From: Spencer Claire [mailto:Claire.Spencer@scambs.gov.uk]
Sent: 30 October 2015 11:47
To: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Subject: A14 DCO Examination - Deadline 13

Dear Ms Fernandes,
This email provides the response to the matters addressed in Deadline 13 on behalf of
South Cambridgeshire District Council (Reference 10030865), to the Examination into the
A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme DCO Application.
Comments on Examining Authority’s Consultation draft DCO
The Council’s Response to the Examining Authority’s Consultation draft DCO is attached.
Statement of Common Ground
The Statement of Common Ground between Highways England and South Cambridgeshire
District Council has been updated to reflect the current position. It will be submitted by
Highways England on the Council’s behalf.
Kind regards
Claire Spencer | Senior Planning Policy Officer
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A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme
Development Consent Order

South Cambridgeshire District Council’s comments on
Examining Authority’s draft DCO
30 October 2015

Schedule 2 Requirements Part 1 Requirements
South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) is pleased to see that the Examining
Authority (ExA) has taken on board a number of issues raised by the Council in its written
submissions to date.
In particular, the Council supports the inclusion of new requirements in Schedule 2
addressing Construction Environmental Management Plans, Traffic monitoring and
mitigation, and Post construction monitoring.
The ExA’s proposed amendments to the requirements provide a greater level of clarity.
However, the Council would like to propose some minor amendments to the wording of the
ExA’s draft DCO to add greater clarity and to address outstanding concerns. These are
addressed in turn below.

Requirement 1 (Borrow pit restoration and aftercare strategy)
The Council remains concerned that the maintenance and management of landscaping at
the restored borrow pits may require a longer-term management plan than currently provided
for.
Whilst the Council agrees with the inclusion of reference to a longer-term maintenance and
management of borrow pits (in paragraph 1 of Requirement 8), and to this being secured
through the borrow pit restoration and aftercare strategy, this does not secure a minimum
period of 15 years the Council is seeking. The borrow pit restoration and aftercare strategy,
as currently drafted, only refers to a period of 10 years (see definitions at paragraph 2.1.11,
HE/A14/EX/159).
The Council therefore suggest that the definition of the borrow pit restoration and aftercare
strategy included in Requirement 1 is amended to incorporate the period over which the
strategy should address.
Suggested revision to Requirement 1 as follows:
“the borrow pits restoration and aftercare strategy” means the borrow pits restoration
and aftercare strategy with document reference [XXX] certified by the Secretary of
State as the borrow pits restoration and aftercare strategy for the purposes of this
Order and which sets out the general restoration and aftercare arrangements for the
borrow pits referred to in Schedule 1, together with the process by which a borrow pit
restoration and aftercare plan for each borrow pit will be prepared, consulted upon and
finalised. This strategy will address the longer term maintenance and management of
borrow pits, covering a period of at least 15 years.;

An alternative approach could be to amend paragraph 1 of Requirement 8 as follows:
(1) The operation, restoration and aftercare (including longer-term maintenance and
management over a minimum 15 year period) of the borrow pits must be carried out in
accordance with the borrow pits restoration and aftercare strategy.

Requirement 3 Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
At the issue specific hearing on the draft DCO on the 4 September the ExA acknowledged
that construction works had the potential to give rise to adverse impacts on the health and
quality of life / amenity of noise sensitive receptors such as residential properties.
The council has a duty to investigate potential statutory nuisances within its district and will
have to respond to any complaints should they arise about construction noise and similar
impacts such as dust generation.
The ExA considered that there was merit in reviewing the requirement wording to ensure it
was clear and precise and asked local authorities for their views.
The council provided some amended wording (REP 10-055) for consideration.
The ExA’s amended wording is welcomed and supported. It expands on the actual purpose
of the CoCP and the public will be clearly informed about the aims / requirements of the
CoCP and commitment by the applicant to use best practical means to minimise
construction impacts.
However it is recommended that the reference in Requirement 3.(4) to “chapters 6 to 15 of
the environmental statement” is clarified, as follows:
3.(4) The LEMPs must be written to reflect and ensure delivery of the construction phase
mitigation measures included in chapters 6 to 15 of the environmental statement and will set
out site specific local control measures additional to the measures referred to in the CoCP.
It is not clear if the intention is to refer to relevant sections within the CoCP or the actual
chapters within the submitted environmental statement (ES). If the intention is to make a
direct link to the ES, then reference should be made to Chapters 6 to 20 which all refer to
construction mitigation e.g. Chapter 17. Road drainage and the water environment etc.
Considering the wording of 3.(4) above “and will set out site specific local control measures
additional to the measures referred to in the CoCP” it appears the intention is to refer to the
ES, Chapters 6 to 20 should therefore be included in the wording.

New Requirement – Construction Environmental Management Plan
A new requirement titled ‘Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)’ has been
inserted to provide clarity and precision.
The Council supports the new requirement in principle. However, the Council considers that
this should be titled ‘Local Environmental Management Plans (LEMPs)’ instead of CEMP.

The CoCP is the overall framework and approach that should be followed to minimise
impacts including the preparation of CEMPs and LEMPs. There appears to be some
confusion about the purpose of and the relationship between the certified CoCP, CEMPs
and LEMPs.
The CEMPs are essentially a contractor’s requirement / obligation with applicant to
demonstrate that satisfactory Environmental Management Systems are in place (akin to BS
EN ISO 14001: 2004 / 2015 Environmental Management). BS EN ISO 14001: 2004 / 2015
implementation and certification puts environmental management standards at the centre of
the contractor’s operations to help them meet environmental regulations, improve efficiency
and demonstrate responsible environmental performance and sustainability. CEMPs are
primarily a quality auditing and management process and are externally audited and certified
by a body accredited to ISO 14001.
The Council is less concerned with CEMPs. The important documents are the LEMPs. The
CoCP commitments and requirements are refined and expanded on within the LEMPs on a
detailed site / location specific basis. As more detailed information becomes available with
more certainty in terms of the proposed project e.g. layout, construction methods and
programmes, the likely environmental effects having regard to the proximity of noise
sensitive receptors can be determined accurately. All this detailed and local information
allows appropriate environmental management and the best practical means to minimise
impacts, be optimised, selected, implemented and monitored as appropriate, following
consultation and or approval by the relevant planning authority.
Hours of working
In terms of the amended paragraph (3)(a) wording, it is confirmed that the hours proposed in
SCDC’s draft requirement was an oversight and the core construction working hours detailed
in the CoCP (at section 5 of REP10-045) are acceptable.
The ExA asked if the amended wording CEMP (3)(a) parts (i) to (iv) could be removed and
whether part (v) was sufficient on its own to retain control and minimise impacts. This may
be the case for noise impacts only as (v) only relates to noise control prior consents and
other impacts may occur, for example artificial lighting, dust generation and construction
vehicle movements outside core hours.
It is the Council’s view that (i) to (v) should remain to ensure the public are aware that it will
be inevitable, unavoidable and necessary to undertake works outside the core hours as
detailed for the reasons / works detailed.
There was some concern raised by the panel at the issue specific hearing about the words
“except for” in paragraph (3)(a) being restrictive to only the works detailed. This is noted but
could be addressed by the additional wording “except for, but not exclusively”. As stated
above it is recommended that the reference in the new CEMP condition paragraph (3) to
“chapters 6 to 15 of the environmental statement” is clarified. It is not clear if the intention is
to refer to relevant sections within the CoCP or the actual chapters within the submitted
environmental statement (ES). If the intention is to make reference to the ES then reference
should be made to chapters 6 to 20 which all make reference to construction mitigation e.g.
Chapter 17. Road drainage and the water environment etc.

The Council proposes the following amendments to the new CEMP requirement:
Construction Environmental Management Plan
Local Environmental Management Plans (LEMPs)
(1) Before commencement of each stage of the works, a construction local
environmental management plan “CLEMP” for that stage of the works, drafted in
accordance with the principles set out in the approved CoCP, must be submitted to
and approved in writing by the Secretary of State following consultation with the
highway authority and relevant planning authority.
(2) All remediation and construction works must be undertaken in accordance with the
CoCP LEMPs and CEMP, or any variation or replacement previously approved in
writing by the Secretary of State or relevant planning authority for that stage of the
works.
(3) The CLEMPs must be written to reflect and ensure delivery of the construction
phase mitigation measures included in chapters 6 to 1520 of the environmental
statement / CoCP? and must include but not limited to, the following matters during
construction of the works:
(a) adherence to working hours of 08:00 to 18.00 on Mondays to Fridays and
08.00 to 16.00 on Saturdays on Saturday, and shall not take place at any time on
Sundays or on Bank or Public Holidays, except for, but not exclusively:

Requirement 5 Contaminated land and groundwater
The Council seeks a minor revision to Requirement 5 to ensure the risk assessment of the
contamination is undertaken in 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.
The current wording appears to require the undertaker / applicant to undertake such a risk
assessment themselves and independently determine if remediation is necessary, without
any consultation with the relevant planning authority or the Environment Agency.
Consultation is paramount.
Suggested revision to paragraph 1 of Requirement 5:
5.—(1) In the event that contaminated land, including groundwater, is found at any
time when carrying out the authorised development which was not previously identified
in the environmental statement, it must be reported as soon as reasonably practicable
to the relevant planning authority or the Environment Agency (as appropriate) and the
undertaker must complete a risk assessment of the contamination, in consultation with
the relevant planning authority or the Environment Agency (as appropriate).

Requirement 6 Implementation and maintenance of landscaping
Positive local landscape character
At the issue specific hearing on the draft DCO on 22 October there was discussion around
what constituted ‘special landscape areas’.
As previously stated in written submissions, the Council is seeking to secure more
responsive landscaping solutions along certain parts of the scheme where there are local
landscape characteristics which can be reflected in the scheme design. For example the
avenues around Lolworth which have a parkland character, or the smaller fields, layers of
hedging, large hedgerow trees (Oak and Ash) and small blocks of woodland in the area
between Madingley and Dry Drayton and along connecting roads between Boxworth, Hilton,
Connington and the A14 could influence the detailed design.
To assist the highway landscape design in responding to positive areas of landscape
structure or character through which the scheme passes, positive local characteristics
(species mix, avenues, landscape patterns, hedgerows, views, vistas etc.) should be
identified both in the Landscape Maintenance and Management Plans (LMMP) and on the
accompanying drawings and plans.
The Council is proposing a minor revision to Requirement 6 to amend reference to ‘special
landscape areas’ to provide clarity.
Suggested revision to paragraph 2 of Requirement 6:
(2) The LMMP to include identification of special landscape areas with a positive local
landscape structure or character, and proposals for long term design objectives,
management responsibilities and maintenance schedules.
Maintenance periods
Highway landscaping has to survive in often harsh conditions – made up ground, slopes,
wind, salt spray etc. and there is often significant variation as to the success or failure of the
various plant species. This is demonstrated in local highway schemes (Papworth bypass,
and the A428 schemes) which were implemented approximately 8 years ago.
The objective of the LMMP should be to take the landscaping scheme past the point where
major works will be needed (thinning, replanting, adjustment of failed species etc.) and hand
them over in a state which will require only general month to month year to year
maintenance.
A ten year period of aftercare is proposed in Requirement 6 (paragraph 5) and in the borrow
pit restoration and aftercare strategy (addressed in Requirement 12). The Council still
considers this insufficient to establish the very large areas of diverse habitats and land uses,
which will be present on the majority of the restored borrow pits. The extent of the borrow pit
areas is significant as they will contain a wide range of soil conditions, micro climates,
topography, varying pressures by humans or animals etc. and these will affect how the

various areas of landscape develop. Some will be more successful than others and it may be
necessary within the maintenance period to adjust or replace areas of landscape.
Significant areas landscape at Cambourne (likely to be similar to that proposed for the
borrow pits) are over 15 years old and are still developing; some will require major work
items (e.g. thinning) in the near future.
The objective of the borrow pit restoration and aftercare strategy should be to take the
landscape to a point where it is established, and that any significant amendments to the
landscape plan or major areas of work (e.g. first thinning etc.) have been completed. The
landscape photomontages contained in the Environmental Statement (see Figure 10:6:
Photomontages - viewpoints 1 to 13) themselves show views at year 1 (just planted) and
year 15 (showing the landscape ‘established’) and maintenance will be required throughout
the maintenance period to achieve the landscapes depicted.
Therefore the Council is seeking a longer maintenance period for borrow pits and is
proposing amendments to the requirements to secure this – see specific wording proposed
section relating to Requirement 1 above.

New Requirement 10 Post construction monitoring – NOISE
The council welcomes and fully supports this new requirement in terms of noise monitoring.
Air Quality is subject to separate on-going discussions with Highways England (HE) and is
therefore addressed under a separate section as the requirements are different than for
noise.
SCDC’s position in relation to this matter as detailed in REP10-055 remains relevant.
HE does not agree that there is a need for post construction noise monitoring and has
outlined various technical reasons and grounds of impracticability for not undertaking
monitoring.
Whilst the Council accepts the significance of noise impact assessment and mitigation
proposed (as detailed in the Environmental Statement), due to inherent uncertainties and
assumptions in noise modelling, the local planning authority and general public need to have
confidence that noise levels and impacts as predicted are not exceeded. If the predicted
noise levels are not delivered it is important to have a fall-back position to secure
consideration of additional mitigation.
Cambridgeshire County Council has agreed a positon statement on a legal agreement for
traffic monitoring and additional mitigation provision, as necessary. This was agreed in
principle by HE. However this monitoring would only be on local roads where the modelling
uncertainty was greater and would not apply on the trunk road. Therefore it is considered
that it is neither appropriate nor practical for there to be a single legal agreement between
HE and all the local authorities to cover traffic modelling as well as noise and air quality
monitoring and mitigation.
SCDC is the only local authority with outstanding concerns relating to post construction
noise monitoring; the Council’s position is set out below.

Position statement on post construction / completion noise monitoring: area of disagreement
SCDC are not looking for any changes to be made to the noise modelling approach used in
the assessment. It is the Council’s view that the noise assessment is robust and the
mitigation measures proposed are acceptable in principle. The best available techniques are
being used to avoid predicted significant adverse noise impact that may arise and to
mitigate, reduce and limit any residual adverse noise effects.
The Council believes that the inherent uncertainty in the impact assessment outcomes
should be considered and that post construction / completion noise monitoring is required to
verify the modelling outcomes and in particular the performance of the mitigation proposed.
Apart from the uncertainty in the modelling results, the councils are not challenging the
results of the assessment.
The only matter that remains not agreed between Highways England and the Council is
whether Highways England should undertake post construction / completion noise
monitoring and make provision for the implementation of additional noise mitigation
measures if required to ensure that the noise levels from the project do not exceed those
described in the assessment and to safeguard the health and quality of life of the public.
The noise assessment is based upon noise predictive modelling which has inherent
uncertainties and assumptions within. Consideration should be given to a proactive
approach to operational noise monitoring. Environmental noise modelling is the process of
theoretically estimating noise levels within a study area of interest and at noise sensitive
receptors under a specific set of conditions (in this case the noise study area along the A14).
The key conditions that a noise model relates to are an approximation of the:


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



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



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

Notwithstanding the above, SCDC agree that HE has used the best available modelling
software package to predict future noise levels and limit the risk of uncertainty in the
assessment and it is as robust as can be.
However, it needs to be acknowledged that noise is not an exact science and measures and
controls should be put in place to protect the public from unforeseen and unacceptable
adverse impacts that may arise when the scheme becomes operational. If future noise

complaints about A14 traffic noise are received from members of the public the local
authority have no statutory powers to address any concerns about potential significant
adverse impact on health and quality of life that may arise. Traffic noise is specifically
exempt from statutory noise nuisance provisions under the Environmental Protection Act
1990, under which the Council is the enforcement authority.
It is acknowledged that any requirement must be proportionate to the nature, location and
size of the project to ensure they are not unnecessarily onerous. The A14 scheme is a major
project with long term environmental effects and it is considered that an efficient and
effective monitoring strategy can be developed and agreed to track the delivery and success
of design elements and mitigation that aims to avoid, prevent or reduce significant adverse
effects of noise on the environment.
There appears to be some clear decision precedent for a monitoring requirement on another
highway project - The Cornwall Council (A30 Temple to Higher Carblake Improvement)
Order 2015 (Made 5 February 2015 - Coming into force 26 February 2015) includes a
schedule 2 Article 3 Post construction monitoring requirement 17, as follows:
Post construction monitoring
17.—(1) Before completion of the authorised development a post construction
monitoring plan must be submitted to, and agreed by, the local planning authority.
(2) The plan must include monitoring of the effects of the scheme on:
(a) European and nationally protected species;
(b) air quality and emissions levels;
(c) noise levels;
(d) traffic and economic data; and
(e) water quality.
(3) Post construction monitoring must be carried out in accordance with the plan
approved under sub-paragraph (1).
HE’s Design Manual DMRB - Volume 11, Section 3, Part 7, HD 213/11 – revision 1, Noise
and Vibration, Nov 2011 Chapter 6 - Monitoring and Evaluation offers the following
guidance:
6.1 Although there is currently no general requirement for noise and vibration
monitoring following the completion of a road project, the Overseeing Organisation’s
supply chain should check whether any monitoring requirements have been written
into the design specification. This may be required if an objective of the road
project is to reduce noise.
6.2 Monitoring during construction may be required and the scope of this would usually
be covered by agreements with the local Environmental Health Officer.
Although there is no general requirement for noise and vibration monitoring following the
completion and even if this has never been undertaken by HE, this is not a justified reason
for not considering it for this scheme.

Paragraph 6.1 DMRB HD 213/11 – revision 1, Noise and Vibration does state that post
completion monitoring “may be required if an objective of the road project is to reduce
noise”.
The National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN), 2014 paragraph 5.195
states that the Secretary of State should not grant development consent unless satisfied that
the proposals will meet, the following aims, within the context of Government policy on
sustainable development:




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

The final of these three aims is most relevant.
Furthermore paragraph 5.200 of the NPSNN, 2014 states that “Applicants should consider
opportunities to address the noise issues associated with the Important Areas as identified
through the noise action planning process” (under the Environmental Noise Regulations
2006 as amended).
The Environmental Statement makes it clear that a key aim is to address Important Areas in
terms of noise. These Important Areas are clearly identified and the majority if not all of the
mitigation proposed in the form of environmental noise barriers and very Low Noise
Surfacing are to address existing and future significant adverse noise effects at these
locations.
Highways England believes that ongoing monitoring is not necessary and is not practical. HE
considers that Post Opening Project Evaluation (POPE) is sufficient and they will assess
whether the noise mitigation installed is to the agreed specification which would meet DMRB
standards.
This is noted but this would only assess the actual acoustic performance and intrinsic
airborne sound insulation of the proposed noise barriers.
It would not verify the actual noise effects at receptors as there are assumption made in the
noise model in relation to the passage of sound over the top and around the edges of noise
barriers or the performance of the very Low Noise surfacing.
SCDC would like post completion monitoring to be undertaken by HE at the worst affected
properties only. That is those where traffic noise will be dominant and not unduly influenced
by metrological conditions and those directly receiving the benefits of mitigation e.g. those
properties identified as Important Areas under the Environmental Noise Regulations 2006
(as amended) and as identified in Environmental Statement.
The methodology and monitoring locations could be agreed in advance. It is considered that
monitoring could be done for a period of 3 to 6 weeks at a location immediately adjacent to

the receptor within Important Area location where mitigation has negligible or no effect and
then repeated at the receptor which is afforded protection.
The monitoring requested is not for an indefinite period but should be immediately after
opening for a representative period of time sufficient to demonstrate that the noise mitigation
proposed and implemented ensure that the operational noise levels and adverse
environmental noise effects from the project do not materially exceed or worsen those as
described and reported in the environmental statement at the worst affected properties.
Should this not be the case then further mitigation measures, where these are practical and
feasible, should be identified by the undertaker and implemented within a reasonable time
period following their approval by the requesting planning authority.
For the reasons detailed above regarding the uncertainties and assumptions of noise
modelling it is SCDC’s view that a requirement or legal agreement should be considered for
post construction noise monitoring. This is considered necessary to give the local authorities
and public the confidence that there is a requirement in place that ensures that operational
noise levels and adverse environmental effects from the project are verified and checked to
ensure they do not materially exceed or worsen those as described and reported in the
environmental statement.
Therefore the Council propose the following amendments to the New Requirement 10 Post
construction monitoring:
Post construction noise monitoring
(1) No part of the authorised development is to be opened for public use until a post
construction monitoring plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the
Secretary of State, following consultation with the relevant planning authority.
(2) The post construction monitoring plan must cover the post construction monitoring
of the effects of the authorised development to be undertaken including the effects of
the and their mitigation on:
(a) noise; and
(b) air quality.
(3) Post construction monitoring must be carried out in accordance with the plan
approved under sub-paragraph (1) and the results of the monitoring, including all
associated raw noise data, shall be submitted to the relevant planning authority.
(4) If, following noise monitoring, it appears that the 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
noise mitigation measures, where these are practical and feasible, should be identified
by the undertaker and implemented within a reasonable time period following their
approval by the local planning authority and retained thereafter.

Requirement 11 – Noise mitigation
The Council welcomes and fully supports the amended wording to this requirement.
SCDC’s position in relation to this matter as detailed in REP10-055 remains relevant.
The Council is seeking reassurance that the scheme will accord with the National Policy
Statement for National Networks (NPSNN, December 2014) in so far as measures are put in
place to ensure noise levels do not exceed predicted levels.
Paragraph 5.196 of the NPSNN under the section on Noise and Vibration / Decision making
states:
5.196 In determining an application, the Secretary of State should consider whether
requirements are needed which specify that the mitigation measures put forward by
the applicant are put in place to ensure that the noise levels from the project do
not exceed those described in the assessment or any other estimates on which
the decision was based.
It would give the Council and public a reasonable degree of certainty and confidence to
ensure that operational noise levels and adverse environmental effects from the project do
not materially exceed or worsen those as described and reported in the environmental
statement.
The local authority has no statutory powers to address traffic noise. Under the Environmental
Protection Act 1990 (EPA 1990) section 79, every local authority has a duty to inspect its
area from time to time to detect any statutory nuisances including noise. However general
traffic noise is exempt by virtue of section 79 paragraph (6A) of the EPA 1990 which states
that “Subsection (1)(ga) noise that is prejudicial to health or a nuisance and is emitted from
or caused by a vehicle, machinery or equipment in a street above does not apply to noise
made— (a) by traffic”
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 supports
the amended wording of requirement 11 to limit operational noise impacts and effects.
It is also the Council’s view that the ExA’s proposed amendments to Requirement 11 Noise
mitigation are required to ensure that the scheme is determined in accordance with the
National Policy Statement for National Networks (NPSNN, 2014) and in particular paragraph
5.196 under Noise and Vibration - Decision Making (extract above).

Air quality monitoring and mitigation
Cambridge City Council has been leading discussions, in relation to securing appropriate air
quality monitoring and mitigation, with Highways England on behalf of South Cambridgeshire
District Council and Huntingdonshire District Council.

At Deadline 10 the Councils and Highways England submitted a joint Statement of Common
Ground on air quality monitoring and mitigation (REP10-031).
Subsequent to this a meeting was held on 27 October and Highways England has
reconsidered its position, agreeing to the local authorities’ request for post construction air
quality monitoring. Highways England’s position, including proposed wording for new air
quality monitoring requirement, is set out in the letter dated 29 October - attached at
Appendix 1. This is welcomed in principle.
However, although agreement has been reached in principle, the Councils feel that HE’s
proposed wording for the new air quality monitoring requirement does not adequately reflect
the joint Statement of Common Ground and therefore does not address all of the Councils’
concerns.
The main concerns are:


Firstly there is no reference to the specification for monitoring set out in our joint
submission at Deadline 10 or reference for the monitoring to be agreed with the Local
Authority and therefore there is no reference to quality control and assurance or audit
of the monitoring or data produced.
Monitoring could end up being inadequate in terms of quality. The monitoring
equipment and results need to be independently audited and quality assured as is
the case with statutory air quality monitoring.



Secondly the link to mitigation in the event of future of breaches of air quality
standards is very vague and only commits to a discussion of mitigation with the local
authority. This is unlikely to be adequately robust to secure appropriate mitigation.

The Councils would like to undertake further discussion with HE to try to reach agreement on
the wording of an air quality monitoring requirement; this could be submitted at Deadline 14
on 6 November.
Cambridge City Council will be submitting revisions to the Highways England’s proposed air
quality monitoring requirement on behalf of all the local authorities.

Requirement 12 Borrow pits
As detailed in its earlier written submissions, (and in relation to Requirements 1 and 6 in this
submission), the Council is seeking a longer-term management plan for borrow pits than
currently provided for.
The Council is also concerned with how the detailed proposals for construction of borrow pits
will be approved due to a lack of detail provided in the Works Nos 4.1 to 4.15. The Council
considers the full detail is actually provided for within a number of documents including:
engineering section drawings, the Code of Construction Practice, the Local Environmental
Management Plans, the Construction Environmental Management Plan and the Soil
Management Strategy. These should form part of the requirement to inform construction of
the borrow pits.

The borrow pit restoration and aftercare strategy is a comprehensive but overreaching
document. The details for restoration and management of each pit will be covered in the
restoration and aftercare plans to be prepared for each Borrow Pit. However, these are
unlikely to be available at the time the strategy is approved. It is therefore important that the
restoration and aftercare plan is submitted and approved (in consultation with the local
authorities) for each borrow pit prior to works commencing on site.
The Council is therefore proposing amendments to requirement 8 to address these
concerns.
Suggested revisions to Requirement 8 as follows:
(1) The operation, restoration and aftercare (including longer-term maintenance and
management over a minimum 15 year period) of the borrow pits must be carried out in
accordance with the relevant construction drawings1 and the borrow pits restoration
and aftercare strategy.
(2) No part of works Nos 4.1 to 4.15 must commence until the borrow pits restoration
and aftercare strategy and construction drawings and documents have has been
submitted and approved in writing by the Secretary of State, following consultation with
the highway authority and the relevant planning authority. Work Nos. 4.1 to 4.15 must
be carried out in accordance with the approved details.
(3) No part of part of restoration or aftercare described in the borrow pit restoration and
aftercare strategy for each borrow pit must commence until the relevant restoration
and aftercare plan has been submitted and approved, after consultation with the
relevant stakeholders and planning authority.*
* Note - If the ExA is so minded, an alternative approach could be to take a similar approach
to that outlined for the Code of Construction Practice and Local Environmental Management
Plans. If this approach were adopted, a separate requirement could be added to secure the
detailed restoration and aftercare plans for each borrow pit.

Part 6 Operations
Operation 37 Trees subject to tree preservation orders
It is noted in Part 6 Operations 37 (Trees subject to tree preservation orders) that it
permissible to fell or lop any tree or carry out any other work described in Schedule 9 (TPO
trees).

1

Construction drawings and documents shall include works drawings 4.1 to 4.15,
engineering section drawings sheets 42 to 53, the Code of Construction Practice
(CoCP), the Local Environmental Management Plans (LEMPs) the Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and the Soil Management Strategy (SMS).

The Council would comment that major work to, or the removal of TPO trees, should be
subject to the findings of the tree survey and work at the detailed design stage where, with
fairly minor amendments, it may be possible to retain numbers of TPO trees.
An example of this situation can be seen on the General Arrangement Drawings sheets 16
and 17 where it is proposed to remove a large number of TPO trees to accommodate
drainage ditches and an attenuation lagoon. It would appear to the Council that with a slight
repositioning of the lagoon and an amendment to the route of the ditches (all within the red
line) many of the trees could be retained.

