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1 Context
1.1.1 This document provides written responses from the Applicant to
matters raised by the Examining Authority (ExA), Local Authorities
and third party stakeholders at the Issue Specific Hearing on
noise and air quality held on Tuesday 15 September 2015.
1.1.2 The structure of this document follows the order of items as set
out in the agenda for the issue specific hearing on noise and air
quality ("Agenda"). Numbered agenda items referred to are
references to the numbered items in the Agenda.

2 Agenda Item 3: Noise & Vibration
2.1

Agenda item 3(a)(i): Overview of current noise
conditions
2.1.1 The Applicant provided an overview of current noise conditions as
follows.
2.1.2 Where baseline information is reported
2.1.3 Baseline noise conditions are reported in Section 14.3 of Chapter
14 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (APP-345) with further
detailed information provided in Appendix 14.2 of the ES (APP706).
2.1.4 Updated baseline information with regard to Buckden Marina is
reported in the Response to Buckden Marina Resident’s
Association submitted at Deadline 9 (REP9-018).
2.1.5 General variation in baseline levels and character across the
scheme study area
2.1.6 As set out in Chapter 14 of the ES, the study area is
predominantly rural with the exception of the principal urban areas
of Huntingdon and Cambridge and smaller settlements along or
close to the existing A14.
2.1.7 Much of the study area follows existing major transport corridors
which elevate existing noise levels in most locations be they rural
or urban. The principal transport corridors that shape the baseline
are the East Coast mainline railway and the A1/A1(M), A14,
A141, M11, A428 and A10 trunk roads.
2.1.8 The close proximity of residential property to the A1 and A14
results in the 2014 Noise Action Plan for Roads identifying 23
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Important Areas1 (IA) in the scheme’s study area. The noise
climate at 22 of these IAs will be materially improved by the
scheme. The climate in the 23rd would be generally neutral with
noise reductions at some properties.
2.1.9 At distance from these transport corridors noise levels are also
dependent on wind direction that is mainly south westerly. This
means that transport noise levels are generally higher and the
acoustic environments generally more often characterised by
transport noise for receptors located to the north and east of each
corridor.
2.1.10 At locations within the study area that are more remote from
major roads – along the proposed Huntingdon Southern Bypass the major noise sources are generally local traffic, agricultural
activity and wildlife.
2.1.11 The baseline noise levels are quantified in Appendix 14.2 (APP706) and section 14.3 of Chapter 14 of the ES (APP-345)
describes, in largely qualitative terms, the soundscape in each
route section.
2.1.12 Agreement of baseline methodologies and results with the local
authorities
2.1.13 Huntingdon District Council (HDC) and Cambridge City Council
(CCiC) confirmed that they accepted the baseline methodology
and results in their responses to ExA Q1.10.2 (REP2-011).
2.1.14 In its response to ExA Q1.10.2, South Cambridgeshire District
Council (SCDC) noted that baseline data and baseline monitoring
locations were agreed but that SCDC officers were having
ongoing discussions with the HE and their noise consultants
ongoing in relation to this matter; specifically “some discrepancy
with baseline noise levels as monitored and as predicted in the
vicinity of Orchard Park on the Cambridge Northern Bypass. The
information provided by the Applicant in response to the ExA's
questions and SCDC’s response to those questions has enabled
SCDC to confirm – in its SoCG - that this matter is now closed.

1

As noted at paragraph 14.4.67 of Chapter 14 of the ES (PINS reference APP-345) two
further Important Areas (IA5142 and IS5143) also fall within the study area but the properties
in both cases are derelict. Paragraph 14.4.68 of Chapter 14 notes “IA5142 and IA5143 are
not considered further due to their current uncertain status. Highways Agency would monitor
any future change in status at these locations.”
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Agenda item 3(a)(ii): Confirmation of the assessment
criteria for operational noise
2.2.1 The Applicant explained the assessment criteria with respect to
noise, and in particular the two types of significant effect. That
explanation is set out below.
2.2.2 Context for assessment criteria
2.2.3 Operational noise assessment criteria are set out in Section 14.2
of Chapter 14 to the ES (APP-345) with further detail in Appendix
14.3 (APP-707).
2.2.4 Criteria for the assessment of operational noise are proposed to
protect the following categories of receptor:


people, primarily where they live ('residential receptors') on an
individual dwelling basis and on a community basis, including any
shared community open areas;



community facilities such as schools, hospitals, places of
worship, and commercial properties such as offices and hotels,
collectively described as 'non-residential receptors'; and



designated 'quiet areas '.

Designated ‘quiet areas’ are defined as either Quiet Areas as
identified under the Environmental Noise Regulations 2007 (as
amended) or are resources which are prized for providing tranquillity
as noted in the NPPF and are therefore designated as such under
the relevant local plan or are designated under local plans or
neighbourhood development plans as local green spaces. This
category of receptor includes public open spaces and public rights of
way for example.
2.2.5 As noted in the ES no designated quiet areas were identified in
the study area.
2.2.6 Assessment criteria for each of the principal categories of
receptor are proposed in the ES in response to the following
principal drivers:


The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) Regulations: i.e. to
avoid or reduce adverse likely significant effects due to noise;



Government policy: particularly Government noise policy , and
the National Planning Statement for National Networks (NPSNN
– particularly 5.195) taking account of Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG-Noise) and the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges (DMRB); and



The Environmental Noise Regulations: the 2014 Noise Action
Plan for Roads published under these Regulations that, as noted
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earlier, identify twenty three Important Areas in the scheme study
area.
2.2.7 In response to these drivers, the basis for the assessment criteria
is perhaps best summarised at Table 14.1 of the ES. Table 14.1
is based on the noise effect hierarchy in PPG-Noise that in turn
provides further detail for the three aims of government noise
policy (Noise Policy Statement for England) and 5.195 of the
NPSNN.
2.2.8 Against these drivers, with regard to Table 14.1 of Chapter 14 to
the ES and taking into account that the scheme is part ‘on’ and
part ‘off’ the existing Strategic Road Network (SRN), the principles
for identifying likely significant effects and hence triggering the
need for operational noise mitigation can be summarised as:


Relevant to the first aim of Government noise policy (NPSNN
5.195) as clarified by Planning Practice Guidance:
o Is it an important Area?
o Are there unacceptable adverse effects to be prevented?
o Are there significant observed adverse effects to be
avoided, as far as sustainable (giving weight to potential
health effects)?



Relevant to the second aim of Government noise policy (NPSNN
5.195):
o Are there adverse effects on health and quality of life to be
minimised as far as sustainable?
o Are there adverse effects identified as Likely Significant
Effects (under EIA) due to noise increase and, for example
the number of dwellings in a community so effected, to be
avoided or reduced?



Relevant to the third aim of Government noise policy (NPSNN
5.195):
o Is it possible to sustainably improve the current noise
environment?

2.2.9 For the sections of the scheme that are ‘on’ the existing SRN,
most and sometimes all of the above principles apply. For the
sections that are ‘off’ the existing SRN (i.e. Huntingdon Bypass), it
is only the principles at 2) in the list above that apply. This is
because: firstly the distance between the proposed scheme and
the vast majority of dwellings is sufficiently large that combined
with the integrated mitigation forecast noise levels are neither
significant observed adverse effects nor unacceptable adverse
effects; and secondly there is no opportunity, in this instance, to
improve the existing environment.
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2.2.10 Overall this means that there are ‘in principle’ differences in the
triggering of mitigation between the ‘on-line’ and ‘off-line’ sections
of the scheme.
2.2.11 The two types of significant effect reported in the ES
2.2.12 In line with best practice on other major schemes, such as HS2,
and consistent with the ExA report and SoS Decision Letter for
the Thames Tideway Tunnel DCO, Table 14.1 of the ES identifies
two types of significant effect in the ES.
2.2.13 The first type of significant effect is a ‘significant observed
adverse effect' on an individual receptor.
2.2.14 Where the predicted total noise (including noise from the scheme
and taking account of the noise reduction measures), increases
the baseline noise such that it exceeds the trigger value for onset
of a significant observed adverse effect (refer to Table 14.1), then
a likely significant noise or vibration effect has been identified on
that individual receptor.
2.2.15 Such situations are significant observed adverse effects in terms
of government noise policy (refer to Table 14.1) and hence apply
to the first aim of NPSNN 5.195. For clarity, in the assessment of
effects and residual effects in sections 14.4 and 14.6 of the ES,
the term ‘significant observed adverse effect' is used to describe
these effects. This is to distinguish them from effects that are
considered to be significant in the environmental impact
assessment (EIA) but which are not significant in terms of
government noise policy.
2.2.16 With reference to PPG-Noise (DCLG, 2014), significant observed
adverse effects would generally be on residents inside buildings
where the resulting noise or vibration could disrupt activities.
Significant observed adverse effects can be avoided by mitigation
in the scheme (e.g. low noise surfacing), mitigation at the receptor
(i.e. noise insulation) or a combination of both.
2.2.17 The second type of significant effect is a ‘likely significant effect’
on a residential community. Such effects can be beneficial or
adverse.
2.2.18 Where the predicted total level of noise or vibration (including
noise from the scheme and taking account of the noise reduction
measures) is between the trigger values for the onset of an
adverse observed effect and a significant observed adverse effect
(refer to Table 14.1), people's perception of the level of effect is
generally indicated by the increase in noise or vibration from what
it would be without the scheme. People living in a local community
when such a change in noise occurs, may consider it an adverse
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effect on the acoustic character of the area and hence may
perceive it as a change in the quality of life.
2.2.19 When considered collectively on a community basis, and taking
into account the local context, adverse noise effects may be
considered to be significant in EIA terms (although not in terms of
government noise policy terms). In considering whether the level
of effect is significant in EIA terms on a community basis the
following criteria have been taken into account:


the change in noise levels (and resulting noise effect on
receptors);



the level of noise exposure once the scheme is in operation;



the level and character of the existing noise environment;



the number and grouping of adversely or beneficially affected
dwellings and shared community facilities;



any unique features of the source or receiving environment in the
local area;



combined exposure to noise and vibration;



for construction, the duration of the adverse or beneficial effect;
and



the effectiveness of mitigation measures that are provided.

2.2.20 The assessment in the ES is evidence-based. The evidence used
to inform the significance decisions reported on this assessment
is presented in Appendices 14.4, 14.5 and 14.6 of the ES.
2.2.21 Quantitative operational noise assessment criteria
2.2.22 Adverse effect levels are set in Table 14.5 of ES Chapter 14.
These effect levels are in accordance with government noise
policy (National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (Department
for Communities and Local Government (DCLG), 2012); Planning
Practice Guidance – Noise (PPG-Noise) (DCLG, 2014); and
National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN)
(Department for Transport (DfT), 2014).
2.2.23 Residential Receptors: The NPSNN (5.193) specifically notes
that due regard should be given to the NPPF, PPG-Noise and
NPSE (Defra, 2010)). The criteria are also set with regard to the
guidance from the World Health Organisation (Guidelines for
Community Noise (World Health Organisation, 1999); Night Noise
Guidelines for Europe (World Health Organisation, 2009)); the
Noise Insulation Regulations 1975 (as amended); and best
practice from other projects.
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2.2.24 Detailed justification for the criteria adopted is presented in
Appendix 14.3 to the ES.
2.2.25 The magnitude of the impact and effect caused by long term
change in noise levels attributable to the scheme, where the
overall ‘end state' (i.e. operational noise level of the completed
scheme), is between the lowest and the significant observed
adverse effect levels, is evaluated in accordance with Table 14.6.
2.2.26 Where the overall exposure is greater than the relevant significant
observed adverse effect level (SOAEL), then there is increasing
risk of likely health effects associated with long term (permanent)
exposure.
2.2.27 Some areas in the scheme noise study area are already exposed
to high levels of road traffic noise. It is therefore considered
appropriate to give greater weight to noise change where the
existing baseline noise level is already in excess of the relevant
SOAEL. This is to reflect the consideration of health effects. In
these situations the magnitude of the impact and effect caused by
change in noise levels attributable to the scheme is shown in
Table 14.7 of the ES Chapter 14.
2.2.28 Non-residential receptors: The assessment considers the noise
and vibration exposure at each receptor and the receptor's
generic sensitivity. Table 14.8 of the ES Chapter 14 summarises
the assessment criteria used for assessment on a likely worst
case basis as set out in Appendix 14.3, which also sets out the
rationale for the criteria in Table14.8.
2.2.29 Noise effects on animals
2.2.30 Mr Davis from Buckden questioned whether the noise effects of
the scheme on animals had been considered. The effects of
noise on animals have been assessed as reported in the ES.
Chapter 14 to the ES (APP-345) states:
“14.1.8 The assessment of noise impact on: Ecological receptors
is reported in Chapter 11;” (PINS reference APP-342).
confirming that the assessment of effects on ecological receptors
in chapter 11 of the ES includes noise effects.
2.2.31 Noise effects on the Ouse Valley Way
2.2.32 Third parties at the issue specific hearing questioned whether the
assessment of noise effects from the scheme has taken into
account that the Ouse Valley Way meets the criteria for a
designation as an area of tranquillity. The Applicant's response
on this point is at Appendix 1 to this document.
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Agenda items 3(b) & (c): Predicted changes with and
without mitigation
2.3.1 The approximate number of dwellings subject to noise change
impact can be summarised as:

Scenario

Base case (as per ES)
Additional mitigation (as
per ES)
Further mitigation and
latest traffic model

Approx. number of dwellings subject to noise
change impacts
Adverse impacts
(noise increase)
800
330

Beneficial impacts
(noise decreases)

75

2,800
2,900
3,200

2.3.2 Very low noise surfacing at Bar Hill
2.3.3 The Applicant explained that since the submission of the Position
Statement on Further Noise Mitigation (REP8-023) at Deadline 8,
it has continued to consider the sustainability of providing further
noise mitigation. The Applicant confirmed that it would also be
committing to provide very low noise surfacing at Bar Hill. The
Applicant confirmed it would provide an update to the Position
Statement at Deadline 8 to reflect the additional mitigation.
2.3.4 The Applicant has submitted at Deadline 10 Updated Position
Statement on Further Noise Mitigation (HE/A14/EX/156) and
Environmental Statement Chapter 14 – Noise and Vibration –
Updated noise tables (HE/A14/EX/155) which both reflect the
effect of the additional mitigation at Bar Hill.
2.3.5 Design and landscape effects in connection with noise barriers
2.3.6 The Applicant explained at the issue specific hearing that the
approach to noise barriers was a balance between the acoustic
performance of the barriers, their visual effect on the landscape,
and the land requirements necessary to provide the barriers. The
ExA asked the Applicant to provide a note at Deadline 10, setting
out its current position and approach to noise barriers, taking into
account the latest guidance. The Applicant's response is at
Appendix 2 to this document.

2.4

Agenda item 3(d): Location specific issues
2.4.1 Cumulative effects on Buckden Marina
2.4.2 Mr Williams, on behalf of the Buckden Marina Residents
Association, questioned whether the cumulative noise effects of
the A14 scheme with the A428 and A1 Improvement Schemes,
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Network Rail’s plans to introduce the European Rail Traffic
Management System (ERTMS) and the closure of the Offord
Level Crossing had been considered. Mr Williams also raised a
similar point at the issue specific hearing on detailed design on
Thursday 17 September 2015. The Applicant has provided a
response in relation to the assessment of these cumulative effects
at Appendix 5 to the Matters arising from Highways England's
Oral Submissions made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Detailed
Design and associated Post Hearing Documents
(HE/A14/EX/158).
2.4.3 Consideration of noise barriers and vLNS in combination
2.4.4 The ExA asked the Applicant whether it had considered the
combined effect of noise barriers and very low noise surfacing
(vLNS). As set out in oral submissions, the benefits and costs of
different options are additive. Therefore, if an option is not
sustainable because, for example the costs exceed the benefits,
then the option remains not sustainable when it is combined with
another option (even if that option is sustainable in itself in benefit
compared to cost terms).
2.4.5 Disagreement with Hilton Parish Council
2.4.6 Hilton Parish Council stated at the issue specific hearing that its
noise consultant considered there was an opportunity to provide
additional noise barriers at Hilton. The Applicant has set out in a
note at Appendix 3 to this document, the current position as a
result of further discussions with Hilton Parish Council.

2.5

Agenda item 3(e): Implications of IAN 185/15
2.5.1 The Applicant referred to the IAN 185/15 assessment it had
undertaken and submitted at Deadline 8 (REP8-020). The
Applicant confirmed it would submit updated tables for the noise
chapter of the Environmental Statement which would reflect
(amongst other factors) changes in the assessment as a result of
the application of IAN 185/15. This update has been submitted at
Deadline 10 (HE/A14/EX/155).

2.6

Agenda item 3(f): Post construction noise monitoring
2.6.1 The Applicant explained that monitoring was not justified and
would be duplication of the processes already in place as follows:


HE/A14/EX/153

Post construction monitoring (of mitigation) undertaken by the
Applicant as part of its Post Opening Project Evaluation (POPE)
programme;

Page 12 of 48

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme

Matters arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions
made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Noise and Air Quality
and associated Post Hearing Documents



The general duty on the Applicant to have regard to the
environment pursuant to section 5(2) of the Infrastructure Act
2015; and



The terms of paragraph 4.2 of the Applicant's licence from the
Department for Transport requiring it to minimise impacts and
protect and enhance the quality of the environment.

2.6.2 The Applicant explained that demonstrating that actual noise
impacts are in-line with the forecast noise impacts by monitoring
of noise levels would be impracticable as noted in its response to
ExA written question 2.10.1 (PINS reference REP7-023).
2.6.3 The Applicant also explained how the traffic monitoring on local
roads committed to by Highways England via legal agreement
with Cambridgeshire County Council would also have the effect of
indirect monitoring for noise on those local roads, since traffic
forecasts are the basis for noise predictions. Confirming that the
monitored traffic does not exceed traffic forecasts would therefore
also be indicative of noise at these locations from traffic on the
local roads being no more than predicted. If the monitored traffic
exceeded traffic forecasts, any traffic mitigation agreed through
the mechanism described in the legal agreement as a result
would also have the benefit of mitigating noise from that local
traffic.
2.6.4 The Applicant has set out its position with respect to post
construction noise monitoring in more detail in a note provided at
Appendix 4 to this document.

3 Agenda Item 4: Air Quality
3.1

Agenda item 4(a)(i): baseline existing levels
3.1.1 The Applicant provided an overview of the air quality baseline
levels as follows.
3.1.2 The Applicant explained that vehicle pollution is the main existing
source of air quality pollution in the study area. Vehicle pollution
disperses to background concentrations within 200m of main
roads so the main impacts are close to the roadside.
3.1.3 Monitoring is carried out to determine the existing concentrations
at roadside and background locations.
3.1.4 In 2013, exceedances of the annual mean NO2 objectives were
recorded in Huntingdon town centre, at Hackers Farm on the A14
and in Cambridge City centre. No exceedances of the PM10
objectives were recorded.
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3.1.5 Baseline conditions
3.1.6 The assessment of existing air quality conditions is based on
determining the concentrations of pollutants in the area for the
main pollutants of concern from vehicular emissions ((nitrogen
dioxide (NO2) and PM10)). The assessment takes into account the
air quality standards as shown in Table 8.1 of the Environmental
Statement (APP-339).
3.1.7 The existing air quality conditions are called ‘baseline conditions’.
The results of the baseline assessment are provided in section
8.3 of the Environmental Statement.
3.1.8 Local air quality
3.1.9 The scheme is likely to affect air quality within the following local
authority areas:


Huntingdonshire District Council;



South Cambridgeshire District Council; and



Cambridge City Council.

3.1.10 All of these local authorities have designated AQMAs. The
locations of AQMAs are shown on Figure 8.3 of the
Environmental Statement and the AQMAs of relevance to the
scheme are described in Table 8.4 of the Environmental
Statement (APP-339).
3.1.11 The Applicant described the local air quality for the areas along
the existing and proposed routes including designation of AQMAs.
3.1.12 The Brampton and Fenstanton AQMA could be revoked as the
concentrations of pollution are below the air quality objectives.
3.1.13 Defra's air quality plan
3.1.14 The ExA asked the Applicant about the draft air quality plan
published for consultation by Defra on 12 September 2015. In
particular the ExA asked the Applicant to consider the correlation
between the assumptions (including assumed developments)
underlying the Defra model and the modelling undertaken for the
ES for the scheme. The Applicant has submitted a note at
Deadline 10 in relation to Defra's air quality plan at Appendix 5.

3.2

Agenda item 4(a)(ii): Cambridge City Council's
questioning of assumptions behind the air quality
modelling
3.2.1 At the issue specific hearing Cambridge City Council (CCiC)
raised points relating to uncertainty with the air quality modelling
and input traffic data. These points were raised by CCiC in the

HE/A14/EX/153

Page 14 of 48

September 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme

Matters arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions
made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Noise and Air Quality
and associated Post Hearing Documents

context of it seeking to explain why it considers monitoring of air
quality is required. Following the issue specific hearing the
Applicant met with CCiC and the other local authorities. The local
authorities confirmed at that meeting they are not looking for
changes to the air quality modelling methodology. The local
authorities do, however, continue to request monitoring of air
quality as detailed within the jointly agreed position statement.
The note at Appendix 6 to this document provides further detail
as to the points discussed with CCiC in relation to the air quality
assessment methodology and includes the agreed position
statement.
3.2.2 The Applicant and the local authorities are therefore agreed that
the only matter not agreed with respect to air quality is the
requirement for monitoring.
3.2.3 The Applicant will be entering into a Statement of Common
Ground with CCiC to reflect the above.

3.3

Agenda item 4(b): Predicted changes assuming with and
without scheme
3.3.1 The Applicant explained the predicted changes to air quality as a
result of the scheme as follows.
3.3.2 The scheme benefits air quality in the main urban areas affected
by pollution from the A14 through Fenstanton and Huntingdon. No
exceedances of the air quality objectives or EU limit values occur
as a result of the scheme and no significant negative impacts
occur.
3.3.3 In some locations, predominantly along the existing A14 corridor,
predicted concentrations in the "without scheme" scenario are
more at risk of exceeding relevant air quality objectives than in the
"with scheme" scenario.
3.3.4 Testing has been carried out on traffic data produced since the
ES to ensure the results in the ES do not change, namely,
CHARM3A, Local Impact Testing in Cambridge City, A428
impacts.
3.3.5 Results are all based on pessimistic assumptions related to future
vehicle emissions to ensure all results are robust.
3.3.6 There is no risk of the scheme exceeding EU limit values or
extending the date when Defra predict compliance will be
achieved within the Eastern Zone (where the scheme is located).
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Agenda item 4(c): Air quality effects during construction
and operation
3.4.1 The Applicant provided an overview of air quality effects,
mitigation and residual effects arising construction and operation
of the scheme.
3.4.2 The Applicant described the effects by references to sections 1-5
of the scheme, being the whole scheme except the viaduct
removal as follows:


Section 1 Alconbury to Brampton Hut



Section 2 Brampton Hut to East Coast mainline



Section 3 East Coast mainline to Swavesey



Section 4 Swavesey to Girton



Section 5 Cambridge Northern bypass Histon to Milton

3.4.3 Effects from construction
3.4.4 The construction phase assessment was undertaken based on
the sections listed above and also included Section 6. The ES
(Chapter 8, ref APP-339) states, “The assessment of the
construction phase of the scheme showed mitigation is required
to reduce potential nuisance from dust at local residential
properties and businesses. Mitigation proposed is based on
industry best practice guidance for dust suppression and
management. With this mitigation in place the impacts of the
scheme are not expected to be significant.”
3.4.5 The CoCP (DL8, REP8-017) and LEMPs set out the best practice
measures to be implemented by contractors. Effects from
construction are likely to occur across the scheme area, including
sections 1 – 5, and effects are likely to arise from borrow pits and
on site construction and earthworks. As part of the CoCP and
LEMP, best practice measures will need to apply to sections 1-5
of the scheme.
3.4.6 The Applicant described how ‘simple’ measures such as damping
down and site management are highly effective dust mitigation
measures and can reduce dust effects to negligible levels.
3.4.7 Effects from Operation
3.4.8 The summary of effects during operation is covered in section 3.3
above. For each section a summary is provided below for annual
mean NO2. PM10 concentrations are not predicted to be close to
the PM10 objectives across the scheme area. The air quality
objective for annual mean NO2 and PM10 is 40 µg/m3.
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A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme

Matters arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions
made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Noise and Air Quality
and associated Post Hearing Documents

3.4.9 Section 1 Alconbury to Brampton Hut
3.4.10 The main cluster of receptors affected is at Alconbury, minor
increases in concentrations are predicted (all below a 2µg/m3
increase). Total concentrations predicted are all below 18µg/m3.
Improvements are predicted to the east of Alconbury due to
reduction in traffic on the existing A14.
3.4.11 Section 2 Brampton Hut to East Coast mainline
3.4.12 Receptors in west Brampton are around 200m from the
motorway, minor increases in pollution NO2 concentrations are
predicted (less than 1µg/m3) with the totals remaining well below
the air quality objectives (all below 16µg/m3 annual mean NO2
and 21µg/m3 annual mean PM10).
3.4.13 The scheme's worst case impact is predicted at receptor 304 on
the Brampton Road close to the proposed new road where a
3.6µg/m3 annual mean NO2 increase is predicted. The total with
scheme scenario annual mean at receptor 304 is 14.6µg/m3.
3.4.14 Brampton Primary school was tested, a negligible improvement in
concentrations is predicted (an 0.08µg/m3 decrease). Total annual
mean NO2 at the school is around 11µg/m3 and PM10 annual
mean is 16µg/m3.
3.4.15 Section 3 East Coast mainline to Swavesey
3.4.16 Few receptors are located within 200m of the proposed road.
Some minor increases are experienced at receptors but all remain
well below the air quality objectives.
3.4.17 Section 4 Swavesey to Girton
3.4.18 Both improvements and worsening in air quality are experienced
along this section of the scheme with improvements predicted at
some locations in Bar Hill and minor increases at locations close
to the A14. Hackers Farm has the highest predicted concentration
in the ES at 31.7 µg/m3 annual mean NO2. However further
sensitivity testing at that location indicated even with a higher
verification factor the concentrations remain below the air quality
objective (as reported in the ES).
3.4.19 Section 5 Cambridge Northern bypass Histon to Milton
3.4.20 Highest concentrations are predicted close to the A14, producing
a 26µg/m3 annual mean for NO2, with only small to negligible
changes predicted.
3.4.21 Concentrations at all roads south of the bypass included in the
ARN are predicted to be below 21µg/m3 in 2020.
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A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme

3.5

Matters arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions
made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Noise and Air Quality
and associated Post Hearing Documents

Agenda item 4(d): Monitoring of effects
3.5.1 The Applicant explained that air quality monitoring during the
construction phase is included within the CoCP and further
consultation will be undertaken with local authorities as part of the
LEMP process. The Applicant explained that monitoring using
visual inspection techniques is the quickest and most effective
measure to monitor dust effects.
3.5.2 Operational monitoring is not required as no significant effects are
predicted in the ES and air quality concentrations are predicted to
be at risk of exceeding the objectives or limit values. Monitoring is
already carried out across a wide area close to the scheme by
Local Authorities, indeed local authorities have statutory functions
in that regard.
3.5.3 The ExA asked the Applicant and local authorities to submit at
Deadline 10 a note setting out their proposals with respect to
post-construction monitoring of air quality. The Applicant has
submitted a note at Appendix 7 to this document explaining its
position in this respect.

3.6

Agenda item 4(e): Implications of IAN 185/15
3.6.1 The Applicant explained that it had now undertaken an
assessment of the air quality effects of the scheme applying the
methodology pursuant to IAN 185/15. It reported that the
assessment showed an increased number of locations where a
significant beneficial improvement in air quality would be
experienced as a result of the scheme. The Applicant undertook
to submit the IAN 185/15 air quality assessment at Deadline 10
and this is contained within the Air Quality Assessment pursuant
to Interim Advice Note 185/15 (HE/A14/EX/154).
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APPENDIX 1: Effects on noise and tranquillity at the Ouse
Valley Way
Context
In oral submissions made by Mark Williams on behalf of the Buckden Marina Residents’
Association (BMRA) during the noise issue specific hearing (ISH) on noise and air quality (15
September 2015) and at the Detailed Design ISH (17 September 2015), Mr Williams sought
confirmation that the Ouse Valley Way had been assessed in terms of noise taking account of its
eligibility for ‘tranquillity designation’.
Highways England provided a response at the ISHs and also committed to provide a more
detailed written submission at deadline 10 of the examination timetable.
Response
For clarity, whilst tranquillity is a factor relevant to various landscape designations at national
and local levels, there is no "tranquillity designation". Campaign to Protect Rural England
2
(CPRE) has undertaken tranquillity mapping, which covers the area of the scheme. This
response therefore considers more generally the effects of the scheme on the Ouse Valley Way
in terms of noise and tranquillity.
Noise
As noted in oral submissions to the ISHs, the Ouse Valley Way has been assessed with regard
to noise impact.
As set out in Chapter 14 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (APP-345):
“14.1.1 The assessment of noise and vibration considers the likely significant noise and vibration
effects arising from the construction and operation of the scheme on:



people, primarily where they live ('residential receptors') on an individual dwelling basis
and on a community basis, including any shared community open areas; ….and
designated 'quiet areas' (any impact on tranquillity, including that from noise, is
considered in Chapter 10).”

Emphasis has been added.
In footnotes at the start of Chapter 14 to the ES the noise and vibration assessment clarifies that




‘shared community open areas’ “are those that the Planning Practice Guidance – Noise
(Department for Communities and Local Government, 2014) identifies may partially offset a
noise effect experienced by residents at their dwellings and are either a) relatively quiet
nearby external amenity spaces for sole use by a limited group of residents as part of the
amenity of their dwellings or b) a relatively quiet external publicly accessible amenity space
that is nearby e.g. park or local green space.”; and
‘designated quiet areas’ “are defined as either Quiet Areas as identified under the
Environmental Noise Regulations 2007 (as amended) or are resources which are prized for
providing tranquillity as noted in the NPPF and are therefore designated as such under the
relevant local plan or are designated under local plans or neighbourhood development plans
as local green spaces”.

With regard to the impact of operational noise on residential receptors, including any shared
community open areas, this is taken into account in Highways England’s deadline 9 response to
BMRA submissions at deadline 8 (REP9-018). The deadline 9 submission provided an
assessment of noise effects at Buckden Marina following the confirmation through engagement
with BMRA that the lodges in the marina that are situated closest to the scheme are residential
in nature and do fall within the ES study area. The assessment concluded that there is a likely
significant adverse effect on the residential community in the lodges within the study area due to
minor noise increases. In line with the ES methodology this assessment includes the sections of
2

http://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/countryside/tranquil-places/item/1831-
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the Ouse Valley Way close to the marina. As set out in the assessment, the likely significant
effect is reported in terms of the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations. In terms of the
National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN) the impact is not significant in
Government noise policy terms and hence pursuant to the second aim of NPSNN 5.195 the
requirement is to minimise these adverse impacts/effects as far as is sustainable. The deadline
9 submission as updated and superseded at deadline 10 (ref HE/A14/EX/156) provides
3
evidence that there are no further sustainable mitigation options available and that the second
aim of 5.195 of NPSNN is met.
With regard to ‘designated quiet areas’ and the acoustic component of areas prized for their
tranquillity as identified in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the guidance
4
provided by Defra on this matter only has regard to designation under: a) the Environmental
Noise Regulations 2007 (as amended) as a ‘Quiet Area’; or b) the local plan as a ‘local green
space’; or c) a neighbourhood development plan as ‘local green spaces’.
It has been confirmed again that neither the Ouse Valley Way nor any open space connected to
it in the vicinity of Buckden Marina is so designated.
Whilst CPRE’s tranquillity mapping study is not relevant to the assessment of noise, the CPRE’s
study on tranquillity in England has been taken into account as part of the landscape
assessment as described in the next sub-section.
Landscape
In line with available guidance, including that from CPRE, tranquillity is determined by many
factors of which visual ‘isolation’ from manmade ‘built environment’ is considered the most
important.
The consideration of tranquillity is therefore reported in the landscape assessment in Chapter 10
of the ES (APP-341).
With regard to the Ouse Valley Way, Chapter 10 to the ES (APP-341) reports:






Table 10.8 “The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) has undertaken a study of
tranquillity in England and has mapped and published the results.”
Note: CPRE’s tranquillity maps are mapped as 1 km squares. Each square indicating
relative tranquillity on a scale from most tranquil (green) to least tranquil (red). In the
published mapping the Great Ouse Valley does not stand out from any other rural area in
the vicinity of the scheme as being of distinctly greater tranquillity.
Table 10.8 “….The variety of land use influences in the Ouse Valley have resulted in a
complex mosaic of landscape types, including hay meadows and river valley pasture; river
valley arable; urban park; industry (gravel extraction); flooded gravel workings (fisheries,
nature reserves etc.) and marinas. Each of the landscape types creates a different
atmosphere, but, on the whole, the area feels tranquil and relatively isolated because of the
screening effect of vegetation and the calming quality of the slow-flowing water.”
“10.3.42 … there are several urbanising influences from past and continuing activities,
including the gravel extraction areas, the East Coast mainline railway and Buckden Marina.
In the parts where the tree cover is well established around the large water-bodies that are
flooded gravel workings, the character is more tranquil and isolated. The principal
characteristic that distinguishes this part of the river valley is that it is distinct from the open
arable landscape that typifies much of the surroundings. Recreational activities include
walking the Ouse Valley Way footpath, boating and fishing. The river provides an evident

3

Monetised effects on residential property, that are already taken into account in appraising the
sustainability of further noise mitigation also account for shared community open area as the
monetisation is based on external noise in the vicinity of the residential property being
considered.
4
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/276228/noiseaction-plan-agglomerations-201401.pdf
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sense of place, but the detracting elements and the continuing extraction activity means that
the sensitivity of this character area is assessed as moderate.”
“10.5.4 There are no landscape designations within the study area that have been defined
because of their level of tranquillity. However the scheme would reduce tranquillity along the
offline section of the scheme between Brampton interchange and Fen Drayton, particularly
in areas that are currently more rural and remote such as the Ouse Valley.”

Conclusion
1. The environmental impact assessment as submitted to ExA has assessed the impact on
the Ouse Valley Way (as part of the Ouse Valley) both in terms of noise and tranquillity.
2. The assessments take account of the designations, and the planning policy status of the
designations, of Ouse Valley Way and the open areas around it in the vicinity of
Buckden Marina.
3. The mitigation proposed in the environmental impact assessment as submitted to ExA
therefore takes full account of noise and tranquillity.
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APPENDIX 2: Note in relation to the appearance and materials
of noise barriers
The Environmental Statement identifies the location and extent of noise barriers – these are
shown as earthworks or fences. Two lengthened fence noise barriers, one at Alconbury and one
at Girton, are confirmed in the Position Statement on Further Noise Mitigation (REP8-023) and
the Updated Position Statement on Further Noise Mitigation (HE/A14/EX/156).
Securing noise mitigation and its detailed design
5

Requirement 12 secures that the noise mitigation identified in the ES will be provided or, where
6
alternative mitigation is proposed, that the resulting environmental effects would be not worse
than those reported in the ES. The Requirement therefore provides appropriate flexibility to
Highways England as to the optimum noise mitigation measures to be included in the detailed
design to meet this outcome whilst securing the environmental protection identified in the ES.
Requirement 7 secures that a landscaping scheme must be approved before works commerce
and that the scheme must reflect the mitigation measures included in the environmental
statement and set out details of all proposed hard and soft landscaping works. With regard to
noise barriers, including landscape earthwork barriers (‘bunds’), the scheme has to include: (b)
landscaping works associated with any noise fences and walls (as appropriate); (d) proposed
finished ground levels; and (e) hard surfacing materials.
The relevant local authorities must be consulted as part of discharging these Requirements.
Design Guidance
The design process for noise barriers (that include fences, walls, earthwork ‘bunds’ etc) is set
out in Highways England’s response to ExA second written question 2.10.1 (REP7-023).
As noted in that response the detailed design of noise barriers will be informed by guidance
provided in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) Volume 10: Environmental
Design and Management in particular:



Section 5 Part 1: Design for Environmental Barriers (HA 65/94)
Section 5 Part 2: Environmental Barriers - Technical Requirements (HA 66/95)

Section 1 Part 4 of DMRB Volume 10 is also relevant: “The Road Corridor (HA 58/92) Chapter 8
Environmental Barriers”.
Whilst this guidance has been around for some time it is still relevant, robust and well tested.
Local authorities would also be consulted with regard to the aesthetics of the barriers as part of
the detailed design development.
Considerations regarding the design and appearance of noise barriers
Noise barrier performance (i.e. noise reduction):
Historically there was a wider range of transport noise barrier designs across continental Europe
and Worldwide than in the UK, but this has changed over recent years. In any case the
differences are a matter of design and not noise control outcome. The noise outcome in each
case is determined by the height, length and location of the barrier with regard to the road and
the receptor. Once the barrier is ‘sized’ as necessary to deliver the required outcome then the
performance can be delivered by a wide range of barrier types (e.g. fence or bund) and
materials (e.g. wood, polycarbonate, steel, brick etc) provide that the thickness of the fence or
5

The "environmental statement" referred to in the requirement at paragraph 12 of Part 1 of
Schedule 2 to the draft DCO means the environmental statement certified by the Secretary of
State as the environmental statement for the purposes of the DCO (if made). The certified
environmental statement is expected to include the environmental statement submitted with the
DCO application along with any further updates, supplemental information or addenda submitted
during the course of the Examination.
6
Noise and landscape and visual effects.
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other solid material is appropriately specified as required by HA66/95 and the fence is ‘sealed’
entirely across its height and length (all as required by the Manual of Contract Documents for
7
Highway Works (MCHW) ). The visual appearance of a noise barrier therefore does not relate
to the noise reduction provided by the barrier, save as described above
Earthworks:
The preferred solution where space allows is to provide earth bunds, particularly where the bund
also provides mitigation for adverse landscape and visual effects. This approach has generally
been applied on the off line section of the A14 scheme as it is predominantly rural in character.
Tops and toes of bunds would be rounded off to blend into existing landform and planted with
native tree and shrubs characteristic of the area. Once planting is established their appearance
would be softened to blend in with existing vegetation and the wider highway estate.
Careful consideration has been given to the heights and gradients of the bunds to avoid them
becoming visually intrusive in their own right, particularly given the very gently undulating
character of the Cambridgeshire countryside. Generally the bunds are 2m high with 1:3 side
slopes. Higher bunds require greater volumes of fill to construct, and the footprint of the bund
and space required to blend into the existing landform to provide a natural looking form
increases. The increased volume and footprint potentially create secondary adverse landscape
effects due to the need to excavate additional material from the borrow pits and the increased
intrusion of the scheme into the countryside and loss of productive agricultural land
A 2m bund would screen cars and headlights in Year 1, and by Year 15 planting would have
established to screen high sided vehicles, although the tops of gantries and variable message
signs (VMS) would still be visible.
Fences and walls:
Where space is constrained by adjacent land uses, and particularly in semi-rural and urban
areas, noise fences are proposed. This approach has been applied when noise barriers are
required next to properties abutting the highway boundary on online sections of the road (A1 and
A14) and particularly on the Cambridge Northern Bypass (CNB), the online upgrade of the A14
between Swavesey and Girton and the online upgrade of the A1 at Alconbury.
Different considerations apply to the design of noise fences in rural and urban areas:




Landscape context - fences and walls are generally uncharacteristic in the
Cambridgeshire landscape. The field pattern is large with few boundaries, with fields
tending to be enclosed / divided by tree belts and/or ditches. Where noises fences are
required in rural and semi-rural areas simple timber structures screened or softened by
planting would assimilate most appropriately into the existing landscape.
Adjacent to urban areas, such as the CNB, a more ‘designed’ approach could be
adopted and developed in consultation with the local authority to ensure that functional
and aesthetic considerations are met, along with consideration of local sensitivities and
the development aspirations of the local authority.

In the detailed design of all noise fences a balance needs to be struck between the potential for
screening/allowing views in and out of the scheme and the mass and design of the fence
becoming an intrusion in its own right.
Balances also need to be struck between providing a bespoke solution that responds to
particular aspirations against the benefits of providing a standard solution. Unless a particular
concern needs to be met then a standard fence can provide a more sustainable solution with
regards to ease of maintenance, including repair and replacement and hence greater longevity
and is less likely to go ‘out of fashion’.
These balances are integral to the assessment reported in the ES and are therefore also integral
to the discharge of Requirements 7 and 12.

7

MCHM series 2500 specifications and the accompanying appendix 25/4 set out the
performance, material and construction requirements for environmental (noise) barriers.
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Design Approach
All of these matters will therefore be considered in the detailed design of noise barriers and the
consultation that will accompany it, as well as the discharge of relevant requirements. The
processes to be employed in (i) seeking discharge of detailed design requirements (including
noise barriers) and (ii) consulting the Design Council, local planning authorities and interested
parties is set out in documents Note on Discharge of Requirements Process (HE/A14/EX/152)
and Note on Participation in the Detailed Design Process (HE/A14/EX/162) submitted at
deadline 10 of the examination time table.
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APPENDIX 3: Note of engagement with Hilton Parish Council
on noise mitigation
Executive Summary
Highways England met with Hilton Parish Council on the 15th September 2015 in
order to discuss:


the differences in noise benefit of a proposed 4m high noise barrier
compared to the Environmental Statement (ES) design at Hilton and



the sustainability appraisal for very low noise surfacing in the area
surrounding Hilton.

The report prepared by Sound Barrier Solutions Ltd on behalf of Hilton Parish
Council, submitted at ExA Deadline 5, suggests that a 4 m high noise barrier
would reduce noise levels from the new bypass by more than 4dB. However,
SBS predictions show that receptors located at the northernmost perimeter of
the village would experience a benefit of less than 1dB. This is in agreement
with the predictions reported by Highways England, using the Calculation of
Road Traffic Noise Methodology. The reductions of more than 4dB, reported by
SBS, occur in the centre of Hilton when the noise from the new bypass road is
also screened by intervening buildings.
It is well established and known that the noise reduction provided by a wayside
noise barrier will diminish with increasing distance from the barrier. HE
considers therefore that this reported increase in the noise reduction of more
than 4dB in the centre of the village is implausible and certainly cannot be
attributed to a 4m high noise barrier compared to the proposed 2m high
landscape earth bund.
The SBS analysis was queried by Highways England. The response from Sound
Barrier Solutions Ltd at ExA Deadline 8 suggested that the increase in noise
reduction at the centre of the village was as a result of the greater attenuation
achieved by the longer barrier proposed by them, compared to the shorter
proposed earth bund, which allows greater contributions from the unscreened
sections of the road (i.e. the sections of road either side of the barrier/bund).
At the meeting with HPC on the 15th September it was agreed to undertake
further analysis of the influence of noise from the unscreened sections of the
road. This document presents results of further modelling by Highways England
which compares: (i) the increased noise reduction given by the 3km length of
4m high barrier, as recommended by SBS, compared to the proposed 2m high
earth bund proposed by HE, with (ii) the increased noise reduction given by an
infinitely long 4m high barrier compared to a infinitely long 2m high bund i.e. an
assumption is made that both barriers are continued alongside the full length of
the road leaving no unscreened sections in the direction of Hilton. This further
analysis demonstrates that the contribution from the unscreened sections of the
new road is relatively unimportant and therefore does not explain the apparent
benefit of a 4m barrier at the centre of Hilton that is found when the ISO9613
prediction method is used to calculate differences in noise levels with the 4m
high noise barrier recommended by SBS.
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Highways England's position is therefore that the apparent benefit of the 4m
barrier shown by this modelling cannot be sensibly explained and so it is
indicative of the model not being reliable. This document also presents the
technical basis for why Highways England also believes that applying the
ISO9613 standard to the analysis at Hilton is beyond the limits of validity of the
calculation methodology and, as such, the noise benefits suggested by Sound
Barrier Solutions Ltd cannot be relied upon. It follows that the 4m high barrier
proposed by Hilton Parish Council is not justified.
A further appraisal is also presented for the combined effect of vLNS at Hilton
and Fenstanton.
Introduction
This note follows the earlier submissions made by Highways England at
Deadline 8 (PINS reference REP8-005) and Deadline 9 (PINS reference REP9020).
HPC is proposing that the 2m landscape earth bund (ES Design) be replaced
with a 4m high noise barrier about 3 km long. HPC’s Deadline 8 submission
sets out an explanation why Sound Barrier Solutions (SBS) believe that their
model is predicting relative increases in barrier attenuation at receptors located
beyond front row properties compared to the receptors at the northern most side
of the village, where little noise attenuation is predicted. It states:
“The Jacobs bund in front of Hilton is not continuous. The village of Hilton is still
exposed to noise from the A14 at either ends of the bund. In fact the noise
transmitted from the exposed ends contributes most to the noise levels in the
village of Hilton.
• With the Option 3 scheme, the barrier extends further eastward. This will shield
the eastern end of the A14 previously unshielded. In the Figure in A142CH it
shows those properties to the Eastern side of Hilton receiving a greater level of
attenuation than on the western side (more purples and oranges). This is to be
expected.
• The properties at the north of the village closest to the carriageway are
receiving almost all the noise from the unprotected ends of the A14. This is true
with the Jacobs bund and with Option 3. They also receive the widest,
unobstructed view of the unprotected ends, so even with the Option 3 barrier in
place, they still receive noise from the far eastern end.
• The properties at the south end of the village, furthest from the carriageway
are also partially shielded by surrounding houses. At this distance almost all the
noise is coming from both two unshielded ends of the A14. In this case the
Option 3 barrier substantially reduces the noise from the eastern end of the A14
for all southerly properties. In other words the noise contribution is almost
confined to the western exposed end of the A14. As a result the difference
between the two mitigation options at the north end of the village is greater, of
the order of 3-4 dB.
• Another factor is the placement of the first storey receivers on properties which
we have limited to being on the façade judged the most exposed to noise. In
essence the results are therefore consistent with what one would expect for a
relatively complex noise footprint.”
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Highways England does not consider that the reasons given by SBS would
sensibly explain the pattern of noise reductions presented in their report for
Hilton Parish Council. Rather the apparent noise reductions are more likely to
be explained by the way that the model and the ISO9613 prediction method tries
to predict the behaviour of sound as it propagates across the village (i.e.
screening and reflections from surrounding houses). The noise reductions
cannot sensibly be attributed to the 4m high noise barrier. There is no physical
phenomenon that can explain how the noise attenuation provided by a barrier
can decay with distance and then start to increase beyond a certain distance.
Moreover, if the predicted noise reductions are explained by SBS's proposed
option extending the length of the barrier to the east of Hilton, this is a poor
justification for replacing the 2m earth bund with a 4m high noise barrier. This
matter was discussed further at a meeting with Hilton Parish Council (HPC) on
15th September 2015. The following were discussed:
1. Highways England reiterated that both the HE analysis and HPC analysis
appeared to agree that at the part of Hilton which would be most exposed
to the scheme (i.e. the northernmost dwellings), the 4m high barrier
option would provide negligible additional benefit relative to the existing
design.
2. The point of difference relevant to noise modelling is therefore the
increasing apparent benefits reported further into the village of Hilton by
Sound Barrier Solutions Ltd (SBS) from the 4m high option. This is
important as it is these apparent noise reductions which are being used
by HPC as an argument for Highways England to provide a higher
barrier.
3. HPC stated that their noise expert, Mr Giles Parker of SBS, considered
that the effect of the 4m high noise barrier, at receptors with intervening
properties located between them and the road (as set out in 2 above),was mostly due to the noise contributions from the portions of the road
not screened by HE bunds compared to the greater length of screening
provided by his proposed longer 4m high noise barrier. Highways
England believes that the effect set out in 2 above is more likely to be
explained by the fact that the ISO96138 standard being applied beyond
its stated limits of validity (the standard’s stated range of validity is 1km)
and as such should be treated with considerable caution.
4. If indeed it was correct that the pattern of noise reductions predicted
across Hilton, using the ISO9613 method, from the SBS proposal could
be attributed to the contribution of noise from the unscreened sections of
road in the Highways England proposal then this pattern of noise
reductions would be expected to disappear or significantly decrease if
both barriers were to be extended such that there were no unscreened
section of road. Highways England therefore agreed to test this point and
agreed to carry out a sensitivity test comparing a 4m high barrier option
to a 2m earth bund, both extended infinitely in both directions, in order to
8

International Standard Organization, ISO 9613: 2 1996 Acoustics – Attenuation of sound during
propagation outdoors, Part 2: General method of calculation (1996)
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eliminate any possible effects from the contribution of the unscreened
sections of the road. This could then establish if the effects set out in 2
were attributable to noise contributions from the unscreened sections of
road.
Further analysis of noise changes at Hilton with a 4m high barrier
Before considering the analysis, it is important to note that the dwellings in
Hilton located closest to the A14 are over 1000m away, with the dwellings on
the southern side of Hilton more than 1800m away. However the stated limit of
validity of the ISO9613 standard is 1km (Table 5 in the standard states a limit of
validity of 1000m for the calculation methodology). Moreover, the method is not
valid for combinations of large distances and tall barriers, as is the case at Hilton
with a 4m high noise barrier. This is confirmed by the standard itself. The
calculation of the attenuation from screening is presented in equation 12 of
ISO9613 and Note 14 in Section 7.4 suggests that for “large distances and high
barriers, the insertion loss calculated by equation (12) is not sufficiently
confirmed by measurements.”
Moving on to the analysis itself, Figure 1 presents the differences as modelled
by Highways England using ISO9613 between the SBS Option 3 (the 4m high
barrier defined in the SBS report submitted at ExA Deadline 5 (PINS reference
REP5-031)) and the ES design (a 2m high landscape bund). This figure
illustrates the effect set out in point 2 above where dwellings inside Hilton (with
intervening buildings located between the receptor and the road) appear to
experience greater benefit from the increase in screening height proposed by
SBS. The figure suggests up to 3.2dB (with an average of 1.7dB, standard
deviation of 0.6) more benefit would be experienced in the centre of Hilton
compared to dwellings around the northern perimeter. It is this effect that HE
believes is a result of:


the way that the ISO9613 standard calculates the effect of noise from
barriers noise when there is more than 1 barrier or several intervening
obstacles (such as that from intervening buildings surrounding those
receptors located at the centre of the village, and



the fact that the standard is being applied beyond the limits of validity.

The following figures demonstrate why Highways England disagrees that this
effect is a result of noise contributions from the proportions of road not screened
by barriers or bunds in the Highways England proposal and how predictions
using ISO9613 beyond the limits of validity of the methodology should be
treated with considerable caution.
Figure 2, also modelled by Highways England using ISO9613, presents the
same difference in screening height as presented in Figure 1, that is equivalent
to the increase in screening height experienced between the SBS Option 3 and
ES design (a change to a 4m high barrier from a 2m high bund). However, in
Figure 2 for both the SBS Option 3 and the ES design this screening is
extended alongside (and beyond) the full length of the new A14 section in both
directions away from Hilton, effectively fully screening the contribution from
previously unscreened sections of road. It is clear that the effect set out in point
2 still exists when these contributions from unscreened sections of the road are
effectively removed, with differences in the centre of Hilton now up to 3.6dB
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higher than locations around the northern perimeter. This demonstrates that the
effect in point 2 is predominantly not a result of the contributions from
unscreened road sections.
Instead, Highways England believes that this effect is a result of the ISO9613
standard being applied beyond the limit of validity of the methodology.
In any event, it is simply wrong to suggest that the reductions in noise calculated
ISO9613 standard at receptors with intervening buildings located between them
and the road can be attributed to the 4m high environmental noise barrier. This
is because the ISO9613 method does not calculate noise from barriers
individually when more than 1 barrier is present. It calculates the effect of
several barriers or obstacles, such as buildings, using a double diffraction
method. Consequently, predictions of barrier performance and in particular
double diffraction from multiple barriers beyond 1000m should be treated with
considerable caution. As explained, the dwellings in Hilton located closest to the
A14 are over 1000m away, with the dwellings on the southern side of Hilton
more than 1800m away.
The comparison presented in Figure 3 is the same as that presented in Figure 2
(with the entire length of the A14 screened in both directions), but with the
presence of the intervening buildings within Hilton removed. The figure
demonstrates that, after removing the screening objects outside of the limit of
validity suggested in the ISO9613 standard there is less than 1dB benefit
(maximum of 0.7dB, average of 0.3dB, standard deviation of 0.2) from the
proposed increase in height of the barrier.
The results presented in the figures (and particularly figure 2) described above
and the limitations quoted from the ISO9613 standard demonstrate that the
claimed improvement in noise reduction from the 4m barrier proposed by SBS
(set out in point 2 above) is not a result of contributions from unscreened section
of the road in the HE proposal. Instead, Highways England considers that the
effect is likely to be a result of the calculation methodology being applied beyond
the limit of validity and the way that the standard treats sound transmission
paths with more than 1 barrier. Even if the results were to be believed, figure 3
shows that it is likely that the improved sound reduction in the village is due to
the screening effect of the surrounding houses, and cannot be attributed to any
increase in the height or length of the roadside noise barrier. It is considered
therefore that the benefits suggested in the SBS report, attributable to the 4m
high noise barrier, cannot not be relied upon.
The ISO9613 method was developed to predict noise from fixed sources, such
as power stations or other fixed plant. It was never intended to predict noise
from roads and certainly not to predict noise from road traffic noise propagating
over large distances and within complex urban terrains. That is why this method
is rarely, if ever, used in the UK to calculate the effect of barriers on road traffic
noise. Unlike CRTN, the ISO9613 method has never been validated for
predicting noise from roads, especially beyond 1km. For these reasons, the
CRTN method is a more robust and reliable method than the ISO9613 standard
for calculating road traffic noise from the new road.
This further analysis supports Highways England’s earlier stated position
(Deadline 9 (PINS reference REP9-020)) and at the Issue Specific Hearing that
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an increase in either the length or height of the current proposed 2m high
landscape earth bund is simply not justified.

Figure 1: HE calculated differences using ISO9613 between SBS Option 3 (4m
high noise barrier) and ES design mitigation (2m high landscape bund),
illustrating the effect where dwellings inside Hilton, beyond the front row of
properties, appear to experience up to 3.2dB more noise reduction than those
along the northernmost perimeter.
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Figure 2: HE calculated differences using ISO9613 between a 4m high noise
barrier extended the full length of the A14 and a 2m high noise barrier extended
the full length of the A14, illustrating that the effect is slightly greater than that
presented in Figure 1. Here, dwellings inside Hilton appear to experience up to
3.6dB more noise reduction than those along the northernmost perimeter.
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Figure 3: HE calculated differences using ISO9613 between a 4m high noise
barrier extended the full length of the A14 and a 2m high noise barrier extended
the full length of the A14, but with the intervening buildings beyond the limit of
validity of the standard removed. Without the screening from the buildings the
benefit experienced across Hilton from the increase in barrier height is less than
1dB.
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Very low noise surfacing (vLNS) at Hilton and at Pear Tree Close
At the meeting with Hilton Parish Council it was noted that there was an overlap
in the lengths of vLNS considered at Hilton and Fenstanton (Pear Tree Colse).
Such an overlap could potentially reduce the overall cost of vLNS in the area
and so might affect the outcome of the sustainability appraisal. It was agreed
therefore to undertake and report a further appraisal of the combined effect of
vLNS at Hilton and Fenstanton (Pear Tree Close).
The further mitigation note E/A14/EX/129: Position Statement on Further Noise
Mitigation (PINS reference REP8-023) noted that due to their close proximity,
the total cost of providing vLNS for Hilton and Pear Tree Close in combination
would be marginally lower than the lengths reported for both in isolation.
The total length of vLNS applicable to both Hilton and Pear Tree Close would be
5km, compared to the individual lengths of 2.2km for Pear Tree Close and 4km
for Hilton (which overlap by 1.2km).
The table below reproduces the vLNS summaries from E/A14/EX/129 for both
Hilton and Pear Tree Close: it then provides a version including the consolidated
costs of the 5km vLNS length referred to above.
Although there is a marginal decrease in overall cost, the outcomes of the
sustainability assessment set out in E/A14/EX/129: Position Statement on
Further Noise Mitigation are unchanged as a result of this analysis i.e. vLNS is
not considered to be sustainable in this area because the monetised benefits
are not greater than the costs. vLNS would only be considered to be sustainable
if the monetised costs were significantly greater than the costs.
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Hilton

Further Mitigation Option

4000m of -7.5dB RSI surfacing

Noise impact and benefit
WebTAG (£
Impacts
Change): 2014
ES  further
webtag / 2015
mitigation
webtag
Major: 00
Moderate: 30
Minor: 13

+0.3M / +0.4M

Cost (£)*
(change)

+0.4M

Significant
effect
removed?

Name of the
area
considered
(ES Significant
Effect ID)

Eng. / Env
issues re:
ES scheme

Table 1: Sustainability appraisal of vLNS further noise mitigation options (compared to ES) – Hilton and Pear Tree Close
Sustainable? (Comments)

-

N/A

No. (costs higher or
equivalent to monetised
benefit)

No

-

Yes

No. (cost of -7.5dB RSI
surfacing exceeds monetised
benefit but significant effect is
removed)

No

-

N/A

No. (costs higher or
equivalent to monetised
benefit)

No

-

Yes

No. (costs higher or
equivalent to monetised
benefit)

No

170 >LOAEL to 19
0 >SOAEL to 0

Pear Tree
Close
-7.5dB RSI
surfacing

2,200m of -7.5dB RSI surfacing

+0.1M / +0.1M

+0.2M

34 >LOAEL to 34
0 >SOAEL to 0

Major: 00
Moderate: 30
Minor: 13

Hilton
5000m of -7.5dB RSI surfacing
Pear Tree
Close
-7.5dB RSI
surfacing

Major: 00
Moderate: 131
Minor: 912

170 >LOAEL to 19
0 >SOAEL to 0

Major: 00
Moderate: 131
Minor: 912

+0.4M / +0.5M

+0.5M

34 >LOAEL to 34
0 >SOAEL to 0

Notes:
*increase in mitigation costs relative to the ES; 60yr money.
9
LOAEL = Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level and is basis for the second aim of the noise test at 5.195 of National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN)
SOAEL = Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level and is basis for the first aim of the noise test at 5.195 of NPSNN
+
Best Available Technique to reduce noise impact. The optimal BAT solutions may be a refined combination of barrier and -7.5dB RSI surfacing

9

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-policy-statement-for-national-networks
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APPENDIX 4: Post construction noise monitoring
Context
Post-construction noise monitoring has been requested by the local
authorities. The request was originally articulated to the ExA in the joint Local
Impact Report (LIR) and then in local authority Written Reps and responses to
ExA second written questions 2.10.1. The request was reiterated in oral
submissions at the noise and air quality Issue Specific Hearing (ISH) held by
the ExA on 15 September 2015.
Response
This note:
a) reiterates why it is not practicable to confirm ES forecast outcomes
using post scheme noise level monitoring; and
b) sets out the detailed design and monitoring regimes proposed for the
scheme that, combined with existing legislation and regulations, will
assure that the operational noise impact of the scheme is no worse
than that reported in the ES (and hence why it is not necessary to
undertake post scheme noise level monitoring).
Why it is not practicable to confirm ES outcomes using post scheme
noise level monitoring
Highways England set out in its response to ExA second written question
2.10.1 what post scheme monitoring is proposed and why it is not practicable
to monitor post scheme noise levels to confirm the forecast impacts presented
in the Environmental Statement (ES)10 are not exceeded.
For ease of reference the matters raised in Highways England’s response to
Q2.10.1 are repeated here in Appendix A.
Detailed design and monitoring regimes proposed that will assure that
the operational noise impact of the scheme is no worse than that
reported in the ES
Detailed design
Requirement 12 has been added to the draft Development Consent Order
(DCO) in relation to noise mitigation which will ensure that the mitigation
measures are as set out in Chapter 14 of the ES (Applicant reference 6.1,
PINS reference APP-345) and/or noise impacts are no greater than those
reported in the ES. This was modified in a submission made at deadline 9 of
the examination time table (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/137 and PINS
reference REP9-012) to confirm that Highways England will only seek
discharge of the Requirement following consultation with the relevant local
planning authority. This amendment was made in response to local authority
responses to ExA Written Question 2.10.1.
10

As supplemented during the examination process.
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Requirement 12 complies with paragraph 5.196 of the National Networks
National Policy Statement, in that it requires that the mitigation measures put
forward by the applicant (and consulted upon with relevant local planning
authorities and approved by the Secretary of State) are put in place, to ensure
that the noise levels from the project do not exceed those described in the ES.
The processes to be employed in seeking discharge of detailed design
requirements and the approach to consultation (as required by the
Requirements) and wider engagement with interested parties through, for
example community forums that are being set up and run by Highways
England, are set out in Participation in the Detailed Design Process as
submitted at deadline 10 of the examination time table (HE/A14/EX/162).
This is an effective regime that has ensured the successful and
environmentally compliant delivery of many major infrastructure schemes
such as Channel Tunnel Rail Link (HS1) and Crossrail and is often termed
‘compliance by design’.
Monitoring
Noise Insulation
Post construction monitoring is already proposed in the Scheme Operational
Noise and Vibration Policy contained within the Environmental Statement (ES)
(Applicant reference 6.3, PINS reference APP-705). Post completion checks
will be carried out in relation to the duty placed upon Highways England to
assess noise levels following the opening of the scheme with regard to the
Noise Insulation Regulations 1975 (as amended). This would include making
provision for checking to ensure that all properties potentially qualifying for
noise insulation are properly identified (refer to Highways England’s
Comments on the Written Representations Report 1: Local Authorities at
4.9.10, Applicant reference HE-A14- EX- 49, PINS reference REP4-011).
Mitigation (noise barriers and low noise surfacing)
As set out in its response to ExA second written question 2.10.1, Highways
England would undertake post construction monitoring of the noise mitigation
scheme as part of its Post Opening Project Evaluation (POPE) programme.
This would include, for example, monitoring that noise barriers required by the
DCO requirement are installed (in terms of location, length and height of
barrier for example) and that the barriers are maintained. If visual inspection
were to indicate a potential deficiency in the barrier performance, in-situ sound
transmission tests, if appropriate, would be carried out to ensure that noise
fence barriers meet the requirements of BS EN 1793 (1998 - 2015) Road
traffic noise reducing devices. Such tests would use the “Test method for
determining the acoustic performance” defined in the suite of BS EN 1793
standards.
Highways England provided a Position Statement on Further Noise Mitigation
at deadline 8 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/129 and PINS reference REP8023) and this has been updated at deadline 10 (HE/A14/EX/156). The
Position Statement sets out that very Low Noise Surfacing (vLNS) would be
provided at five locations along the length of the scheme as part of ensuring,
in compliance with NPSNN 5.195, that adverse noise impacts on health and
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quality of life have been minimised as far as is sustainable. The Position
Statement and the updated ES noise impact tables submitted at deadline 10
(HE/A14/EX/155) mean that Requirement 12 to the draft DCO secures the
provision of vLNS or other mitigation that provide the same level of protection
or better.
Monitoring as part of the POPE programme would confirm that vLNS has
been laid as required by the DCO commitments. If monitoring were to
indicate a potential deficiency or question whether vLNS had been laid as
opposed to other low noise surfacing, the road surface noise performance
could be confirmed with in-situ measurements as defined in BS EN ISO 11819
Part 111 and industry guidance12.
In advance of post opening evaluation, the employer’s representative would
also be responsible for ensuring that the various mitigation measures are built
in accordance with the approved details.
In addition, in the very unlikely event that there was a significant effect that
had not been predicted, as explained at the Issue Specific Hearing on 15
September, Highways England's statutory duties would require that it
addressed the issue.
The Secretary of State has appointed Highways England as a strategic
highways company by way of an Order in accordance with section 1 of the
Infrastructure Act 2015 (the "Act"). Under section 6 of the Act, the Secretary
of State may issue directions and guidance to a strategic highways company
as to the manner in which it should exercise its functions. The Secretary of
State has issued such directions and guidance in the form of the Highways
England: Licence which was published and came into force on 1 April 2015.
Under section 5(2) of the Act, Highways England is obliged to have regard to
the effect of the exercise of its functions on the environment. In addition
paragraph 4.2 of the Licence obliges Highways England to minimise the
environmental impacts of operating, maintaining and improving its network
and to seek to protect and enhance the quality of the surrounding
environment.
Traffic Monitoring
Highways England has committed to monitoring post scheme local traffic
volumes at a targeted number of locations and is negotiating a legal
agreement with Cambridgeshire County Council to secure this. A position
statement on this matter is included in section 2.1 of "Matters Arising from
Issue Specific Hearing: traffic" submitted at deadline 10 (HE/A14/EX/157).
The intent is that the monitoring output would be used to show that the actual
traffic is less than or equal to the ‘CHARM3A + LIT + Sensitivity Test 2’ traffic
(worst case) forecasts that are before ExA.
11

BS EN ISO 11819-1:2001 Acoustics – Measurement if the influence of road surfaces in
traffic noise - Part 1: Statistical Pass-by method.
12
http://www.bbacerts.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2014/10/Thin-Surface-SystemsGuideline.pdf
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As has been noted by Highways England during the ISHs, the traffic forecasts
are also the basis for the forecasts of noise. Confirming that the monitored
traffic does not exceed traffic forecasts would therefore also be indicative of
noise at these locations from traffic on the local roads being no more than
predicted. If the monitored traffic exceeded traffic forecasts, any traffic
mitigation agreed through the mechanism described in the position statement
and legal agreement as a result would also have the benefit of mitigating
noise from that local traffic.
Existing legislation
Once operational the scheme will fall under the next cycle of the
Environmental Noise Regulations (2006 as amended) strategic noise mapping
and noise action plan making processes (as led by Defra).
Complaints
If a complaint were made that alleged that either a) the mitigation provided in
the completed scheme is not in compliance with the noise and vibration
mitigation scheme approved under Requirement 12 or b) that the mitigation
scheme, if different from the ES, results in worse environmental effects than
reported in the ES; then Highways England would undertake an investigation
and report the findings to the complainant and the relevant local planning
authority.
The Requirements of a DCO are enforced by local planning authorities ('the
LPAs') under Part 8 of the Planning Act 2008.
Members of the public are also able to utilise the enquiries and complaints
procedure that forms part of the CoCP (Section 4.3) to highlight any concerns
with the performance of contractors in meeting the standards set out in the
CoCP. Highways England will apply the same procedure to complaints
received during the operation of the scheme.
In practice if a member of the public complained to the relevant Council it
would be able to:
1.
Refer them to the complaints procedure above, advising them to make
clear they believed there was a breach of requirement and requiring remedial
action; and/or
2.
Formally raise the breach of requirement with Highways England
themselves, and require remedial action under threat, if necessary, of
enforcement action; and/or
3.
Take enforcement action themselves in respect of the breach of
requirement; and/or
4.
Refer the matter to the Secretary of State, who would then inform
Highways England of the breach of requirement, requiring remedial action.
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Appendix A: Why it is not practicable to monitor noise levels as a means
to demonstrate the operational noise levels are not worse than those
forecast in the ES
As set out in Highways England’s response to ExA written question 2.10.1
(Highways England reference HE/A14/EX/88 and PINS reference REP7-023)
post construction noise monitoring cannot practicably be used to check
whether the magnitude and extent of any adverse impacts are greater or less
than those reported in the ES. This is because the adverse impacts are, in the
main, evaluated using the long term calculated noise change.
The assessment of long term noise change impacts requires the identification
of noise levels in the long term (over the first 15 years of operation) and
evaluation of the magnitude of any long term change against impact
thresholds of ±1dB, ±3dB, ±5dB and ±10dB. This can be done using
calculated road traffic noise levels using the Government’s Calculation of
Road Traffic Noise (CRTN) method as endorsed by NPSNN (5.191).
However, making such an evaluation using measured13 noise levels is
impracticable for a number of reasons:






Variation in ambient noise levels. Measured ambient noise levels at
a given location will easily vary by several dB on a day-to-day basis.
This means that the impact criteria could appear to be exceeded
simply due to diurnal variation (e.g. wind direction, and fluctuation
levels of road traffic on highways, etc.).
Establishing long term noise levels. The assessment presented in
the ES is primarily in terms of long term noise change based on
forecast noise levels in 2035. It is impracticable to consider
monitoring over such a long period of time and for any monitoring
regime to only be able to report 15 years after the scheme comes in
to operation.
Variability in monitoring equipment. Even assuming that all the
monitoring equipment complied with the highest level specification
set by International Standards, published research has shown that
the sound level recorded by two meters measuring the same sound
source, could easily vary by ±2dB14. This means that the impact
criteria could appear to be exceeded simply due to variability in
monitoring equipment.

13

Highways England’s response to Buckden Marina Residents Association’s deadline 9
submission (HE reference HE/A14/EX/143, PINS reference REP9-018) shows that to identify
likely significant effects using a measured base line requires the gathering of measured data
at a number of different times and the completion of a series of sensitivity tests. To have to
apply such an approach for every receptor across the scheme and over a 15 year period
would be impracticable.
14
A Good Practice Guide on the Sources and Magnitude of Uncertainty Arising in the
Practical
Measurement of Environmental Noise – Nicholas J Craven and Geoff Kerry (2001)
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APPENDIX 5: Defra’s Plan to Improve Air Quality in the UK
Defra published a consultation document on 12 September 2015 outlining its plan to improve
air quality in the UK to meet the EU limit values in the shortest time possible. This document
15
was prepared following the ClientEarth Supreme Court case against the UK government .
The Defra plan is designed to be read along with the individual local plans for each of the 38
zones currently exceeding the annual mean limit for NO 2. The eastern zone (where the A14
C2H scheme is located) is one of the zones which has a new local plan. The new local plan,
following consultation, will replace the 2011 local plan. The updated local plan includes
quantification of further measures to improve air quality.
Defra assesses air quality within each zone using the 145 Automatic Rural and Urban
Network (AURN) monitoring sites and using the Pollution Climate Mapping (PCM) model
results. The results from this assessment are reported to the European Commission to show
when each of the UK zones will achieve compliance with the EU air quality limit values.
To assess when the UK will comply with the EU limit values and to determine the impact of
proposed air quality improvement measures, Defra makes projections of air quality using the
most up to date information on vehicle emission rates and quantifiable planned actions, which
includes projections for future traffic changes. Improvements to the A14 are listed by Defra in
the Eastern Plan as being measures which have been included within the local authority plans
from Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire District Council (details are provided in Table
1 below).
It is important to note therefore that Defra, via the local authorities, considers the A14 scheme
as being a measure which will improve air quality within the region. This is consistent with the
16
local authorities' own joint Air Quality Action Plan which includes the proposed improvement
of the A14 and realignment away from Huntingdon as being important to improving air quality
within their local areas.
The Defra consultation overview note states “A technical report on the modelling and
assessment methodology used in the preparation of the final plan will also be prepared”. As
this detail is not yet available it is not possible to provide a direct correlation with regards to
planning assumptions made in relation to committed development in the Defra modelling
compared with the A14 scheme detailed traffic predictions and assessment undertaken as
part of the Environmental Statement.
The useful points to note are:



Defra considers that, based on the best available information, there will be no
exceedances of the EU limit values on PCM links in 2020 in the scheme area; and
Defra considers the A14 improvements to be useful for improving air quality in the
region. This conclusion is consistent with the detailed modelling carried out for the
scheme.

Due to this conclusion it is reasonable to assume that Defra would consider that the exclusion
of the A14 improvements could be detrimental to achievement of EU limit values in the region.
Defra’s maps showing the Eastern Zone and its predictions for future air quality are provided
in Figure 1. These show all the areas around the scheme are predicted to meet the EU limit
values in 2020. Unfortunately the current draft plans do not provide these maps in a more
detailed format, however, the maps do show that there are no exceedances of the annual
mean limit value for NO2 in the A14 air quality study area in 2020.

15

R (on the application of ClientEarth) v Secretary of State for the Environment, Food and
Rural Affairs [2015] UKSC 28
16
Air Quality Action Plan for the Cambridgeshire Growth Areas – Cambridge City, South
Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire Councils
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Figure 1 – Defra’s prediction of roadside concentrations in 2013, 2020, 2025 and 2030.

The Defra plan for the zone includes the following three measures related to the A14. Each of
the measures has been provided by the local authorities and is aimed at improving the A14 to
reduce transport related pollution.
Table 1 – Measures described within the Defra Eastern Plan
Measure
Code

Description

Focus

Classification

Status

Other information

Cambridge
City
Council_2

A14
improveme
nts

New
alignment
and
improvem
ents

Traffic
planning and
management:
Other measure

Planning

Start date: 2016 Expected end
date: 2030 Spatial scale: Whole
town or city Source affected:
Transport Indicator: completion
of proposed upgrading by 2015
Target emissions reduction: not
applicable

South
Cambridges
hire District
Council_2

A14
Improveme
nt

Reduce
Emission

Traffic
planning and
management:
Improvement
of public
transport

Planning

Start date: 2015 Expected end
date: 2030 Spatial scale: Local
Source affected: Transport
Indicator: Approval of planning
application Target emissions
reduction: None
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South
Cambridges
hire District
Council_3

A14/M11
Realignment

Reduce
Emission

Traffic
planning and
management:
Improvement
of public
transport

Planning

Start date: 2015 Expected end
date: 2030 Spatial scale: Local
Source affected: Transport
Indicator: Approval of planning
application Target emissions
reduction: None

Once the plan is agreed and finalised it will form the official plan submitted to the EU
commission to demonstrate how the UK will achieve compliance with the EU limit values. The
actions within the plan will carry significant weight as they will be the measures Defra
consider will allow the UK achieve compliance.
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APPENDIX 6: Air quality assessment methodology and joint
position statement
At the issue specific hearing (ISH) on air quality (15th September) Cambridge
City Council raised points related to air quality assessment methodology and
future predictions that Cambridge City Council had concerns with. South
Cambridgeshire District Council and Huntingdonshire District Council did not
dispute the methodology used or results of the assessment.
Following the ISH, a meeting was held on 24th September to discuss points of
disagreement between Highways England and Cambridge City Council, South
Cambridgeshire District Council and Huntingdonshire District Council (the
councils).
The points raised by Cambridge City Council at the ISH were as follows;
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.
It was agreed at the meeting that the councils are not looking for any changes
to be made to the air quality modelling approach used in the assessment, nor
are they disputing the results of the assessment reported in the ES. The
councils’ concern in relation to these matters is that they contribute to
uncertainties in the modelling results and they consider monitoring is required
to verify the modelling outcomes. This has been agreed in a ‘jointly agreed
position statement’ (the statement is included here as an appendix).
The councils consider Highways England should fund further air quality
monitoring and make provision for funding of mitigation measures if required.
Specifically in relation to the councils' point on uncertainty re traffic data,
Highways England has committed to monitoring post scheme local traffic
volumes at a targeted number of locations where local authorities or other
interested parties are sceptical regarding predicted traffic volumes. A position
statement on this matter is included in section 2.1 of "Matters Arising from
Issue Specific Hearing: traffic" submitted at deadline 10 (HE/A14/EX/157).
As has been noted by Highways England during the ISHs, the traffic forecasts
are also the basis for the forecasts of air quality. Confirming that the
monitored traffic does not exceed traffic forecasts would therefore be
indicative that the air quality predictions made in the ES are robust. If the
monitored traffic exceeded traffic forecasts, any traffic mitigation agreed
through the mechanism described in the position statement and legal
agreement as a result would also have the benefit of mitigating air quality
effects from that local traffic.
Highways England’s position on the councils’ requirement for direct air quality
monitoring is that the assessment has used methodologies that follow
HE/A14/EX/153
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government guidance and has also examined more pessimistic future
scenarios, which have given sufficient confidence that the potential effects of
all of the uncertainties to which the councils referred have been assessed.
The scheme is not predicted to result in an exceedance of limit values or
significant negative impacts in any of the scenarios examined by Highways
England. Therefore it is considered that further monitoring is not required
A note detailing why Highways England consider air quality monitoring is not
required has been provided separately.
As far as the request for mitigation is concerned, in the very unlikely event that
a significant effect that had not been predicted occurred, as explained at the
Issue Specific Hearing on 15 September, Highways England's statutory duties
would require that it addressed the issue.
The Secretary of State has appointed Highways England as a strategic
highways company by way of an Order in accordance with section 1 of the
Infrastructure Act 2015 (the "Act"). Under section 6 of the Act, the Secretary
of State may issue directions and guidance to a strategic highways company
as to the manner in which it should exercise its functions. The Secretary of
State has issued such directions and guidance in the form of the Highways
England: Licence which was published and came into force on 1 April 2015.
Under section 5(2) of the Act, Highways England is obliged to have regard to
the effect of the exercise of its functions on the environment. In addition
paragraph 4.2 of the Licence obliges Highways England to minimise the
environmental impacts of operating, maintaining and improving its network
and to seek to protect and enhance the quality of the surrounding
environment.
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Appendix – Jointly Agreed Position Statement
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 whether 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 by the
councils, 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 the 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, even when the alleged uncertainties are considered, the
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scheme is not predicted to result in an exceedance of limit values or
significant negative impacts.
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APPENDIX 7 – Post construction air quality monitoring
Cambridge City Council, South Cambridgeshire District Council and
Huntingdonshire District Council (the councils) have agreed that they are not
looking for changes to be made to the air quality modelling approach used in
the assessment nor are they disputing the results of the assessment. The only
point not agreed between Highways England and the councils is whether
Highways England should fund further air quality monitoring and make
provision for funding of mitigation measures if required.
The councils have all expressed a wish for monitoring of air quality to be
carried out before and after scheme opening to validate the conclusions of the
ES.
This note sets out why Highways England does not consider monitoring of air
quality to be required for the proposed scheme.
Firstly it is important to note that the scheme generally has a beneficial effect
on air quality in AQMAs and in the urban areas where traffic volumes will
reduce as a result of the proposed scheme. There was also predicted to be a
low risk of exceedance of any air quality limit value or objective. The impacts
on Cambridge City Council are predicted to be very small negligible changes
in traffic flows with most links predicted to have small reductions in traffic.
There is also already an extensive network of air quality monitoring
undertaken by the local authorities in the area as part of their statutory air
quality management duties. This includes two monitoring stations close to the
A14 at Orchard Park and Impington operated by South Cambridgeshire
District Council (with another site at Girton Road, Cambridge), five continuous
monitoring sites in Cambridge operated by the City Council and two in
Huntingdon operated by the district council. In addition there are a total of
121 diffusion tube monitoring sites operated between the three local
authorities. Given the wide coverage of existing monitoring undertaken by the
local authorities Highways England do not consider additional monitoring
would be of any benefit or justified.
Highways England also considers that it would be impossible to determine the
impact of the A14 scheme from air quality monitoring. Owing to variations in
local emissions, background concentrations and meteorological conditions
monitored concentrations vary year by year without changes to the local road
network. Monitored concentrations can also be affected by other smaller more
local new developments. The air quality impacts expected from the A14 would
be smaller than the normal variations observed in monitored concentrations
and therefore it would be unlikely that cause and effect could be determined
from the monitoring results. Additionally as noted within Highways England’s
response to written question 2.1.8 (HE/A14/EX/80) a sensitivity analysis of the
traffic changes required to result in significant changes to air quality was
carried out. It was shown that unrealistic increases in traffic volumes would be
required to result in changes to the air quality modelling that would affect the
conclusions of the assessment.
Where schemes are identified as having a significant effect and needing
mitigation e.g. the A556 Bypass DCO scheme, Highways England undertakes
air quality monitoring to evaluate the mitigation measure. This is to help
evaluate the proposed mitigation measure and, in the case of speed controls,
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to determine when the measure can be removed and the national speed limit
reinstated. Where schemes through their assessment demonstrate that they
do not result in a significant effect then there is no justification, nor precedent
in Highways England DCO projects, for undertaking or requiring any air quality
monitoring in these circumstances.
Given the overall beneficial impacts from the A14 scheme in most urban areas
and the low risk of an exceedance of air quality limit values and objectives
Highways England do not consider that additional air quality monitoring is
required or appropriate.
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