not be an issue here.
This is on the eastern end of the current
Huntingdon AQMA and will be used to
prove that the re-routing of the A14 does
support the modelling conclusion that AQ
will not be an issue here.
This is in the current Brampton AQMA and
will be used to prove that the re-routing of
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Crescent

the A14 does support the modelling
conclusion that AQ will not be an issue
here.
5
Fenstanton Diffusion
This is by the current Fenstanton AQMA
–
Hilton tube
and will be used to prove that the reRoad
routing of the A14 does support the
modelling conclusion that AQ will not be
an issue here.
Areas proposed to be closer to re-routed A14
6
Alconbury
Diffusion
These properties are downwind of the A1
–
Lords tube
and redirected A1 south traffic wanting to
Way*
join the A14.
Already HDC receives
complaints from residents about air quality
levels from the A1. Monitoring will be able
to prove the modelling predictions that air
quality will not breach any exceedance
levels.
7
Brampton
Diffusion
These properties will be 200m from the A1
–
Hansell tube
and A14. Residents of Brampton have
Road
expressed concerns over the air quality
from both roads combined and monitoring
will be able to prove the modelling
predictions that air quality will not breach
any exceedance levels.
8
Offord
Diffusion
This village is going to have the A14 2
Cluny
– tube
miles closer to where it is currently,
High
leaving it 0.6 miles from the proposed
Street*
A14.
Residents of Offord Cluny have
expressed some concerns over air quality
from the road and monitoring will be able
to prove the modelling predictions that air
quality will not breach any exceedance
levels.
9
Hilton
– Diffusion
This village is going to have the A14 0.8
The
tube
miles closer, leaving it 0.6 miles away
Paddocks*
from the proposed A14. Residents have
expressed some concerns over air quality
from the scheme and monitoring will be
able to prove the modelling predictions
that air quality will not breach any
exceedance levels.
* Currently funding for these sites is set to end on 31st March 2016.
Huntingdonshire District is prepared to incorporate the management of
the extra diffusion tubes in to their existing programme at cost.
Approximate estimates would be as follows tube cost £7.50 per location
per month additional hours 2hrs/ month @ £45/hr therefore annual costs
of approximately £1800-2000
-7-

In addition to these relevant sites HDC operate a continuous monitor at
Pathfinder House close to what will be the de-trunked A14 following
completion of the scheme.
As the scheme proposes to de-trunk the current A14 this means that
there will still be an important and busy road very near residents that will
need to continue to be monitored until proven that air quality will not be
exceeding any statutory levels. Therefore, HDC does not consider that
the burden for monitoring both roads should be met by HDC alone,
especially as they have no operational control on either road.
They would therefore seek financial support from HE for their existing
continuous monitoring location in Huntingdon.
9. Mitigation for Non-compliance
All districts with AQMAs have produced action plans identifying measures
which will improve air quality in pursuit of the national air quality
objectives. Implementation of identified measures is dependent on a
number of financial support streams from council funds, national schemes
developer contributions and public / private partnerships.
In order to mitigate any adverse air quality impacts of the A14 scheme
identified by the proposed monitoring, further financial support for
proposed actions will be needed. Therefore we propose the following
mechanism to support the Districts Air Quality Action Plans:
For each year or part year of non-compliance with Air Quality Objectives
or EU air quality limit values identified through the proposed monitoring
scheme following the opening of the new scheme, HE should provide a
contribution of £50000 to each of the districts in which non-compliance is
monitored. This funding to be used in pursuance of that district councils
air quality action plan in force at the time of the exceedance.

-8-

Appendix 2 - Comments on Requirement 12 Noise Mitigation
(extract from the Council’s Written summary of oral submissions put at the issue specific
hearing on the draft DCO on 4 September 2015 and post hearing documents)
Requirement 12 – Noise mitigation
This should be read in conjunction with the Council’s noise and air quality hearing – post
hearing document, in particular Item 3(f)
The Council is seeking reassurance that the scheme will accord with the National Policy
Statement for National Networks (December 2014) in so far as measures are put in place to
ensure noise levels do not exceed predicted levels.
Paragraph 5.196 of the National Policy Statement for National Networks (December 2014)
under the section on Noise and Vibration / Decision making states:
5.196 In determining an application, the Secretary of State should consider whether
requirements are needed which specify that the mitigation measures put forward by
the applicant are put in place to ensure that the noise levels from the project do
not exceed those described in the assessment or any other estimates on which
the decision was based.
It would give the Council confidence that there was a control in place to ensure that
operational noise levels and adverse environmental effects from the project do not materially
exceed or worsen those as described and reported in the environmental statement.
The local authority has no statutory powers to address traffic noise. Therefore to ensure that
the public have a specific avenue for complaint and possible redress to HE, should they
consider that future traffic noise levels and effects are unacceptable and not in accordance
with the Environmental Statement, the Council recommend an additional requirement is
added to address operational noise impacts.
It is the Council’s view that the following amendments to Requirement 12 (and/or the
addition of a new operational noise requirement) is required to ensure that the scheme is
determined in accordance with the National Policy Statement for National Networks,
December 2014 (NPSNN, 2014) and in particular paragraph 5.196 under Noise and
Vibration - Decision Making (extract above).
Suggested revision to Requirement 12:
12.—(1) No part of the authorised development must commence until written details of
proposed noise mitigation in respect of the use and operation of that part of the
authorised development, including the acoustic performance of environmental noise
barriers and very low noise surfacing (vLNS), have been submitted to and approved by
the Secretary of State, following consultation with the relevant planning authority.
(2) The written details referred to in sub-paragraph (1) must either:
(a) reflect the mitigation measures included in the environmental statement and
shall ensure that the operational noise levels and adverse environmental noise
effects from the project do not materially exceed or worsen those as described
and reported in the environmental statement; or

(b) where the mitigation proposed materially differs from the mitigation identified in
the environmental statement, the undertaker must provide evidence with the
written details submitted that the mitigation proposed would not give rise to any
materially new or materially worse adverse environmental noise effects than
those reported in the environmental statement taking into account the
mitigation identified in it.
(3) The noise mitigation must be constructed in accordance with the approved details
referred to in sub-paragraph (1) and shall be retained thereafter.
Suggested additional wording for inclusion in Requirement 12 or as a new operational noise
requirement:
Within four weeks from receipt of a written request from the local planning authority,
following a complaint from a member of the public within the noise study area identified
in the Environmental Statement regarding operational noise emissions from the
authorised development, the undertaker shall undertake a noise survey.
The noise survey shall be undertaken in accordance with national / industry standards
and best practice technical codes of practice and guidance on environmental noise
monitoring and shall be carried out under the supervision of the requesting local
planning authority. The results of the noise survey shall be provided to the requesting
local planning authority for its written approval within one month of the survey being
undertaken.
Should the results of the noise survey show that operational noise levels and adverse
environmental noise effects from the project materially exceed or are worse than those
as described and reported in the environmental statement, then further mitigation
measures, where these are practical and feasible, shall be identified by the undertaker
and implemented within a reasonable time period following their approval by the
requesting local planning authority, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the
requesting local planning authority.

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme
Development Consent Order

Issue specific hearing on detailed design on 15 September 2015 - post hearing
document
South Cambridgeshire District Council
28 September 2015

At the Issue Specific Hearing on Detailed Design held on 17 September the Examining
Authority asked the local authorities to provide an outline of their role with regard to Agenda
item 5
How has the scheme design process sought to balance operational, safety and
security requirements with visual appearance, functionality, fitness for purpose,
sustainability and cost? Paying particular regard to:
a) Crossings and elevations
b) Lighting
c) Cuttings and embankments
d) Noise mitigation
e) Above grounds structures such as gantries and other signage
General points
The Council is a Tier 1 stakeholder in relation to the current application in its role as the local
planning authority for South Cambridgeshire and in relation to other statutory functions,
particularly with regard to noise and air quality matters. The Council therefore considers its
role as one of negotiation with the applicant in order to secure the best position for South
Cambridgeshire, particularly in relation to current approved planning policy. However, the
Council also takes an active role within the local community across our administrative area in
terms of other matters such as local environment, in order to protect the position of local
communities and to seek to minimise the impact of any form of development as far as
practicably possible and to seek the best possible position and outcomes for those who live
and work in the district.
South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) has been actively involved in discussions
with Highways England (and the former Highways Agency). For example, the Council has
been consulted and submitted formal comments at the pre-application stage. As a result of
some of the comments made minor changes were made to the scheme design to address
the Council’s concerns. Discussions with Highways England continue, for example in relation
to the emerging Code of Construction Practice and the Local Environmental Management
Plans, and the restoration and after use of Borrow Pits.
A number of issues the Council raised in its Written Representation are matters that will be
addressed through the detailed design stage and the applicant has committed to working
with the Council on these (as recorded in the Statement of Common Ground between SCDC
and Highways England).
Further, discussions with Highways England at the A14 Stakeholder Strategy Board have
indicated that a Design Panel is proposed to oversee the detailed design of the scheme. The
Council is supportive of this approach, the wider aims to deliver a positive legacy for the
scheme which includes high quality design.
Turning to agenda items the Council would comment as follows:
a) Crossings and elevations
In South Cambridgeshire there are elevated crossings at several junctions along the route
and two Non-Motorised User bridges proposed at Swavesey and Bar Hill.
The role for the Council has mainly been in relation to community, heritage and landscape
mitigation. For mitigation of intrusive elements at elevated junctions it is suggested that as a

general principal gantries, lighting etc. are not seen in isolation but in conjunction with, or set
against, some green bulk to lessen their visual impacts.
Setting of Lolworth Church
The Council has been in discussion with Highways England after it raised concerns in its
written submissions about the Lolworth (Robins Lane) junction, particularly in relation to
visual impacts from the elevated crossing on the setting of the Grade II* Listed Church at
Lolworth.
As a result of these discussions agreement has been reached with the applicant that this
area (and other areas of sensitive landscape) will need special treatment and therefore will
be identified as a Special Landscape Area. (Statement of Common Ground, Ref 18 Matters
Agreed). The Council is seeking greater integration of the landscaping in these areas, with
designs which draw upon positive local characteristics. These matters will be addressed
through the detailed design.
Design of NMU bridges at Swavesey and Bar Hill
To date there has been no discussion as to the detailed design of these bridges, but the
Council considers there to be an opportunity for the scheme to include feature bridges in
these locations to minimise the engineered impacts.
The cycle bridge at Swavesey requires a huge structure crossing 15 lanes of traffic and
extensive and steep mounding in reasonably confined spaces to gain the required gradients
and elevations. At Bar Hill the proposed cycle bridge ends in very steep embankments which
themselves are very close to existing and proposed embankments for the road crossings.
In terms of the user experience at the Bar Hill crossing, the Council sought to relocate the
approach NMU route from the bottom of the embankment to nearer the top. The applicant
agreed to this minor design change to the scheme which should provide a more overlooked,
and potentially safer environment for users as well as reducing the gradients faced by users
of the crossing.
The Council will also be seeking to minimise the impacts of the structures and embankments
on the adjoining communities and landscape. For example, it may be possible to combine
these embankments as far as possible to allow for longer, gentler slopes and the proposed
grassland could be replaced with tree and shrub planting to help to disguise what will remain
obviously engineered features. These are matters that can be discussed at detailed design.
b) Lighting
The design of lighting for the scheme is a design matter, largely for the applicant with
Cambridgeshire County Council in their role as local highway authority.
Road lighting
However, the Council has raised concerns in its written submissions about the potential
impact from lighting on people, particularly those living close to the route. (The Council
accepts there has been adequate consideration of lighting impacts on flora and fauna).
Highways England has agreed to include SCDC in discussions around matters of detail
(Statement of Common Ground, Ref 16 Matters Agreed). Work on the emerging Code of
Construction Practice provides a forum for all interested local authorities and Highways
England to engage on such design matters.

NMU lighting
Another matter to be addressed at the detailed design will be to consider the Council’s
desire for some form of lighting (for example solar studs) for the NMU route alongside the
local access road to improve personal safety and encourage use of the route more of the
time.
An associated issue for the Council is that of wider amenity of using the NMU route
alongside the local access road. The Council has made written submissions suggesting the
amenity of the corridor between, for example, Swavesey and Bar Hill junctions will be much
improved if additional planting is provided between the NMU and the local road and the A14.
Currently the user experience of a very wide, unsegregated corridor will be poor, particularly
for the local and NMU routes. Additional landscaping can remove glare from headlights,
either in addition to or instead of artificial glare deflectors, as well as helping to minimise the
wider landscape impacts from multiple lanes of tarmac and improve the user experience
from a more visible separation from traffic. This will also be an issue for discussion at
detailed design.
c) Cuttings and embankments
The role for the Council has mainly been in relation to landscape mitigation and it considers
it has a key role in seeking an appropriate solution with the applicant. The main areas of
concern for the Council relate to landscape impacts and mitigation measures, and the after
use for borrow pits excavated to build the scheme.
There have already been some discussions concerning landscape matters, particularly the
restoration of borrow pits, but the outstanding matters will be addressed at detailed design.
Mitigation planting along CNB (around Orchard Park)
The proposals for widening the road between Histon Junction and Milton Junction will result
in the loss of significant areas of mature landscape to the north of the road, particularly in the
area around Histon Lake (a significant open space provided as compensation for landscape
lost during the construction of the Guided Busway).
To the south of the road the widened A14 carriageway will continue to run close to residents
at Orchard Park. Landscaping on Highways land and within the current red line, have
experienced some failures over the years.
The Council is seeking to ensure as much landscaping is retained as possible, but there is
limited scope within the red line boundary. This may be an area where it would be
appropriate for off-site compensatory planting. It is also keen to ensure the landscape failure
situation is not repeated, hence it is seeking longer periods of aftercare through the DCO
Requirements (see also ‘other related design concerns’ section below).
Restoration of borrow pit 6
Although there has been some discussion and consideration of the proposed after use for
the borrow pits, the Council remains concerned that the proposals for the restoration of
Borrow Pit 6 do not provide for any significant legacy in terms of landscape, amenity, habitat,
recreation or open space provision. It could also easily assist with providing betterment to
the local flooding situation at very little cost.

Early proposals for this area featured water based recreation and habitat creation. This was
considered to be appropriate given the close proximity of the proposed Northstowe new town
and close access via the NMU route which travels along the whole of the southern boundary.
This area will form part of the southern ‘Gateway’ to Northstowe, therefore visual amenity will
also be important, and this should be addressed even if the land eventually remains as
agriculture with no public access. The Council will continue to work with the applicant on
devising a suitable proposal for Borrow Pit 6.
d) Noise mitigation
The Council has a number of statutory functions relating to noise and has been in detailed
discussion with the applicant on the proposed noise mitigation measures. The Council has a
role in ensuring the noise mitigation measures proposed in the scheme align with the
predicted impacts (modelling outputs), and takes into consideration the wider community and
landscape impacts.
Discussions have been held with the applicant in relation to the proposed mitigation
measures, and the Council has concerns about the detailed design of noise mitigation
measures. These will be significant features, and their form needs to be considered as well
as their function.
The Council has also been in negotiation with the applicant relating to the need for post
scheme noise monitoring (see Statement of Common Ground, Ref 4 Matters under
discussion).
The Council will hold further discussions with the applicant at the detailed design stage on
the following issues:
Replacement of the Orchard Park Noise Barrier
The Council has been in discussion with the applicant to establish whether the Orchard Park
noise barrier will need to be replaced as part of the scheme. Following completion of the
most recent work (IAN185/15 report) the applicant is proposing very low noise surfacing
along the Cambridge Northern Bypass. As a result, there is no need (from an acoustic
perspective) to replace the noise barrier alongside Orchard Park.
Over a number of years the Council has been in discussion with Highways England (and
formerly the Highways Agency) to seek the replacement of this barrier with a more
appropriate design for its location on a residential edge of Cambridge. The Council is
seeking replacement of what was only ever meant to be a temporary noise barrier with a
more appropriately designed barrier for this location. The noise barrier was constructed to
protect residential properties from A14 noise as a temporary measure until such time as nonresidential buildings were constructed to provide a natural barrier. However, due to market
forces, the non-residential uses did not materialise and the barrier has been retained.
The Council will continue discussions with the applicant, and it may be something that can
be addressed as part of the scheme legacy.
Integration of noise mitigation measures into adjoining development sites – Darwin Green
The Council accepts, for the purposes of obtaining DCO consent that the applicant needs to
demonstrate that adequate noise mitigation is proposed; to this end the DCO drawings show
indicative lengths of noise barriers.

However, the Council Council’s adopted Site Specific Policies Development Plan Document
and the Submitted Local Plan require the Darwin Green development on the Cambridge
Northern Bypass to deliver earth bunds as mitigation measures, as opposed to fences or
barriers. As such, there is agreement from Highways England to work with the developers
and the Council to agree a more acceptable design solution, which is likely to be using earth
bunds, in accordance with the Local Plan policy (see Statement of Common Ground, Refs
10 and 22 Matters Agreed).
General design and/or landscaping of noise barriers
The Council is seeking to ensure noise barriers are designed for their particular location, and
should remain as unobtrusive as possible within the landscape. Where long unbroken areas
of barrier are proposed the Council suggests that these are visually broken up into differing
sections which relate to their specific location using contrasting panels or landscape
treatments. This will be a matter to be addressed at the detailed design stage so that the
design of noise barriers for specific locations can be considered.
e) Above grounds structures such as gantries and other signage
The role for the Council has mainly been in relation to community and visual / landscape
mitigation, as there is potential for community and visual impact. Therefore, where possible,
the Council will be seeking additional screening, particularly in sensitive and/or rural areas to
reduce the impact of these features on the landscape and local communities. Mitigation of
the impact of views to gantries etc., for example, may be more effective if provided closer to
the community bearing the effect. Off-site landscape mitigation may therefore be required.
The Council will engage in discussions at the detailed design stage.
Other related design concerns
Ensuring sufficient aftercare for landscaping to enable it to establish
In response to concerns raised by the Council in its written submissions, Highways England
has extended the period of aftercare for landscaping in the restored borrow pits from 5 years
to 10 years, which is a welcome step in the right direction. However, the Council is still
seeking a longer period of landscaping aftercare.
Ensuring that landscaping establishes itself properly is a fundamental part of the scheme’s
visual design and impact, as well as impacting on the user experience. The landscapes to be
provided along the A14, its associated works and within the borrow pit areas are large and
complicated schemes with many different landscape elements.
Experience of management of other large landscape projects (e.g. the A428, landscapes at
the new settlement of Cambourne) show that these landscapes can often take a
considerable time to establish, particularly if growing conditions are not ideal (wind corridor,
made up ground, slopes) or are intricate (e.g. establishing a mosaic of habitats) or contain
engineering elements (e.g. SUDs).
For this reason the Council suggests that the establishment of robust landscapes to a
standard where they can be passed on by the applicant should be extended to 10 years for
the general landscape, and 15 years for more sensitive or intricate areas of landscape,
including at borrow pits. These time periods should ensure that the landscape features have
matured sufficiently to provide their proposed functions, that the first rounds of major works
to the landscape (e.g. woodland thinning) will have been completed, and that any failed
landscapes will have been assessed and replaced allowing for a reasonable period of regrowth.

Loss of vegetation & protection of trees (particularly TPO)
To date there has been little discussion on the potential loss of trees (and other vegetation)
as a Tree Survey will inform the detailed design. The Council will engage in discussions at
the detailed design stage once the results of the Tree Survey are known.
The principle of retaining areas of existing vegetation, especially significant vegetation and
TPO trees, wherever possible, should be implemented. Proposed areas of construction that
could affect significant areas of trees, particularly TPO trees, should be assessed as soon as
possible. A detailed tree survey to BS 5837 should inform the assessment and suggest
opportunities to reduce tree loss by adjustments to the design proposals.
For example, trees north of Grange farm (an extensive loss of TPO woodland) and north of
Menzies golf club are well away from the proposed highway and their removal is to
accommodate ditches and a small area of floodwater storage. It would seem that it would be
entirely possible to relocate these drainage features within the red line so that far fewer trees
are removed.

