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1 Introduction
1.1 Purpose of this report
A total of thirty-two interested parties, in addition to Highways England,
provided submissions at deadline 10 of the Examination, as listed
below:


Anglian Water



Ann Goodridge



Brampton A14 Campaign Group



Cambridge City Council



Cambridgeshire County Council



Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum



Camilla Horsfall on behalf on behalf of W G Topham, J Papworth
and Swansley Wood Partnership



Campaign for Better Transport



CTC – Cambridge



David Ousby



David Sinfield on behalf of Lenton Farms



Hilton Parish Council



Hinchingbrooke Health Care NHS Trust



Huntingdonshire District Council



Jacky Homer



John Davies



Keith Anderson



Landro Group and Hinchingbrooke Water Tower Limited



Mark Catley on behalf of the Wilderspin family



Mark Stanton



Mark Williams and Buckden Marina Residents Association



Michael Alexander on behalf of Christopher Behagg



Michael Alexander on behalf of G Grey and A Lammie



Michael Alexander on behalf of Huntingdon Freemen’s Trust



Michael Alexander on behalf of R and J Lenton and Robert Lenton
Ltd



Michael Alexander on behalf of R and P Everdell
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NFU



Richard Norton



Roderick Fisher



South Cambridgeshire District Council



Tarmac Aggregates Ltd

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Highways England has reviewed all submissions by Interested Parties
at deadline 10. This report provides a response to those which it is
considered have not been addressed in previous representations
submitted by Highways England. Those that have been responded to
are:


Ann Goodridge



Anglian Water



Brampton A14 Campaign Group



Cambridge City Council, Huntingdonshire District Council and South
Cambridgeshire District Council



Cambridgeshire County Council



Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum



Camilla Horsfall on behalf of W and G Topham, J Papworth and
Swasley Wood Partnership



Campaign for Better Transport



CTC – Cambridge



David Ousby



David Sinfield on behalf of Lenton Farms



Hilton Parish Council



Hinchingbrooke Health Care NHS Trust



Huntingdonshire District Council



Jacky Homer



John Davies



Keith Anderson



Landro Group and Hinchingbrook Water Tower Limited



Mark Stanton



Mark Williams and Buckden Marina Residents Association



Michael Alexander on behalf of R and J Lenton and Robert Lenton
Ltd



Michael Alexander on behalf of Huntington Freemen’s Trust
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Michael Alexander on behalf of Miss G Grey and Mr A Lammie



Michael Alexander on behalf of Mr C Behagg



Michael Alexander on behalf of R.A. and P.W. Everdell



Mark Catley on behalf of the Wilderspin Family



NFU



Richard Norton



South Cambridgeshire District Council



Tarmac Aggregate Ltd
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2 Comments on Deadline 10 submissions
2.1 Anglian Water
Table 1 Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Anglian Water

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Development Consent Order
Anglian Water

Matters outstanding to be included in the SoCG are Anglian Water’s
requirements for protective provisions; currently the provisions in the
draft development control consent order (DCO) apply to all electricity,
gas, oil, water and sewerage undertakers and are not specific or
satisfactory to Anglian Water. A meeting was held to discuss this
matter and other outstanding issues on 11 September and
discussions are on-going.

As alluded to in Anglian Water's submission, discussions are
on-going between the parties in respect of the protective
provisions sought. Highways England accepts in principle the
need for a separate set of protective provisions for the benefit of
Anglian Water, although amendments will be sought to the
precise terms of the provisions suggested by Anglian Water. It
is hoped that the parties will reach an agreed position by the
Issue Specific Hearing on the DCO on 22 October 2015.

To summarise the issues to be resolved to confirm Anglian Waters
satisfaction with the DCO:




HE/A14/EX/172

In respect to article 17(8) (Discharge of water), Highways
England does not consider any amendments to be necessary.
Deemed consent provisions are standard within DCOs. Whilst
Part 4 Discharge of water (page 16) Paragraph 8 has not
article 17(3) of the draft DCO does state that the consent must
been removed as requested by AW. Reason: Inappropriate
deeming of consent required for failure to notify; paragraph (3) not be unreasonably withheld, this does not provide Highways
England with any express remedy should any delay occur.
clearly set out that consent and conditions are needed.
Highways England considers that the deemed consent
provisions in article 17(8) work in tandem with article 17(3).
Part 7 (40) Schedule 8 . AW requires protective provisions
that are not currently included in the draft DCO.
Indeed, Highways England notes that an identical provision to
article 17(8) was included in article 16(9) of the A160/A180
(Port of Immingham Improvement) Development Consent Order
2015 (S.I. 2015/129) which Anglian Water was involved in the
examination of (protective provisions were included for the
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benefit of Anglian Water in Schedule 8 to that Order). As such,
Highways England queries why the deemed consent provisions
are seen as inappropriate for this proposed DCO but not for the
A160/A180 DCO.
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2.2 Ann Goodridge
Table 2: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Ann Goodridge

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Air Quality and Emissions
Ann Goodridge

HE responses continue to be based on the measures and methods
they have used to inform their proposals. By definition, therefore, they
can confidently defend their position. Until and unless HE are required
to revise these in the light of the EU directive, new equipment, denser
monitoring scope and health statistics, this consultation process has
no substance or meaning for the ExA’s examination process.
Specifically:




The current storm over test emissions versus actual road use
emissions is revealing, among other things, the extent to
which vehicle manufacturers and users subvert emissions
requirements and, importantly, the government’s collusion in
condoning high pollution by stalling and obfuscation rather
than genuinely adopting air pollution directives and setting
appropriate standards and testing methods. The
environmental campaigners as well as concerned citizens are
unlikely to let go of this issue now. It seems irresponsible to
add fuel to this furore by approving the construction of the
A14, based on measures that are out-dated, failing to take
account of the reality of the UK’s woeful position on air
pollution and its considerable impact on health. By the time
the A14 would be built the standards could be significantly
different. But, if the A14 goes ahead as currently proposed,
Cambridgeshire will be left with an unforgiveable legacy.
Defra have launched a consultation process in response to
the request that we improve the UK’s approach to reducing air
quality issues. While I believe that such a step is another ‘kick
HE/A14/EX/172
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Further commentary on Highways England's assessment
methodology (which it considers robust), together with details of
how Defra’s current consultation and its underlying assumptions
are related to the scheme are detailed within Highways England
'Matters arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions
improvement scheme made at the Issue Specific Hearing on
Noise and Air Quality and associated Post Hearing Documents'
submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/153,
PINS reference REP10-037)).
It is important to note in this context the jointly agreed
Statement of Common Ground on Air Quality Monitoring and
Mitigation (PINS reference REP10-031), between the Councils
(Cambridge City, South Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire
District Councils) and Highways England, stating that all matters
associated with the air quality assessment are agreed (including
the methodology) except the need for operational phase
monitoring, which is not the topic of this submission.
The VW story, which Highways England is assuming is being
referred to in the first bullet point and which has been recently
publicised, does not have any impact on the air quality
assessment and full details of this are provided in Highways
England’s response to Campaign for Better Transport as stated
in section 2.8 of this document.

October 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

the can down the road’ act, it nevertheless provides an
opportunity for interested parties to make clear their concerns
and needs and for Defra to revise their guidance, standards
and methods as a result. I propose that ExA holds off their
decision about the A14 until the consultation is complete and
conclusions drawn.
 As CleanEarth already condemn the Defra proposed
consultation and call into question how this process will work
through and over what time period, it is surely prudent to see
how this develops and the extent to which Defra will be held
to account for air pollution standards in the UK. Again, I
propose that ExA holds off its recommendations until this has
been resolved.
 All parties concerned about the A14 air quality impact should
have the opportunity / be prompted to participate in the
consultation and I propose that ExA invites parties registered
with the A14 scheme to participate in Defra’s consultation
process.
 New EU emissions testing equipment is being designed that
is deemed to be more accurate than anything to date. I
propose that ExA holds on their recommendations until this
equipment can be used for this proposed scheme.

In addition to the serious challenge on air quality standards,
issues and concerns have been raised about the use of the
models, the validity of the measures used, the accuracy of
predicted traffic flows, the lack of data for areas away from the
current A14. All of these add up to very low confidence in the
HE proposals and the impact of them on rural communities.
Spreading poor air quality across wider tranches of this area
is hardly to be commended and this is exactly what the HE
data shows. By recommending that the A14 goes ahead, the
ExA would be contributing to ever-poorer health levels in this
region.
There has been very little said or covered by HE or the ExA about the
health impact of air quality issues. Several eminent doctors have

HE/A14/EX/172
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As detailed within the Deadline 10 submission (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/153, PINS reference REP10-037) the
Defra consultation notes –
 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.
The point made about emissions testing equipment does not
affect the assessment of air quality made for the scheme and
full details of this are provided in Highways England’s response
to Campaign for Better Transport as stated in section 2.8 of this
document. It is likely to actually improve air quality in the future
as better controls are placed on air quality testing.
In respect of the issue of health impacts and air quality, please
refer to Highways England's response to the Examining
Authority's First Written Question 1.1.9 (Applicant reference:
HE/A14/EX/28; PINS reference: REP2-002). As stated there: '...
as the scheme does not cause a breach of any UK or EU air
quality standards and as the scheme generally improves air
quality in urban areas, the overall population exposure to air
pollutants will reduce.'

October 2015
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voiced their concerns about the impact on especially children and
vulnerable adults. I propose that the ExA investigates more closely, in
light of the EU directive, what the health cost will be in this area,
especially in the rural communities which are taking the brunt of the
impact. These costs should be factored into the cost-benefit
calculations in assessing the A14 proposals

HE/A14/EX/172
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Overall therefore, Highways England does not consider there is
the basis for any concerns relating to the air quality assessment
undertaken for the scheme, nor as to any air quality issues
suggested that may arise as a result of the scheme, including
those relating to health.
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2.3 Brampton A14 Campaign Group
Table 2: Highways England comments to Brampton A14 Campaign Group deadline 10 submission

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Air quality and emissions
Brampton A14 The submission provides a summary of key points raised at the issue
Campaign Group specific hearing and supplementary evidence.

The A14 scheme is not in conflict with the Defra Air Quality
Plan. The A14 scheme is an action within the Defra plan for
improving air quality. The A14 scheme was listed by the local
There is concern regarding the harmful effects of air pollution as a
authorities in the region as being an important scheme to
result of the scheme.
improve air quality and is included in Defra’s future predictions.
Air Pollution is now also a key issue for the Government. The draft UK Removing the A14 scheme from Defra’s plan would therefore
Air Quality Plan has just been published by DEFRA in response to the be detrimental to the Eastern Zone's air quality. Details of how
Supreme Court ruling against the Government earlier this year. The
Defra’s plan and its underlying assumptions are related to the
draft evidence document (Annex C) is particularly interesting as it
scheme are detailed within Highways England 'Matters arising
addresses the possibility of road improvements and infrastructure
from Highways England's Oral Submissions improvement
changes helping to reduce air pollution in order to achieve compliance scheme made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Noise and Air
with the new UK Air Quality Plan.
Quality and associated Post Hearing Documents' submitted at
The HE A14 scheme would significantly increase road traffic air
Deadline 10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/153,, PINS
pollution and is in direct conflict with the new UK Air Quality Plan.
reference REP10-037)).
Additionally, the current VW admissions of widespread cheating on
vehicle emissions testing throws into disarray Government plans for
reducing diesel emissions.

Transportation and traffic
HE told us at the IS hearings that interviews revealed that 60% of
drivers on the A14 between Cambridge and Huntingdon were passing
through on longer journeys. HE have promised the Panel to provide a
break-down of these statistics to differentiate between freight and
passenger traffic.

HE/A14/EX/172
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The VW story, which has been recently publicised, does not
have any impact on the air quality assessment and full details of
this are provided in Highways England’s response to Campaign
for Better Transport as stated in section 2.8 of this document.
These statistics are provided at part 2.5 of the document
'Matters arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions
improvement scheme made at the Issue Specific Hearing on
Traffic and Transportation and associated Post Hearing
Documents' submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/157, PINS reference REP10-041).
October 2015
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2.4 Cambridge City Council, Huntingdonshire District Council and South Cambridgeshire District
Council
Table 3: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Cambridge City Council, Huntingdonshire District Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Air quality and emissions
Cambridge City
Council,
Huntingdonshire
District Council
and South
Cambridgeshire
District Council

A summary of the aspects of modelling discussed at the hearing is
provided.
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.

As noted within the jointly agreed Statement of Common
Ground on Air Quality Monitoring and Mitigation (PINS
reference REP10-031), the Councils (Cambridge City, South
Cambridgeshire and Huntingdonshire District Councils) and
Highways England have agreed all matters associated with the
air quality assessment except the need for operational phase
monitoring.

The only matter now not agreed between Highways England and the
councils is that Highways England should fund further air quality
monitoring and make provision for funding of mitigation measures if
subsequently required.

Highways England has provided a clear justification regarding
why monitoring during the operational phase of the scheme is
not required (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/153, PINS
reference REP10-036).

The councils’ preferred approach is that Highways England
commission, (and also where appropriate as an alternative, contribute
financial support for already existing monitoring), air quality monitoring
at agreed locations to an agreed specification for 12 months prior to
construction and then for a period until the monitoring at each site
shows three years of compliance with air quality limit values. With the
exception of the Northern Bypass of Cambridge (Bar Hill to Fen
Ditton), where PM10, PM2.5 and Nitrogen Oxides monitoring is
required, the monitoring will be for nitrogen dioxide only.

Highways England has reviewed the Councils request for
monitoring titled ‘Proposed Specification for Air Quality
Monitoring and Mitigation for verification of the modelled
pollutant forecasts relating to the proposed Highways England
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme’ that was
prepared at the request of the Examining Authority.

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

HE/A14/EX/172
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i.

There is a low risk of an exceedance of the air
quality objectives as a result of the A14 proposals.
Most of the more populated areas with the highest
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towards furthering the respective councils’ Air Quality Action Plans as
mitigation of the observed effects.
ii.
The position of the Cambridge City Council is that the A14 Cambridge
to Huntingdon Local Funding agreement would require amendment to
allow for funding of monitoring and mitigation measures if agreement
cannot be reached through the DCO. SCDC agrees with City position
if this is the only way to secure funding in the event that agreement
cannot be reached through the DCO.
Attached to the submission is the “proposed specification for air
quality monitoring and mitigation for verification of the modelled
pollutant forecasts relating to the proposed Highways England A14
Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme”.
The document specifies the necessary air quality monitoring provision
required by Huntingdonshire District Council, South Cambridgeshire
District Council and Cambridge City Council to verify forecast
concentrations for air pollutants of concern detailed in Highways
England A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme Environmental Statement of December 2014.

iii.

iv.

existing pollutant concentrations would experience
an improvement as a result of the scheme.
Even if monitoring were carried out, it would not be
possible to determine the impact of the scheme.
There are variations in measured annual mean
concentrations even where there are no changes in
emissions owing to natural variability in
meteorological conditions. The scale of these
variations is likely to be greater than those resulting
from the scheme.
Monitoring is being requested in areas with very low
existing levels of air pollution and also in areas
where negligible changes in traffic as a result of the
A14 scheme are expected. Monitoring in these
locations would serve no practical purpose.
Highways England is proposing to undertake traffic
monitoring after the scheme is opened to verify that
the modelling predictions were correct. This
monitoring will provide a proxy for the air quality
impacts of the scheme this is because generally
where traffic increases or decreases so would air
quality concentrations. It is expected that in many
cases this monitoring will confirm that traffic
volumes have not changed significantly as a result
of the A14 scheme and therefore that the air quality
impacts arising from the scheme are also
negligible.

The remainder of this response sets out Highways England’s
comments on some of the points raised by the Councils in their
proposed specification. The reference numbers quoted are
those contained in the proposed specification.
Section 4 – Monitoring period
The Councils have requested monitoring for a period of one
year before scheme opening and at least three years after
HE/A14/EX/172
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opening. The monitoring period requested is excessive and
does not appear to take into consideration risk when prescribing
the required monitoring period. There would be no merit in
monitoring for three years during the operational phase of the
scheme in an area where concentrations of pollutants are not at
risk of exceeding the UK objectives.
Section 8 – District monitoring requirements
A. Cambridge City Council
No monitoring is required in Cambridge City Council’s
administrative area because traffic predictions have indicated
there will be a negligible effect on traffic entering the city and,
also, traffic monitoring would provide a suitable proxy.
Continuous monitoring is requested by Cambridge City Council
at the junction of Huntingdon and Histon Road. Monitoring is
already carried out on both roads by the Council where the
measured concentrations are shown to be well below the
objectives (around 25µg/m 3 on Huntingdon Road and Histon
Road). The traffic modelling for the A14 proposals shows that
overall traffic volumes at the junction of Huntingdon and Histon
Road will reduce with the scheme in place with a reduction of
381 vehicles per day on Huntingdon Road and a negligible
increase of 90 vehicles per day on Histon Road. Modelling of air
quality concentrations at receptors in the opening year show the
changes between the ‘with scheme’ and ‘without scheme’
options on these two roads close to the A14 are negligible.
Given that the predicted changes in traffic volumes are low and
that the air quality modelling shows that there is a low risk of an
exceedance of an air quality objective, the request for
continuous monitoring at a cost of around £15,000 per year is
not considered appropriate.
B. South Cambridge District Council (SCDC)
SCDC has requested that Highways England fund continuous
monitoring at Impington and Bar Hill. SCDC already undertake
monitoring at Impington and they operated a site at Bar Hill until
HE/A14/EX/172
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2012. The PM10 monitoring data collected at Impington by
SCDC up until April 2014 was considered erroneous by
Highways England and it has been agreed that all data
collected before the replacement of the monitor in April 2014
will not be considered for the assessment of existing
concentrations at this site. Having recently invested in new
equipment at this site, it appears that SCDC has committed to
operating this site for several more years.
The proposed specification erroneously states that the
Environmental Statement indicates some likelihood of noncompliance at Hackers Farm. This is not the case. The results
of air quality monitoring at this location show that predicted
concentrations in the opening year are below 32µg/m 3 with or
without the A14 scheme. Even with additional analysis of
verification factors the predicted concentrations at Hackers
Farm remain below the objectives.
The air quality modelling reported in the Environmental
Statement within the A14 corridor Air Quality Management Area
(AQMA) near to Impington has predicted all pollutant
concentrations within the AQMA will be below the air quality
objectives in the opening year 2020. The location is considered
as having a low risk of exceeding the air quality objectives due
to the improvements in the A14 which will improve traffic flow
through the AQMA. Concentrations of PM10 and NO2 at the
Impington monitoring site have been agreed by the local
authority and Highways England as being well below the air
quality objective. Therefore this site is considered as having a
low risk of exceeding the objectives. Given the low risk and that
SCDC has recently invested in new equipment for the
Impington site, there is no justification for Highways England
providing £9,000 per year for funding the site.
The request for monitoring at Bar Hill is also not considered to
be justified by Highways England. The predictions of future
HE/A14/EX/172
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pollutant concentration changes around Bar Hill either show
improvements in air quality or negligible changes. The
monitored concentrations at the site before it was closed
showed that concentrations were below the air quality
objectives. Monitoring locations should also be representative of
receptor locations; the Bar Hill site is at a roadside location
closer to the A14 than any housing, therefore it is not directly
representative of receptors in the area. Therefore, it is not
considered a useful or appropriate location for monitoring.
Given the low risk of an exceedance of the objectives, the
unrepresentative monitoring location and the improvements or
negligible changes to air quality concentrations predicted in the
Bar Hill area, the requested funding of £20,000 per year is not
considered justified.
C. Huntingdonshire Council District Council (HCDC)
HCDC has requested monitoring of nitrogen dioxide using
diffusion tubes. It is worth noting again that evaluation of air
quality is a statutory duty of local authorities and there is a long
history of monitoring across the Huntingdon area. As a result, a
very good understanding of air quality in the area already exists.
The proposed specification requests monitoring in two types of
area, which include locations within the AQMA. The Council
suggests this monitoring is required to support the modelling
conclusion that air quality changes are negligible in these
locations. The implications of this request is that the Council is
suggesting monitoring:
 in locations where the Environmental Statement has
predicted no significant impacts; and
 in locations where there are currently diffusion tubes
operated by the Council but where funding may cease at
the end of March 2016.
Three of the identified sites are described as being between
200m and 1 km from the new A14. Air pollutant levels drop to
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background levels 200m from a road and therefore there would
not be any impact from the scheme at these locations.
Examination of the measured levels at each of these sites
shows that measured concentrations are well below the annual
mean objective concentration of 40µg/m 3. The most recent
available annual mean concentrations are as follows:
 Lords Way, Alconbury – not available, modelled
concentrations are below 20 µg/m 3
 Hansell Road, Brampton – 19 µg/m3
 High Street, Offord Cluny – 26 µg/m3
 The Paddocks, Hilton – 21µg/m3
The monitoring requested by HCDC will not be beneficial as it
will not provide further understanding of air quality
concentrations in the region and is not focused on areas where
there would be a risk of an exceedance of air quality objectives.
The monitoring locations requested are either in areas where air
quality concentrations are either already well below the
objectives and are not predicted to be exceeded with the
scheme in place or at existing monitoring locations. The
assessment of the scheme has shown the scheme itself will not
have a significant impact in the Huntingdon area and will
instead improve air quality overall in Huntingdon. The cost of
£2,000 per year to monitor at locations shown to be at very low
risk of exceeding an air quality objective is therefore not
justified.
Section 9 Mitigation for non-compliance
The Councils conclude with a request for funding towards action
plan measures of £50,000 per year per authority should there
be an exceedance of an objective. The Councils have stated
£50,000 as an arbitrary sum with no explanation of how this
would be used to improve air quality at any location of
exceedance. There is no clear reason why this sum would be
appropriate.
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2.5 Cambridgeshire County Council
Table 4: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Cambridgeshire County Council

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Other Matters
Cambridgeshire The Council is working with Highways England to resolve differences
County Council relating to borrow pits and archaeology.
The item references refer to the Examining Authority’s questions
published before the issue specific hearing on the DCO on 4
September 2015.

CCC was a key consultee in the preparation of the Borrow Pits
Restoration and Aftercare Strategy submitted for Deadline 10.
The views of CCC and other key consultees upon a draft
version of the Strategy were addressed by the Deadline 10
version. Along with other interested parties CCC has the
opportunity to comment further on the Strategy by Deadline 13
before it is finalised at Deadline 14.

Item 5.1 (Borrow Pits Restoration Plan – Requirement 11)
The Council would accept the Borrow Pits Restoration Plan as a
certified document in the DCO being a binding commitment by
Highways England to consult with the Council in detailed design of the
development, operation and restoration of the borrow pits.
Item 5.3 (Interpretation – (Article 2))
The Council accepts the “three tier” approach as being an acceptable
way forward, subject to agreement of the detail. A meeting is
scheduled for 14 September to progress this.
Development Consent Order
Cambridgeshire Item 8.1
County Council
The Council has accepted the protective provision in respect of
disapplication of the Land Drainage Act. A map of watercourses
affected was supplied to Highways England on 2 September.

Highways England welcomes Cambridgeshire County Council's
acceptance of the proposed protective provisions relating to
disapplication of the provisions of the Land Drainage Act 1991.
Highways England will be seeking a formal letter of consent to
the disapplication from the County Council in due course.
However, Highways England considers that a map is not the
appropriate method of illustrating the 'key' watercourses
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referred to in the protective provisions, and that co-ordinates
should be used. Highways England intends to discuss this
further with Cambridgeshire County Council.
Item 9

Highways England welcomes Cambridgeshire County Council's
general acceptance of the various drafting points with respect to
the draft DCO.

Article 3
The Council is content with the drafting of Article 3 in the revised DCO
submitted for Deadline 7.
In respect of article 7, Highways England has made the
requested amendment such that consultation is with the
Article 7
relevant planning authority. This is reflected in the latest draft of
At the hearing, the Council raised the ambiguity regarding consultation the DCO submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference
between Article 7 and Requirement 3. Highways England offered to
HE/A14/EX/167; PINS reference REP10-051).
refer to consultation with the relevant planning authority in Article 7.
The Council would be satisfied with such an amendment.
In respect of article 11, Highways England is still considering
the requested amendments and hopes to be in a position to
Article 11
revert on these orally at the Issue Specific Hearing on the draft
In a teleconference on 2 September, Pinsent Mason for Highways
DCO on 22 October 2015.
England undertook to take on board the Council’s comments relating
to Article 11.
Transportation and traffic
Cambridgeshire The Council notes that in the CHARM3A model series, the junctions at
County Council Views Common, Mill Common, and Swavesey are in the model and
provide the restraint that the Examining Authority espoused, but only
in combination with the Brampton Road junctions. The Council has not
been able to model the effects of retaining the railway viaduct, but it
would seem to the Council that providing free flow at this location
would inevitably provide additional capacity. In consequence the route
would be more attractive to strategic traffic. The Council in any case
would be concerned over the combination of at-grade and grade
separated junctions with heavier traffic.
Consequently, the Council, until Highways England has been able to
provide modelling data with the Swavesey Junction in its proposed
form, remains of the opinion that if the viaduct was retained or
HE/A14/EX/172
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the current scheme can be found in Appendix 3 of the Matters
arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions made at the
Issue Specific Hearing on Traffic and Transportation and
associated Post Hearing Documents (Highways England
reference HE-A14-EX-157, PINS reference REP10-041)
submitted at Deadline 10.
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replaced the existing A14 is likely to form a strategic route from the
A1(M) to the M11.

The Council welcomes the statements by Highways England that the
footway width on Brampton Road must not be reduced. By the same
token it is clear that the relevant junctions must be demonstrated to
have reasonably satisfactory performance. The position of the Council
is clear that the solution here must balance the needs of NMU and
road traffic. If a reasonably acceptable balanced solution cannot be
found, then Highways England must work with the Council on
providing additional capacity on Brampton Road bridge. Highways
England appeared to say during the hearing that a third lane on
Brampton Road bridge would require a footbridge to be provided.

Highways England considers that the proposed layout of the
Brampton Road / Edison Bell Way junction provides a
reasonable balance between the needs of non-motorised users
and traffic, however, further modelling would be required at the
detailed design stage to determine the most appropriate traffic
signal arrangements.
The current proposal is to widen Brampton Road by one lane
(i.e. widen to two lanes eastbound and one lane westbound)
and this does not result in the loss of the existing
footway/cycleway in the north verge – the width to widen the
road is gained from the removal of the low headroom area
currently protected by safety barrier (installed as part of the
viaduct strengthening works, but not required once the viaduct
is demolished). No separate pedestrian bridge is therefore
required to achieve this road widening. The provision of a
further lane on the Brampton Road bridge (i.e. widen to three
lanes eastbound and one lane westbound) would require the
northern footway to be removed, in which case a separate
footbridge would need to be made for NMUs. However, as
noted in Highways England’s oral submissions at the Issue
Specific Hearing on Transportation and Traffic, the provision of
a third lane eastbound on the Brampton Road bridge would only
be expected to provide significant capacity benefits if it was
combined with widening of the Mill Common Link in the
eastbound direction to provide an extra lane for the right turn
movement from Brampton Road to Mill Common Link.
Due to the proximity of the Brampton Road / Edison Bell Way
junction to the proposed station access junctions, an additional
lane on Mill Common Link would be required over a distance of
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The County Council has provided comments on Highways England’s
response to the Joint LIR Submission Version 2 Chapter 8 and also
appended a Position Statement on Traffic Monitoring and Mitigation.
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approximately 300 metres. This would result in a number of
potentially undesirable consequences, including requiring
further land take from Mill Common to provide the additional
road space; the need to stagger the pedestrian crossing
between Mill Common and Huntingdon Station due to the
increased crossing distance; and a more complex NMU link to
deal with level differences between the road and Mill Common.
Discussions with Cambridgeshire County Council in relation to
Traffic Monitoring and Mitigation are continuing and will be
resolved prior to the end of the Examination. Updates will also
be provided to the Examining Authority as to the progress of
these discussions prior to the end of the Examination.
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2.6 Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum
Table 5: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Design and Engineering Standards
Cambridgeshire The amount (lengths) proposed to be provided alongside the to
Local Access
be de-trunked A14
The Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum notes the very limited, and
Forum
certainly not sufficient, provision of measures to remedy historic
severance along the to-be de-trunked A14 between Fenstanton and
Huntingdon town.
The Applicant cannot argue that the to-be de-trunked A14 is not in the
scope of the Scheme when it is clearly listed for all to read in the draft
DCO. The Applicant has brought forward no convincing legal, policy or
practical impediment as to why it could not have provided suitable
provision to extend separated NMU provision along the full length of
the to-be de-trunked A14 and to deal with a legacy of community
severance and historic problems along that length.
The amount (widths) proposed to be provided as part of the
Local Access Road
The Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum is concerned that while the
draft DCO secures the line of NMU provision, it has no binding
mechanism to secure sufficient width. A mechanism is required to
establish a minimum width on the face of the DCO that becomes the
binding objective to be delivered by the Applicant’s engineers at the
detailed design stage. This is a separate matter to how the as-built
widths of PRoWs are defined for the Definitive Map and over which
there might be a legal agreed mechanism agreed between the
Applicant and Cambridgeshire County Council.
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Provision of additional NMU facilities from Fenstanton to
Huntingdon along the de-trunked A14 could not be justified as
part of the improvement scheme as the works that form part of
the Scheme do not affect that area. Their provision, if justified
would be a matter for Cambridgeshire County Council.
However, it should also be noted that equestrians and
pedestrians will be able to use the existing provision of Regional
Route 24 and National Route 51 that links Huntingdon to the
end of the footway and cycleway alongside the de-trunked A14
that is to be provided by the Scheme up to Fenstanton.
Highways England has set out in its submissions at Deadline 5
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/67, PINS reference REP5-020)
and Deadline 8 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/128, PINS
reference REP8-022) the legal and practical reasons why the
widths of NMU provision should not be shown within the DCO
and the Rights of Way and Access Plans.
Highways England has been in discussions with
Cambridgeshire County Council and the Cyclists Touring Club
and Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum both before and
during the Examination to reach agreement on indicative widths
(for both NMU provision and the roads themselves) for the
Scheme. These have been agreed, with Cambridgeshire
County Council and will form an appendix to the Statement of
Common Ground as a record of this agreement and the
October 2015
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mechanism by which discussions will continue in detailed
design.

HE/A14/EX/172

Page 28 of 108

October 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

2.7 Camilla Horsfall on behalf of W and G Topham, J Papworth and Swasley Wood Partnership
Table 6: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Camilla Horsfall on behalf of W and G Topham, J Papworth and Swansley Wood Partnership

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Camilla Horsfall
on behalf of W
and G Topham,
J Papworth and
Swansley Wood
Partnership

Weybridge Farm:
Concern is raised over the expected loss of an additional total of 4.5
ha (10.5 ac) from the farmed area once the remaining land has been
made suitable for farming.
Access Track at Weybridge Farm:
Highways England have proposed to use the main farm track (Rights
of Way Plan: Road marked as ‘3’) as an access track to be used as
access to the borrow pits 4.1 and 4.2. Highways England have stated
that this road is no longer required to be the main haul road for the
removal of the minerals from borrow pits, however there are still
concerns about the health and safety aspect of numerous vehicles
using this road, security concerns regarding third parties going
through the middle of the farm yard and the potential disruption to the
haulage and agri-businesses with other parties in the farm yard. The
existing access point to the south of Hylands Farm is suggested as a
safer option for Highways England to use.
Concerns are raised over the temporary stop up of the farm entrance
and the plans to move the private means of access further back as
this is the only safe entrance to the farm and unrestricted access is
needed at all times.
If this route is required a full record of condition must be undertaken
prior to the use commencing. The road must be repaired to the same
high standard as it is currently in.
Use of a stopped up access point:
HE/A14/EX/172
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Access to Borrow Pit 7 (shown on the Works Plans as works
4.1 and 4.2) for construction will be from the direction of the
Brampton Hut junction and not through Weybridge Farm except
for early site set-up and survey work. Use of the access via
Weybridge Farm would only be undertaken with the agreement
of the landowner in terms of timing, management and health
and safety. Highways England notes the offer of Hylands Farm
access point however at this stage it is not envisaged that this
would benefit construction movements to the east of the borrow
pit.
Access to the farm will be maintained throughout the
construction period, and in accordance with the Code of
Construction Practice the landowner would be consulted
regarding any relevant works to minimise disruption
The farm access will be handed back in a condition acceptable
to the landowner.
The current proposal only gives access to the highway
balancing pond, and would be secured adequately (following
discussions with landowners) to not allow access to Weybridge
Farm.
October 2015
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The Stopped up access point is to the east of Weybridge Farm
buildings and are identified as GA 02, plot 3/5a south end. The
landowners are concerned about the security of the farm from opening
up this access point, and burden of extra liabilities which it is
considered has not been adequately addressed by Highways
England.
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Article 13 of the draft DCO (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/167, PINS reference REP10—050) sets out that no
streets can be stopped up and prohibited for use until a
replacement is provided. The effect of this is that access along
Silver Street will be maintained until completion of the
construction of the new adjacent bridge.

Access to Debden Top Farm along Silver Street:
Assurance is sought that during construction of the bridge at Silver
Street unrestricted access will be provided using the proposed
maintenance road leading from the A1198 to Silver Street.
Design and engineering standards
Non-Motorised Users:
Concerns are raised regarding safety of users along the new Woolley
Road in particular the conflict between agricultural vehicles and HGV’s
travelling to and from the farm. Concerns are also raised over issue of
potential trespassers who will find accessing the farm far easier than
at present. An alternative route is proposed for NMU's which uses the
added route as identified within the non-material amendments doc at
item DR1.66 and the east side of the A1.
Flood Alleviation Zone 4:
Questions are raised regarding the flood alleviation area. If the Flood
Alleviation Area is required, why is the shape a 10.7 acre (approx.)
circular area within the middle of a field with Grade 2 quality land,
especially when existing drainage provision is available from the
construction of the A1.
It is stated that there is no reasonable justification why the shape can’t
be akin to a ditch, or follow a more linear shape as has been designed
in the area of land directly to the east of the A1 (Flood Alleviation
Zone 3).
The depth and shape of the flood alleviation zone would preclude the
flood zone area from being farmed. It is requested that the depth and
size of this area is reconsidered. The field to the north of the farm,
where Balancing Pond 3 is located is offered as an alternative.
HE/A14/EX/172
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An NMU route is proposed in the eastern verge of the new
Woolley Road, which would continue as a bridleway to
Alconbury junction. This would avoid potential conflicts between
NMUs and vehicles in Woolley Road. The bridleway between
Woolley Road and the existing A14 would be separated from
the adjoining land by fencing, and there would be a controlled
crossing at the A14 at Brampton Hut, to link to the services and
NMU facilities southwards towards Brampton and Brampton
Woods.
The suggestion of the NMU route crossing the A1 at the
junction of the proposed bridleway (DR1.66) with Woolley Road
and continuing in a southerly direction along the PMA towards
Brampton Hut is noted This proposal would require a grade
separated crossing of the A1 at Woolley Road, and additional
facilities and crossing points of the A1 slip roads at Brampton
Hut junction, This would require considerably more land to
accommodate the required ramps, and a significant structure,
cost of which would be disproportionate. It would require NMU
traffic travelling along the Woolley Road/Woolley/Alconbury
corridor to take a significant detour, and to cross from one side
of the Brampton Hut junction to the other, which would create
additional user safety risk, particularly in crossing the two slip
October 2015
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Drainage Attenuation Ponds:
The attenuation ponds are located at Woolley Road- Plot 3/5a north
end and Plot 3/5a south end GA 02. The landowner has asked for
these ponds to be re-designed so they take up less of the farmable
area and the shape around them allows for efficient farming practises
to continue.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

roads. It is therefore not considered to be a proposal that
Highways England could promote within this Scheme.
The design of all floodplain compensation areas is dictated by
the extent of the published flood zone 3. The floodplain
compensation area needs to be outside flood zone 3 to add an
area of flood zone to replace that removed by the scheme to
store displaced flood waters. Furthermore floodplain
compensation should be located as close as practicable to the
area of loss. The field to the north of the farm is not considered
a suitable alternative because it is not connected to the
floodplain of the Ellington Brook and would not therefore
replace the floodplain lost due to the scheme. Providing a
connection to the proposed area would not be preferred by the
Environment Agency as it would be difficult to ensure this area
filled effectively during a flood event.
The exact extent and depth of the floodplain compensation area
would be reviewed during detailed design within the constraints
in variation to vertical and horizontal alignment identified within
the Development Consent Order (if the application is granted).
As explained in entry 3 of 'Matters Under Discussion' in the
Statement of Common Ground (reference LI19) with Topham
and Papworth submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/165, PINS reference REP10-049, Highways
England is committed to reviewing the layout of flood
compensation areas in detailed design to rationalise boundaries
and maximise farmability. Highways England would note that
the Flood Compensation Areas have been designed in
discussion and agreement with the Environment Agency.
Highways England also notes that the design takes into account
the existing provision built as part of previous A1 improvements.
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The attenuation ponds are located to suit the vertical alignment
of the highway and proximity to watercourses to outfall. The
shape of the ponds (length/breadth ratio) is dictated by design
standards for sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) such as
CIRIA report C697 The SuDS Manual. The space required to
provide a suitable turning head for maintenance vehicles for the
ponds (for instance tanker lorries and low-loaders carrying
excavators) is also an important consideration and influences
the total land take in the area of the pond. As set out in entry 4
of 'Matters Under Discussion' in the Statement of Common
Ground with Topham and Papworth, Highways England is
committed to reviewing the layout of highway attenuation ponds
in detailed design to rationalise boundaries and maximise
farmability.
Environmental Impact Assessment
Access to Debden Top Farm along Silver Street:
The access to Debden Top Farm uses the single track, long distance
bridle path, Silver Street. The new A14 has been designed to cross
the existing Silver Street. Highways England have proposed to build a
bridge to allow all existing users to cross the A14.
It still remains unclear if this proposed bridge will be a ‘green’ bridge.
Can someone kindly confirm?
Borrow Pit 7:
Table 3.1 of the Environmental Statement of document number 6.1
the use of borrow pit 7 includes restoration of borrow pit/ other
landscaping. We would like some clarification on what this phrase
means and some further details on the use of the mineral within the
proposed borrow pit.
The Borrow Pits Restoration and Aftercare Proposals Document
(Number HE/A14/EX/104) states that the area around Borrow Pit 7 is
to be used for environmental enhancement, however figure 6f of the
Indicative Restoration Cross Section diagram states that the use is
‘informal recreational’. We would like to have a definition of ‘informal
HE/A14/EX/172
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Highways England can confirm that the Silver Street bridge will
not be a 'green bridge'.
‘Restoration of borrow pit/ other landscaping’ as stated in the
‘Expected material use’ column of Table 3.1 of the
Environmental Statement means that it is expected that some of
the material excavated from borrow pit 7 (i.e. during
construction) would be used in the restoration of the borrow pit
itself and for other landscaping purposes on the A14 scheme.
Table 3.1 also states how it is expected that the rest of the
material from borrow pit 7 would be used.
Table 2.2 of the Borrow Pits Restoration and Aftercare
Proposals (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/104, PINS reference
REP7-039) states the proposed after use of the borrow pit land
after construction of the Scheme as ‘Biodiversity’. The cross
section is indicative, however in the Borrow Pits Restoration
and Aftercare Strategy (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/159,
PINS reference REP10-043) submitted for Deadline 10, the
after use is stated in Table 4.1 as “Biodiversity, opportunity for
October 2015
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recreational’ and how this would work with the environmental options
proposed.
The response to the second written questions mentions a ‘borrow pit
stakeholder group’ but no mention of who will form part of this group
we are aware that the NFU have since been invited to represent the
landowners, but can we be made aware of who else will form this
group?

Highway England’s comments on
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quiet informal recreation, mitigation for pre-existing flood risk
issues (subject to confirmation).” The strategy recognises that
the restored site would present an opportunity for quiet informal
recreational use. The nature of the after uses will be defined as
appropriate at each borrow pit by the site specific Borrow Pit
Restoration and Aftercare Plans. In this context it is envisioned
that ‘quiet informal recreation’ might include informal uses such
as walking, peace and quiet, picnics and fishing.
The strategy sets out a ‘roadmap’ for the restoration and
aftercare processes for the borrow pits, and includes a timeline
for how detailed site-specific Borrow Pit Restoration and
Aftercare Plans will be developed in consultation with
stakeholders and landowners. Managing privacy and security
concerns would be a key part of these consultations
Stakeholders, including landowners will be consulted in the Plan
drafting process by way of attending workshops and
commenting on drafts of both the Plans and the detailed design
of the borrow pits. This consultation would take place through
the relevant stakeholder forums which would include
landowners who would be able to raise concerns as to the effect
of the borrow pits on their remaining land. Other stakeholders
will be identified as potential participants on a site by site basis.
The calculations of the volume of floodplain loss as a result of
the scheme and the corresponding floodplain compensation
volume required for mitigation are included in Annex F to the
Flood Risk Assessment (Applicant reference 6.3, PINS
reference APP-732).
There is no increased risk of flooding as a result of the
mitigation measures included in the scheme.
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2.8 Campaign for Better Transport
Table 7: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Campaign for Better Transport

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Air quality and emissions
The submission provides a summary of the issues raised at the issue
Campaign for
Better Transport specific hearing.

Pollutant emissions from motor vehicles must meet emission
limits that are required by European Directives. There have
been six stages of progressively more stringent limits
Campaign for Better Transport believes that the monitoring requested introduced through these directives from 1992. These are
by Cambridge City Council should be mandated by the Examining
known as Euro 1-6 standards for cars and Euro I-VI for Heavy
Authority (ExA), and not left to legal agreements between the parties. goods vehicles. The most recent emission class, Euro 6/VI
It is also argued that the same issues apply at Brampton and that
began to be introduced into the UK vehicle fleet from around
there should be additional monitoring carried out there and a new
2014.
assessment of the impact based on new baseline data.
It has been known for several years that vehicle NOx emissions
Car maker Volkswagen has been found to be using secret software to in “on the road” conditions were not as low as in laboratory
make the emissions recorded during testing differ from those in realtesting. Defra commissioned research that was reported in July
world driving conditions differ by very large amounts.
2011 that showed that NOx emissions from diesel cars in “on
It is clear that the improvements in vehicle emissions that would result the road” conditions were higher than those measured in the
from the most recent EURO V and EURO VI standards are now in
test cycle particularly for Euro 4 and 5 vehicles. As a result the
severe doubt and cannot be relied upon when assessing the risks of
emission factors for these vehicles within the Emission Factor
this scheme, which increases traffic by large amounts, having an
Toolkit were revised. This revised data has been used in the air
effect on air pollution that does not comply with the law.
quality assessment of the A14 scheme, as reported in the
If high levels of vehicle emissions persist, this will affect both the
Environmental Statement (ES). The VW story has therefore not
baseline assumptions made, the situation in the 'do minimum' case at changed Highways England’s view of emissions from diesel
scheme opening and the modelled impact of the scheme using the
cars but it has provided a reason why there has been an
latest emissions factors, which only adjust marginally for real-world
observed difference between the pollutant emissions measured
differences from test data and do not take into account these latest
in the test cycle and in on the road conditions.
findings. The ExA should ask for a new ES to be prepared, based on
new monitoring for a baseline care, and which assumes no
The VW vehicles that were installed with the software that
improvement at all in vehicle emissions in future scenarios.
reportedly bypasses emission controls except during emission
testing are Euro 5 vehicles. The reductions in NOx emissions
HE/A14/EX/172
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expected between 2015 and 2020 (the opening year for the
A14) will largely arise from the increasing proportion of Euro 6
vehicles in the UK vehicle fleet.
As Euro 6 have only recently been introduced into the UK fleet
and consequently there is less experience in their use and
fewer measurements of their emissions in “on the road”
conditions. There are reasons to expect that Euro 6 controls will
be successful in reducing NOx emissions. Firstly the standard
test cycle used for emission measurements will be changed to
one that more reflects real world driving conditions. Secondly,
the second stage of the Euro 6 emission controls will require
measurement of emissions in on the road conditions.
As there is some uncertainty regarding the actual level of future
NOx emissions in the UK, Highways England require a
sensitivity test be carried out using the methodology in IAN
170/12. This assumes that emissions controls do not reduce as
much as would be expected from the change in emission limits.
This method has been applied for the A14 and it reported in
chapter 8 of the ES. The results from this sensitivity test
showed that there were no changes in the conclusions of the air
quality assessment and no predicted exceedance of the annual
mean air quality objective for NO2 of 40µg/m3.
Highways England therefore consider that the VW issue does
not have any material effect on the results of any recent A14 air
quality assessment undertaken for Highways England.
The ES was prepared on the basis that it takes account of likely
significant effects and Highways England considers that it
remains valid.
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Transportation and traffic
Reiterates point that no comments relevant to the DfT's new 'scenario Information regarding the application of the Department for
3' were included in the response given by the HE to 1.12.1 and that
Transport’s Road Traffic Forecasts 2015 can be found in
this question should be answered again.
Section 3.1 of Highways England’s Comments on responses to
the EXA’s second written questions and other deadline 7
submissions (Highways England reference HE-A14-EX-121,
PINS reference REP8-015) submitted at Deadline 8.
Landscape and visual effects
It is suggested that the design of the scheme does not pay any great
attention to colour or materials in its design or its appearance in the
landscape. It is maintained that the scheme design takes little or no
account of visual impact and local character.
The ES acknowledges that the Great Ouse Valley is particularly
sensitive, yet apart from keeping the Great Ouse viaduct as low as
possible while still allowing navigation and maintenance access, little
else has been done to integrate it into the landscape.
As Highways England stated at the hearing, the ability to make
changes will be limited due to the advanced nature of the scheme.
Nonetheless, it should still be possible to affect change to the design
and appearance of the road and its accompanying infrastructure, even
if there is less flexibility on its horizontal alignment
Campaign for Better Transport is concerned that waiting for various
local forums being established before re-examining the design of the
scheme could cause unnecessary delay and could prejudice the
ability to seek changes.
The submission also challenges some of the assertions made by
Highways England in its response to written representations. Some
examples relating to photomontages are outlined.
It is noted that the question as to whether the photomontages
represented the worst possible impact (in terms of the flexibilities
within the Rochdale envelope) was raised at the hearing but no
answer was forthcoming.
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The scheme design takes account of visual impact and
landscape character, including mitigation to reduce likely
significant effects. Earth modelling and landscape planting is
included in the scheme to mitigate identified impacts, both
visual and on landscape character as far as is practicable in the
context of the scheme as a major linear infrastructure project.
The landscape and visual impact assessment and landscape
design approach is set out in Chapter 10 of the Environmental
Statement.
The photomontages are based on the indicative scheme design
as proposed. The draft DCO sets out the limits of deviation
(LOD) allowable as part of the scheme, which include vertical
LOD of +/- 0.5m. These limits are those within which any
variation in vertical alignment is not considered to give rise to
any significant variation of the landscape and visual effects as
assessed in the ES. The potential for vertical and horizontal
variation in the scheme alignment was taken account of in the
LVIA in the ES.
The overall approach to the Rochdale Envelope issue in relation
to the environmental impact assessment of the scheme is set
out in Chapter 6 of the ES, in particular under Section 6.12
dealing with uncertainty.
The landscape and visual impact assessment is based on the
worst case scenario, with the assessments for the latter being
October 2015
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undertaken in the field. The photomontages are illustrations to
aid the understanding of the likely effects of the scheme on the
landscape. They should not be and have not been used to
make assessments of landscape and visual impacts.
They are undertaken in accordance with the Landscape
Institute (LI) Advice Note 01/11 Photography and photomontage
in landscape and visual impact assessment. This guidance
states the photomontages should be representative and neither
overstate or underplay impacts of the scheme. The
requirement to agree viewpoints with the local authorities
ensures that the viewpoints are representative.
The LI Advice note states:
‘3.3 Viewpoint selection
The landscape professional should select a set of photographic
viewpoints which are considered representative of the range of
likely effects, viewing experiences and viewers, ensuring none
are under- or over-represented. Viewpoints should be agreed
with the regulatory authority or authorities’.
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2.9 Chris Turner
Table 7: Highways England comments to Chris Turner's Deadline 10 submission

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Design and Engineering Standards
Chris Turner

Girton Interchange should make provision for access to and from the
A428 Westbound given the recent developments to the A428.
The lack of this provision and the creation of the proposed Local
Access Road will cause more traffic problems in Dry Drayton.

Other Issues
Chris Turner

The Statement of Common Ground with Dry Drayton Parish Council
and the issues contained within it are highlighted.
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The reasons for not including provision for a link to the A428
westbound and the effect of this and the inclusion of the new
Local Access Road on Dry Drayton traffic is discussed in
Highways England's response to the Examining Authority's
question 1.5.10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/32, PINS
Reference REP2-006).
Discussions with Dry Drayton Parish Council in relation to the
matters contained within the Statement of Common Ground are
on-going and will continue throughout the Examination and in
detailed design. The latest version of this Statement of
Common Ground (reference PC08) was submitted at Deadline
10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/165, PINS reference
REP10-049).
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2.10 CTC – Cambridge
Table 8: Highways England comments to CTC - Cambridge deadline 10 submission

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Design and Engineering Standards
The submission provides a summary of CTC Cambridge oral
submission at the 16 September issue specific hearing. CTC requests
that that the panel use its powers to impose additional NMU
conditions on any consent. The summary focuses on three main
topics:

Although this matter has been dealt with in previous
submissions, such as Highways England's response to CTC's
Written Representation (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/54,
PINS reference REP4-016), it may be useful to clarify the
matter further. NMU routes in respect of the A14 Cambridge
Northern Bypass have received careful consideration during
development of the project.

NMU routes north of Cambridge:
There is a clear desire line for NMUs along the line of the A14 north of
Cambridge to connect Girton to Histon and Histon to Milton. The A14 The main points in relation to NMUs are as follows:
plans should include a separate NMU route alongside the A14 route
on the north side. This is needed to create a safe alternative route for
1. There is an existing high standard cycle route which
NMUs along this desire line. But the extra benefit - the added “magic”
follows the guided bus feeder roads from both
of this proposal - would be to create new connections to two grade
Histon Road and Milton Road on the south side of
separated crossing points of the A14 for NMUs: the Woodhouse
the A14 e.g. Kings Hedges Road. These provide,
Accommodation Bridge and the Busway underpass.
effectively, a cycle and pedestrian facility
segregated from the carriageway, parallel to and
Improvements and guarantees to NMU routes alongside the local
south of the A14 between Milton and Histon
access roads:
junctions. There are existing radial pedestrian/cycle
Highways England plans shows a single-sided NMU path alongside
facilities which link north and south on the Milton
the new local access roads from Cambridge to Bar Hill and also a new
Road and Histon Road radial routes, across the
path from Bar Hill to Fenstanton alongside the old A14. These are
A14 as well as the guided bus NMU route under the
both welcome elements. But the proposed design is not specified in
A14. This length is thus catered for currently.
sufficient detail as such consent conditions should be imposed to
2. Between Histon and Girton, there is a planned large
ensure that a suitable standard of construction is used.
development (Darwin Green) on the south side of
It is important that minimum width, separation barriers such as hedges
A14. This development is planned to contain NMU
and added verge separation should both be added as consent
links which would deal with the section from Girton
conditions to ensure these are good quality routes.
to Histon, and also a north to south link across the
A14 at Woodhouse Accommodation Bridge.
HE/A14/EX/172
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Improvements to NMU routes in Huntingdon:
The plans for new roads in Huntingdon need to be revised to
incorporate some significant improvements for NMUs in order to
mitigate the increased volume of motor traffic that will result from the
removal of the railway viaduct in Huntingdon.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

3. The A14 scheme is not widening the main
carriageway between Histon and Girton junctions,
this work having been completed recently as part of
the pinchpoint scheme.
4. Discussion with Cambridgeshire County Council
during scheme development indicated it did not
support an NMU route on the north side of A14, as
its strategy is to provide NMU facilities on the south
side of the route in conjunction with development.
5. Provision of a route on the north side would require
additional land and engineering works, which could
necessitate additional property acquisition to
achieve.
In these circumstances, Highways England has concluded that
provision of an NMU route on the north side of the A14 as
requested could not be justified as part of the scheme.
Highways England has set out in its submissions at Deadline 5
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/67, PINS reference REP5-020)
and Deadline 8 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/128, PINS
reference REP8-022) the legal and practical reasons why the
widths of NMU provision should not be shown within the DCO
and the Rights of Way and Access Plans.
Highways England has been in discussions with
Cambridgeshire County Council and the Cyclists Touring Club
and Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum both before and
during the Examination to reach agreement on indicative widths
(for both NMU provision and the roads themselves) for the
Scheme. These have been agreed, with Cambridgeshire
County Council and will form an appendix to the Statement of
Common Ground as a record of this agreement, and therefore
do not need to be a 'consent condition (i.e. a requirement).
Considerable thought has been given to the NMU routes in
Huntingdon. Crossing points have been developed, where
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possible, to accommodate single stage crossings for NMUs,
with timings optimised for NMU convenience and safety. The
detailed design of this NMU provision will also be discussed
with local authorities and NMU stakeholders at the detailed
design stage.

HE/A14/EX/172

Page 41 of 108

October 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

2.11 David Ousby
Table 9 Highways England comments to David Ousby deadline 10 submission

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Transportation and traffic
David Ousby

The submission provides a review of points made by HE and
Cambridgeshire County Council in relation to traffic routing due to the
closure of The Avenue.

Information regarding the impact of part and full closure of The
Avenue on Madingley, the robustness of the traffic model at this
location (which has been agreed by the local authorities), and
other issues raised by Mr Ousby can be found in Appendix 4 of
Highlights the reason that Madingley Parish Council wish The Avenue the Matters arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions
to be closed is as it has little value to village residents, but is used as made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Traffic and
a ‘rat run’ to avoid the M11/A14 Girton interchange.
Transportation and associated Post Hearing Documents
(Highways England reference HE-A14-EX-157, PINS reference
The submission states that the modelling which has been done to
REP10-041) submitted at Deadline 10. It is not considered that
date has not been based on any traffic count data. To counter this, the any other modelling of this location is required.
village has formed its own Community Speedwatch team, and is
undertaking surveys on roads with 30mph limits at locations agreed
with Cambridgeshire Constabulary. Surveys will take place over a 28
day period before the end of this DCO examination, endeavouring to
meet TA22 standards.
It is requested that this data is accepted and modelled before the
DCO is determined.
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2.12 David Sinfield on behalf of Lenton Farms
Table 9: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by David Sinfield on behalf of Lenton Farms

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Plots 8/4 and 7/19 (Borrow Pits 2 and adjoining Environmental
Areas):
Objects to the taking of the very large areas of productive arable
farmland close to the farmstead where there is also medium term
potential for development.
This is particularly so in respect of the smaller BP2 to the east, in the
context of the large areas already being taken for Borrow Pits and the
availability of existing quarries locally or regionally. By comparison
with the small area of this pit the adjoining environmental area is
disproportionately large. It is requested that at least a proportion of the
Borrow Pits 2 areas is returned to agriculture, and if nothing else,
preferably the smaller eastern area.

The exact land take requirements for borrow pits and the
associated soils storage areas at this location would be
established during detailed design and construction, hence the
boundaries of the application for development consent have
been drawn to provide some design flexibility. However,
Highways England is committed to progressing rationalisation of
the BP2 Borrow Pits through the detailed design process where
possible. The restoration proposals will be refined during
detailed design and will take account of the final excavations,
land take and the volume of materials available for restoration.
Any land take that is not required for borrow pits or associated
ecological and landscape mitigation may be returned to
landowners following construction of the Scheme, however the
Also, in this area it is noted from the Proposed Non Material Changes borrow pits will be subject to the restoration proposals within
to the Application of August 2015 (HE/A14/EX/99 Change Ref
the Borrow Pits Restoration and Aftercare Strategy (Applicant
DR1.79) that a “new bridleway” is proposed to the north of Borrow Pits reference HE/A14/EX/159, PINS reference REP10-043)
2 running west from “existing BW3” whereas there isn’t an “existing
submitted at Deadline 10, which sets out a ‘roadmap’ for the
BW3”. However there is an existing “FP3” as shown (adjoining RAF
restoration and aftercare processes for the borrow pits, and
Brampton) on the General Arrangement Plans Sheet 5. The
includes a timeline for how detailed site-specific Borrow Pit
landowners wish to see the proposed BW3 deleted as there is no
Restoration and Aftercare Plans will be developed in
need for it.
consultation with stakeholders and landowners. At Borrow Pit
2, this Strategy sets out that the proposed after use of the land
will be for ecological mitigation purposes. The habitat creation
Plots 6/16b, 6/21, 7/6b, 7/6c, 7/8a, 6/16c & 7/6a:
proposed within this area forms part of the restoration of the
The General Arrangement Plan does not really show Plots 6/16b to
borrow pits. The creation and long term management of
7/6a (there is no Sheet adjoining Sheets 3 and 5), although they are
habitats is required to mitigate the effects of habitat loss during
shown respectively in pink, for permanent acquisition, and green, for
the creation of the borrow pits and provide compensation for the
temporary, on the Land Plans (Sheets 6 & 7).
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Despite repeated requests no satisfactory explanation of the need or
purpose for such large areas to be taken has been given.
The taking of these plots, even on a temporary basis, cuts off access
from Park Road to the remainder of the field to the north other than via
Brampton village and West End – a route unsuitable for heavy farm
machinery.
Access to the balancing ponds near West End is proposed off Park
Road, much further south. The landowners object to this and propose
that access be taken from West End which would be shorter and more
commodious involving less land take and reduced construction cost.
Concerns are raised with regards to safety and security in respect of
the BW being proposed in close proximity to their fishing lakes.
West of the A1 regarding plot 6/9:
Despite a number of requests no satisfactory explanation has been
given as to the need for this strip of land to be taken and my clients
object to it being taken.
It was noted at the Hearing that the Inspectorate requested from the
HE a “before and after” plan of public rights of way on land occupied
by Lenton Farms.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

probable moderate significant adverse effects on bats and
breeding birds (as explained in Highways England's submission
'Explanation of Ecological Mitigation' submitted at Deadline 11.
(HE/A14/EX/176) Besides borrow pit restoration, the scheme at
this location also proposes landscape planting and ecological
mitigation areas, designed to mitigate the environmental effects
of the scheme itself.
Proposed design change DR1.79, which was originally
presented at Deadline 7, has been withdrawn in the
Consolidated Report on Proposed Non Material Changes
submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/163,
PINS reference REP10-047) following the receipt of information
from the owner of the land on which the proposed change was
intended to be delivered.. As explained in the postscript to Mr.
Sinfield's submission, public right of way provision in this
location is to be provided by another party.
Plots 6/16c and 7/6a are required for the construction of a flood
compensation area and are indicated in the Land Plans as
being proposed to be subject to permanent acquisition. Entry 3
of the 'Matters not Agreed' section of the Statement of Common
Ground with Lenton Farms (reference LI10) submitted at
Deadline 10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/165, PINS
reference REP10-049) explains that the layout and
management of these areas will be discussed with the
landowner at detailed design. This would also apply to the flood
compensation areas in plots 7/13b and c, also referred to in Mr
Sinfield's submission.
Possession of plots 6/16b, 6/21, 7/6b and 7/6c 7/8a is required
on a temporary basis for the contractors' working area.
Highways England will agree with the landowner the details of
this, including an access route for the landowner to the
remainder of the field to the north, as required by the Code of
Construction Practice. Compliance with this Code is secured by
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paragraph 4 of Schedule 4 to the draft DCO (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/167, PINS reference REP10-051)
The ponds are proposed to be accessed from Park Road
because other balancing ponds in the area are accessed off this
road, hence this eases the maintenance operation. Discussions
will be held with Lenton Farms at detailed design in relation to
resolving the security concerns at this location. Furthermore, it
is noted that the possibility of maintenance vehicles using West
End (and the effect of this on nearby residential properties) is
not something that has been consulted on as part of the
Scheme.
Plot 6/9has been identified as required to provide enhancement
of the corridor for biodiversity and in particular dormouse and
bats to provide improved connectivity between Brampton wood
to the west and existing and new habitat to the east. This is set
out in the Statement of Common Ground with Lenton Farms.
and explained in Environmental Statement Section 11.4 (on
generic mitigation) and Appendix 20.1 Register of
Environmental Actions and Commitments (Applicant reference
6.1/HE/A14/EX/45, PINS reference APP-342/REP02-19)
This ‘before and after' information was supplied at Deadline 9
within Highways England's Explanation of Public Rights of Way
and Non-Motorised User Facilities at Alconbury to Brampton
before and after the Scheme (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/134, PINS reference REP9-009).
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2.13 Hilton Parish Council
Table 10: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Hilton Parish Council

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Noise and vibration
Hilton Parish
Council

It is noted that there is a disagreement between the findings
presented by Hilton Parish Council sound expert and the expert used
by Highways England. A letter from the Parish Council’s sound expert
which was read out at the hearing is attached to the submission. The
letter highlights the issue regarding the data he requested which was
not made available to him.
The Parish Council requests that should the proposed scheme be
recommended following the examination, Highways England should
be asked to include the maximum mitigation on the road along the
4km stretch north of Hilton. These instructions should be contained
within the Section 16 instructions in order to prevent them being
altered when the detailed design is completed post examination
period. As a minimum it is requested that the scheme should use the
very low noise road surface.
At best it is requested that HE is instructed to deliver a 4 metre bund
with sufficient tree planting which may or may not produce a material
reduction in road noise however it would shield the village from some
of the light pollution effects of having a new road some 3m above
ground level.
It is requested that whatever the final bund design might be it is
contained within the Section 16 instructions to ensure this height is
adhered to and not adjusted downward.
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Technical disagreement
The updated Position Statement on Further Noise Mitigation
(Highways England reference EX/156 and PINS reference
REP10-040) demonstrates there is no sustainability case for
providing very low noise surfacing (vLNS) past Hilton.
The technical disagreement between Highways England and
Hilton Parish Council relates to:
a) the calculation method to be used to assess road traffic
noise; and
b) the benefit that an environmental noise barrier would provide
at Hilton.
Hilton’s Parish Council’s expert (SBS Limited) accepts that the
Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN) method is the correct
method to use to assess noise impacts (PINS reference REP8005). SBS’s position is that CRTN should not be used by itself
to design noise barriers. SBS uses the ISO9613 prediction
method to calculate barrier losses at Hilton for a number of
barrier options (PINS reference REP8-005).
There is an overwhelming case against the use of the ISO9613
method to calculate the performance of roadside noise barriers,
especially at distances of 1km or more, and clear evidence that
barriers do not provide any appreciable acoustic benefits when
sound is transmitted over large separation distances and over
soft ground. This case is summarised as follows:
October 2015
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It is noted that further engagement with representatives took place as
requested by the Examining Authority. A copy of the updated
Statement of Common Ground is attached to the submission.
The matters discussed at the meeting are outlined.
At the meeting, representative of HE advised that they will rerun some
of their noise modelling to include what effect a continuous bund
across the north of Hilton and to go past Pear Tree Close to see if
there was any positive effect in noise reduction as this could reduce
noise pollution from where the existing proposed bund finishes. It is
noted that the report was not available at the time of the submission.
The issue of HGV traffic through the village was also discussed at the
meeting.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

1. Section 5.191 of the National Planning Policy
Statement for National Networks (NPSNN) firmly
establishes that “operational noise, with respect to
human receptors, should be assessed using the
principles of the relevant British Standards and other
guidance. The prediction of road traffic noise should be
based on the method described in Calculation of Road
Traffic Noise.”
2. The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
states that CRTN must be used with no mention of any
supplementary methods. Of particular note, it states:
The potential benefits of mitigation measures vary
widely according to circumstances. For example,
environmental barriers can provide reductions of 10 dB
or more for well-screened locations relatively close to
the source. But at further distances, and especially
where the barrier provides only a small deflection of the
transmitted sound waves, actual noise reductions may
only be 1 or 2 dB. Beyond 200-300m, the effects are
often zero as ground attenuation becomes the most
significant factor.
3. The use of CRTN has been agreed with the relevant
local authorities. The councils (SCDC, HDC, Cambridge
City Council and Cambridge County Council) were all
consulted at the scoping stage and agree with the
methodology that has been used.
4. Huntingdonshire District Council agrees there is no
need for additional mitigation at Hilton and that the
proposed mitigation meets the policy tests set out in the
NPSNN 5.195.
5. ISO9613 is being used beyond its scope and stated
range of validity. Clause 9 of IOS9613 describes the
accuracy and limitations of the method.
Highways England also notes the following from Buckden
Marina Residents Association’s submission at deadline 10
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(PINS doc ref REP10-058) of the examination timetable “there
has been positive engagement on the noise issues raised in the
BMRA’s initial representations, public hearing and second
representation. Earlier issues over noise methodology,
modelling, assumptions and measurements had been resolved
satisfactorily.”
Provision of technical information
The Hilton Parish Council representative repeats the points they
made previously that Highways England have not been helpful
and did not provide information that was requested.
This matter was first raised in Relevant Representations.
Highways England’s comments on the Relevant
Representations (PINS reference REP1-035) confirmed that
Highways England had not been able to find any records of any
written requests to provide technical information with regard to
noise modelling.
The matter raised again in Written Representations (PINS
reference REP2-098). Therefore, during the lead up to deadline
4 of the examination timetable (when comments were provided
on the Written Representations made at deadline 3), Highways
England sought (in writing) to clarify with SBS Limited what
technical information had been requested. No response has
been received.
Following the Written Representations from Hilton Parish
Council and others related to noise at Hilton, Highways
England’s noise advisors have attended meetings with the
Parish Council (reference Q2.10.10 PINS reference REP7-023)
and have had extensive written and telephone engagement with
the Parish Council’s expert. As noted by the Parish Council
another meeting was held on 15 September 2015.
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At no time has anybody from Highways England or its
representatives stated that information would not be provided in
response to a specific request. Rather, the opposite is true.
Since Highways England has been made aware of the Council’s
concerns about noise there have been a number of meetings to
discuss the issue and to explain the basis of the approach and
methods used to assess noise impacts. This engagement is
summarised in the SoCG with Hilton Parish Council (pages
426-447 of PINS reference REP10-049). Noise has been
discussed on several occasions and information has been
provided either in response to agreed actions or in response to
specific requests for information that have been received.
Highways England has stated that it is willing to openly share
the modelling files and meet the Council’s experts to discuss
matters. Specifically, Highways England has confirmed that it
would be willing to travel to meet with the Parish Council’s
expert at a location of their choice.
This reflects the same ‘open book’ approach adopted in
Highways England’s engagement with Buckden Marina
Resident’s Association (BMRA) and its expert advisor which
resulted in BMRA’s deadline 10 submission noting: “..there has
been positive engagement on the noise issues raised in the
BMRA’s initial representations, public hearing and second
representation. Earlier issues over noise methodology,
modelling, assumptions and measurements had been resolved
satisfactorily.”
The consideration of a “continuous bund across the north of
Hilton and to go past Pear Tree Close” was presented in
Appendix 3 of Matters arising from Highways England's Oral
Submissions made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Noise and
Air Quality and associated Post Hearing Documents (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/153 and PINS reference REP10-037). No
benefit in terms of noise reduction is provided by extending the
bund.
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With regard to HGV traffic through Hilton, Appendix 4 of Matters
arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions made at the
Issue Specific Hearing on Noise and Air Quality and associated
Post Hearing Documents notes:
“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.”
“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.”
A number of other Interested Parties noted Highways England
positive engagement with regard to noise matters at the Noise
and Air Quality Issue Specific Hearing on 15 September 2015.
Highways England confirm that it will continue to be as helpful
as it possibly can be and engage further with Hilton Parish
Council and SBS Ltd. should they wish to take up the offer.
Highways England will also continue to work openly and
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transparently with all representatives, including Hilton Parish
Council.
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2.14 Hinchingbrooke Health Care NHS Trust
Table 11 Highways England comments to Hinchingbrooke Healthcare NHS Trust deadline 10 submission

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Transportation and traffic
Hinchingbrooke The submission provides introduces a technical note prepared by IMA 1. Highways England notes that Hinchingbrooke Park Road is
Healthcare NHS Transport Planning Ltd on behalf of Hinchingbrooke Healthcare NHS
currently the single point of access to the Hinchingbrooke
Trust, in relation to potential effects due to the alteration of the eastern
Trust
area, with all traffic from the Hinchingbrooke area having to
end of Hinchinbrook Park Road.
travel via Brampton Road to access the strategic and local
road networks. Under the A14 improvement scheme, an
The Trust is concerned that the single point of access,
additional point of access to the Hinchingbrooke area would
Hinchingbrooke Park Road, is potentially the single point of failure for
be introduced in the form of the Views Common Link, which
the future of the Hinchingbrooke area.
would provide an alternative route to and from the strategic
road network via the de-trunked A14. As such the
The ability to expand the services of The Trust to meet future demand
proposals represent an improvement compared with the
is contingent on achieving planning permission without objections on
existing situation.
highways grounds. It is therefore essential that the Trust and the Local
Highway Authority have confidence in the modelling work presented
2. Highways England's core traffic forecasts include those
by Highways England.
developments which are considered by the planning
authorities to be either 'near certain' or 'more than likely' in
Highways England has explained that their modelling has included
accordance with the Department for Transport’s WebTAG
traffic associated with the Health Campus development proposed at
Unit M4. The total forecast growth is constrained to the
Hinchingbrooke Hospital, but have not provided any details of what
National Trip End Model. Hence, the list of developments
assumptions were made about the development content and hence
specifically included does not affect the total level of growth,
what increase in traffic might have been allowed for.
only the distribution of that growth.
The error in queue modelling on Hinchingbrooke Park Road is too
extreme to be dismissed as a limitation of the modelling software. It
should be possible to calibrate a LinSig model so that it reflects
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3. Of necessity, the forecasting assumptions must be fixed at
a point in time to allow the design and environmental
assessments (which are based on the traffic forecasts) to
be undertaken on a consistent basis. The assumptions
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interaction between the junctions far more accurately than has been
the case to date.
Until the existing highway network has been modelled realistically, it is
premature to conclude that the proposed junction arrangements will
operate satisfactorily. If the proposed junction works simply make
existing queues worse, as the current modelling shows, then the
existing severe congestion will be exacerbated.
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concerning housing and employment development used in
Highways England's core traffic forecasts were agreed with
the local planning authorities in Cambridgeshire, including
Huntingdonshire District Council, in May 2014. At the time,
the view of Huntingdonshire District Council was that 50
dwellings were 'more than likely' at the Hinchingbrooke
Hospital site, and this figure has been used in the traffic
forecasts.
4. Highways England recognises that development
expectations are constantly evolving and that since the
traffic forecasts were produced, a draft Local Plan allocation
of 295 units for the Hinchingbrooke Health Campus has
been included in the Huntingdon District Council Annual
Monitoring Report (January 2015), while a planning
application was made in August 2015 for a total of 385
dwellings. However, the assessment process uses
consistent assumptions in the ‘Do-Minimum’ (i.e. without the
scheme) and ‘Do-Something’ (i.e. with the scheme)
scenarios. Consequently, even if the development
assumptions were updated to reflect the latest proposals for
the Health Campus, the changes would be applied in both
the ‘Do-Minimum’ and ‘Do-Something’ scenarios and
therefore would not be expected to result in a material
change to the impacts of the A14 scheme in Huntingdon.
5. The description of existing traffic conditions on
Hinchingbrooke Park Road primarily relates to the period
from 15:30-16:30, when congestion is caused by the
departure of students on foot, by car and by bus from the
nearby Hinchingbrooke School. This represents an
afternoon peak in the local area. Highways England
recognises that Hinchingbrooke School is a significant
cause of congestion on Hinchingbrooke Park Road in this
afternoon peak period, however, it is noted that the results
of the operational modelling presented in the Traffic

HE/A14/EX/172

Page 53 of 108

October 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Modelling Update Report (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/44, PINS reference REP2-018) relate to the
morning (08:00-09:00) and evening (17:00-18:00) peak
hours. As set out in paragraph 71 of Highways England’s
Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Issue 12 Transportation and Traffic (Applicant reference
HE\A14\EX\89, PINS reference REP7-024), the afternoon
peak hour (15:00-16:00) has not been modelled, so it is not
possible to comment on the impact of the A14 scheme on
queue conditions during this period.
6. The description of existing conditions on Hinchingbrooke
Park Road during the PM peak hour (17:00-18:00) notes
the presence of stationary traffic on Brampton Road, which
results in 'forced merge' behaviour at the Brampton Road /
Hinchingbrooke Park Road junction and causes long
queues to develop on Hinchingbrooke Park Road in the
period to 17:30. It is reported that traffic conditions 'revert
to free flow again' after 17:30. As set out in paragraph 68 of
Highways England's Response to ExA's Second Written
Questions: Principal Issue 12 Transportation and Traffic
(Applicant reference HE\A14\EX\89, PINS reference REP7024), the queue lengths reported in the operational
assessments are mean maximum queues, which represent
average conditions over the modelled time period.
Therefore, the results take account of both the congested
and uncongested conditions described and as such may not
reflect the maximum queue lengths observed during the
busiest parts of the peak hour.
7. It is clear that there is no single cause of the peak hour
queues on Hinchingbrooke Park Road, however,
congestion on Brampton Road is one of the main causes.
As set out in paragraph 75 of Highways England's
Response to ExA's Second Written Questions: Principal
Issue 12 Transportation and Traffic (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/172
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HE\A14\EX\89, PINS reference REP7-024), the slow
moving traffic on Brampton Road has various causes.
Some of the queuing and delay on Brampton Road can be
attributed to the operation of the traffic signals at the
Brampton Road / Edison Bell Way junction, however, there
are a number of other secondary effects that, in
combination, increase congestion on this section of the
network and also slow the dispersal of queued traffic. Many
of these secondary effects cannot be directly represented in
the operational models and therefore the impact of the slow
moving traffic is not apparent in the results of the
operational assessments. These effects would occur in
both the 'Do-Minimum (i.e. without scheme) and 'DoSomething’ (i.e. with scheme) scenarios and would
therefore result in longer forecast queues in both scenarios
if included in the operational modelling. However, the
difference in forecast queue lengths between the ‘DoMinimum’ and ‘Do-Something’ scenarios (i.e. the change
due to the scheme) would not be expected to change
significantly.
8. Highways England has undertaken a sensitivity test to
calibrate the LINSIG model so that it represents observed
queuing conditions during the busiest parts of the PM peak
hour by reducing saturation flows on Brampton Road and
Hinchingbrooke Park Road by approximately 50% to reflect
the impact of congestion on junction operation. The results
of the sensitivity test show a mean maximum queue of
approximately 100 pcu’s (600 metres) on Hinchingbrooke
Park Road in the base year (2014), which is consistent with
the queue lengths described.
9. The changes to the base year model have been propagated
through to the future year ‘Do-Minimum’ and ‘DoSomething’ models. The results of these assessments
indicate that in the PM peak hour in 2035 queues on
HE/A14/EX/172
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Brampton Road are forecast to be similar in both the ‘DoMinimum’ and ‘Do-Something’ scenarios, however, queues
on Hinchingbrooke Park Road are forecast to be lower in
the ‘Do-Something’ scenario than in the ‘Do-Minimum’
scenario. This reduction in forecast queues arises from a
number of factors including:


The opening of the Views Common Link, which
provides an alternative route out of the Hinchingbrooke
area for traffic heading towards the A1 to the north and
the A14 to the west;



The proposed improvements to the Brampton Road /
Hinchingbrooke Park Road and the Hinchingbrooke
Park Road / Underpass junctions, which would provide
additional capacity for traffic movements from the
Hinchingbrooke area as well as improved NMU
connections; and
The introduction of traffic signals at the Brampton Road
/ Hinchingbrooke Park Road junction, which would give
traffic from the Hinchingbrooke area regular
opportunities to join Brampton Road, thereby reducing
the impact of the ‘forced merge’ behaviour currently
observed.
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2.15 Huntingdonshire District Council
Table 12 Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Huntingdon District Council

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Development Consent Order
Huntingdonshire iii) Position Statement with regard HE REP5-028 and the
District Council Council’s view relating to the Discharge of Requirements relating
to Schedule 2 of Rev 3 (August DCO), of the consultation in
respect of requirements and how the Council may consider
carrying out any further Third Party consultation and notification.

Highways England welcomes Huntingdonshire District Council's
confirmation that it is content with the drafting of the
requirements in Schedule 2 to the draft DCO.

As set out in Highways England's note on the proposed
mechanics of the discharge procedure, submitted at Deadline
The Council confirms that it remains of the view that it would not
10 (Highways England Ref: HE/A14/EX/152; PINS Ref: REP10generally be appropriate for it to discharge requirements given issues 036), it is envisaged there will be 'checks and balances'
around resources and expertise and our concern that consulting Local throughout the process, with an independent team in Highways
Planning Authorities (LPA’s) should be consistently provided across
England scrutinising and approving any proposed submissions
all relevant requirements, particularly given that the overall scheme
before they go to the Secretary of State for approval, following
crosses multiple LPA areas. On this basis, the Council confirms that it consultation. The Secretary of State would then, again following
is satisfied that the drafting of Requirements as set out in Rev 3
consultation (and taking into account the information on
(August DCO) meets our expectations in relation to these issues.
consultation previously carried out provided by Highways
England under a new requirement), subject the details to
The Council particularly welcomes the view of the Ex. A. that the
scrutiny before deciding whether or not they should be
applicant must conscientiously take into account comments made by approved. By the very nature of his position, the Secretary of
relevant LPAs and that it must also be recognised that in formulating
State cannot act improperly when carrying out this function, and
the applicant’s detailed proposals for approval by the SoS, that the
must take all consultation responses to him into account.
relevant LPAs have a special position compared to the ‘average’
However, it should be made clear that, as discussed at the
consultee party and it would be expected that their contributions be
DCO hearing on 4th September, not all input from consultees
incorporated in recognition of those duties. The Council supports the
(whether local authorities or any others) can be guaranteed to
view of the Ex. A. that any application for discharge should allow for
be 'actioned' by Highways England – this will depend on
incorporation of relevant LPA input in order to avoid that input being
whether such input is appropriate, reasonable and feasible.
conscientiously considered and rejected. The Council particularly
welcomes the agreement of the applicant in this regard.
Added to this, Highways England has also set out how it
envisages engagement during the detailed design process
HE/A14/EX/172
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The Council has been asked by the Ex. A. to consider its position with
regard to further public engagement with regard to important matters
within their administrative boundaries in relation to the scheme. The
Council recognises the important role it has to play as the LPA in this
regard for Huntingdonshire and the responsibilities placed upon it and
that transparency is vital relating to the discharge of requirements
relating to the submitted scheme.
While any method of further consultation has yet to be agreed and
determined, the importance of community notification on matters such
as the submitted scheme, are at the heart of what the Council
undertakes relating to its statutory duties and while details of the exact
form of consultation or notification are yet to be developed, it is the
Council’s intention to explore on-line capability to publicise the
discharge of requirements via the Council’s website. Given the
increasing take-up of this form of engagement within the planning
process, discussions to date have highlighted that this is a likely form
of appropriate engagement, particularly relating to the ability to
publicise the discharge of requirements related to the scheme that
emerge directly from the relevant Secretary of State and to act as a
‘conduit’ for the dissemination of this information to the local
community.

HE/A14/EX/172

Page 58 of 108

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

would work, in its note on the subject submitted at Deadline 10
(Highways England Ref: HE/A14/EX/162; PINS Ref: REP10046). This would involve a wide range of stakeholders (including
local authorities), as well as the Design Council, in the detailed
design process, ensuring there is independent scrutiny of
Highways England's proposed detailed designs.
Highways England is also proposing for there to be a 'Register
of Requirements' to track how the requirements are progressing
through the discharge 'journey', and a requirement has been
added to secure this to be in an 'electronic form suitable for
inspection by members of the public'. Highways England
suggests that a link to this could be included on
Huntingdonshire District Council's website for ease of reference.
This Register would include details of the consultation carried
out.
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2.16 Jacky Homer
Table 13: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Jacky Homer

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Design and Engineering Standards
Jacky Homer

NMU crossing at Brampton:
 Highlights danger to pedestrians from cyclists allowed to
travel at 30 kph especially silently from behind. Suggests
division of lanes and signage asking cyclists to signal by
sound on approach from behind.


Identifies current dangerous unofficial crossing of A1 at end of
the closed Old Thrapston Road. Suggests effective blocking
of this and improvement of the route to FP15 and the new
NMU especially from Laws Crescent estate.







HE/A14/EX/172

Page 59 of 108

The proposals for the NMU facilities at Brampton (and
particularly the bridge) are designed in accordance with
Highways England standards. This means the gradients
and visibility distances would be appropriate for shared
use. Detailed signing and road marking proposals
within the NMU provision would be a matter for the
detailed design process.
The re-connection of the NMU facilities from one side of
the A1 and A14 to the other, and links to Brampton Hut
services would provide more convenient NMU facilities,
and reduce any desire for pedestrians to use the old
section of Thrapston Road to travel from Brampton to
the Brampton Hut services.
Improvements or extensions to footpath 28/15 away
from the area affected by the A14 scheme, or the use of
unofficial paths are a matter for Cambridgeshire County
Council as the local highways authority.
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2.17 John Davies
Table 14: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by John Davies (includes comments and further comments).

Interested
Written Representation
Party
Air quality and emissions
John Davies

I would be grateful if you would answer
the below
1. Given the UK is behind on its GHG
reduction targets how do you justify this
scheme?
2. What percentages and tonnage of
extra GHG will:
a) The construction generate
b) The use of the road generate to
2030
3) On what basis, if any, would you
suggest this scheme is a sustainable
development?
4) How do you justify the disruption and
potential traffic problems to residents of
Brampton and Huntingdon?

Highways England Comments

1. The justification for the scheme is set out in the Case for the scheme (Applicant reference 7.1,
PINS reference APP-755) and Case for the Scheme update (Applicant reference HE-A14-EX144, PINS ref REP9-019). Specifically, Section 5 and Table 5.1 of the original document set out
the monetised benefits and costs of the schemes, including -£207.8 million attributed to
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GHG).
2. The document Impact of the scheme against UK Government Carbon Budget (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/26, PINS reference REP1-036) contains an assessment of the carbon
emissions associated with the scheme. It concludes that “the additional operational emissions of
the scheme represent only 0.0043% and 0.012% of the third and fourth national carbon budgets
respectively”. Those percentages are very small and would have negligible bearing on the
achievement of GHG reduction targets.
a) GHG figures for the construction phase are set out in Environmental Statement Appendix
13.2: Carbon assessment (Applicant reference 6.3, PINS reference APP-703). For ease of
reference the relevant table is repeated here.
CO2e source
Waste
Transport
Materials
Energy
Construction Total

Tonnes CO2e
281
235,979
740,062
5,110
981,432

b) Highways England consider that undertaking an assessment of operational emissions to 2030
would result in only a partial assessment being undertaken. Instead a full 60 year lifecycle of
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emissions and snap shot emissions for the opening year and forecast year 2035 are provided in
Tables 5.1 and 5.2 of Environmental Statement Appendix 13.2: Carbon assessment Tables 5.1
and 5.2. For ease of reference the two tables are provided below.
Table 5.1: Additional annual carbon emissions due to traffic
Additional CO2 / yr
Additional CO2 per year (%)
Opening year (2020)
34,263
6.9
Forecast year (2035)
68,238
12.4
Table 5.2: Carbon emissions due to traffic
Tonnes CO2e
Do minimum, over 60 year period
33,429,610
Do something, over 60 year period
37,816,054
Total additional tCO2, over 60 year
4,386,445
period
3. The scheme has been assessed against the requirements of the National Policy Statement for
National Networks, which includes measures of sustainability. It has also been designed and
assessed in line with current legislation, guidance and best practice including that relating to
sustainability issues. As such, it is considered that the scheme is sustainable development.
4. The justification for the scheme is set out in Case for the scheme. Traffic management and
potential disruption as a result of the scheme would be actively managed by the contractors
through Local Environment Management Plans and Stakeholder Forums further details of which
are provided in the Code of Construction Practice (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/160, PINS
reference REP10-044).
Highlights a range of local and general
concerns. Local concerns relate to
noise in Brampton, Buckden Marina
and Hinton, visual degredation at
Buckden Marina, Wildlife effects, lack
of confidence in Highways England
noise and air quality figures presented

HE/A14/EX/172

The application for development consent and subsequent documentation submitted by Highways
England during the examination of the application addresses the concerns raised in Mr Davies
submission.
The DCO submission and subsequent documentation provided by the applicant sets out the
design rationale, mitigation and environmental effects of the scheme, including effects on
Brampton, Buckden Marina and Hilton, wildlife effects (see Chapter 11 of the Environmental
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at inquiry, the structure and time frame
of parish consultations. General
comments relate to the lack of evidence
relating to national sustainability targets
including GHG targets and
sustainability.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Statement , DCO doc ref 6.1 – 6.3, PINS refs APP 342, APP-388 to APP 404, APP 689 to APP700), Noise effects (Ch 14 of the ES, PINS ref APP-345, APP-410 to APP-416) and
Environmental Statement Chapter 14 – Noise and Vibration – Updated Noise Tables (Applicant
ref HE/A14/EX/155 PINS doc ref REP10-039) and Air Quality (Ch 8 of the ES, PINS ref APP339, APP-366 to APP-374, APP-439).
The Consultation Report (DCO doc ref 5.1, PINS ref APP-757) sets out the consultation process
carried out prior to the DCO application, including parish councils. The document under 2a)
above sets out the scheme performance in relation to GHG.
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2.18 Keith Anderson
Table 156: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Keith Anderson

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Air Quality and Emissions
Keith Anderson Mr Anderson submitted a cutting of a newspaper article in respect of
the illegal removal of anti-pollution devices from lorries and buses.
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Highways England considers that the story does not have any
impact on the air quality assessment which is robust. As
detailed within HE/A14/EX80 response to written question 2.1.8
sensitivity testing carried out for the assessment has taken into
account failures in future emission improvements. It is
demonstrated that it is not likely that overall conclusions would
change even if traffic growth or pollutant emission rates were
higher than those used in the assessment.
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2.19 Landro Group and Hinchingbrook Water Tower Limited
Table 16: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Landro Group and Hinchingbrook Water Tower Limited

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Landro Group
and
Hinchingbrook
Water Tower
Limited

The submission consists of a summary of the oral submissions made
at the issue specific hearing and also a summary of the action points
and measures of agreement between the parties at the Compulsory
Purchase Hearing:
Land north of the Brampton Road Huntingdon
Raises issue of the Station Parking and consequences of the scheme
to this and the resultant impact to non-motorised users of the
Brampton Road Bridge.
The existing Brampton Road is two lanes wide yet the Applicant has
provided a third continuous Stacking Lane into The West Car Park,
Elevation site and Burrows Drive. The resulting widening of The
Brampton Road, at this point, will result in a loss of Public Footway
and or Cycle way to either one or both sides of the Highway over the
Bridge and therefore strengthens the case for a new Pedestrian Foot
Bridge. The inevitable expansion and doubling of users into the west
side car park greatly enhances the need to locate this bridge to serve
not only pedestrians using the highway but patrons using the car park.
The loss of 300 spaces from Elevations and 162 spaces from the East
Side Station Car Park will see the number of parking spaces available
in the west side increase to over 1000.
Consequentially the Brampton Road access will in practical terms
become the real Station Entrance and; if one compares the provisions
made for the new station access, then the proposals for Brampton
Road are inadequate. The point is also made by Network Rail.
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1. An assessment of the impact of the scheme on car parking
at Huntingdon station, both in the temporary during
construction and permanent cases, has been undertaken
and submitted at Deadline 10 – (Highways England
reference HE/A14/EX/170, PINS reference REP10-054)
refers.
2. In this report it has been assessed that there would be
approximately 270 spaces lost due to the A14 scheme
during the construction phase at the railway station of which
170 would be permanently lost into the operation phase. As
noted in the report referenced above, the railway station car
park is not currently fully utilised. The Environmental
Statement (Highways England reference 6.1, PINS
reference APP-331) considered that some land take from
the Landro and HWT Ltd site would occur, but this would be
a minor adverse effect. The A14 scheme is therefore likely
to permanently affect a small number of parking spaces at
the Elevations site rather than the 230 suggested by Landro
and HWT Ltd.
3. The proposals to widen Brampton Road do not result in the
loss of the existing footway/cycleway in the north verge –
the width to widen the road is gained from the removal of
the low headroom area currently protected by safety barrier
(installed as part of the viaduct strengthening works, but not
required once the viaduct is demolished). No separate
pedestrian bridge is required.
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Plot 34/25d – Landscaping to the site frontage
4. With regard to the increase in size of the west car park
Highways England is to adjust the area to be landscaped in
stated in Landro and HWT Ltd’s submission - replacement
accordance with the existing access and footpath arrangements and
car parking is not proposed as part of the A14 scheme, but
Highways England is to provide a draft agreement between the parties
rather compensation for loss as a result of compulsory
for the landscaping of the appropriate length of the frontage by HE as
acquisition. Discussions are on-going between Highways
part of the A14 scheme and for the implemented landscaping to be
England and NR in relation to replacement parking space
the subject of a maintenance agreement to be undertaken by Mr
under the direction of NR and would be subject to separate
Gredley/Landro. If it assists, the ongoing requirement for maintenance
appraisal and planning approvals. While there will be a shift
could follow a similar approach to that imposed by condition upon
of some 170 users from east to west as a consequence of
planning approvals where landscaping is required.
the A14 scheme, the main station entrance for taxis, buses,
drop-off and a major proportion of the car-parking will
Plot 34/4a
remain on the east side.
Highways England agreed to amend the plan and to exclude any
5. The proposed scheme does make some improvement to
planting and allow this area to be developed in accordance the Water
the west station car park access, acknowledging its
Tower Planning Permission.
anticipated increased usage through adding a right turning
lane on Brampton Road, thus allowing traffic to wait safely
The triangle of land underneath the existing flyover that is currently
to turn right rather than obstruct through traffic on Brampton
used for car parking and which forms part of the car parking provision
Road.
for the water tower development. The removal of that car parking will
reduce the level of car parking associated with the water tower that
Non material change DR1.100 (as shown in the Consolidated
was shown on the approved layout plans.
Report on Proposed Non Material Changes (Highways England
Highways England agreed to amend the plan and allow this land to be reference HE/A14/EX/131, PINS reference REP10-047)
developed in accordance with the Water Tower Planning Permission. describes changes to proposed landscaping plots in the areas
around the land held by Landro Limited and HWT. This change,
Plot 34/1a1
as set out in entry 2 of the 'Matters Agreed' section of the draft
Highways England agreed to return the land to the original owner
Statement of Common Ground (reference LI17) with Landro
under Critchell Downs rules. This is an equitable approach and Mr
Limited and HWT submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference
Gredley/Landro consider that this land will reasonably relate to the
HE/A14/3X/149, PINS reference REP10-033) includes a
water tower development and could be a useful annex to it.
change to part of Plot 34/25d from compulsory acquisition to
temporary possession for highway drainage/access purposes,
Demolition
that will allow for the continuation of access to the Water Tower
Questions whether the land take area around the fly over within the
site. As set out in the Statement of Common Ground,
Gredley/Landro ownership is adequate and fit for purpose given the
discussions will continue in detailed design as to arrangements
demolition methodology to be employed.
with Landro Limited and HWT for the rest of plot 34/25d.
As a further part of changeDR1.100 and as set out in entry 1 of
the 'Matters Agreed' section the draft Statement of Common
HE/A14/EX/172

Page 65 of 108

October 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Ground), the proposed planting in Plot 34/4a in the area close
to the water tower, is proposed to be changed to temporary
possession only (for viaduct demolition works).
Highways England confirms that the land will be returned to the
original owners in accordance with the Compulsory Purchase
and The Crichel Down Rules (2004).
Highways England is content that the landtake being provided
within the DCO is sufficient for the demolition of the viaduct,
utilising the potential methodology for the demolition as
explained in its response to Question 2.5.8 (Highways England
reference HE/A14/3X/93, Examination reference REP7-028) or
any detailed design of demolition by the appointed demolition
contractor.
Other Matters
It is raised that Highways England has never produced a Statement of
Common Ground. It is considered that given the number of objections
and issues yet to be resolved, such a document which has been
undertaken with other landowning parties is necessary.
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As indicated above, a draft statement of common ground
between Highways England and Landro Group and HWT was
submitted at Deadline 10. Discussions to finalise this Statement
of Ground are on-going.
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2.20 Mark Stanton
Table 17: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Mark Stanton (as a member of the Hilton Parish Council A14 Action Group)

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Noise and vibration
Mark Stanton

Notes that the Hilton Parish Council A14 Action Group’s position is
unchanged. ”We employed the services of a suitably qualified and
experienced expert to carry out their own noise assessment of the
impact of the proposed development.”
“We are deeply concerned that the 2 positions are so polarised and
apart. This is compounded by the Developer’s refusal to provide
important technical information to our expert.
Having denied our expert the information, we find it particularly
worrying that the Developer then sees fit to dismiss his views as
inaccurate.

Provision of information before deadline 10
Highways England notes Hilton Parish Council’s (and Hilton
Action on Traffic) concern about receiving information shortly
before deadline 10 of the examination timetable. Highways
England provided the updated Statement of Common Ground
(SoCG) to the Council at the earliest possible time in the
context that Highways England were working to a deadline that
included the production of 23 written submissions at deadline
10, many of which were requested at the Issue Specific
Hearings that completed only a week before the deadline.

Technical disagreement
The disagreement between Highways England and the Council
All our meetings with the Developer and its representatives have been relates to: a) the calculation method to be used to assess road
of uncompromising refusal to move from their position in any way. We traffic noise and b) the benefit that an environmental noise
have simply received statements from the Developer that we will be
barrier would provide at Hilton. However, the Council’s expert
unaffected. This is why we instructed our own expert as we find this
(SBS Limited) accepts that the Calculation of Road Traffic
hard to believe.
Noise (CRTN) method is the correct method to use to assess
noise impacts (PINS doc ref REP8-005). SBS’s position is that
We ask, therefore, that you take into account our experts views when CRTN should not be used by itself to design noise barriers. He
making decisions about this aspect of the proposed development.
then uses the ISO9613 prediction method to calculate barrier
losses at Hilton for a number of barrier options (PINS doc ref
We respectfully ask that you recommend our expert’s option 3
REP8-005).
proposal and the use of vLNS around Hilton.
There is an overwhelming case against the use of the ISO9613
method to calculate the performance of roadside noise barriers,
especially at distances of 1km or more, and clear evidence that
HE/A14/EX/172
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This response is from me as a member of the Hilton Parish Council
A14 Action Group but I have not had time to consult with my
colleagues.”
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barriers do not provide any appreciable acoustic benefits when
sound is transmitted over large separation distances and over
soft ground. This case is summarised as follows:
1. Section 5.191 of the National Planning Policy
Statement for National Networks firmly establishes that
“operational noise, with respect to human receptors,
should be assessed using the principles of the relevant
British Standards and other guidance. The prediction of
road traffic noise should be based on the method
described in Calculation of Road Traffic Noise.”
2. The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
states that CRTN must be used with no mention of any
supplementary methods. Of particular note, it states:
“The potential benefits of mitigation measures vary
widely according to circumstances. For example,
environmental barriers can provide reductions of 10 dB
or more for well-screened locations relatively close to
the source. But at further distances, and especially
where the barrier provides only a small deflection of the
transmitted sound waves, actual noise reductions may
only be 1 or 2 dB. Beyond 200-300m, the effects are
often zero as ground attenuation becomes the most
significant factor.”
3. The use of CRTN has been agreed with the relevant
local authorities. The councils (SCDC, HDC, CC and
County Council were all consulted at the scoping stage
and agree with the methodology that has been used.
4. Huntingdonshire District Council agrees there is no
need for additional mitigation at Hilton and that the
proposed mitigation meets the policy tests set out in the
NPSNN 5.195.
5. ISO9613 is being used beyond its scope and stated
range of validity. Clause 9 of ISO9613 describes the
accuracy and limitations of the method.

October 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Continuing allegation that technical information has not been
provided
The Council’s nominated expert repeats the points they made
previously that Highways England have not been helpful and
did not provide information that was requested.
During the lead up to deadline 4 of the examination timetable
(when comments were provided on the Written Representations
made at deadline 3), Highways England sought (in writing) to
clarify with SBS Limited what technical information had been
requested. No response has been received.
Following the Written Representations from the Council and
others related to noise at Hilton, Highways England’s noise
advisors have attended meetings with the Council (reference
Q2.10.10 PINS doc ref REP7-023) and have had extensive
written and telephone engagement with the Council’s expert.
As noted by the Council another meeting was held on 15
September 2015.
At no time has anybody from Highways England or its
representatives stated that information would not be provided in
response to a specific request. Rather, the opposite is true.
Since Highways England has been made aware of the Council’s
concerns about noise there have been a number of meetings to
discuss the issue and to explain the basis of the approach and
methods used to assess noise impacts. This engagement is
summarised in the SoCG with Hilton Parish Council (pages
426-447 of PINS doc ref REP10-049). Noise has been
discussed on several occasions and information has been
provided either in response to agreed actions or in response to
specific requests for information that have been received.
Highways England have stated that they are willing to openly
share the modelling files and meet the Council’s experts to
discuss matters. Specifically, Highways England has confirmed
HE/A14/EX/172
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that they would be willing to travel to meet with the Council’s
expert at a location of their choice.
This reflects the same ‘open book’ approach adopted in
Highways England’s engagement with Buckden Marina
Resident’s Association (BMRA) and its expert advisor which
resulted in BMRA’s deadline 10 submission noting: “…there has
been positive engagement on the noise issues raised in the
BMRA’s initial representations, public hearing and second
representation. Earlier issues over noise methodology,
modelling, assumptions and measurements had been resolved
satisfactorily.”
Highways England confirm that it will continue to be as helpful
as it possibly can be and engage further with the Council and
SBS Ltd. should they wish to take up the offer. Highways
England will also continue to work openly and transparently with
all representatives, including Hilton Parish Council.
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2.21 Mark Williams and Buckden Marina Residents Association
Table 18: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by Mark Williams and Buckden Marina Residents Association

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Noise and vibration
Mark Williams
and Buckden
Marina
Residents
Association

A summary of the matters raised and discussed at the issue specific
hearing on noise is provided. The submission explains that earlier
issues over noise methodology, modelling, assumptions and
measures has been resolved.

Appendix A of this report provides a copy of the additional noise
level tables issued to BMRA. This table is consistent with the
information provided to BMRA and Highways England’s
previous submissions.

Concerns Remaining:
…”initial sustainability appraisal calculations led to a conclusion by
Highways England that further mitigation measures beyond those in
the ES design was not sustainable and that they would not be
included. Highways England has subsequently shown that levels of
reductions in noise that could be achieved by the inclusion of further
noise mitigation measures (a vNLS and a 2m high noise barrier at
appropriate locations adjacent to, and along, the bridge across the
River Great Ouse and ECML railway) which show significant
achievable decreases in noise level increases.

For example the table at Appendix A shows that a 2m noise
barrier on the Great Ouse Viaduct would avoid the likely
significant effect due to minor noise increases against the
summer baseline. This is consistent with the Tables in
Appendix 3 of Highways England’s response to BMRA’s
deadline 9 submission (Applicant reference HE-A14-EX/143
and PINS reference REP9-018) and Table C3 in the Updated
Position Statement on Further Noise Mitigation (HE reference
HE-A14-EX/156 and PINS reference REP10-040).

Subsequently, Highways England has forwarded an assessment of
coherence and combined, cumulative adverse effects of the A14
scheme with these other schemes – as this was received by the
BMRA only one hour before Deadline 10, it has not been possible to
assimilate it in any depth, other than to say that it appears to sustain
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However, notwithstanding the noise level reductions provided
by either a 2m noise barrier either with or without vLNS, the
Tables in Appendix A here and Table C3 in the Updated
Position Statement on Further Noise Mitigation (Appendix D of
Applicant reference HE-A14- EX/156 and PINS reference
REP10-040) show that this mitigation option is not sustainable
as the cost is more than double the monetised benefit.
Highways England’s position remains the same as that set out
in the report ‘Matters arising from Highways England's Oral
Submissions made at the Issue Specific Hearing on Detailed
Design and associated Post Hearing Documents’ (Appendix 5:
Assessment of cumulative effects at Buckden Marina of HE
October 2015
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Highways England’s earlier position that other schemes would not
impact adversely or are insufficiently advanced to consider; the BMRA
does not believe this to be an adequate response. Traffic flows for
local roads have been predicted for the A14 scheme in the area and
could be used to assess the impact of the preferred Network Rail
option for the changed road alignment of Station Lane. Highways
England already has a scheme layout drawing (A14-JAC-JP-E1-SKC-00005 Rev P00.1) which shows the options for connections of a
future A1 scheme to the A14 scheme and could model this against
assumed future traffic flows. Otherwise, the worst case in the future
could be that there is not only a new major trunk road to the north, but
also a new one to the west and a realigned local road nearer to the
east. This combination would have significant adverse effects and it is
not acceptable to take a position that other schemes would have to fall
in line with the A14 scheme just because that is at a more advanced
stage at present.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

reference HE-A14-EX/158 and PINS reference REP10-042)
that considered potential for cumulative effects between the
scheme and the following schemes:
- Network Rail’s European Rail Traffic Management
System
- Network Rail’s Level Crossing Closures
- A1 Strategic Study / improvement scheme
- A428 improvement scheme

Highways England’s submission identifies that for all of the
above proposed schemes either:
- there is currently no design / environmental information
available or a planned programme of works and so it is
not possible to assess the cumulative impacts; or where
information is available estimates of emissions (e.g.
noise and air quality) are not anticipated to change the
noise and air quality findings reported in the ES.
5. BMRA Conclusions and Position.
A likely significant adverse effect is now reported for the lodges
The ES noise levels were predicted using a proprietary model with
located to the north of Buckden Marina, due to the number of
traffic volumes simply averaged throughout a 24-hour period. The
residences subject to a moderate adverse impact (but this is not
existing A14 traffic noise from a similar location on Portholme Meadow a significant impact on health and quality of life) as set out in
near Godmanchester is highly intrusive (even to the point of being
Highways England’s response to BMRA’s deadline 9
able to hear tyres slapping on bridge expansion joints as well as the
submission (Highways England reference EX/143 and PINS
roar of traffic) well beyond the distance that the A14 scheme is
reference REP9-018). There is general agreement therefore
intended to be built from the Marina. The noise characteristics at the
that the new road would adversely impact the lodges. The
Marina will change significantly.
difference in position between BMRA and Highways England is
whether an environmental noise barrier and/ or vLNS is justified
or not.
Under the terms of its operating licence, Highways England has
to “Minimise the environmental impacts of operating,
maintaining and improving its network and seek to protect and
enhance the quality of the surrounding environment.”
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Further, Highways England is considering ‘best available
techniques’ to minimise adverse noise impacts (as required by
the National Policy Statement for National Networks at 5.189).
Low noise joints would therefore be adopted for viaducts and
bridges on the scheme wherever reasonably practicable
considering where noise reduction would be beneficial.
The levels of noise increases are high, with a doubling (against
Highways England data) and a further doubling of that (against BMRA
data) of the noise levels experienced in an area that currently meets
CPRE tranquillity thresholds. The site is also unusual compared to
other scheme areas. The Highways England L3 noise measurement
results are abnormal. Highways England has sought an approach that
does not meet “worst case” and favours maintaining its original
scheme design without seeking to minimise adverse impacts.

With reference to the Table at Appendix A here and also with
reference to Highways England’s response to BMRA’s deadline
8 submission (PINS ref REP9-018) the forecast noise levels
from the scheme are not ‘high’ even in the worst case (i.e., wind
blowing from the scheme towards the marina and assuming a
winter baseline). The forecast daytime road traffic noise levels
at the closest lodge to the scheme is around 55 dBL pAeq,16hr
which is only 5 dB above the 50 dB Lowest Observed Adverse
Effect Level agreed with the local authorities for the scheme
and is well below the Significant Observed Effect Level of 63 dB
(with reference to Table 14.5 of Chapter 14 to the ES (APP345)).
Also it is not correct to say that the forecast noise increases
result in a ‘doubling’ (against Highways England Data). As
shown in Appendix A with Highways England’s summer
baseline data the forecast noise increase is 4.5 dB. It is an
accepted guide that a 10 dB increase is required for people to
typically report a doubling of loudness (A3.8 of Design Manual
for Roads and Bridges1 (DMRB)).
Highways England address the question of tranquillity at the
Ouse Valley Way in Appendix 1 of EX/153 PINS document
reference REP10-037, explaining that Highways England’s

1

Highways Agency and Welsh Office (2011), Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Volume 11,
Section 3, Part 7, HD213/11 Revision 1, Noise and Vibration
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assessments has taken full account of noise and tranquillity and
that the Ouse Valley is not designated in terms of tranquillity (by
Defra, Local Planning Authority or CPRE).

The initial sustainability appraisal is but one element of the matter,
includes no allowance for diminution in property value, yet has been
used to justify omitting additional mitigation measures;

Highways England agrees that Buckden Marina is unusual with
regard to noise impact compared to other scheme areas as
noted in Highways England’s response to BMRA’s deadline 8
submission (PINS REP9-018). Highways England is further
reviewing whether, on this basis, there are particular
circumstances that need to be additionally taken into account
when assessing the sustainability of vLNS at this location.
As set out in Section 14.5 of Chapter 14 to the ES (PINS ref
APP-345) and in the Updated Position Statement on Further
Noise Mitigation (PINS ref REP10-040) one of the four tests of
sustainability for noise mitigation options is benefit compared to
cost, where the benefit is monetised benefit evaluated using
WebTAG2.
WebTAG monetisation is “willingness to pay” for reduced noise
and with reference to WebTAG2:
“2.2.25 Valuation is based primarily on the findings of the study:
Valuation of Transport-Related Noise in Birmingham (Bateman,
Day and Lake, 2004). The study used the hedonic pricing
method to estimate willingness-to-pay for peace and quiet in the
housing market, based on real market behaviour.”
“2.2.26 In moving from Birmingham-based values to values
suitable for transport appraisal elsewhere in the UK, the values
have been re-based from Birmingham to UK average levels of
household income. This work was carried out by Leeds and
Loughborough Universities, Developing Guidance on the
Valuation of Transport-Related Noise for Inclusion in WebTAG

2

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/transport-analysis-guidance-webtag#software-tools
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(Nellthorp, Bristow and Mackie, 2005). The values have also
been transferred from 1997, the year of the Birmingham
property market data, to WebTAG’s present value base year.”

…moreover, revision of it by Highways England subsequent to the
Hearings has now shown that the additional mitigations could be
sustainable.
Therefore, there are considerable and unacceptable levels of doubt
and uncertainty surrounding Highways England’s conclusions. If the
additional mitigation measures are not included (or at the very least,
enabling embankments and bridge designs so that they could be
incorporated readily at a later date), there is a very high risk that the
existing design will prove to be inadequate once the scheme is in
operation, resulting in adverse consequences which may be
impossible to rectify, or rectifiable only at disproportionate effort,
disruption and cost than the straightforward solution of incorporating
them now, at the very time when they could be and at negligible cost.

WebTAG monetisation of a noise increase therefore effectively
accounts, in general terms, for diminution in typical property
value due to the noise increase.
Since the Hearings, Highways England has provided the
following information to BMRA with regard to the sustainability
of further noise mitigation at Buckden Marina:
1) the Updated Position Statement for Further Noise
Mitigation (PINS ref REP10-040); and
2) expanded sustainability appraisal tables to account for
summer and winter baselines, combining both a noise
barrier and vLNS, and providing passive provision for a
noise barrier (refer to Appendix A here).

Both of the above sets of information confirm that it is not
sustainable to provide a noise barrier even allowing for the
agreed variability in baseline levels for example. Additional
issues, including visual impact of any noise barrier is
considered in Appendix A.
Consequently, the BMRA strongly believes that a vNLS and a 2m high The information provided to BMRA shows that it is not
noise barrier mitigations as modeled by Highways England must both sustainable to provide a noise barrier, vLNS or both to further
be included in the scheme now to minimise the significant adverse
reduce the forecast noise at Buckden Marina. As noted above
impact of the scheme upon the properties.
Highways England agrees with BMRA that Buckden Marina is
unusual with regard to noise impact compared to other scheme
areas and Highways England is further reviewing whether, on
this basis, there are particular circumstances that need to be
additionally taken into account when assessing the
sustainability of vLNS at this location.
Landscape and visual effects
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Concerns Remaining on Visual Impacts.
The photomontages are illustrative only and do not include
representative traffic volumes. Only summer views have been
provided despite Highways England having been provided with some
winter views by the BMRA, which clearly show how highly visible the
scheme would be in the worst case during winter months; it should be
possible to model winter views given available technology. Better
representations of heights, cross-sections and 3d views of the scheme
in the area to assist with understanding the effect of the scheme on
the area were also expected, but have not yet been provided. The
positioning of an overhead sign gantry is now apparent, which is
located at the worst possible point, at the highest point where the
scheme crosses the ECML - resulting in a 12m high structure rising
above a bridge structure which already breaks the skyline by adding
12-14m above AOD; it is inconceivable that its position cannot be
adjusted sufficiently to screen it. The coherence and cumulative visual
impacts of other schemes, have not been considered by Highways
England.
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Photomontages of winter views could not be produced before
the end of the examination due to the seasonal constraints of
taking the technical photographs to provide the base
information and, even if it were possible as assessments are
undertaken in the field, they would not change the conclusions
of the landscape and visual impact assessment.
Highways England is developing a 3D digital model as part of
ongoing scheme consultation and to assist understanding
through the detailed design stage. The model is currently in
development but it is anticipated that images from this model
would be used to illustrate key points and facilitate discussions
held at the community and landholder forums, as well as being
referenced within the Code of Construction Practice. A digital
3D model would have an advantage over photomontages and
scale models as it would evolve as the scheme developed.
A response to BMRA’s concerns regarding the location of the
gantry and the coherence with other schemes was provided at
Deadline 10. (HE/A14/EX/158 Appendices 1 and 5).
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2.22 Michael Alexander on behalf of R and J Lenton and Robert Lenton Ltd
Table 19: Highways England comments to deadline 10 submission by M Alexander on behalf of R and J Lenton and Robert Lenton Ltd

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
The submission provides a summary of the matters discussed at the
Michael
compulsory acquisition hearing.
Alexander on
behalf of R and J Highlights confusion by Highways England in relation to the interests
of Robert Lenton as tenant of Corpus Christi Farm and the interest of
Lenton and
Robert Lenton Robert Lenton Ltd as owner of Depden Farm at Godmanchester.
Ltd
There has been engagement with Highways England with respect to
Depden Farm with a further proposed DCO change at DR1.34 in order
to meet the concerns of Robert Lenton Ltd to ensure access is
provided to severed land south of the A14.
Highlights two principle areas of concern:


The inappropriate designation of Plot 12/6c for soil storage in
close proximity to the dwelling occupied by Mr & Mrs R
Lenton and their family;



Ongoing uncertainty regarding that part of Plot 12/6a
designated as a grassland/habitat use which includes existing
landscaping by our client in anticipation of the A14 scheme
and the proximity of this area to existing buildings and the
possible impact on access to the same.
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Both of these issues are dealt with in detail in the Statement of
Common Ground with Mr Lenton (reference LI11) submitted at
Deadline 10 (Highways England reference HE/A14/3X/165,
PINS reference REP10-049).
Highways England's position as to issue (i) is set out at entry 1
of the 'Matters Under Discussion' section of the Statement of
Common Ground with Mr Lenton.
A resolution to issue (ii) has been agreed and is explained in
the eighth entry of the 'Matters Agreed' section of the Statement
of Common Ground with Mr Lenton.
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2.23 Michael Alexander on behalf of Huntington Freemen’s Trust
Table 20: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by Michael Alexander on behalf of Huntington Freemen's Trust

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Summary of matters discussed at the compulsory acquisition hearing
Michael
Alexander on
Notes that there have been no attempt to agree SOCG regarding
behalf of
clients’ interests.
Huntingdon
Freemen’s Trust
Highlights that Highways England in document ref HE/A14/EX/53 fails
to address principal concern of inadequacy of the proposed access in
the DCO to Views Common.

These issues are dealt with in detail in the Statement of
Common Ground with Huntingdon Freemen's Trust (reference
LI26) submitted at Deadline 10 Draft (Applicant reference
HE/A14/3X/165, Examination reference REP10-049).

As set out in Mr Alexander's submission, a revised access for
the benefit of Huntingdon Freemen's Trust from the proposed
Views Common Link was submitted to the Examination at
Deadline 7 (Applicant reference HE/A14/3X/99, Examination
reference REP7-034) as design change DR1.52, and was
Concern remains regarding landscaping proposals in Mill Common
and in particular the proposal to obstruct the open views from the town included in the Consolidated Report on Proposed Non Material
centre across Mill Common with a belt of trees alongside the ring road Changes submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference
HE/A14/3X/163, Examination reference REP10047).
which is considered inappropriate. The trustees objects to this
proposal.
Highways England's position on this point is set out at entry 2 of
the 'Matters Under Discussion' section of the Statement of
Confirmation of the matters below remain an outstanding issue:
Common Ground with Huntingdon Freemen's Trust.
 At a meeting on 21st August with Highways England it was
agreed that when the existing A14 embankments in Views
Highways England's position as to the first bullet point is set out
Common is removed the underlying freehold will revert to the at entry 1 of the 'Matters Agreed' section of the Statement of
Trustees who will be able to purchase the same at market
Common Ground with Huntingdon Freemen's Trust.
value
 It was stated at the meeting that land comprised in plot 34/44 A resolution to issue (ii) has been agreed and is explained at
which post scheme will form a ramp to the new access road at entry 2 of the 'Matters Agreed' section of the Statement of
Mill Common will revert to the Trustees who will be able to
Common Ground with Huntingdon Freemen's Trust.
purchase the same at market value.
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2.24 Michael Alexander on behalf of Miss G Grey and Mr A Lammie
Table 21: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by Michael Alexander on behalf of Miss G Grey and Mr A Lammie

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Michael
Alexander on
behalf of Miss G
Grey and Mr A
Lammie

It is noted that there have been no attempt to agree SOCG in respect
of the clients’ interests.
The three landowners’ objects to the acquisition of land required for
flood compensation areas namely plots 3/7c, 2/3, 3/6c, 3/9a, 14/3,
pt14/2a and 14/2b.
It is stated that at a meeting with Highways England on 4th August:
 HE indicated willingness to progress proceedings on the basis
of temporary acquisition of land identified as flood
compensation
 HE confirmed that EA did not require HE to acquire flood
compensation land
 HE confirmed that flood compensation areas will not be taken
and treated as Borrow Pit.
However following the meeting no confirmation on these issues have
been received from Highways England. At the hearing on 1st
September doubt was expressed as to the ability to transfer the status
of flood compensation land within the lands plans.

These issues are dealt with in detail in the Statement of
Common Ground with Mrs Newman and Miss Grey and Mr
Lammie (reference LI 24 and LI25) submitted at Deadline 10
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/165, PINS reference REP10049).
Highways England's position regarding the concerns raised in
relation to flood compensation areas is explained at entry 2 of
the 'Matters Agreed' in the Statement of Common Ground with
Miss Grey and Mr Lammie and entry 1 of the Statement of
Common Ground with Mrs Newman.

It is requested that the DCO should be amended with those plots
being coloured blue on the Land Plans as ‘land to be used temporarily
and rights to be acquired permanently’.
The clients continue to press for Highways England to confirm the
understanding reached in the meeting of 4th August.
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Concern is expressed that the new PMA alongside the southbound
carriageway of the A1 should stop short of the current proposals and
plots 5/22b and 5/5d be excluded from the Order.
It is stated that Highways England’s response at 19.3.4 is incorrect.

As can be seen on Sheet 2 of the General Arrangement
Drawings (Applicant reference 2.1, PINS reference APP-018)
and explained in the Statement of Reasons (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/42, PINS reference REP2-56), the proposed private
means of access within plots 5/22b and 5/5d will be required for
accessing proposed drainage attenuation ponds and flood
compensation areas. Paragraph 19.3.4 of Highways England's
response to Miss Grey's Written Representation (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/53, PINS Reference REP4-015) is
therefore correct. Highways England has committed in item of
'Matters Under Discussion' within the Statement of Common
Ground with Miss Grey and Mr Lammie to discuss and agree
with the landowner the level and type of security required on the
track to ensure it is not miss-used at detailed design.

Document HE/A14/EX/53 para 59.2 deals with plots 14/2b and 14/3
but fails to note the interest of the executor. Plot 14/2a remains
unresolved, it comprises an area of 20.10 ha and ownership is
incorrectly stated in the latest Book of Reference and it is noted that
Land Plan 14 has not been updated.

Highways England have held on-going discussions with Mr
Alexander on behalf of Miss Grey, Mrs Newman and Mr
Lammie in relation to Book of Reference issues. These issues
will be resolved and finalised within the Book of Reference to be
submitted at Deadline 13 of the Examination.
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2.25 Michael Alexander on behalf of Mr C Behagg
Table 22: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by Michael Alexander on behalf of Mr C Behagg

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Michael
Alexander on
behalf of Mr C
Behagg

Questions are raised regarding the licensing requirement to use farm
vehicles on existing un-restricted roads in Huntingdon.
It is suggested that following de-trunking of the existing A14 the road
should revert to County Council control and hence the reference to
weight limits under what Schedule 3 describes as “the County of
Cambridgeshire (Godmanchester and Huntingdon Zone) (Prohibition
of Heavy Commercial Vehicles) Order 1988.
It is noted that HE in document HE/A14/EX/53 suggest at 12.4.4 that
the client travels southwards to utilise the new A14 which is
impractical and in the event of an upgrade to motorway in the future
would be of not benefit.
The client continues to question why licensing is required in order for
his farm vehicles to use existing un-restricted roads in Huntingdon.

As set out in the Matters arising from Highways England's Oral
Submissions at Compulsory Acquisition Hearings on 1 – 3
September 2015 and associated Post-Hearing Documents
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/149, PINS reference REP10033), In response to these concerns raised by Mr Behagg and
other parties, Highways England has discussed this matter
further with Cambridgeshire County Council.
Following these discussions, Highways England can confirm the
following characteristics of the permitting regime:
 no fee is charged for applying for a permit;
 permits last indefinitely and do not need to be renewed; and
 agricultural business applicants will need to show that there is
no other suitable and viable route that they could use. 7.11
These features demonstrate that the permit system's main aim
is to ensure that Huntingdon town centre does not become
overrun with heavy vehicles. It is therefore not a punitive or
unfair measure.
However, it also demonstrates that the system will not have a
negative effect on agricultural businesses. Once affected
landowners have shown Cambridgeshire County Council that it
is necessary for them to travel through the town centre, there
will be no cost impacts or uncertainty for their businesses
moving forward.
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Other Matters
Notes that there have been no attempt to agree SOCG regarding the
client’s interest.

A Statement of Common Ground (reference LI21) has been
agreed with Mr. Behagg's landlord (Farbon, Winter and Sadler)
and was submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/165, PINS reference Rep10-049). This covers a
number of the issues that have been raised by Mr Behagg:
1. That a track is provided along the southern side of the
A14 from New Barns Lane to and beyond Friesland
Farm to replace existing provision. The exact alignment
and surface will be discussed and agreed during
detailed design.
2. The large area of Badger habitat on New Barns Farm
will be reviewed during the detailed design stage in
conjunction with on-going ecological survey work and to
minimise impact on agriculture.
3. The badger habitat / planting provided adjacent to the
A14 boundary would be reviewed in line with on-going
ecological survey work and the alignment of the
adjacent proposed track will be rationalised to reduce
land take and impact on agriculture during detailed
design.
4. A new bridge will be constructed across Covells Drain
to link with the new track provided in item 1 above. The
detailed specification will be discussed and agreed with
the land owner during the detailed design stage.
5. The flood compensation area on the land will be
rationalised where possible in the detailed design stage
to maximise opportunities for farming. This will be
looked at in conjunction with its relationship to proposed
tracks and planting works.
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2.26 Michael Alexander on behalf of R.A. and P.W. Everdell
Table 23: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by Michael Alexander on behalf of R.A. and P.W. Everdell

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Other Matters
Michael Alexander Queries why proposed non-material change 1.20b requires the
on behalf of R.A. imposition of rights over land when other similar changes only require
and P.W. Everdell temporary possession.

Raises concerns as to Borrow Pit 3 for the following reasons:
1. Constrained by utilities
2. Groundwater constraints (identified as part of the borrow pit
selection criteria at Deadline 7)
3. Adjacent GCN constraints
4. That this borrow pit would just be used to fill other borrow pits
5. Response to written representations suggested the viability of this
site would not be confirmed until detailed design and that the viability
of this will be limited because of the nearby groundwater.
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As explained in the proposed Non-Material Changes Report
submitted at Deadline 9 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/99,
PINS reference REP9-006) and in the Consolidated Report on
Proposed Non-Material Changes (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/131, PINS reference REP10-047) all proposed non
material changes for the diversion of National Grid Gas
pipelines required the compulsory acquisition of rights over land
save for DR1.20a, which only required temporary possession of
land to facilitate the pipeline diversion process through the
digging of a temporary stopple pit. In the case of DR1.20b,
permanent rights are required to provide for the installation and
maintenance of the pipeline in the ground.
The Everdells have now given their consent to this change, as
set out in the Deadline 10 submission.
The principal constraints on the excavation design are utilities,
the West Brook, hedges to be retained and protected species
sensitive areas. Appropriate buffer zones have been planned
for each constraint to define the two areas available for
excavation.
Groundwater flows are expected to be high and within 1.5m to
2.5m of the existing ground surface. It is anticipated that
groundwater would be managed during excavation using a
perimeter groundwater cut-off barrier, such as sheet piling, with
dewatering pumps within the cut-off area. The main contractor
will develop the dewatering proposal and associated mitigation
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measures which will be defined in the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP).
The bulk of the materials excavated from borrow pit 3 would be
used for several purposes route-wide expected to include
capping / selected fill, highway or mitigation embankment fill
and landscaping fill. The remainder would be used in the
restoration of borrow pit 3.
The response to written representations sets out the approach
to be undertaken during detailed design which will determine
the final design of excavations including the provision of
appropriate mitigation during the excavation and restoration of
the borrow pit.

2.27 Mark Catley on behalf of the Wilderspin Family
Table 24: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by Mark Catley on behalf of the Wilderspin Family

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Mark Catley on
behalf of the
Wilderspin
Family

It is the Wilderspin’s view that Highways England should not be
acquiring New Barns Farm – Borrow Pit 5 and it should be removed
for the following reasons:
1. Acquisition of the farm is contrary to Cambridgeshire County
Council’s Minerals and Waste Site Specific Proposals
Development Plan Document 2012 in terms of proximity of the
borrow pits to the project. The Wilderspins do not consider 1km
to be within close proximity. It is also pointed out that there are
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Highways England has engaged with the Wilderspin Family
throughout the pre-application and examination stages, and will
continue to do so through detailed design. The discussions to
date have led to the production of a Statement of Common
Ground (reference LI20) with the Wilderspin family submitted at
Deadline 10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/165, PINS
reference REP10-043) which explains the proposed
arrangements relating to the future ownership and management
of Borrow Pit 5.
October 2015
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allocated borrow pits all along the line of the new route of the A14
and raise the question of why New Barns Farm.
2. It is considered that Highways England has not demonstrated a
‘compelling case in the public interest for [New Barns Farm] to be
acquired compulsorily’.
3. Livelihoods will be lost. There is precious little remaining to
execute any farming. This will mean the total extinguishment of a
business that has taken over 50 years to build up.
4. Capital will be lost. The borrow pit has no existing permission or
allocation and so Highways England buys the land at surface
value and the Wilderspins lose out significantly even though the
HE will use all the clay it has purchased (in the surface price of
the land) for nothing. Apart from the fact that, on the basis
proposed in the draft DCO, the land is being taken against the
will of the proposed claimants, there will also be a significant tax
liability which would not be present but for the scheme.
Concern is raised that Highways England has not formally
acknowledged that more than the volume of engineering clay at New
Barns Farm exists only 10-11 miles distant (Amey Cespa
Waterbeach) which is capable of extraction without the need to
remove one cubic centimetre at Boxworth.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Highways England's position on the alternative sources of
material noted in Mr Catley's submission can be found within its
submission at Deadline 9 entitled Borrow Pits – Alternative
sources of fill, and improvement scheme breakdown of types of
material (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/136, PINS reference
REP9-011).

If, however, it is found to be impossible for enough engineering clay to
be located from elsewhere, the Wilderspins would be prepared for
their farm to be taken on temporary licence, clay extracted and for the
farm to be remediated back to agricultural use, assuming appropriate
compensation paid for the loss of earnings and profit during the
disturbance period together with the value of the clay extracted.
It is suggested that proper negotiations are entered into in order that a
Statement of Common Ground can be implemented or leases drawn
up.
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2.28 NFU
Table 25: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by NFU

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Mark Catley on
behalf of the
Wilderspin
Family

HE must show a “compelling case in the public interest for the land to
be acquired compulsorily” NFU contends that no compelling case can
be made out for compulsory acquisition of land that is in excess of that
required to replace habitat areas lost due to the Scheme. Policy
justifications do not support a net gain of 271 hectares of semi-natural
habitat.
The NFU raises concern regarding the scale of land required for
mitigation and flood compensation areas and consider the areas
sought to be too excessive and not necessary for the road scheme
itself.

These issues have been dealt with in Highways England's
summary of its case made at the Compulsory Acquisition
Hearings contained within Matters Arising from Highways
England's Oral Submissions at Compulsory Acquisition
Hearings on 1 – 3 September 2015 and associated PostHearing Documents submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant
reference HE/A14/EX/159, PINS reference REP10-033).
Highways England can confirm that the specification of
proposed new private means of accesses will be discussed with
landowners at detailed design.

The NFU also argues against the permanent acquisition of land for
borrow pits and contends that there is adequate nearby quarries from
which adequate volumes of necessary materials can be drawn.
The NFU continues to query whether such minerals can be taken at
all where the mining code applies.
The NFU maintains that land taken for the scheme should be limited
to that which is essential only for the construction of the proposed
scheme.
There is concern that access which is provided to land that has been
severed by the scheme must be to a specification suitable for the
agricultural business and also commercial use if that is already taking
place on the farm.
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Development Consent Order
Once ExA completes its work and makes its recommendations, HE
will only be answerable to the SoS (its owner): there will be no
independent checks, balances or examinations. Accordingly, it will
have a free reign to proceed as it wishes, regardless of the
consultations which it has proposed but not formalised in any way.
As a result, if this DCO is approved in its current form, I predict that
HE will breathe a sigh of relief and proceed with the scheme on the
basis of minimal consultation and lowest cost. I urge the ExA to reject
the DCO application on the grounds that it is not sufficiently detailed
and provides no protection to interested parties once the Examination
is complete. If ExA is minded to approve the application, I hope it will
be subject to onerous conditions.
Environmental Impact Assessment
Reiterates points made in NFU written representation of 15th June
2015 regarding soil management and field drainage.
Soil Management
The NFU would like to see that Highways England as the nominated
undertaker or their contractors should be required to:
• fund an aftercare period of ten years to ensure full soil restoration,
structure and fertility
• take soil samples when carrying out soil surveys, so as to record the
baseline of agricultural soils disturbed by the authorised works
• survey and sample soils after construction and reinstatement and
continue to do so annually until the soil is back in a condition that is
capable of providing a similar yield to that provided before
construction
• improve the condition of the soil structure through the application of
organic content and muck and through mole ploughing and field
drainage as appropriate
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Following the Compulsory Acquisition Hearings and
discussions with the NFU, the Code of Construction Practice
was revised at Deadline 10 (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/160, PINS reference REP10-044) to deal with soil
management and field drainage issues and restoration. This
includes provision for:
 a restored soils condition report
 results of surveys shared with landowners
 soil restoration to be undertaken in consultation with
landowners
 pre-scheme engagement with landowners as to current
drainage system and a scheme of restoration for drainage to
be agreed with landowners
 landowner/ tenant will inspect and agree with the contractor
the acceptability of restoration works.
 further inspections once a year for three years with
appropriate remedial actions agreed with landowners.
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It is the wording under paragraph 3.4 that is really important and the
NFU would like to see this wording adopted by HE in their Code of
Construction Practice and Soil Management Strategy
HE have been unclear on these points and unwilling to provide an
unambiguous commitment. The NFU does not agree and feels the
CoCP needs to go further.
The NFU is very concerned about how soils are restored and
monitored as it very difficult to reinstate soils back to their original
condition once they have been moved and stored. As highlighted in
the written representation the NFU would like to see wording included
in the TA after 2.2.22 that wording would be include to cover that soil
sampling will take place after reinstatement and continued to be
carried out annually until the soil is back in the condition that is
capable of providing a similar yield to that provided before
construction of the scheme.
This needs to be stated and included in the CoCP and the TA.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

 Acceptance that agricultural restoration does not normally
return the land immediately to its original condition and
productivity. Resulting claims for compensation are to be
dealt with by respective valuers, under the heads of
Injurious Affection and Disturbance, in accordance with the
compensation code.
A report “Ecological mitigation audit – September 2015” has
been submitted at Deadline 11, which explains the need and
extent of ecological mitigation and summarises the audit of
ecological mitigation carried out by Highways England.
These issues have been dealt with at sections 2.6 and 7 of the
Matters arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions at
Compulsory Acquisition Hearings on 1 – 3 September 2015
and associated Post-Hearing Documents submitted at
Deadline 10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/149, PINS
reference REP10-033.

Field Drainage
The NFU is pleased to see that field drainage is mentioned at 8.2.6 in
the CoCP which just sites that appropriate measure will be taken to
identify, protect and maintain existing land drainage. But there is no
detail as to how this would be achieved.
The NFU is looking for the wording that has been provided in their
written representation to be included in the CoCP under chapter 8:
Community and Private Assets so that it is approved through the DCO
and not left to the detailed design stage.
It is stated that the information the NFU would like to see on soil
management and field drainage will be highlighted in the next draft of
the SoCG.
Requests to see the latest audit for habitat mitigation.
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2.29 Richard Norton
Table 265: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by Richard Norton

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Development Consent Order
Richard Norton

Once ExA completes its work and makes its recommendations, HE
will only be answerable to the SoS (its owner): there will be no
independent checks, balances or examinations. Accordingly, it will
have a free reign to proceed as it wishes, regardless of the
consultations which it has proposed but not formalised in any way.
As a result, if this DCO is approved in its current form, I predict that
HE will breathe a sigh of relief and proceed with the scheme on the
basis of minimal consultation and lowest cost. I urge the ExA to reject
the DCO application on the grounds that it is not sufficiently detailed
and provides no protection to interested parties once the Examination
is complete. If ExA is minded to approve the application, I hope it will
be subject to onerous conditions.

Highways England does not consider the assertions made by
Mr Norton to be correct.
Whilst it is true to say that, following the making of the DCO
(should the application be granted), the Secretary of State will
be responsible for discharging the requirements, Highways
England will not have 'free reign to proceed as it wishes'. As set
out in its note on the proposed mechanics of the discharge
procedure, submitted at Deadline 10 (Applicant Ref:
HE/A14/EX/152; PINS Ref: REP10-036), it is envisaged there
will be 'checks and balances' throughout the process, with an
independent team in Highways England scrutinising and
approving any proposed submissions before they go to the
Secretary of State for approval, following consultation. The
Secretary of State would then, again following consultation (and
taking into account the information on consultation previously
carried out by Highways England and provided under a new
requirement), subject the details to scrutiny before deciding
whether or not they should be approved. By the very nature of
his position, the Secretary of State cannot act improperly when
carrying out this function, and must take consultation responses
provided to him into account.
Added to this, Highways England has also set out how it
envisages engagement during the detailed design process
would work, in its note on the subject submitted at Deadline 10
(Applicant Ref: HE/A14/EX/162; PINS Ref: REP10-046). This
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would involve a wide range of stakeholders (including local
communities), as well as the Design Council, in the detailed
design process, ensuring there is independent scrutiny of
Highways England's proposed detailed designs.
All consultation is formally 'secured' by the requirements
contained in Schedule 2 to the DCO. Indeed, Highways
England considers that it has proposed requirements that are
entirely appropriate and reasonable and which meet the
relevant tests, as set out in the National Policy Statement on
National Networks.
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2.30 Roderick Fisher
Table 27: Highways England's comments on Deadline 10 submission by Roderick Fisher

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Other Matters
Roderick Fisher “Because the scheme at 2010 was cancelled due to cost, and I
believe the proposed scheme still to be very expensive, I am
suggesting there could be a much cheaper alternative:
• the existing proposed route could be single lane each way, 60mph
max speed, no junctions but with some overtaking points, to provide
for through traffic
• retain the existing A14, including the viaduct over the railway, for
other traffic, thus separating conflicting flows of traffic and reducing
congestion
This would reduce markedly the cost of road and bridge building,
signing etc and save the cost of demolishing the viaduct.”

Detailed information on the traffic flow and environmental
effects of the scheme if the Huntingdon viaduct and existing
A14 were to remain are available in the Response to ExA’s
Second Written Questions: Huntingdon Viaduct Response
Collated (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/93, PINS reference
REP7-028), specifically the responses to questions 2.8.8 and
2.18.18.
If the existing A14 and viaduct were to remain, then traffic on
the Huntingdon Southern Bypass (HSB) would reduce. As an
indication of this, for Option 5a (the scheme whereby the
existing A14 and viaduct are retained combined with a dual two
lane HSB (as explained in the questions referred to above) the
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) on the HSB would
decrease to 30,100.
The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges standard TA 46/97
“Traffic flow ranges for use in the assessment of new roads”
states that the maximum AADT for the opening year is 13,000
vehicles for a single carriageway road and 21,000 for a wide
single carriageway road. Hence a single carriageway HSB
would not have sufficient capacity for the predicted traffic in this
case.
It should be noted that making the HSB a single carriageway
would not half the cost; much of the cost of earthworks and
bridges would still remain but with a lot less benefit.
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This proposal should be evaluated but in no way replaces my
contention that the whole scheme should be abandoned as
unnecessary given the accumulated factors that can reduce
congestion and reduce accidents viz:
1. 2% improvement coming from further rail investment
2. 2% improvement coming from A428 dualing investment
3. introduction of comprehensive traffic management, already effective
elsewhere, for reducing congestion and accident costs – say 4%
improvement [maybe more at peak times]
4. elimination of non-essential junctions on this route to maintain
easier traffic flow – say 1%
5. comprehensive signing giving both warnings and encouragement
for better awareness of risks and better driving behaviour, as done
elsewhere – say 2%
6. realistic traffic forecasts [not designed to justify a new road]
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The measures listed can contribute to a reduction in congestion
and accidents but do not remove the need for additional
capacity. These suggestions are also discussed in Highways
England's response to Brampton A14 Campaign Group's
Written Representation at part 3.5 of Report 6: Non Statutory
Organisations and Businesses (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/54, PINS reference REP4-016) and in Highways
England's response to the Campaign Groups submissions at
the Issue Specific Hearing contained in the document 'Matters
arising from Highways England's Oral Submissions
improvement scheme made at the Issue Specific Hearing on
Traffic and Transportation and associated Post Hearing
Documents' (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/157, PINS
reference REP10-041Alternative modal suggestions.) Many of
the measures identified are being progressed either as part of
this scheme or separately, and are considered in Appendix 1 of
the latter document. It should also be noted that advanced
signage and traffic management measures are included as part
of this Scheme as set out in the response indicated above.
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2.31 South Cambridgeshire District Council
Table 286: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by South Cambridgeshire District Council

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Air quality and emissions
The submission provides a summary of oral submissions put at the
South
Cambridgeshire hearing, post hearing documents, copy of updated SoCG and
District Council comments on the draft DEFRA air quality plan.

Comments regarding post opening air quality monitoring have
been provided in response to the submission from all three
councils (PINS reference REP10-031). Please refer to table X
of this document.

New requirement for air quality
The Council is seeking post opening monitoring of air quality to ensure A new air quality requirement is not required as there is a low
that the levels of pollutant predicted by the applicant are achieved and risk of exceedance of the objectives as detailed within the
there are no unexpected and unacceptable adverse impacts which
aforementioned response.
would require mitigation. As with any modelling there is a degree of
uncertainty over the outcomes and, at present, there is no mechanism
available to the Council to secure mitigation in the event that pollutant
levels exceed permitted levels. As it currently stands, if mitigation is
required, this will be a financial burden bourn by the local planning
authority, which is unacceptable.
Suggested wording for a new Air Quality Requirement:
Air quality
(1) No part of the authorised development must commence until an air
quality management plan has been submitted and approved in writing
by the Secretary of State, following consultation with the relevant local
planning authority.
(2) The air quality management plan must address the post
construction monitoring to be undertaken and, if necessary, the
measures that may be implemented to address exceedances in air
quality as a result of the scheme.
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(3) Where required, such mitigation measures shall be implemented
as approved, to the satisfaction of the local planning authority.

Noise
The Council is seeking reassurance that the scheme will accord with
the National Policy Statement for National Networks (December 2014)
in so far as measures are put in place to ensure noise levels do not
exceed predicted levels.

As set out at Appendix 4 to the Matters Arising from Oral
Submissions to the Issue Specific Hearing into Noise and Air
Quality (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/153 and PINS
reference REP10-037):

Paragraph 5.196 of the National Policy Statement for National
“Requirement 12 complies with paragraph 5.196 of the National
Networks (December 2014) under the section on Noise and Vibration / Networks National Policy Statement, in that it requires that the
Decision making states:
mitigation measures put forward by the applicant (and consulted
upon with relevant local planning authorities and approved by
In determining an application, the Secretary of State should consider the Secretary of State) are put in place, to ensure that the noise
whether requirements are needed which specify that the mitigation
levels from the project do not exceed those described in the ES.
measures put forward by the applicant are put in place to ensure that
the noise levels from the project do not exceed those described in the The processes to be employed in seeking discharge of detailed
assessment or any other estimates on which the decision was based. design requirements and the approach to consultation (as
required by the Requirements) and wider engagement with
It would give the Council confidence that there was a control in place interested parties through, for example community forums that
to ensure that operational noise levels and adverse environmental
are being set up and run by Highways England, are set out in
effects from the project do not materially exceed or worsen those as
Participation in the Detailed Design Process as submitted at
described and reported in the environmental statement.
deadline 10 of the examination time table (HE/A14/EX/162).
The local authority has no statutory powers to address traffic noise.
Therefore to ensure that the public have a specific avenue for
complaint and possible redress to HE, should they consider that future
traffic noise levels and effects are unacceptable and not in
accordance with the Environmental Statement, the Council
recommend an additional requirement is added to address operational
noise impacts.
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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’.
Appendix 4 to the REP10-037 also sets out that:
1) That SCDC does have powers to enforce that
Requirement 12 is complied with under Part 8 of the
Planning Act 2008; and
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With regard to 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.”
Highways England accepts the proposed changes to 12(1).

12.—(1) No part of the authorised development must commence until
written details of proposed noise mitigation in respect of the use
and operation of that part of the authorised development,
including the acoustic performance of environmental noise
barriers and very low noise surfacing (vLNS), have been
submitted to and approved by the Secretary of State, following
Highways England does not accept the proposed changes to
consultation with the relevant planning authority.
12(2)(a). The changes would effectively give ‘noise limits’.
Limits could not be enforced (so do not meet the requirements
(2) The written details referred to in sub-paragraph (1) must either:
of National Planning Policy Framework3 paragraph 203). Limits
(a) reflect the mitigation measures included in the environmental
could not be enforced because it would require measurement
statement and shall ensure that the operational noise levels and
and this is not practicable (reference ExA 2.10.1 and EX/153
adverse environmental noise effects from the project do not
Appendix 4, PINS REP10-037). As set out above and in
materially exceed or worsen those as described and reported in
Ex/153, compliance with Requirement 12 and NPSNN 5.196
the environmental statement; or
has therefore to be ‘comply by design’ with Highways England
4
(b) where the mitigation proposed materially differs from the mitigation POPE process to ensure mitigation delivered and fit for
purpose. Huntingdonshire District Council and Cambridge City
identified in the environmental statement, the undertaker must
Council have accepted Requirement 12 on this basis.
provide evidence with the written details submitted that the
mitigation proposed would not give rise to any materially new or
materially worse adverse environmental noise effects than those
reported in the environmental statement taking into account the
mitigation identified in it.
3
4

Highways England accepts the proposed changes to 12(3).

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/6077/2116950.pdf
http://www.highways.gov.uk/publications?publicationType=report-2&tag=pope
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(3) The noise mitigation must be constructed in accordance with the
approved details referred to in sub-paragraph (1) and shall be retained
thereafter.
Within four weeks from receipt of a written request from the local
planning authority, following a complaint from a member of the public
within the noise study area identified in the Environmental Statement
regarding operational noise emissions from the authorised
development, the undertaker shall undertake a noise survey.
The noise survey shall be undertaken in accordance with national /
industry standards and best practice technical codes of practice and
guidance on environmental noise monitoring and shall be carried out
under the supervision of the requesting local planning authority. The
results of the noise survey shall be provided to the requesting local
planning authority for its written approval within one month of the
survey being undertaken.
Should the results of the noise survey show that operational noise
levels and adverse environmental noise effects from the project
materially exceed or are worse than those as described and reported
in the environmental statement, then further mitigation measures,
where these are practical and feasible, shall be identified by the
undertaker and implemented within a reasonable time period following
their approval by the requesting local planning authority, unless
otherwise agreed in writing by the requesting local planning authority.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Highways England does not consider the District Council’s
suggested wording to be necessary or appropriate to be
included as a requirement in the DCO.
As set out in Appendix 4 of Matters Arising from Oral
Submission to the Noise and Air Quality Hearing (HE reference
Ex/153 and PINS reference REP10-037),
“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:
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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.”
In any of these cases, because the breach is a criminal offence,
Highways England would have no option but to respond. To fail
to do so would be completely unacceptable for a public body, as
would the publicity accompanying it. In the unlikely event that
Highways England did not respond, the complaint could be
escalated.
It should also be noted that, in addition to the above, Highways
England’s licence requires it 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. As such, in addition to any action that could be
taken as a result of a breach of Requirement 12, should any
complaints be made in respect of the performance of mitigation,
Highways England’s licence would obligate it to act accordingly.
As a result, Highways England considers that it is not necessary
to modify Requirement 12 as suggested. As noted,
Huntingdonshire District Council and Cambridge City Council
have already accepted Requirement 12 on the basis of the
above.
Development Consent Order
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Item 4 Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
[…]On this basis, the Council is no longer seeking an amendment to
Requirement 4 Code of Construction Practice to expressly require
LEMPs.
[…]the Panel requested Highways England revise Requirement 4 to
include more detail on what would be addressed through the CoCP.
The Council would like the opportunity to comment on the revised
requirement.
Requirement 4 – Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
During the hearing the ExA asked HE to consider amended wording to
requirement 4 to expand and provide text / wording on the actual
purpose of the CoCP. Some additional wording has been provided in
the Interpretation section of the schedule.
However, the Council considers that such wording would sit better
within requirement 4 itself to avoid confusion. Therefore the Council
propose the following amendments or similar to better inform the
public and ensure requirement is sufficiently precise.
Suggested revision to Requirement 4:

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Highways England welcomes South Cambridgeshire District
Council's acceptance of the wording of the requirement
contained in paragraph 4 of Schedule 2 to the draft DCO.
Highways England has amended the definition of 'code of
construction practice' in paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 to the draft
DCO to address the Examining Authority's comments. This is
reflected in the latest draft of the DCO submitted at Deadline 10
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/167; PINS Ref: REP10-051).
Highways England does not agree with South Cambridgeshire
District Council's proposed wording. This is because the CoCP
will be a certified document and therefore the Council's "The
authorised development must be carried out in accordance with
the provisions of the code of construction practice which must
reflect the construction related mitigation measures included in
the environmental statement" does not work. Highways England
still considers that its proposed approach means that the
requirements are expressed in a clear way.
Highways England is happy to discuss this further at the Issue
Specific Hearing on the draft DCO on 22 October 2015.

4. The authorised development must be carried out in accordance
with the provisions of the code of construction practice which must
reflect the construction related mitigation measures included in the
environmental statement and which also confers obligations on the
undertaker to prepare, amongst other things, construction
environmental management plans and local environmental
management plans in order to:
(a) Secure a number of specified mitigation measures during
construction of the authorised development in respect of (include main
sections from CoCP):
i. general site operations;
ii. air quality;
iii. cultural heritage;
iv. community and private assets;
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v. geology and soils;
vi. landscape;
vii. material resources;
viii. nature conservation;
ix. noise and vibration;
x. road drainage and the water environment and traffic,
xi. transport and all travellers;
(b) Each construction environmental management plan and local
environmental management plan detailed in sub-paragraph (4)(a)
must incorporate the following:
xii. responsibilities;
xiii. consent requirements;
xiv. client requirements;
xv. general control measures;
xvi. specific control measures;
xvii. monitoring and measurement; and
xviii. in the event of an emergency.
(c) Adhere to working hours of 7:30 am to 6:00 pm on Mondays to
Fridays and 7:30 am to 1:00 pm on Saturdays, except for
xix. work associated with bridges;
xx. works in the online carriageway, that due to network constraints
cannot be completed during normal working hours in (c)
Schedule 2 – Requirement 3 Detailed Design
SCDC expressed concern relating to the practicalities of discharging
the requirements, ensuring that it is clear which iterations of
documents comprise the ‘approved’ version.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Highways England submitted a note at Deadline 10 setting out
how it envisages a Register of Requirements could work to
ensure transparency (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/152;
PINS reference REP10-036).

Highways England recognised the need for transparency and stated
that the proposed Register of Requirements could record which
document is approved.
This would address the Council’s concerns.
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Requirement 6 - Contaminated land and groundwater
The Council seeks a minor revision to Requirement 6 to include
consultation with the local planning authority / Environment Agency as
appropriate. This is necessary to provide some degree of regulation
over the Risk Assessment carried out by the undertaker. The Risk
Assessment determines whether, and what, mitigation may be
necessary, therefore it is important that it be sufficiently robust for its
purpose.

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Highways England is content with this proposed amendment. It
will be reflected in updated draft of the DCO submitted at
Deadline 13.

Suggested revision to Requirement 6:
6.—(1) In the event that contaminated land, including groundwater, is
found at any time when carrying out the authorised development
which was not previously identified in the environmental statement, it
must be reported as soon as reasonably practicable to the relevant
planning authority or the Environment Agency (as appropriate) and
the undertaker must complete a risk assessment of the contamination,
in consultation with the relevant planning authority or the Environment
Agency (as appropriate).
Schedule 2 – Requirement 7 Implementation and maintenance of
landscaping
In response to questioning from the Panel the Council explained that it
is seeking an amendment to Requirement 7 to secure a two-tier
approach to landscaping, consistent with that proposed in response to
CoCP / LEMPs and borrow pits. The Council considers it important
there is a clear overarching strategy accompanied by detailed
landscaping plans.

Highways England understands the position to now be
satisfactory to South Cambridgeshire District Council. Therefore
the amendments to Requirement 7 identified in South
Cambridgeshire District Council’s submission are no longer
required. Please refer to paragraph 7.7.19 of Highways
England's summary of matters arising at the Issue Specific
Hearing on the draft DCO that took place on 4 September 2015
for further details (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/151; PINS
reference REP10-035).

Highways England directed the Panel to its Deadline 8 Comments on
responses on the Examining Authority’s 2nd written questions
(HE/A14/EX/121).
Further discussion will take place at the meeting on 10 September
2015 to try to resolve this issue.
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Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Requirement 7 - Implementation and maintenance of landscaping
The Council considers it important that a two tier approach is
undertaken in relation to landscaping, similar to that proposed with the
Code of Construction Practice and Local Environmental Management
Plans, or with Borrow Pits (three tier). This will ensure a high level
strategy is supplemented with detailed plans for specific sections /
parts of the route. Highways England has agreed (see Statement of
Common Ground, Ref 5 Matters under discussion)
The Council also considers it important that the aftercare of
landscaping be extended from 5 years to 10 years. This is the
Council’s normal condition imposed on planning applications.
Experience of management of other large landscape projects (e.g. the
A428, landscapes at the new settlement of Cambourne) show that
these landscapes can often take a considerable time to establish,
particularly if growing conditions are not ideal (wind corridor, made up
ground, slopes) or are intricate (e.g. establishing a mosaic of habitats)
or contain engineering elements (e.g. SUDs). Past experience, for
example at Orchard Park has shown 5 years is insufficient time to
allow landscaping to become established; and landscaping providing
alongside the A14 failed and was never replaced. The Council is
therefore seeking a long enough term of aftercare to ensure it can be
replaced if it does fail.
Suggested revision to Requirement 7:
(new) Landscaping must be carried out in accordance with an
approved landscape Maintenance and Management Plan, including
identification of special landscape areas and proposals for long term
design objectives, management responsibilities and maintenance
schedules, approved by the Secretary of State in consultation with the
local planning authorities.
(1) No part of the authorised development must commence until a
landscaping scheme applicable to that part has been submitted and
approved in writing by the Secretary of State, following consultation
with the local planning authority. All landscaping schemes must
comply with the Landscaping Maintenance and Management Plan.
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(4) Any tree or shrub planted as part of the landscaping scheme that,
within a period of five ten years after planting, dies or becomes, in the
opinion of the relevant planning authority, seriously diseased, must be
replaced in the first available planting season with a specimen of the
same species and size as that originally planted.
Requirement 11 – Borrow Pits
The Council is seeking a minor amendment to Requirement 11 to
ensure that due consideration is provided to the longer-term
maintenance and management of borrow pits beyond the Highways
England proposed 10 year aftercare.
The Council is also seeking 15 years aftercare for borrow pits, which
is addressed under Requirement 7 (see above).
Suggested revision to Requirement 11:

Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

Highways England considers that a 15 year aftercare period
would not be appropriate.
Highways England is content to refer to longer term
maintenance and management, as this is covered in the Borrow
Pits Restoration and Aftercare Strategy (Applicant reference
HE/A14/EX/159) PINS reference REP10-043). This proposed
amendment will be reflected in the draft of the DCO submitted
for Deadline 13. Highways England does not agree to the
addition of "use" because the restoration and aftercare strategy
does not deal with use of the borrow pits.

11. The use, restoration and aftercare (including longer-term
maintenance and management) of the borrow pits must be carried out
in accordance with the borrow pits restoration and aftercare strategy.
Schedule 2 – Requirement 14 Highway lighting scheme
Highways England has amended the requirement accordingly
and this is reflected in the latest draft of the DCO submitted at
Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) raised concern about the
Deadline 10 (Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/167; PINS
proposed wording of this requirement which specifically refers to
reference REP10-051).
consultation with the local highway authority. CCC stated that all local
authorities should be consulted due to the wider impacts of lighting
than for highway safety. SCDC would not have a problem if this
wording were included, as it has previously raised concern about the
lack of assessment of impacts of artificial lighting on people.
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Highway England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions

2.32 Tarmac Aggregate Ltd
Table 297: Highways England's comments to deadline 10 submission by Tarmac Aggregate Ltd

Interested Party Written Representation

Highways England Comments

Compulsory Acquisition
Tarmac
Aggregate Ltd

Summary of oral representations made at the compulsory acquisition
hearing of 2nd September 2015 and additional information requested
by the Examining Authority.
Tarmac Aggregates maintains its concerns and objections detailed at
the first Development Consent Order hearing on 15 July 2015.
However an approach has been made by Highways England
(originally initiated on 28 August 2015) and negotiations are now
ongoing with a view to potentially entering into a commercial
agreement to avoid the need for compulsory acquisition of the
Company's mineral interest. These negotiations have not yet been
substantially progressed and, as a result, the Company maintains its
substantive objection made in previous submissions.

Highways England is continuing discussions with Tarmac
Aggregates and hopes to complete negotiations prior to the end
of the Examination to facilitate the withdrawal of Tarmac
Aggregates' objection to the Scheme.

As requested by the Examining Authority, a table detailing the
company’s specific interests over the plots on the land plan is
appended to the submission. Further information on details of the
company’s mineral lease is also provided in response to the
Examining Authority’s request.
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Appendix A: Additional noise level tables issued to BMRA following the noise
and air quality ISH
The following table is based on Table 2-4 in Highways England’s deadline 9 response to BMRA’s submission at deadline 8 (Highways England Reference
EX/143 and PINS reference REP9-018). The table has been expanded to present the noise level forecasts assuming summer and winter baseline noise
levels, the mitigation options considered in the Updated Position Statement on Further Noise Mitigation (Highways England reference HE/A14/EX/156 and
PINS reference REP10-040), i.e. with a 2 m high noise fence barrier or with vLNS, and also with the mitigation options in the Position Statement combined
together, i.e. a 2m high barrier and vLNS. The table shows the predicted noise levels and the impact of those predicted noise levels.

DM 2020
LpAeq, 8h
dB

DS 2035
Scheme
only
LpAeq, 16h
dB

DS 2035
Scheme
only
LpAeq, 8h
dB

DS 2035*
LpAeq, 16h
dB

DS 2035*
LpAeq, 8h
dB

Daytime
(DS 2035 –
DM 2020)

Night-time (DS
2035 –
DM 2020)

Number
of
dwelling
s
represen
ted

DM 2020
LpAeq, 16h
dB

AL_ID

Option

Baseline

16004

ES design

Summer

7

51.6

51.8

54.3

47.0

56.1

53.0

4.5

1.2

16004

2m barrier

Summer

7

51.6

51.8

51.0

43.8

54.3

52.4

2.7

0.6

16004

vLNS

Summer

7

51.6

51.8

52.4

45.2

55.0

52.6

3.4

0.8

16004

2m barrier
AND vLNS

Summer

7

51.6

51.8

49.6

42.5

53.7

52.3

2.1

0.5

16004

ES design

Winter

7

45.8

39.1

54.3

47

54.8

47.6

9

8.5

16004

2m barrier

Winter

7

45.8

39.1

51.0

43.8

52.0

44.9

6.2

5.8

16004

vLNS

Winter

7

45.8

39.1

52.4

45.2

53.2

46.0

7.4

6.9

16004

2m barrier
AND vLNS

Winter

7

45.8

39.1

49.6

42.5

51.0

43.9

5.2

4.8

Key
Minor adverse impact
Moderate adverse impact
Refer to Table 14.6 of the ES Chapter 14 (ref APP-345)
DM – is the Do Minimum situation, ie without the scheme; DS – is the Do something situation, ie with the scheme; * All roads, including scheme roads and
changes to other roads
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Additional noise mitigation sustainability appraisal tables issued to BMRA following the noise and air
quality ISH
The following table is based on Table C3 2-4 in Highways England’s deadline 10 response to BMRA’s submission at deadline 9 (Highways England
Reference HE-A14-EX/156 and PINS reference PINS REP10-040). The tables have been expanded – at BMRA request - to present the sustainability of
a) combining a 2m noise barrier and vLNS; and b) providing passive provision for a noise barrier on the Great Ouse Viaduct.

SUSTAINABILITY – SUMMER BASELINE

Further Mitigation Option

Buckden
Marina

2m long barrier
(On Great Ouse viaduct and
extending ~400m to the west of
the viaduct)

Buckden
Marina

-7.5dB RSI vLNS for length of
1500m past Buckden Marina

Buckden
Marina

2m long barrier
(On Great Ouse viaduct and
extending ~400m to the west of
the viaduct)
AND
-7.5dB RSI vLNS for length of
1500m past Buckden Marina

Noise impact and benefit
WebTAG (£
Impacts
Change): Nov
C3 further
2014 webtag /
mitigation
2015 webtag
Major: 00
Moderate: 00
Minor: 70
107 >LOAEL to 88
0 >SOAEL to 0
Major: 00
Moderate: 00
Minor: 77
107 >LOAEL to 107
0 >SOAEL to 0
Major: 00
Moderate: 00
Minor: 70

+0.1M / +0.1M

+£0.9M**

Negligible
additional visual
impact. Some
eng issues****

+£0.2M

+0.3M / +0.3M

+£1.1M***

Negligible
additional visual
impact. Some
eng issues****

+0.0M / +0.0M

£0.4M

Negligible

107 >LOAEL to 88
0 >SOAEL to 0
Major: 00
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+0.2M / +0.2M

Estimated
Cost (£)*
(change)
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Significant
effect
removed?

Name of the
area
considered
(ES Significant
Effect ID)

Eng. / Env
issues

Sustainability appraisal of further noise mitigation options (compared to ES design) – Buckden Marina, assuming summer baseline measured
by HE

October 2015

Sustainable?
(Comments)

BAT +

Yes

No. Costs
exceed
monetised
benefit.

No

No

No. Costs
exceed
monetised
benefit.

No

Yes

No. Costs
exceed
monetised
benefit.

No

No

No

Buckden
Marina

Further Mitigation Option

Safeguarding for future noise
barriers (viaduct and
embankment widening to
accommodate possible future
barriers)

Noise impact and benefit
WebTAG (£
Impacts
Change): Nov
C3 further
2014 webtag /
mitigation
2015 webtag

Estimated
Cost (£)*
(change)

Significant
effect
removed?

Name of the
area
considered
(ES Significant
Effect ID)

Eng. / Env
issues
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Moderate: 00

Sustainable?
(Comments)

BAT +

No. Costs
exceed
monetised
benefit.

Minor: 77
107 >LOAEL to 107
0 >SOAEL to 0

SUSTAINABILITY – WINTER BASELINE
Sustainability appraisal of further noise mitigation options (compared to ES design) – Buckden Marina, assuming summer baseline measured
by BMRA

Buckden
Marina

2m long barrier
(On Great Ouse viaduct and
extending ~400m to the west of
the viaduct)

Buckden
Marina

-7.5dB RSI vLNS for length of
1500m past Buckden Marina

Buckden
Marina

2m long barrier

HE/A14/EX/172

Major: 00
Moderate: 77
Minor: 00
107 >LOAEL to 88
0 >SOAEL to 0
Major: 00
Moderate: 77
Minor: 00
107 >LOAEL to 107
0 >SOAEL to 0
Major: 00
Moderate: 77
Minor: 00

Estimated
Cost (£)*
(change)

+0.3M / +0.4M

+£0.9M**

+0.2M / +0.3M

+£0.2M

+0.4M / +0.4M

+£1.1M***
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Sustainable?
(Comments)

Significant
effect
removed?

Further Mitigation Option

Noise impact and benefit
WebTAG (£
Impacts
Change): Nov
C3 further
2014 webtag /
mitigation
2015 webtag

Eng. / Env
issues

Name of the
area
considered
(ES Significant
Effect ID)

Negligible
additional visual
impact. Some
eng issues****

No

No. Costs
exceed
monetised
benefit.

No

No

No. Costs
equal to
monetised
benefit.

No

No

No. Costs
exceed

No

Negligible
additional visual
impact. Some

October 2015

BAT+

Further Mitigation Option

(On Great Ouse viaduct and
extending ~400m to the west of
the viaduct)
AND
-7.5dB RSI vLNS for length of
1500m past Buckden Marina

Buckden
Marina

Safeguarding for future noise
barriers (viaduct and
embankment widening to
accommodate possible future
barriers)

Noise impact and benefit
WebTAG (£
Impacts
Change): Nov
C3 further
2014 webtag /
mitigation
2015 webtag

Estimated
Cost (£)*
(change)

Significant
effect
removed?

Name of the
area
considered
(ES Significant
Effect ID)

Eng. / Env
issues
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eng issues****

Sustainable?
(Comments)

BAT+

monetised
benefit.

107 >LOAEL to 88
0 >SOAEL to 0

Major: 00
Moderate: 77
Minor: 00

+0.0M / +0.0M

£0.4M

Negligible

107 >LOAEL to 107
0 >SOAEL to 0

No

No. Costs
exceed
monetised
benefit.

Notes
* increase in mitigation costs relative to the ES; 60yr money.
**Cost comprises £0.25M for viaduct widening to accommodate viaduct barrier, £0.1M for embankment widening west of the viaduct to accommodate
barrier and £0.55M for barrier costs (based on £421 per linear metre for a 2m barrier)
***Cost is combined cost for vLNS and barrier
****Additional visual intrusion of barrier would be balanced by the barrier screening the view of vehicles/headlights on the viaduct. Uncosted potential
engineering issues: Additional wind loading for Great Ouse viaduct could result in enhanced bearings, though cost implications would be small.
LOAEL = Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level and is basis for the second aim of the noise test at 5.195 of NPSNN
SOAEL = Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level and is basis for the first aim of the noise test at 5.195 of NPSNN
+ BAT = Best Available Techniques with reference to 5.189 of NPSNN
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