From: Eileen Collier
Sent: 29 October 2015 18:07
To: A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Cc: Elisabeth Olding
Subject: A14- Post Hearing documents - deadline 13
Importance: High

Dear Nicholas

Post hearing documents attached for deadline 13 (30 Oct) plus associated
annexes listed below:

1.Hearing 21Oct - Flooding issues

HE/A14//EX/175 - Flood Risk Assessment position statement - Annex A

Written statement by Mrs Olding requested by the Panel

- Annex A-1.

2. Hearing 22 Oct - Statement of Common Ground

A Statement of Common Ground has now been agreed with Arup/HE - Annex B
(final draft).

3. HE/A14/EX/178 - modal alternatives- additional information - 16 Oct 2015

Modal alternatives & options selection report - Annex C

BCG comments attached

- Annex C-1

BCG deadline 10 submission - Annex C-2:

4. The Panel may also wish to be aware that the EFRA Select Committee has now
launched an Inquiry into Air Quality - Annex D.

Hope you find this helpful.

Kind regards

Eileen Collier (Cllr)
Brampton A14 Campaign Group (BCG)
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Position Statement

Introduction

1.1.1 To address the queries raised by the Environment Agency (EA) to the
Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) submitted in support of the
Environmental Statement for the scheme in December 2014 and
repeated in their Written Representations, Highways England has been
undertaking a programme of additional hydraulic modelling to refine the
FRA. The hydraulic models and relevant sections of the FRA have
been submitted to the EA periodically for review and agreement.
Highways England anticipates completing this process by 14 October
2015.
1.1.2 This note summarises the current position of the FRA.
1.1.3 All updates to the FRA will be collated into a single consolidated
document for submission to the Examining Authority by 30 October
2015 (Deadline 13) as discussed at the Issue Specific Hearing on 17
September 2015.

2

Landowner Agreement to an Increase in
Flood Risk

2.1

Ellington Brook

2.1.1 The document summarising the predicted change in flood risk on the
Ellington Brook was issued to affected landowners (see below) and the
Alconbury and Ellington Internal Drainage Board (part of the Bedford
Group of IDB’s) on 11 September 2015.
2.1.2 Highways England met with the Land Agent representing G B Sewell
and Partners on 1 September to discuss the change in risk and is
seeking a meeting with the other affected landowners, Eleanor Disney
and the Church Commissioners for England, to achieve agreement to
the change in risk during examination.

2.2

Brampton Brook

2.2.1 The updated assessment of scheme impact based on the revised
hydraulic model indicates that there is no increase to flood risk
upstream of the scheme. Therefore there are no affected landowners.

2.3

River Great Ouse

2.3.1 The document summarising the predicted change in flood risk on the
river Great Ouse as a result of the scheme was issued to landowners
and the Bedfordshire Group of Internal Drainage Boards on 11
September 2015.
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2.3.2 A meeting was held with Mr Mann (landowner left/west bank) on 21
September 2015 who suggested that the predicted change in flood risk
is likely to be acceptable subject to compensation. Highways England
is seeking to reach agreement during the Examination. Liaison with Mr
Marcu the landowner on the right/east bank is ongoing. Highways
England is seeking a meeting with Mr Marcu during October to reach
agreement to the change in flood risk.

2.4

West Brook

2.4.1 Updated hydraulic modelling of the West Brook identifies a small area
of increase in the water level for the 1% (1 in 100) Annual Exceedance
Probability event between the two areas of Borrow Pit 3 which cannot
be fully mitigated by the scheme. There are no properties within the
area affected. It is within the red line boundary and identified in the
application as an area of land to be permanently acquired by Highways
England. This is highlighted in the West Brook section of the FRA.

2.5

Beck Brook

2.5.1 The updated hydraulic modelling and assessment of scheme impact
has identified an increase to flood risk on the Beck Brook upstream of
the local access road, south of the main A14. This risk is limited to
farmland and does not affect any properties. A memo is currently being
prepared for issue to the affected landowner by 19 October 2015. This
will be followed by a meeting before the end of October to seek
agreement to the change in risk during Examination.

3

Hydraulic Modelling and FRA Agreement

3.1.1 Highways England’s advisors met with the EA on 6 October 2015 and
discussed modelling and FRA submissions to date on the following
watercourses:


Longstanton Brook



Alconbury and Ellington Brooks



River Great Ouse



West Brook



Covells Drain



Oxholme Drain



Utton’s Drove Drain

3.1.2 Queries remain to be addressed on most of these but it is considered
by Highways England that all can be agreed during the examination
period.
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West Brook

FRA comments to be
addressed.
Sensitivity run on Award
Drain hydrology.

Oxholme Drain

Updated revised model
issued to EA 7/10
Await formal comments
from EA.

Covell’s Drain

Await formal comments
from EA.

Utton’s Drove
Drain

Model agreed in principle.
The EA have reviewed the
updated model and have
requested additional
sensitivity runs and
clarification.

Longstanton
Brook

Updated model issued and
informal comments
received from EA 6/10

Oakington
Brook

Calibrated model being
finalised

Beck Brook

Model update being
finalised

HE/A14/EX/175
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 Revised FRA to be
submitted to EA by 14/10
 Agree impact and
acceptability following EA
review of additional model
runs by 30/10
 Await formal EA review
comments, acting on
those received at meeting
on 6/10
 Formal comments from EA
review by 14/10
 Submit additional run
information to EA by 14/10
 Agree impact and
acceptability following EA
review of additional model
runs by 30/10
 Formal comments from EA
review by 14/10
 Submit additional run
information to EA by 14/10
 Agree impact and
acceptability following EA
review of additional model
runs by 30/10
 Additional information to
be provided to EA by
14/10
Agree impact and
acceptability following EA
review of additional model
runs by 30/10
 Formal EA comments on
updated modelling awaited
 Resubmit model with
additional information
requested by 14/10
 Updated model issued to
EA for review by 14/10
 EA review by 21/10
 Address any EA
comments by 30/10
 Updated model issued to
EA 14/10
 EA review by 21/10
 Address any EA
comments by 30/10

October 2015

IS HEARING 21 OCT 2015 - FLOODING STATEMENT - LIZ OLDING
Personal statement
My name is Mrs Elisabeth Olding. I have lived for 45 years at Brook End, a 17th
Century cottage in Park Road, Brampton. My home is bounded on one side by the
Alconbury and Ellington Brook and on the other by Brampton Brook. The Panel
kindly visited my home during the site inspection visits on 14 July. I understand my
home is the only residential property in Brampton which has been flooded internally
in recent years. This has only occurred since 1994 when the Centenary Way estate
opposite my home was built. I understand homes in the Buckden Road and Allen’s
Orchard area have also been flooded in the past.
Flood Risk assessments
It has just come to my attention that Highways England responses to questions
2.13.4 - 2.13.9 refer to discussions with landowners about updated flood risk
assessments for Alconbury Brook, Brampton Brook and the river Great Ouse. As an
affected landowner, I would expect to be included in flood risk discussions but to
date have received no information from the Environment Agency or Highways
England..
Similarly, my neighbour, Mrs Ann Callow, whose home is near to the proposed
borrowpit on Park Farm East and was also visited. by the Panel on 14 July, has also
not been consulted about the updated Flood Risk Assessments.
Other houses nearby (notably those in the Centenary Way estate) also suffer from
flooded roads and gardens but the houses are newer and are raised to avoid flood
water entering the properties. These residents are also riparian landowners but I
believe they too have not been consulted/informed about the Fllod Risk assessments
Q. Could the Environment Agency or Highways England explain why this is so
please and make arrangements to provide details of the updated Flood Risk
assessments and include us in these discussions as soon as possible?
Flood Management Policy
I also wish to inform the Panel that since their visit there are further problems with
Brampton Brook. Reeds and irises were planted to strengthen the banks following
construction of the Centenary Way properties. I have recently had the reeds cut
back and am concerned to note that the roots of the reeds have formed a ledge
which extends half way across the brook. This ledge is about 4.5” to 5.5” wide and
18” deep. The water appears to be about 4” deep. This area is known to have a high
water table and there is no adequate capacity in winter months, which is when the
floods tend to occur,
In the past the brook has been dredged but I think it is now six years since this was
last done. I understand that no further dredging is planned for this year or next but
strimming of the banks will take place.

IS HEARING 21 OCT 2015 - FLOODING STATEMENT - LIZ OLDING
I am very worried about the safety of my property, both from past experience and
from the proposed 10-lane Brampton Interchange - the footprint of which is larger
than the whole of Brampton village. This will disturb the water table and threaten my
home with increased flooding risk. I also understand that, if there is any risk of
flooding at Northampton, Bedford or Milton Keynes, excess water would be diverted
through our village, which concerns me greatly.
Q. Could the Environment Agency advise me what their Flood Management
policy is regarding the need to maintain a free-flowing water outlet past my
property please and whether dredging, which has been so effective in the past,
has now been abandoned?
[Note: Please see the photos below of Brampton
brook at the rear of my property (taken 12 Oct 2015) - Liz Olding 30 Oct 2015]
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1

Introduction

1.1

Purpose of document

1.1.1

A Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) is a written statement prepared
jointly by the applicant for a Development Consent Order (DCO) and another
party. It sets out matters of agreement between both parties, as well as
matters where there is not an agreement and matters which are under
discussion.

1.1.2

The aim of SoCGs is to provide a clear record of the issues discussed and
the stage each issue is at during the discussion. The SoCG can be used as
evidence of these discussions in representations to the Planning Inspectorate
as part of their examination of the DCO application.

1.2

This Statement of Common Ground

1.2.1

Annex G of the Rule 6 letter (17 April 2015) refers to SoCGs and
recommends that Highways England agrees SoCGs with various parties,
including Parish Councils and non-statutory organisations.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant,
and Brampton A14 Campaign Group. It refers to the application for the
proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme which was
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December 2014 and accepted
on 27 January 2015 for examination by the Planning Inspectorate.

1.2.3

The proposed scheme extends for a distance of 21 miles, from the existing
A14 at Ellington to the Cambridge Northern Bypass at Milton. It includes a
new bypass to the south of Huntingdon, carriageway widening on the existing
A14 between Swavesey and Girton, and improvements to the Cambridge
Northern Bypass. It also includes junction improvements, the widening of a
section of the A1 trunk road between Brampton and Alconbury, and
approximately 7 miles of new local access roads. In addition, it includes the
de-trunking (i.e. returning to local road status) of the existing A14 trunk road
between the Ellington and Swavesey junctions, and the removal of the
existing road viaduct over the East Coast Mainline railway at Huntingdon.

1
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1.3

Structure of the Statement of Common Ground

1.3.1

This SoCG is structured in the following way:
Section 1

Introduction to this SoCG.

Section 2

Record of engagement undertaken pre and post–
submission of the DCO application. This includes
meetings, emails and letters related to the discussions,
including a summary of each.

Section 3

Table recording matters that have been discussed
between Highways England and the Brampton A14
Campaign Group, in line with the principal issues set out
in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter, including comments from
the Brampton A14 Campaign Group on whether the
matters are agreed, not agreed or still under discussion.

Section 4

Signatures of the parties to indicate a true and accurate
record of the discussions.

Appendix A

Copy of the relevant representation made to PINS.

Appendix B

Copy of the written representation made to PINS.

Appendix C

Huntingdon Viaduct information.

Appendix D

Summary of scheme and route options assessment.
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2

Record of engagement undertaken

2.1.1

Brampton A14 Campaign Group was formed in 2007 due to concerns
regarding the environmental impact of the Highways Agency’s A14 scheme
(in particular the proposed Huntingdon Southern Bypass and 10-lane
Brampton Interchange) and to propose an alternative A14 scheme.

2.1.2

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and the Brampton A14 Campaign Group. It also notes submissions
made to the Planning Inspectorate by the Group.

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

21
November
2013

Pre- application
non- statutory
communications

Submissions regarding low carbon emission and air pollution
published in the Hunts Post and News & Crier.

21
November
2013

Pre- application
non- statutory
communications

Submission by the Brampton A14 Campaign Group suggesting
the following in view of attached publications on air pollution
and carbon emissions:
 It is stated that their alternative A14 scheme will require
emphasis on softer measures such as DfTs ‘smarter
choices’ including Park & Ride schemes and public
transport (road, rail, guided busway, trams, light rail
etc), improved cycling facilities; workplace and housing
development transport and travel plans; car share and
car clubs; multi-occupancy vehicles (including
community transport, mini-buses, taxis).
 Multi-modal elements such as freight on rail and coastal
shipping and technological solutions to road traffic
congestions should also be fully considered
 Carbon emissions from road transport should be
carefully assessed in view of tightening carbon
reduction targets.

15 June
2014

Pre- application
statutory
consultation

Brampton A14 Campaign Group’s response to pre-application
online questionnaire

15 June
2014

Pre- application
statutory
consultation

Detailed consultation responses across five documents with
accompanying maps objecting to the scheme and highlighting
main areas of concern.
The attachment consists of:
 Response to pre-application online questionnaire
 The Brampton A14 Campaign Group alternative
scheme
 The Brampton A14 Campaign Group alternative
scheme, January 2010 submission
 Article on air pollution titled – Client Earth triumph in the
Supreme Court
 Paper on air pollution titled: The Environmental Audit
Committee (EAC) to examine action on air pollution.

12 March
2015

Preexamination

Please refer to Appendix A.
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relevant
representation
7 May
2015

Post application
- ongoing
correspondence

Letter to PINS in advance of preliminary meeting:
 confirming intention to attend preliminary meeting;
 Provides comments to Annex C of Rule 6 letter –initials
assessment of principal issues and
 Identifies the demolition of the Huntingdon A14 viaduct
as an issue that affects Brampton.

18 May
2015

Examination –
ongoing
correspondence

Correspondence to PINS regarding Brampton A14 Campaign
Group’s alternative A14 scheme

15 June
2015

Response to
ExA’s first
written
questions –
deadline 2

As submitted at Deadline 5:
http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/easter
n/a14-cambridge-to-huntingdon-improvementscheme/?ipcsection=docs

15 June
2015

Written
representation –
deadline 2

Please refer to Appendix B.

7 July
2015

Interested party
examination
submissions –
deadline 4

Comments on LIR and HE responses to ExA’s first written
questions. Raises concerns relating to environmental health
and national planning and transport policy. Provides a
description of the BCG alternative scheme.

22 July
2015

Interested party
examination
submissions –
deadline 5

Post Open Floor Hearing comments from Eileen Collier on
behalf of A14 BCG. Provides information for the panel
regarding a question raised about support and funding for the
BCG alternative scheme from the EU in 2009.

22 July
2015

Interested party
examination
submissions –
deadline 5

Provides information in relation to the hearings and site visit.

27 July
2015

Interested party
examination
submissions –
deadline 5

Provides additional information following the Open Floor
Hearing held on 14 July 2015. Information relates to the
progress of the preparation of the SoCG and the environmental
impact of the scheme.

12 August
2015

Email
correspondence

Discussions revolved around the alternative scheme and
Highways England request to meet to discuss concerns. An
attachment sent by Brampton A14 Campaign Group included
an outline of the road elements of the Brampton A14 Campaign
Group scheme.

17 August
2015

Email
correspondence

Highways England made a request for meeting dates and
informed of upcoming examination deadlines.

20 August
2015

Email
correspondence

Highways England made a request for meeting dates.

2
Septembe
r 2015

Interested party
examination
submissions –
deadline 8

The Brampton A14 Campaign Group submitted a
representation raising concern on the following: Huntingdon
viaduct; scheme costs and the value for money; HE scheme
options appraisal; environmental and health impacts; and,
borrow pits and cement works - air and noise pollution during
construction phase (2016-2020).
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28
Septembe
r 2015

21
October
2015

Interested party
examination
submissions –
deadline 10

The Brampton A14 Campaign Group made a representation
regarding:

Issue Specific
Hearing oral
representation

A Brampton A14 Campaign Group member raised concern at
the issue specific hearing about the Environment Agency and
Highways England ongoing work on the Flood Risk
Assessments – specifically related to Alconbury Brook,
Ellington Brook and Brampton Brook.

 New evidence: WHO REVIHAAP review; Supreme Court
judgement against the Government; DEFRA new UK Air
Quality Plan to reduce road traffic air pollution; associated
Action Plan for Public Health Directors and local
authorities.
 Issues also include the need for further scheme appraisal
to comply with Treasury Green Book rules and DfT
webTAG guidance on valuation of environment and health
impacts of road traffic air pollution for inclusion in the
monetisation element of the BCR/NPV.

2.1.3 It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key

correspondence between Highways England and the Brampton A14
Campaign Group.
2.1.4 There is ongoing discussion between the parties.
2.1.5 The Group’s relevant representation and written representation has formed the

basis for the preparation of the SoCG. A copy of the Group’s relevant
representation and written representation can be found at Appendix A and B.
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3

Matters discussed

3.1

SoCG discussion

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England
and the Brampton A14 Campaign Group (BCG) through email
correspondence and submissions made to the Planning Inspectorate. It
outlines Highways England responses to stakeholder issues raised and
whether the stakeholder agrees with this Highways England response. The
matters are addressed in line with principal issues identified in Annex C of
the Rule 6 letter.

Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Agreed /
Not
agreed /
Under
discussi
on

1

Design and
Engineering
Standards

Support is shown for the
provision of additional
local roads/tracks for
agricultural traffic and
access to farms.
The BCG also supports
the provision of noise
mitigation measures on
the existing A1 at
Brampton and for the
provision of a NMU
crossing at Brampton to
reinstate direct access
from West End to
Brampton Wood.

Duly noted.

Agreed.

2

Design and
Engineering
Standards
Huntingdon
Southern
Bypass

BCG do not agree with
the proposed
Huntingdon Southern
Bypass and environment
and health impact of
Brampton Interchange in
particular.

The options for the route and the need
for and configuration of the Huntingdon
Southern Bypass have been assessed
and a chronology is included in the Case
for the Scheme, document reference 7.2.
Further information is contained in
Appendix D.

Not
agreed.

3

Landscape
and Visual
Effects
Huntingdon
Southern
Bypass at
Brampton
Interchange

There is concern about
the visual intrusion of
Brampton Interchange
which too large in scale
and too complicated in
detail to be easily
envisaged.
BCG requests a physical
3D scale model be
produced of the
Huntingdon Southern
Bypass on the
Brampton/Buckden area.
This model could be

Highways England notes the concerns
regarding the scale of the scheme. The
scheme has been designed to minimise
visual impacts and to provide
appropriate mitigation where possible.
Highways England has not created a
scale model of the scheme but has
sought to help people understand what
is proposed through the presentation of
drawings through consultation events
held along the route of the scheme and
staffed by technical experts able to
answer people’s questions.
Subsequently, focus has been placed on

Not
agreed.
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Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

extended to include
Buckden Marina and the
viaduct of the East Coast
Mainline and Great Ouse
river.

face to face meetings to explain
proposals to key stakeholders and
landowners. It is not intended to build a
physical scale model of the scheme,
however Highways England is
developing a 3D computer model which
it is intending to share with the public in
the detailed design stage, following the
making of the Development Consent
Order (if the application is granted). This
model will be shared during the detailed
design process set out in the ‘Note on
participation in Detailed Design’
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX/162).

Agreed /
Not
agreed /
Under
discussi
on

4

Design and
Engineering
Standards
Huntingdon
Viaduct

The Huntingdon Viaduct
and existing A14 EU
Ten-T freight route
needs to be retained.

Highways England’s Response to the
1
Second Written Questions ‘Huntingdon
Viaduct Response collated’ (Applicant's
reference HE/A14/EX/93, PINS
reference REP7-028), in particular
2.12.18, provides information on why the
viaduct would be removed. Additional
information is provided in Appendix C.

Not
agreed.

5

Design and
Engineering
Standards

Concerns are raised
regarding the widening
of the A1 from Brampton
Hut to Alconbury and
wish to see this removed
from Highways England
A14 scheme.

It is necessary to widen the A1 over this
section from dual two lane to dual three
lane in order to accommodate the traffic
using the A14 Huntingdon southern
bypass.

Not
agreed.

6

Design and
Engineering
Standards
the ‘Brampton
Vision’
alternative
scheme

BCG questions why their
alternative scheme was
not drawn up and
properly evaluated as
instructed by the
Planning Inspectorate in
May 2010.
The Group are currently
in discussion with the
Confederation of
Passenger Transport to
develop their public
transport proposals
further and plan to
consult the Rail Freight

Highways England’s comments on
nd
response to the ExA’s 2 Written
Questions and other Deadline 7
submissions (HE/A14/EX/121) provides
a response to the alternative scheme at
Question 2.14.4.

Not
agreed.

As directed by the Public Inquiry of 2010:
in the government’s 2010 Spending
Review the A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton
scheme was withdrawn from the roads
programme as it was considered to be
unaffordable in the financial climate
current at that time. As a consequence
actions from the Inquiry in May were not
taken further. It was recognised,

1

http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010018/Events/Deadline%207/Highways%20England%20%20HE-A14-EX93%20Response%20to%20ExAs%20Second%20Written%20Questions%20Huntingdon%20Viad
uct%20Response%20Collated.pdf
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Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Group on rail options.
The Group seeks
assurance that Arup
(acting for HE) will still
draw up their alternative
scheme as agreed.
Additionally, the Group
raises that they have not
found any evidence of
assessment of the
impact of their proposed
M11/A14-A428-A421-M1
alternative route on HE
A14 scheme traffic
forecasts and questions
whether this has been
done. This route is
central to the BCG
alternative scheme and
was also announced on
1 Dec 2014 as a newlyfunded road project in
the Chancellor’s Autumn
Statement as part of the
proposed ‘CambridgeOxford Expressway’
(Annex D). Whatever it is
called, the A428-A421
element of this fast
freight route from South
and East Coast ports to
the M1 near Milton
Keynes is an alternative
Huntingdon Southern
Bypass as per the BCG
alternative scheme.
Further to this, the
alternative scheme
included rail freight and
improved technology for
that industry and for the
A14.

however, that a solution to the problems
experienced by the A14 was still needed
and DfT commissioned the A14 Study.
The study drew up a list of 125 options,
which included on-line widening of the
existing trunk road, off-line highway
improvements including northern and
southern bypasses of Huntingdon and a
southern bypass of Cambridge, junction
modifications, public transport
improvements, rail freight improvements,
and travel demand management
schemes. Highways England considers
that it has addressed the need to
consider on-line widening through the
A14 Study.
The A428/A421 scheme and other
multimodal proposals put forward by
Brampton A14 Campaign Group
generally complement but do not remove
the need for the A14 scheme.
Whilst it is not proposed as part of the
scheme to provide connections at Girton
Interchange between the A428 and the
A14 or M11, the scheme does not
preclude the provision of works to
accommodate these movements.
Provision for these additional
movements has been considered during
the development of the scheme.
Highways England’s response to
question 1.5.10 of the First Written
Questions (Report 5, Design and
Engineering Standards) provides an
explanation for why these movements
are not provided.
The response to question 1.5.9 of the
First Written Questions (Report 5,
Design and Engineering Standards)
indicates a possible future solution
separate from the scheme which
provides for movements between:




8

A428 eastbound and A14
westbound;
A428 eastbound and M11
southbound (via the ne]8w local
access road); and
M11 northbound and A428
westbound.

Agreed /
Not
agreed /
Under
discussi
on
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Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

Agreed /
Not
agreed /
Under
discussi
on

7

Air quality
and
emissions
Air quality is a
concern

The HE A14 scheme
would significantly
increase road traffic air
pollution and is in direct
conflict with the new UK
Air Quality Plan. Where
public health is
concerned, BCG
consider that prevention
of harm is far better than
promises of cure
(mitigation) by Highways
England. Our multimodal A14 scheme is a
much less polluting (and
much less costly)
alternative and should
now be assessed as a
viable replacement
scheme. Greater
Government investment
in the strategic rail
freight network would
comply with DfT modal
shift policy aimed at
shifting freight traffic
from road to rail - a
safer, cleaner lowcarbon option. This
would help to reduce
road traffic air pollution
in compliance with the
new UK Air Quality Plan.
It would also reduce
carbon emissions and
HGV road traffic
accidents along the
whole length of the A14
corridor from Felixstowe
to Nuneaton instead of
just from Cambridge to
Huntingdon.

The scheme benefits air quality in the
main urban areas affected by pollution
from the A14 through Fenstanton and
Huntingdon. In some locations,
predominantly along the existing A14
corridor, predicted concentrations in the
"without scheme" scenario are more at
risk of exceeding relevant air quality
objectives than in the "with scheme"
scenario. Testing has been carried out
on traffic data produced since the ES to
ensure the results in the ES do not
change, namely, CHARM3A, Local
Impact Testing in Cambridge City, A428
impacts. Results are all based on
pessimistic assumptions related to future
vehicle emissions to ensure all results
are robust.

Not
agreed.

There is no risk of the scheme
exceeding EU limit values or extending
the date when Defra predict compliance
will be achieved within the Eastern Zone
(where the scheme is located). The
summary of effects during operation is
covered in section 3.3 in the submission
on Matters arising from the Issue
Specific Hearing on Noise and Air
Quality (Reference HE/A14/EX/153).
A summary is provided in ‘Matters
arising from Highways England’s Oral
Submissions made at the Issue Specific
Hearing on Noise and Air Quality’
(HE/A14/EX/153) for annual mean NO2
from Alconbury to Brampton Hut and
Brampton Hut to East Coast mainline.
Air quality monitoring during the
construction phase is included within the
Code of Construction Practice.
Operational monitoring is not required as
no significant effects are predicted in the
ES and air quality concentrations are
predicted to be at risk of exceeding the
objectives or limit values. Appendix 7 of
the Highways England submission
‘Matters arising from Highways
England’s Oral Submissions made at the
Issue Specific Hearing on Noise and Air
Quality’ (HE/A14/EX/153) provides more
information on this.
Refer to Appendix C to understand why
the Huntingdon viaduct would not be
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Ref

Principal
Issue

Stakeholder Issue

Highways England Response

retained and the cost savings associated
with the proposed scheme.
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Agreement on this SoCG

This Statement of Common Ground has been jointly prepared and agreed by:
Name:

Signature:

Position:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

Name:
Signature:
On behalf of:

Brampton Campaign Group

Date:
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Appendix A: Relevant representation

Copy of relevant representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
Brampton A14 campaign Group is opposed to this Highways Agency (HA) A14
scheme. We have the following objections and observations:
The HA scheme is based on the outdated CHUMMS scheme (2001) and does not
comply with current national and international transport, environment and health
policy/ law including:








UN - Climate Change (scheme increases carbon emissions: flooding risks to
communities; resilience of transport networks at risk);
UK law(Carbon emissions reduction);
WHO (Children’s Environment & Health Action Plan);
EU law(Air Quality Directives);
EU Health Strategy (‘unconditional protection of children’s health’);
UK- NPPF (sustainable development criteria & Precautionary Principle);
DfT policy (modal shift of freight from road to rail; ‘smarter choices’).

HA community engagement flawed - consultation process inadequate:






exhibitions - largely PR exercises promoting HA scheme;
information - officials at meetings/exhibitions unable to answer detailed
questions;
written responses - consultation in 2013 showed ‘lack of support ‘ for
Huntingdon Southern Bypass - a six-lane elevated highway across the Ouse
Valley flood plain from Swavesey to Brampton – no alternative options
considered.
HA scheme extended in 2013 to widen A1 to six lanes between Brampton and
Alconbury: no detailed justification of need -‘smarter choices’ such as
workplace travel plans, car clubs or rail options (passenger and freight) to
service Alconbury Local Enterprise Zone not considered.

Value for money: Less costly alternative scheme submitted by Brampton in 2010 and
2013; HA scheme costs now £1.5 billion – £60 million per mile; Planning Inspector at
A14 Public Inquiry in May 2010 instructed HA to draw up and assess alternative
schemes. HA scheme cancelled in October 2010 on cost grounds.
Huntingdon Southern Bypass - local impacts



air, noise and light pollution from ten lanes of traffic at Brampton Interchange 200 metres from family homes and near village school:
road traffic air pollution biggest risk to public health:
12
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lung development of children impaired up to 500 metres from similar road
schemes (Gauderman report- Lancet 2007);
particulates significant risk to public health (DEFRA);
Brampton west of Interchange in path of prevailing westerly winds.

Borrow pits – cumulative effects of air and noise pollution from several sources:











borrow pits on both sides of Brampton Interchange for extraction of 2 million
tons of sand and gravel for road construction;
thousands of lorry movements plus noise, dust and fumes from quarrying
activities and cement plant.
visual intrusion - effects on local landscape character;
loss of tranquility Ouse Valley Way; impact on proposed Ouse Valley AONB;
impact on cultural heritage - listed buildings and historic waymarker at
Brampton
Impact on SSSIs and nature conservation sites and wildlife; impact on
hydrology of Brampton Wood SSSI (ancient woodland);
increased flooding risk to communities in the Ouse valley;
loss of high quality arable farmland;
demolition of cottages – nearby tree with TPO at risk
property blight.
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As requested, please find attached at Annex A our outline A14 scheme, which was
sent to the Highways Agency in October 2013. It is an updated version of our original
alternative scheme at Annex B, which was submitted to the Highways Agency and
the A14 Public Inquiry in January 2010.
As mentioned at the A14 Examination Preliminary Meeting on 13 May 2015, further
development is ongoing and we welcome Arup’s offer to assist us in drawing up our
alternative scheme.
We would wish to do this in conjunction with the Campaign for Better Transport and
the Confederation of Passenger Transport (both registered with PINS as interested
parties). We would also wish to directly involve/consult our advisers at the Rail
Freight Group (RFG Chairman Lord Berkeley), the Metropolitan Transport Research
Unit (MRTU Director Keith Buchan) and other experts as required.
Key (road) elements of our alternative scheme are:
•


•
•

Retaining the A14 viaduct and upgrading existing A14 EU TEN-T freight
route;
Removing the new ‘Huntingdon Southern Bypass’ - a six-lane highway
from the A14 to the A1 - and the ten-lane A1/A14 Interchange at
Brampton;
Removing widening the A1 at Brampton and between Brampton Hut and
Alconbury;
Completing and upgrading the A14/M11-A428-A421 route to the M1 as an
additional fast freight route.

Our alternative scheme is multi-modal in accordance with DfT policy in order to
reduce harmful road traffic emissions and risks to the environment and public health.
Our proposals include a package of measures to reduce car and freight traffic and
manage traffic flows, such as:

•


•

Rail options (passenger and freight);
Improved public transport; improved facilities for cyclists;
additional Park & Ride facilities linked to express coaches and local bus
services;
DfT ‘smarter choices’ options e.g.: workplace travel plans; car share;
community transport;
Installation of Active Traffic Management (ATM) technology on
Huntingdon Cambridge section of A14 (previous upgrade of rest of route –
see Annex C).

Work on drawing up the scheme needs to start straight away if we are to meet the
tight deadlines of the Public Examination process. Costs of the new works required
will also require assessment once they have been defined in detail.
What I need now from Highways England, please, is a current cost breakdown of
separate elements of the HE scheme to assess potential cost savings, viz:
•

Demolition of the viaduct and construction of new roads in and around
Huntingdon town (AQMA);
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•
•

Construction of ‘Huntingdon Southern Bypass’ from Swavesey to Ellington
(including the A1/A14 Interchange);
Widening the A1 at Brampton (AQMA) and between Brampton Hut and
Alconbury.

We look forward to working with you on drawing up and costing our alternative
scheme.
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Appendix C: Huntingdon Viaduct

Further information has been submitted in Highways England’s Response to ExA’s
Second Written Questions: Huntingdon Viaduct Response Collated (HE/A14/EX/93)
at Deadline 7.
Please refer to link: http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010018/Events/Deadline%207/Highways%20England
%20-%20HE-A14-EX93%20Response%20to%20ExAs%20Second%20Written%20Questions%20Huntingd
on%20Viaduct%20Response%20Collated.pdf
The option of retaining the viaduct at Huntingdon and a reduced standard Huntingdon
southern bypass has been investigated as part of the scheme proposal development.
Although initially cheaper than the proposed scheme, traffic flow over the dual two
lane carriageway would continue to increase to the extent that congestion would
return and further widening would be needed. The environmental benefits to the town
of Huntingdon from removing the viaduct would not be realised
Retention of the viaduct even for the short term would require continual maintenance,
the current repair deals with a potential failure of the half-joint with the remainder of
the viaduct is over 40 years old. Retention of the viaduct is also not supported by the
local authorities; it is considered a blight on the economic development of the town
and environmentally damaging.
While the forecast cost saving associated with the retention of the existing
Huntingdon Viaduct and associated road works is £45million (refer to the response to
question 2.5.1), removal of the Huntingdon Viaduct would save £342,000 per annum
which is currently spent on monitoring the condition of the viaduct and on ongoing
maintenance. The initial reduction in capital expenditure associated with retaining the
Huntingdon Viaduct, would be further offset by costs associated with re-design and
subsequent re-analysis of the scheme, including provision of potential further options
consultation, as well as inflationary effects associated with subsequent delays to the
start of scheme construction and scheme opening.
As part of the above evaluation exercise it was estimated that Option 5a, which only
provides a dual two-lane Huntingdon Southern Bypass, would be approximately
£200m cheaper than Option 7b (the proposed scheme). However, it was recognised
that Option 5a would require significant additional investment around a decade after
opening to avoid flow breakdown on the existing A14 (details of this are set out in
Written Question response 2.12.19).
This investment would be likely to include additional lanes on the Huntingdon
Southern Bypass (the Huntingdon Viaduct cannot be easily widened from two to
three lanes in both directions), a junction between the bypass and the A1 and speed
restrictions on the A14 through Huntingdon. The cost of these works was estimated
at between £150m and £250m, effectively negating any capital cost-savings
associated with retention of the Huntingdon Viaduct. Question 2.7.2 in Highways
England’s response to ExA’s Second Written Questions provides a further
explanation on the costs of the Huntingdon viaduct.
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Removal of the Viaduct
It is proposed to remove the viaduct for principally the following reasons:










Removal supports Huntingdon District Council’s strategic regeneration
objectives, as articulated in the West Area Action Plan, as well as
enhancing the character of the Huntingdon Conservation Area;
Removal is a condition of local authority financial contributions to the
scheme;
Removal would improve air quality in the town as a consequence of
the redirection of strategic traffic to the new bypass;
Removal enables improved road connections within the town, to the
existing link roads, notably to the railway station, and also to the
hospital and secondary school for those travelling from
Godmanchester;
Removal improves accessibility of the town for local travellers;
Due to continued use by strategic traffic, its retention would not
resolve congestion at Brampton Hut and Spittals Interchange;
There is an ongoing annual maintenance cost of £342,000 whilst the
viaduct remains; and
The economic life of the existing viaduct is approximately ten years in
its current use, due to anticipated increased traffic requiring widening
which could only be achieved through demolition and rebuild. This
would require additional land take in an urban area.

Environmental benefits in removal of viaduct
The Transport Assessment (document reference 7.1) states a reduction in traffic on
the A14 between the viaduct and Spittals Interchange from 78,600 to 27,600 annual
average daily traffic (AADT) flows in the opening year of the scheme. If the viaduct
were to remain then a proportion of this traffic would continue to use the existing
route, with consequential noise and air quality impacts.
The Huntingdon area is currently designated as an air quality management area
where annual mean NO2 concentrations exceed the relevant air quality objective.
Huntingdon is the main area where improvements in air quality are predicted to occur
as a result of the scheme; the re-routing of traffic onto the new road takes traffic away
from the urban areas of Huntingdon.
In addition, the continued use of the existing route by HGVs would detrimentally
impact on the safety objectives of the scheme in that a proportion of the strategic
traffic would continue to pass through an urban area rather than make use of the
bypass.
Economic development within Huntingdon
There are significant non-monetised benefits from removal of the viaduct through
addressing severance issues that the viaduct creates and also through improved
access to Huntingdon town centre and the railway station via the proposed new link
roads. These potential benefits reflect the Huntingdon West Area Action Plan,
prepared by Huntingdonshire District Council and adopted in 2011, which sets out a
plan for development of West Huntingdon and diversification of the local economy
based on the removal of the viaduct. Within the vision statement for the West Area
Action Plan it says:
17
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‘New and improved transport routes will enable better, easier and more sustainable
travel patterns enabling new land uses that will reflect the improved accessibility of
the location. The new routes will help to break down the barrier caused by the main
roads and enhance the connections and inter-relationships between this area and the
rest of the town centre.’
The removal of the viaduct and the creation of local roads, as set out within the
proposed scheme, are essential to the achievement of the vision. The viaduct
currently passes through the Huntingdon Conservation Area; its removal would
therefore enhance the character of the conservation area.
Local connections and access
The proposed scheme includes the creation of a link road that connects the detrunked A14 to the East of Huntingdon with that to the West via a new road across
Mill Common, the Brampton Road making use of the Brampton Road Bridge over the
east Coast Mainline railway, and a new road crossing Views Common. This retains
an East/West passage for vehicles, other than heavy goods vehicles, through
Huntingdon and supports the scheme objective of connecting people by helping to
put the right traffic on the right roads. It improves access to the railway station and, in
connecting with the recently constructed link road running parallel with the railway
and the inner ring road within Huntingdon, it improves accessibility to the town centre.
Access to the hospital and secondary school via Brampton Road Bridge is
maintained
The removal of the viaduct and the creation of local link roads would also improve
access into Huntingdon for residents of Godmanchester, providing them with an
alternative to the B1044 which crosses the Old Town Bridge, so reducing traffic levels
on this historic structure. This again supports the scheme objective of connecting
people.
Local authority support
For all of the above reasons, local authorities in Huntingdon and Cambridgeshire
have stated that they would not support any scheme which retained the A14 viaduct
over the East Coast Mainline railway as it would be a constraint to plans for local
regeneration and economic development and in conflict with their local plans.
Question 2.12.8
Why is removal of the existing A14 Huntingdon viaduct and the associated
road works a necessary element of the A14 improvement scheme?
Response
Omission of the removal of the existing Huntingdon Viaduct (and associated road
works in Huntingdon) is expected to result in a significant proportion of people
continuing to use the existing A14, rather than the proposed Huntingdon Southern
Bypass, because it would remain the shortest route to the A1(M) and the north (refer
to the response to written question 2.5.4).
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As outlined in the response to written question 2.12.17, a significant consequence of
the omission of the removal of the existing Huntingdon Viaduct would be a failure to
deliver traffic relief to the A14 through Huntingdon.
One of the objectives of the scheme is to combat congestion, making the route
between Huntingdon and Cambridge more reliable and providing capacity for future
traffic growth. As outlined in the response to written question 2.12.17 a failure to
deliver traffic relief to A14 in Huntingdon would mean that problems associated with
congestion would continue to worsen due to people continuing to use the existing
A14. This would impact the local environment in Huntingdon in terms of road traffic
noise, air quality and related quality of life aspects. While some traffic would transfer
to the Huntingdon Southern Bypass as congestion worsens, there would remain a
large proportion of traffic that would continue to use the existing A14 through
Huntingdon.
Removal of the existing Huntingdon Viaduct and provision of associated road works
from the scheme would deliver significant traffic relief to Huntingdon and its environs
as a result of traffic re-routing onto the Huntingdon Southern Bypass. This would
provide associated environmental benefits to the area in the form of reduced road
traffic noise and air pollution.
Another scheme objective is to unlock growth, enabling major residential and
commercial developments to proceed, leading to increased economic growth,
regionally and nationally. As outlined in the response to written question 2.12.17,
removal of the existing Huntingdon Viaduct and provision of road improvements in
Huntingdon would also support local regeneration in Huntingdon, notably local
aspirations for development to the western side of Huntingdon Town Centre.
Another scheme objective is to connect people, by placing the right traffic on the right
roads and freeing up local capacity for all types of road user, including pedestrians,
cyclists and equestrians. Removal of the viaduct would result in significant re-routing
of traffic, notably strategic ‘through’ traffic to the Huntingdon Southern Bypass traffic,
freeing up capacity on the exiting A14 for local traffic movements.
Another scheme objective is to improve safety, designing the proposed scheme to
modern highway standards, introducing better lane control, and providing adequate
capacity for predicted traffic levels. Traffic growth in the area of the Huntingdon
Viaduct without the proposed scheme is projected to be 78,600 vehicles per day in
2020, which is significantly above the design standard of 66,000 vehicles a day used
when the road was built. This is projected to increase by 15% between 2020 and
2035 to 90,500 vehicles a day, exacerbating existing congestion problems. Removal
of the viaduct would result in significant re-routing of traffic onto a new, high-quality
route designed to modern standards.
The benefits associated with the removal of the viaduct are widely recognised in
adopted local planning policy, including the Huntingdonshire District Council Core
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Strategy Development Plan Document (DPD) and the Huntingdon West Area Action
Plan (refer to the response to written question 2.12.17).
As described in Chapter 4 of The Case for the Scheme (Applicant reference 7.1,
PINS reference APP-755), several options were considered and assessed during the
scheme development process. This process was guided by an examination of the
identified issues and objectives, and ultimately led to the scheme, as set out in the
Development Consent Order application, being identified as the preferred solution.
As a result of the decision not to toll the scheme, Highways England re-evaluated the
business case for the proposed scheme alongside the alternatives previously
considered. These alternatives included Option 5a, which provided a dual two-lane
Huntingdon Southern Bypass and retained the existing Huntingdon Viaduct, and
Option 7b (the proposed scheme), which provided a dual three-lane Huntingdon
Southern Bypass and included de-trunking of the existing A14 and removal of the
existing Huntingdon Viaduct.
While none of the options evaluated were directly equivalent to a scenario in which
the Huntingdon Viaduct is retained as part of the proposed scheme, Option 5a is
considered to provide a good analogue because, regardless of the number of lanes
provided on the Huntingdon Southern Bypass, the existing A14 through Huntingdon
would remain the shortest route to the A1(M) and the north. A significant proportion
of people would therefore continue to use the existing A14, rather than the
Huntingdon Southern Bypass.
The results of the above evaluation concluded that, while Option 5a would offer
higher value for money than the proposed scheme (Option 7b), it would only offer
short term relief of congestion and would require a further scheme to provide
additional capacity within 10 to 15 years. It is likely that this would include additional
lanes on the Huntingdon Southern Bypass (additional widening to the Huntingdon
Viaduct from two to three lanes in both directions would not be possible without
demolition of the existing structure), a junction between the bypass and the A1 and
speed restrictions on the A14 through Huntingdon.
Consequently, the proposed scheme, which includes removal of the Huntingdon
Viaduct, provides a long-term solution to the problems of congestion on the A14
between Cambridge and Huntingdon. It is the only solution which meets all the
strategic business case objectives. It is also the scheme which would have the widest
public and local authority support (both Huntingdonshire District Council and
Cambridgeshire County Council have stated that they would not support any scheme
which retained the Huntingdon Viaduct).
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Appendix D: Summary of scheme and route
options assessment

The Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS) considered the
contribution that low cost measures could make to addressing the problems and
issues on the A14. All multi-modal studies were tasked with doing this and the
conclusions were much the same. In the CHUMMS case, the conclusion was that low
cost options alone could not provide a satisfactory solution, but could make a useful
contribution to the solution. Hence the recommendation to invest in public transport
measures (the guided busway and the Felixstowe to Nuneaton rail upgrade), traffic
calming in local villages and demand restraint in Cambridge city centre. But providing
more capacity on the strategic trunk road remained essential.
The development of the scheme and route options considered is set out in the Case
for the Scheme (Chapter 4) (document reference 7.1).
The Option Generation and Initial Sifting Report conducted by Atkins in 2012 for the
Department for Transport (DfT) provided options to alleviate transport problems in the
A14 corridor around Cambridge and Huntingdon.
As part of these options, two options (Option 45 and Option 46) were considered
where the proposed A14 scheme was routed further west of Brampton. These
options were discounted in part due to environmental reasons. Option 45 was
rejected as it would pass through Buckden Landfill Site and have a high impact to the
Godmanchester community. Option 46 was rejected due to the visual impacts and
increased requirement for land acquisition/relocation of electricity infrastructure and
proximity to Godmanchester and Brampton communities.
As a result of this evaluation process six highways options for the scheme emerged
and are outlined in the A14 Study: Output 3 Package Testing and Appraisal Report,
conducted by Atkins in 2012. This provided six options, of which Options 2 - 6
involved a two or three lane Huntingdon Southern Bypass running to the south-west
of Brampton.
Further appraisal of these options against economic, environmental and social and
community criteria was carried out as part of the study. Option 3 and Option 5 were
identified as offering the best overall solutions. Due to the need to provide a scheme
that performed well in economic, environmental and social terms, the best performing
aspects of Options 3 and 5 were combined to provide a seventh option.
Option 7 was further refined and modelled as per the previous six options and
emerged from the A14 Study as the preferred option to be taken forward into more
detailed development. Following further refinement Option 7B emerged. This
preferred option was subject to a value engineering exercise to explore modifications
which would offer improvement in certain key areas. This option was further refined to
include a different layout at the Brampton Interchange whereby the A14 crossed the
A1 near Brampton Hut on an elevated section of road.
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Introduction

1.1.1 The following document is an amended version of Appendix 1
Assessment of Modal Alternatives to Address Problems in the
Cambridge-Huntingdon Corridor of 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. This document has been
amended, inserting new wording at paragraphs 2.3.7 to 2.3.10, to
provide additional clarification on how freight, specifically rail freight, is
dealt within the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Roads Model
(CHARM), as well as additional information relating to the current
status of measures on the Felixstowe to Nuneaton (F2N) route.
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1 Introduction
1.1 Purpose of this report
1.1.1 This submission responds to a request from the ExA made during
the issue specific hearing on traffic and transportation held on 16
September 2015; specifically a request under agenda item 3 c) i. for
a note that encapsulates the work undertaken as part of the
Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS), and any
other studies, in relation to the assessment of modal alternatives to
address problems in the Cambridge-Huntingdon corridor.

2 Assessment of modal alternatives to
address problems in the CambridgeHuntingdon corridor
2.1 The Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study
2.1.1 The Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS) was
commissioned by the Department of the Environment, Transport and
the Regions, DETR, in response to the Government's 1998 White
Paper on the Future of Transport.
2.1.2 The objective of the CHUMMS was to recommend multi-modal
transport plans which address the most urgent problems in the
corridor between Cambridge and Huntingdon, looking in particular at
opportunities for modal shift from car.
2.1.3 A variety of transport modes were assessed, including heavy rail,
light rail and guided bus systems. The study also examined the
interaction between transport and land use, and sought to develop a
land use and transport system.
2.1.4 The results of the CHUMMS published in 2001 recommended the
introduction of a bus-based rapid transit system, traffic calming in
the Cambridgeshire villages and improvements to the A14. The
recommendations, as set out within the executive summary of the
report, were:
 A guided bus system should be provided in the disused
Cambridge to St. Ives railway corridor with extensions to
Trumpington and Addenbrooke’s Hospital, and to
Godmanchester and Huntingdon.
 The A14 should be widened to a dual three lane carriageway,
where necessary, on its existing line between the junction at
Fen Ditton and a point to the east of Fenstanton. Also, a new
dual three lane carriageway should be constructed to the south
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of Godmanchester, Huntingdon and Brampton to re-join the
A14 to the west of the A1.
 Parallel local roads should be constructed alongside the
widened section of the A14 between the east of Fenstanton
and the Girton Interchange (Junction 14 of the M11), to assist
local movements and improve public transport access. Extra
links and slip roads are recommended at M11 Junctions 13 and
14.
 Improvements should be made to the junctions of the A14 with
the B1049 (Histon) and the A10 (Milton), and measures put in
place to enable public transport to cross the A14 Cambridge
northern bypass.
 Where the new off-line alignment leaves the existing A14, the
road space which becomes available on the existing road
should be used as a public transport corridor for access to
Huntingdon centre and the railway station.
 Longer-term consideration should be given to an eastern
bypass of Huntingdon to provide extra access to the north of
the town from the east.
 Full consideration should be given to the needs of nonmotorised users – walkers, cyclists and equestrians - in the
design of the major road and public transport systems.
 In the short term, the Highways Agency should proceed with
plans to install traffic signals at the Brampton Hut (A1) and
Spittals (A141) Interchanges. Cambridgeshire County Council,
in consultation with the District Councils, should proceed with
the implementation of traffic calming measures in villages
affected by traffic diverting off the A14.
 To stabilise levels of traffic entering Cambridge and encourage
use of public transport, the current traffic demand management
measures in Cambridge should continue and more rigorous
measures should be implemented in the future.
2.1.5 The guided bus system (the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway)
between St Ives and Cambridge was opened in August 2011
incorporating a crossing of the Cambridge northern bypass as well
as extensions as detailed above, with the exception of an extension
to Godmanchester.
2.1.6 Huntingdonshire District Council is currently carrying out a study into
an Eastern bypass to Huntingdon.
2.1.7 Traffic signals have been installed at Brampton Hut and Spittals and
the District Councils have introduced some traffic calming measures
in local villages such as Hilton and Boxworth.
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2.1.8 The highway improvement elements, with the exception of the longterm consideration of an eastern bypass, entered Government’s
targeted programme of improvements in April 2003.
2.1.9 In common with other multi-modal studies, CHUMMS also looked at
the contribution some of the more ‘softer’ transport measures, such
as park&ride, traffic management, walking and cycling
enhancements etc could make to dealing with the transport
problems identified. CHUMMS concluded that such measures would
make a contribution of the order of 5%.
2.1.10 After a number of public consultation exercises plans were drawn up
to commence a public inquiry in July 2010 but in government’s 2010
Spending Review the A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton scheme was
withdrawn from the roads programme as it was considered to be
unaffordable in the financial climate current at that time.

2.2 The A14 Study
2.2.1 The A14 Study, commissioned by the Department for Transport
(DfT) in 2011, was undertaken in response to commitments made by
the Government following the 2010 Comprehensive Spending
Review and cancellation of the A14 Ellington to Fen Ditton scheme.
2.2.2 The A14 Study was commissioned in three parts:
 Output 1: published in December 2011, Output 1 sought to
reconfirm understanding of the nature, scale, and importance,
of the problems affecting the A14 in the Cambridge –
Huntingdon area, and to produce a prioritised list of key
transport issues and wider challenges;
 Output 2A through 2D inclusive: published between
February and May 2012, Output 2A-D sought to generate and
sift potential interventions and recommend a shortlist to be
taken forward for further assessment; and
 Output 3: published in November 2012, Output 3 sought to
develop a multi-modal package of interventions to tackle the
prioritised challenges, which was affordable, deliverable, and
which represented value for money.
Output 1
2.2.3 Output 1 of the DfT Study, published in December 2011,
reconfirmed the problems affecting the A14 in the Huntingdon and
Cambridge area. Transport problems and wider challenges identified
in Output 1 are summarised in Table 2-1.
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Cambridge city centre, Bar Hill and Cambridge Science Park and an
express bus service between Peterborough and Cambridge (a
service which Stagecoach introduced in August 2012.
2.2.13 The public transport package would provide:
 significantly improved public transport connectivity between Bar
Hill, Cambridge Science Park and the planned new Science
Park station;
 a Park & Ride service which negates the need to drive on the
A14 south of Spittals interchange; and
 direct connections to Alconbury Enterprise Zone, central
Huntingdon and three Park & Ride sites from central
Peterborough and central Cambridge.
2.2.14 While this package of interventions is yet to be introduced, the
delivery of a number of elements has been secured as part of
recent planning applications.
2.2.15 The proposals for the Cambridge Science Park station include an
extension of the guided busway from Milton Road to allow
Busway services to directly serve the new station. This scheme
was granted outline planning consent in December 2013,and is
now under construction.
2.2.16 The Alconbury Weald development, which was also granted
outline planning consent in December 2013, includes proposals
for extension of Busway Route A to serve central Huntingdon and
the Alconbury Weald development.
Preferred freight package
2.2.17 Further to assessment undertaken as part of Output 2 it was
determined that freight package O(ABCD) had a much greater
potential to reduce freight traffic on the A14. Consequently, freight
package O(ABCD) was adopted as the preferred public transport
package for assessment under Output 3.
2.2.18 The preferred freight package would be predominantly measures on
the Felixstowe to Nuneaton (F2N) route which would enable quicker
journey times, operation of longer trains and could allow additional
freight paths to be provided. These include:
 Ipswich North Chord;
 installation of second track between Ely and Soham;
 double-tracking sections of Felixstowe branch line;
 enhancement of freight loops at March; and
 re-modelling of Ely North Junction.
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2.2.19 The Ipswich Chord, a 1km stretch of track linking the East Suffolk
and Great Eastern lines, was completed in March 2014.
2.2.20 In addition to the above works, additional improvements carried out
by Network Rail in 2014 included approximately 1.5km of additional
track east of Ely station.
Preferred highway package
2.2.21 In order to fully appraise highway packages under Output 3, 16
variants of the 6 shortlisted highway packages were generated. A
full list of package variants can be found in the A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing and Appraisal (November 2012) included in
Appendix 1.
2.2.22 First-round round testing was undertaken to rationalise variants
down to a shortlist of highway options for further testing.
Subsequently, six package variants (subsequently referred to as
options) were taken forward for further assessment (second-round
testing) as follows:
 Option 1 (HW2): Package DS (local access roads between
Trinity Foot and Girton plus full Girton enhancement) with
enhancement of Cambridge Northern Bypass and Huntingdon
viaduct retained as is for strategic traffic to/from the A1(M).
 Option 2 (HW3): Package GBCR(d) (D3AP Huntingdon
Southern bypass with a tie in south east of Fenstanton, plus
online widening from the HSB to Girton and scaled-back Girton
enhancement) with no enhancement of Cambridge Northern
Bypass but Huntingdon viaduct removed and replaced with a
local road network as per the former Ellington to Fen Ditton
scheme.
 Option 3 (HW5): Package GBCR(d) (D3AP Huntingdon
Southern bypass with a tie in south east of Fenstanton, plus
online widening from the HSB to Girton and scaled-back Girton
enhancement) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern
Bypass but Huntingdon viaduct removed and replaced with a
local road network as per the former Ellington to Fen Ditton
scheme.
 Option 4. HW8: Package GBCR(r) (D2AP Huntingdon
Southern bypass with a tie in south east of Fenstanton, plus
online widening from the HSB to Girton and scaled-back Girton
enhancement) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern
Bypass and Huntingdon viaduct retained as is for strategic
traffic to/from the A1(M).
 Option 5 (HW10): Package GDS(r) (D2AP Huntingdon
Southern bypass with a tie in south east of Fenstanton, local
access roads between Trinity Foot and Girton plus full Girton
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enhancement) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern
Bypass and Huntingdon viaduct retained as is for strategic
traffic to/from the A1(M).
 Option 6 (HW13): Package G(part)J(d) (D2AP Huntingdon
Southern bypass (western section) plus upgraded A428 /
A1198 corridor) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern
Bypass but Huntingdon viaduct removed and replaced with a
local road network as per the former Ellington to Fen Ditton
scheme.

2.3 Summary
2.3.1 The Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS),
commissioned by the DETR in response to the Government's 1998
White Paper on the Future of Transport, considered multi-modal
alternatives to address problems in the corridor between Cambridge
and Huntingdon, looking in particular at opportunities for modal shift
from car.
2.3.2 The results of the CHUMMS published in 2001 recommended the
introduction of a bus-based rapid transit system, traffic calming in
the Cambridgeshire villages and improvements to the A14 – a
guided bus system (the Cambridgeshire Guided Busway) between
St Ives and Cambridge was opened in August 2011 and the District
Councils have introduced traffic calming measures in local villages
such as Hilton and Boxworth
2.3.3 The highway improvement elements of the CHUMMS
recommendations entered Government’s targeted programme of
improvements in April 2003; these were withdrawn from the roads
programme in 2010 as they were considered to be unaffordable in
the financial climate current at that time.
2.3.4 The A14 Study, commissioned by the DfT in 2011, reconfirmed the
problems affecting the A14 in the Huntingdon and Cambridge area
and generated a suite of multi-modal measures, which included
public transport measures, freight measures, and highways
measures.
2.3.5 While this package of interventions is yet to be introduced, the
delivery of a number of elements has been secured as part of recent
planning applications, including extension of the Busway to serve
the new Cambridge Science Park station and extension of Busway
Route A to serve central Huntingdon and Alconbury Weald.
2.3.6 Since 2011 Network Rail has completed a number of improvements
to the rail network between Felixstowe and Nuneaton including the
Ipswich Chord, which was completed in March 2014.
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2.3.7 Traffic forecasts for the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Roads Model
(CHARM) have been based on two principle sources: the Cambridge
Sub-Regional Model (CSRM) and Department for Transport (DfT)
produced national data sources, including the National Trip End
Model (NTEM) and National Transport Model (NTM).
2.3.8 CSRM is a linked Land Use Transport Interaction (LUTI) model,
comprising Variable Demand Model, Public Transport assignment
and active (slow) mode components. CSRM is used to forecast
growth in traffic with one trip-end within the Study Area. CSRM does
not specifically model rail freight trips, with freight instead being
considered in terms of Light Goods Vehicle (LGV) and Heavy Goods
Vehicle (HGV) movements only.
2.3.9 For trips routeing through the Study Area, growth is based on NTEM
version 6.2 forecasts (light vehicles) and NTM Road Traffic Forecast
2013 (RTF13) (HGVs) as produced by the DfT. RTF13 data are
based on forecasts from the DfT’s National Transport Model (NTM)
which incorporates multi-modal assessment of freight and passenger
trips. Therefore whilst rail freight trips are not directly modelled in
CHARM, their impact on highway-based freight is taken into account
in the national data that have been used to growth HGV trips.
2.3.10 The current status of measures on the Felixstowe to Nuneaton
(F2N) route under the preferred freight package are as follows:
 The Ipswich Chord, a 1km stretch of track linking the East
Suffolk and Great Eastern lines, was completed in March 2014
 It is understood that plans for a second track between Ely and
Soham were placed on hold by Network Rail in September
2015.
 It is understood that double-tracking sections of the Felixstowe
branch line and Ely North Junction remodelling are scheduled
for 2018.
2.3.11 The 6 shortlisted highway packages reflect the options presented at
the public consultation on route options for the A14 Cambridge to
Huntingdon improvement scheme held between 9 September and
13 October 2013 and the formal pre-application consultation held
between 7 April to 15 June 2014.
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1.

Introduction
Context and background

1.1.

The 2010 Comprehensive Spending Review cancelled the planned implementation of the £1.1
billion A14 Ellington – Fen Ditton scheme (the EFD scheme), as it was deemed unaffordable. As
part of the Spending Review the Government set out the following position on the A14:
“We recognise that this corridor faces severe congestion, and that mobility along the route is
critical for economic success and growth. However, the current scheme is simply
unaffordable under any reasonable future funding scenario. The Department has therefore
stopped the current scheme.... We will undertake a study to identify cost effective and
practical proposals which bring benefits and relieve congestion – looking across modes to
ensure we develop sustainable proposals. This approach will also provide an opportunity for
the private sector to play its part in developing schemes to tackle existing problems in the
corridor...”

The A14 Study
1.2.

1.3.

The A14 Study was undertaken in response to this commitment. The study was commissioned in
three parts. The objective of each part being as follows:


Output 1: seek to reconfirm our understanding of the nature, scale and importance of
the problems affecting the A14 in the Huntingdon and Cambridge areas, developing
a list of prioritised challenges (transport problems, and their consequences);



Output 2: generate and sift potential interventions and recommend a shortlist; and



Output 3: develop a multi-modal package of interventions to tackle the prioritised
challenges, which is affordable, deliverable and value for money.

The study was concerned with a core study area and a wider study area. The core study area, as
shown in Figure 1, is bounded by Ellington / Alconbury in the north west and Cambridge in the
south east. The wider study area was identified to consider freight modal shift opportunities
benefiting the core study area; this captures movements between the Haven Ports, London and
the South East, to the Midlands and the North via the A14 corridor.
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Figure 1.

Core study area

1.4.

This is the report of the A14 Study Output 3. It presents the refinement and appraisal of the public
transport package, the freight package and the set of shortlisted highway packages identified in
Output 2. It also recommends a preferred composite multi-modal transport package.

1.5.

Output 1 reported in December 2011 1. It identified priority transport problems and wider
challenges in the study area and beyond. The wider challenges informed the subsequent
identification of core objectives for the option development and assessment work undertaken
during Output 2.

1.6.

Output 2 reported through three documents. Identification and initial sifting of a long list of options
are presented in the Output 2A Report: Option Generation and Initial Sifting.

1.7.

The Output 2B/2C report (Options Recommended for Further Assessment) describes the
assessment of the initial freight, public transport and rail freight packages, and the process of
identifying the best performing ones. The report recommends a sub-set of those packages for
further consideration and more detailed assessment in the next part of the study (Output 3).

1.8.

The Output 2D report presents the Strategic Outline Case for those modal packages which were
shortlisted for further consideration. These modal packages were assessed further in Output 3 in
isolation (to identify the best performing public transport, freight and highway packages) and in
combination as part of a multi-modal package.

1

Steer Davies Gleave for the Department for Transport (December 2011) A14 Study Output 1 Report
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Aims and objectives of Output 3
1.9.

The aims and objectives of Output 3 of the A14 Study were to:


undertake a more detailed assessment of highway packages recommended for
further investigation in Output 2;



provide an early indication of whether tolling could raise significant revenue, and
what the diversionary impacts might be;



assess the impacts of the public transport and rail freight packages; and



assess the leading road options under tolling.

Output 3 Summary Methodology
1.10.

1.11.

In summary, the approach to achieving the aims and objectives listed above required:


establishment of an initial Do-Minimum demand scenario (see below);



refinement of the composition of the public transport package (see Chapter 2);



derivation of more robust forecasts of the potential demand / mode shift effects of
this public transport package (see Chapter 2);



refinement of the composition of the rail freight package, derivation of impacts and
representation of resultant reduction in HGV trips in a revised Do-Minimum highway
demand scenario (see Chapter 3);



refinement of each of the six highway packages shortlisted for further investigation at
the end of Output 2 (in terms of additional design detail to allow modelling and
costing, and inclusion of selected supplementary components) (see Chapter 4);



identification of the best-performing highway packages against the agreed transport
objectives (see Chapters 5 to 10);



selection and testing of a highway package with tolling (see Chapter 12);



an assessment of how the rail freight, public transport and road packages perform
together (see Chapter 13).

This stage of the study applied a systematic process of assessing impacts and performance of
the different highway packages using transport models in accordance with the DfT’s WebTAG
guidance. The modelling approach supporting this methodology is summarised in Figure 2. Key
methodological issues are discussed in the following sections.
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3. Based on the first round testing, six highway options were selected for further testing. The
intention was to identify the best performing highway options; but also to ensure that a
range of highway options were carried forward which, through second-round testing,
would provide an insight into the effects of the five key characteristics differentiating the
16 package variants. See Chapter 4 for further details.
4. A second round of testing of the six remaining highway options. In this round, the
remaining highway options were examined in much more detail, including variable
demand modelling (using DIADEM 2) to predict demand response, full economic analysis
and preparation of Benefit : Cost Ratios. See Chapters 5 to 10 for details of this report.
5. Based on the second round of testing, identification of the combination of components
and characteristics that led to the best-performing highway packages. See Chapter 10 for
conclusions and recommendations from the second round testing.
6. Selection of a highway option to form the basis for the tolling tests which:


had the potential for delivering the most benefits (i.e. one which includes Huntingdon
Southern Bypass (HSB), enhancements to the A14 between the HSB and Girton,
and enhancements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass);



offered a free alternative route for local traffic (i.e. provides Local Access Roads);



would attract a high proportion of through trips and those trips with an origin or
destination beyond the local study area; and



minimised the unwanted diversionary effects of the toll (by downgrading the existing
A14 between Trinity Foot and the A1(M); and provides other anti-diversionary
measures on the surrounding local road network). See Chapter 12 for further details.

7. A number of tests were conducted to provide a better understanding of the potential
diversionary effects of the toll and the ability of a tolled scheme to raise revenue. From
this, a solution which could potentially solve the identified problems and make a financial
contribution to the cost of the scheme was identified. See Chapter 12 for further details.
Do-minimum assumptions and demand
1.13.

In appraising the effects of a proposed transport scheme, it is standard practice to compare the
expected outcomes in a future year with the scheme to the same future year without the scheme.
The scenario without the scheme is referred to as the Do-Minimum 3. Both scenarios include
anticipated changes in land use resulting from development; revisions to transport networks
elsewhere and in underlying parameters such as fuel. These changes in future years are added
to a base year scenario (in the case of the A14 the base year is 2008) to form one or more future
year Do-Minimum scenarios (in this case for 2016 and 2031). The details of the changes
between the base year and future years are described below. It is this Do-Minimum scenario
(adjusted to reflect the impacts of the freight package in the second round of testing) that was
used to quantify problems along the A14 corridor and provided a means of comparing traffic
conditions and environmental impacts as well as facilitating an economic assessment.

1.14.

The Do-Minimum public transport network for 2031 was informed by discussions with
Cambridgeshire County Council and its views on likely public transport services at that time. The
public transport provision reflects prospective developments across the sub-region and the most
likely services associated with the Cambridgeshire Busway and the rail network (including a new
station at Cambridge Science Park from 2016). The patterns of demand for travel by public
transport for the Do-Minimum were derived from an appropriate forecast year of the Cambridge
Sub-Region Model (CSRM) as this model is widely used by Cambridgeshire County Council for
transport assessment and scheme appraisal.

2

DIADEM (Dynamic integrated assignment and demand modelling) is a variable demand modelling software tool maintained and
supported by Atkins Limited on behalf of the Department for Transport.
3

WebTAG 3.15 advises three stages of forecasting: a reference case that includes updated demand, a without-intervention case that
includes the reference case and adds changes to future year transport supply and costs and with-intervention case that adds the
intervention/scheme to the without-intervention case. In this report the without-intervention case is referred to as the Do-Minimum –
which is a widely used term for a vision of the future that includes all likely transport interventions and future demand but excludes the
scheme being tested.
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1.15.

The Do-Minimum strategic freight matrices are derived from the East of England Regional Model
(EERMv2), the freight forecasts of which are constrained to the English Regional Traffic Forecast
(ERTF) growth levels derived from the Department for Transport’s National Transport Model
(NTM). This model provides freight demand forecasts for the Cambridge Sub-Region Model. The
routing of freight trips by road within EERMv2 was constrained by the capacity of the unimproved
A14. There are no rail freight demand patterns stored within EERMv2.

1.16.

The definition of the Do-Minimum highway network up to 2031 is also taken from Cambridgeshire
County Council’s sub-regional model and includes the highway infrastructure to support large
development sites where appropriate. No other strategic highway infrastructure has been
assumed beyond 2011. Aligned with the public transport demand, the growth assumptions are
constrained to the National Trip End Model 6.2 planning assumption in the Department for
Transport’s WebTAG appraisal guidance (http://www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/) at a district level, with
modification to take account of uncertainty of development as directed by the appropriate District
Council Annual Monitoring Reports.

1.17.

Future year transport growth assumptions were updated to take account of the latest National
Transport Model forecasts of background growth in demand for travel contained in TEMPRO v6.2
in the Department for Transport’s WebTAG appraisal guidance (http://www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/);
with planning assumptions at a district level modified to take account of uncertainty of
development as directed by the appropriate District Council Annual Monitoring Reports. Critical to
the A14 corridor, the following sites have been included:

1.18.



Northstowe (1,500 dwellings by 2031);



Cambridge North West;



the National Institute of Agricultural Botany (NIAB) site; and



some development at fringes of the operational airfield at Cambridge Airport.

However, the proposed developments at Alconbury and Waterbeach are not included in the
forecasts, as at the time of reporting they were not development sites with planning permission.
Modelling the impacts of the public transport package

1.19.

During Output 2, the impacts of the public transport package were only considered at a high level
with no explicit modelling conducted. For Output 3, the public transport package was more
rigorously tested, in parallel to the testing of highway packages, using CSRM. The level of detail
within CSRM means any public transport improvements within or close to the A14 corridor will
result in a demand response. CSRM separately models each mode (rail, bus, park and ride as
well as the Cambridgeshire Busway). The model represents individual services of each of those
modes. This enables an accurate picture of service provision and demand patterns to be
captured. The base year validation of the CSRM is 2006. A present year validation of 2011 was
conducted as part of the work examining impacts of the development sites for Northstowe and
Alconbury, where the developers have collected local count data, although this is restricted to
count locations in close proximity to these sites.

1.20.

As a consequence, the effects of an enhanced A14 on demand for public transport (and
conversely the effects of enhanced public transport on demand for car travel), was undertaken
using the CSRM in parallel to the highway package testing.

1.21.

The impact of public transport enhancements was not included in the first and second round of
highway tests, although it is likely that the enhanced capacity along the A14 would reduce public
transport demand in the corridor. To ensure that this effect was reflected in the second round of
tests, before the CSRM tests were available, DIADEM was used to estimate the variable demand
relationship between enhanced highway supply and demand.

1.22.

The CSRM test results, when they became available, provided forecasts of patronage for public
transport services which established the impacts that the public transport package would have in
its own right. CSRM was also used at a later stage to model the preferred highway option in
conjunction with the freight package and the public transport enhancements.
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Modelling the impacts of the rail freight package
1.23.

The effects of the rail freight package in terms of transfer of freight from road to rail were forecast
during Output 2 using the Great Britain Freight Model (GBFM). The GBFM is the principle model
in the UK for modelling the nationwide impacts of changes to freight demand as a result of
transport interventions. These forecasts gave first order daily changes in freight at a fairly coarse
zoning level, meaning only strategic freight impacts were captured.

1.24.

In Output 3, the A14 HAM was then used to forecast the impacts of this modal transfer in terms of
changes in HGV traffic on the highway network (see Chapter 3). A revised Do-Minimum demand
scenario (with freight package), incorporating these HGV effects, was the basis for all highway
modelling during Output 3.
Modelling the impacts of the highway packages

1.25.

The A14 HAM was used to forecast the re-routing of traffic and underlying changes in demand
resulting from the highway package variants and highway options. The network coverage of the
A14 HAM is adequate to capture diversionary routes within the study area and has sufficient
urban and strategic junction detail to ensure local junction delays are reflected in the
assignments. Forecasts were conducted for 2016 and 2031.

1.26.

The first round of testing assumed a fixed level of demand for travel. The approach to the second
round of testing included a forecast of changes in demand for travel by car and LGV in response
to changes in travel costs (time) between the base year and forecast year resulting from traffic
growth and changes in the highway network. This process used the DIADEM software suite (with
HGV responses dealt with externally by the GB Freight Model).

1.27.

Second round testing used the revised With Freight Package demand scenario, generated using
the CSRM as the Do-Minimum input into the demand model within DIADEM. This incorporated
the impacts of the freight package on HGV demand.

1.28.

The main demand model used in DIADEM predicts the following demand responses to changes
in travel cost (time):


trip frequency;



mode choice; and



destination choice/distribution.

1.29.

Time period choice for trips was excluded from the choice hierarchy.

1.30.

Public transport travel times and other public transport travel costs were taken from the outputs of
the CSRM assignment model. As these are tests of highway measures intended to reduce
congestion in the A14 corridor, the model consistently predicted an increase in the number of
trips and re-distribution of trip origins and destinations. The exact nature of these changes varies
between the six highway packages tested. The outputs from the revised With Freight Package
Do-Minimum scenario provide a baseline from which detailed impacts were identified and the six
highway options are compared
Modelling toll effects

1.31.

The initial tests examining tolling used the DIADEM software to forecast the demand suppression
effect of application of a toll on a highway enhancement package. This approach allowed for
relatively quick assessment of a number of different tolling regimes. However, the analysis
carried out using the CSRM model provided a more robust forecast of the effects of the toll,
including the highway demand suppression effect and, additionally, the public transport demand
response (i.e. a modal shift to public transport due to the toll). However, CSRM is less suited to
use across a large numbers of tests. As a consequence, CSRM was used to forecast these
effects at the end of Output 3 once a beneficial tolling regime had already been established using
the DIADEM method.
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Modelling effects of the composite package
1.32.

The final round of testing of the composite package (of public transport enhancements, the
highway option and rail freight measures) was undertaken using the CSRM. This model includes
not only the elements considered by DIADEM but also the interaction between land use and
transport and thus determines:


relocation of population (residents) and jobs (workers) to fill development sites;



the total number of trips produced and attracted (from National Travel Survey trip
rates);



the mode of travel for trips – based on travel costs to/from sites; and



the distribution of trip origins and destinations.

The A14 Challenge
1.33.

Alongside the A14 Study, the Department for Transport (DfT) initiated the A14 Challenge 4. The
A14 Challenge comprised two components, the first of which was a web-based survey inviting
people who “use the A14, live in the area, or can help with delivery” identify what they think would
work best in terms of solutions for the corridor 5. Views were invited on the scope for
improvements to both the national and local road networks, to public transport and to road and
rail freight facilities.

1.34.

The second component, considered alongside the outputs from the web-based survey, was
feedback from a series of engagement events led by Cambridgeshire, Suffolk and
Northamptonshire County Councils to gather views on the same issues from key stakeholders.

1.35.

The findings of the A14 Challenge informed the A14 Study at a number of stages, in particular in
the identification of potential solutions, including value engineering of highway options, and
opportunities for innovative funding mechanisms. Examples of ideas suggested by respondents
to the A14 Challenge which were included in the packages tested include:


upgrading the rail network for heavy goods from Felixstowe to the North and West:



strategic road/rail interchange depots in the region, serving freight movement from
the Thames ports and the Channel Tunnel as well as Felixstowe;



fast direct buses from Huntingdon to employment centres in Cambridge with a
possible new Park and Ride site at Godmanchester;



additional bus services, including on the Busway, increasing the bus network scope;



better connections between local villages, Park & Ride sites and railway stations;



upgrading the existing A14 to a modern/higher standard, with free-flow junctions;



improving Cambridge Northern Bypass using collector/distributor lanes to resolve
merging/exiting traffic issues;



strategic route options via A428 near Caxton Gibbet, connecting with the A1;



new routes for local traffic on settlements parallel near to the A14; and



re-modelling Spittals and Girton interchanges and providing grade separation at
Brampton Hut.

4

http://www.dft.gov.uk/consultations/dft-20111212

5

The web-based survey closed on 31 January 2012

st
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Structure of this report
1.36.

The remainder of this report is structured as follows:


The public transport package and its potential impacts are described in Chapter 2.



Similarly, the rail freight package and its potential impacts are described in Chapter
3.



The process by which the highway package variants from Output 2 were refined and
reduced to six highway options for further testing is described in Chapter 4.



Chapters 5 to 9 describe the forecast impacts of the six highway options in terms of
traffic flow and demand (5), journey times and delays (6), accidents (7), environment
(8) and total monetised benefits (9).



The costs of the six highway options are described in Chapter 10.



A summary of the impacts of the six highway options, and recommendations for
further short-listing, are provided in Chapter 11.



Forecasts of the effects of tolling an enhanced A14 are provided in Chapter 12.



Chapter 13 provides conclusions and final recommendations of the A14 Study.
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2.

The public transport package
Description of the package
Initial proposals from Output 2

2.1.

Two provisional public transport packages were developed in Output 2 of the study which
comprised one or both of:


a new Park and Ride site(s) and/or expansion of existing Park and Ride sites in the
corridor, intended to encourage modal shift of people away from car travel for those
journeys that could be served partly by public transport, particularly in the peak
period; and



new or enhanced conventional bus or Busway services intended to encourage
modal shift of people away from car travel, particularly in the peak period.

2.2.

A combination of the two elements above has the potential to make a greater contribution to
removing traffic from the A14 than either element has individually. As a result, the public transport
package tested in Output 3 incorporated both elements.

2.3.

Having reviewed available information on the trip patterns in the corridor, Output 2 tentatively
proposed that the preferred location for a new Park & Ride site was in the Bar Hill area. A site in
this area would offer relatively short bus journey times, and therefore lower bus operating costs
than a site further from Cambridge, and would have the highest potential to intercept passing
traffic; up to 30% of morning peak vehicles at this point are heading for the Cambridge urban
area 6 although most of this traffic will also have chosen not to use the existing Park & Ride site
at St. Ives.

2.4.

However, Output 2 also noted that a site further west, such as at Alconbury or Brampton, could
potentially be more beneficial in terms of reducing traffic along a longer section of the A14
through supporting local development aspirations and linking the Enterprise Zone to Huntingdon
station, and beyond to Cambridge.

2.5.

Output 2 also proposed that:

2.6.



the existing Citi 5 bus service (three buses per hour per direction between
Cambridge city centre and Bar Hill, with one bus per hour continuing to Swavesey or
Fenstanton) was retained, possibly with an enhanced frequency, but running
between Cambridge and Bar Hill only; and



a new service was established between Bar Hill and Longstanton using the current
Citi 5 route, then either proceeding on the Busway directly to Cambridge or
connecting with existing Busway services.

This route was thought to offer the best potential to remove traffic from the A14 by improving the
connectivity of the villages between St. Ives and Cambridge to the Busway.

Revised definition of package
2.7.

In April 2012, representatives of the DfT, Cambridgeshire County Council, the Highways Agency
and Atkins met to define the public transport, freight and highway packages in more detail. As the
local transport authority, Cambridgeshire County Council was particularly instrumental in defining
the nature of the public transport package.

2.8.

The outcome of this work was a revised package as follows:


A new Park & Ride site, assumed for modelling purposes to be located in the area of
Alconbury (of undefined capacity) linked to the Enterprise Zone and Cambridge by a
dedicated bus service making use of the Busway to run express to a number of
stops in central Cambridge (or served by the recently-introduced Stagecoach

6

Defined by the model zoning system as the City of Cambridge, plus Cambridge Science Park and the settlements of Fen Ditton and
Teversham.
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Delivery and funding
2.19.

Responsibility for delivery and funding of the public transport package is assumed to lie with the
relevant local transport authorities and private operators. The A14 Study has not sought to
examine delivery or funding in any detail but anticipates that:


The Peterborough – Cambridge Express bus service is already being operated
commercially;



The Local 5 service would be provided by a private operator. However it may require
operational subsidy initially if introduced;



The capital costs of the Alconbury Park & Ride site could be funded through
devolved Local Authority Major Scheme funding and/or contributions from local
partners, including the Local Enterprise Partnership and developers; and



Ongoing support may be required to cover any net operating costs associated with
the Park & Ride site and bus service (after parking receipts).
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3.

The rail freight package
The Do-Minimum scenario

3.1.

The following assumptions were made in defining the Do-Minimum scenario for 2020 and 2030
against which the impacts of the rail freight package were compared:


All known port schemes are fully developed, including London Gateway, Felixstowe
South and Bathside Bay 7.



Freight train capacity on the Felixstowe Branch Line limited to 30 trains per day (the
existing level), meaning that no additional capacity is assumed from the Port of
Felixstowe either via the London or cross-country routes, and train productivity is
limited to current levels i.e. train lengths limited to circa 500 metres and five-day
working.



An increase in the loading gauge of the Felixstowe to Nuneaton (F2N) line to W10 to
allow high cube containers to be moved by rail (complete).



Clearance to loading gauge W12 between Syston and Stoke-on-Trent to enable
container traffic to/from the North West and Scotland to bypass Leicester and the
West Coast Main Line (WCML) between Nuneaton and Crewe.



Kennett re-signalling (new signalling, including shorter signal block sections to
provide additional capacity between Kennett and Bury St Edmunds) (complete).



Nuneaton North Chord (to allow freight trains to cross the West Coast Main Line
without affecting WCML services, thereby increasing freight capacity and capability).



Ely Loops (to be delivered as part of Network Rail’s F2N Phase 1. Two loops east of
Ely station at Ely Dock Junction will facilitate better regulation of trains through the
junctions at Ely.



Re-modelling track layout in the Leicester area to provide additional capacity for
freight trains between Syston and Wigston North (in combination with planned resignalling).



No new rail-linked warehousing schemes (Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges –
SRFIs) are developed.

Description of the rail freight package
3.2.

3.3.

During Output 2 of this study, two broad packages of rail-freight measures were drawn up which
incorporated a number of discreet rail infrastructure enhancement schemes. The two packages
were:


O(D): Implementation of new/expanded Strategic Rail Freight Infrastructure to
encourage freight to travel by rail rather than by road through the study area plus
measures to shift haulage of road freight away from the peak periods.



O(ABCD): As package O(D) plus rail freight infrastructure enhancements to the F2N
line to provide additional operational capacity for rail freight movements.

Both packages were brought forward for further consideration in Output 3. However, an
assessment of the two packages in Output 2 showed that O(ABCD) had a much greater potential
to reduce freight traffic on the A14 and, as a consequence, this combined package was adopted
as the preferred freight package for assessment.

7

The Felixstowe South development requires partial double-tracking of the Felixstowe Branch line which forms part of the DoSomething Freight Package.
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3.4.

The purpose of the package is to reduce HGV demand along the A14 corridor by encouraging a
transfer of freight from road to rail. Given the nature of freight movements in the core study area,
the focus was on modal shift of traffic moving from the Haven Ports to the Midlands and North;
and encouraging re-routing of some Haven Ports traffic away from London. As such, the majority
of measures proposed relate to the F2N route. These build on the significant raft of measures
already committed (see below).

3.5.

Modal shift can be encouraged by improving the financial attractiveness of movement of freight
by rail to the ports compared to road haulage. This in turn is achieved by enhancing the capacity
and capability of the F2N route to enable quicker journey times, operation of longer trains and by
providing additional freight paths. The infrastructure schemes described below were considered
to be the most feasible and affordable ways of enabling this, noting that the benefits of this
improved network performance is dependent on the decisions of private rail freight operators.

3.6.

The rail freight schemes included in the modelled Do-Something package, are listed below. Since
the modelling of the rail freight package, a number of schemes have progressed to the point that
they should now be considered to form part of the Do-Minimum scenario. However, the modelling
has not been repeated. As a consequence, the forecast impacts of the rail freight package (see
below) represent the impacts of a number of committed schemes.


Ipswich North Chord which forms part of Network Rail’s F2N Phase 1
enhancement programme. The scheme will enable trains to run from the Felixstowe
branch line directly onto the eastbound Great Eastern Main Line (i.e. towards Ely)
without the need to reverse in Ipswich Yard, thereby increasing in freight capacity
and capability. Funding has been set aside in Control Period 4, and in September
2012 development consent for this scheme was granted.



Installation of second track between Ely and Soham, in order to provide additional
freight capacity. The scheme forms part of Network Rail’s F2N Phase 2
enhancement programme and funding was set-aside in the Autumn statement
(National Infrastructure Plan). As such, this could also now be considered to be in
the Do-Minimum scenario.



Double-tracking sections of Felixstowe branch line to provide increased freight
capacity. The scheme has subsequently been funded by Hutchison Ports UK
through a Section 106 agreement and would also now be considered part of the DoMinimum.



Freight loop enhancements at March to increase freight capacity and permit
longer freight trains. The scheme is currently un-resourced but could be funded
during Control Period 5.



Re-modelling of Ely North Junction. The need for junction re-modelling may be
triggered by increased passenger services to/from Kings Lynn. The scheme is in
Network Rail’s F2N Phase 2 but is currently un-resourced.



Increased rail-serviced warehousing floor space at Strategic Rail Freight
Interchange developments (see Table 2). Based on trends over the last 15 to 20
years, on average around one million m2 of new warehouse floor space is built in
Great Britain per year. However, much of this is replacing existing stock which is life
expired. On that basis, the assumed market response is that there is a continual
need for new warehousing and, consequently, a continual demand from the logistics
market for new warehouse floor space. New warehousing is normally built by
commercial property developers and then leased to retailers, their suppliers or
contracted logistics specialists. Recent experience suggests that major distributors
are seeking to develop the new warehouse capacity on rail-served sites for
commercial reasons. The assumptions in Table 2 are consistent with the most recent
national rail freight demand forecasts which assume an additional 7.2 million m2 of
warehousing will be developed on rail-linked sites (or approximately 35% of the
warehousing likely to be built in Great Britain over the next 20 years).
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4.

Selection and description of six
highway options for testing
Introduction

4.1.

9

In Output 2, a total of 21 highway packages were assessed in terms of their ability to overcome
the known challenges in the study area (as identified in Output 1). These were then narroweddown to a shortlist of just six (for further details of this process see the A14 Study Output 2B/2C
Report 9). The six shortlisted packages, as shown in Figure 7, were:


DS: two-lane local access roads between Trinity Foot and Girton plus full Girton
enhancement;



GDS (r): as DS plus a two-lane Huntingdon Southern bypass with a tie in south east
of Fenstanton;



GBCR (r): a two-lane Huntingdon Southern bypass with a tie in south east of
Fenstanton, plus online widening from the HSB to Girton and scaled-back Girton
enhancement, Huntingdon viaduct retained;



GBCR (d): a three-lane Huntingdon Southern bypass with a tie in south east of
Fenstanton, plus online widening from the HSB to Girton and scaled-back Girton
enhancement, Huntingdon Viaduct removed and existing A14 alignment
downgraded;



G(part)J (r): a two-lane Huntingdon Southern bypass (western section) plus
upgraded A428 / A1198 corridor, Huntingdon Viaduct retained; and



G(part)J (d): a three-lane Huntingdon Southern bypass (western section) plus
upgraded A428 / A1198 corridor, Huntingdon Viaduct removed and existing A14
alignment downgraded.

Atkins for the Department for Transport (May 2012)
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Selection of 16 variants for first-round testing
4.4.

The identification of the 16 variants (of the six packages) to be tested was undertaken at a
workshop on 2nd May 2012 attended by representatives of the Department for Transport,
Cambridgeshire County Council, the Highways Agency and Atkins. The rationale for selection
was as follows:


all four of the shortlisted packages with the Huntingdon Viaduct retained to be
tested;



both of the highway packages with the Huntingdon Southern Bypass (HSB) and the
existing A14 downgraded in the vicinity of Huntingdon (i.e. the (d) derivatives) to be
tested with two alternative sets of assumptions about physical measures relating to a
downgrade, making a further four variants:



o

the Huntingdon Railway Viaduct retained (and the Spittals to
Godmanchester section reduced to one lane with a 30 mph speed limit);
and

o

the viaduct removed and the local road network in Huntingdon improved
as per the design of the cancelled A14 EFD scheme 10.

each of the eight highway packages defined above to be tested with and without
Cambridge Northern Bypass (CNB) improvements as a sensitivity test in order to
understand whether the CNB improvements were required to deliver the full benefits
of the scheme as a whole (thus doubling the number of variants to 16).

4.5.

In devising these variants, no new packages were created.

4.6.

The 16 resultant variants are summarised in Table 4. Definitions relating to this table are as
follows:

4.7.



D2AP / D3AP / D4AP: dual carriageway “All Purpose road” (available to all road
users, therefore excluding motorways for example) with two, three or four lanes
respectively in each direction;



S2AP: single carriageway “All Purpose road” with one lane in each direction;



1 m strip: a one metre wide hard-surfaced strip between the road and the verge (not
the same standard as a hard shoulder);



LARs: parallel Local Access Roads;



W-facing slips: west-facing slips, i.e. providing access only to/from the west;



EFD: Ellington to Fen Ditton scheme (refers to the cancelled A14 Ellington to Fen
Ditton detailed scheme design);



HSB: Huntingdon Southern Bypass;



All mvmnts: a junction where all turning directions are possible;



No jn: no junctions on the section of road indicated; and



As is: no changes to current/planned configuration.

For modelling purposes, where indicated, junctions were modelled according to the assumptions
for the cancelled A14 EFD scheme.

10

Note there is a question as to whether physically retaining the Huntingdon Viaduct with low capacity for motor vehicles and a low
speed limit would function well with the surrounding road network as it has not previously been subject to detailed design.
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4.8.

Sketch drawings of the components of the 16 package variants are provided in Appendix A. Note
that, during the modelling process, an additional (to the sketch drawing) dedicated free-flow left
turn lane was added to the design of the northern roundabout of the Bar Hill junction (southbound
from the B1050). This affects package variants HW2 and HW10 (and subsequently the tolled
Option 7).

Approach to first-round testing
4.9.

As the work programme required rationalisation of the packages in a short period of time, the
approach to first-round testing made use of an existing A14 HAM (with a fixed overall level of
travel demand) rather than using a more complex model which represented changes in demand.
First-round testing was undertaken using a revised With Freight Package Do-Minimum demand
scenario for 2031 (a forecast year which was readily available and after the anticipated scheme
opening year). Following DfT guidance, the same travel demand forecast is used for both the DoMinimum and package tests.

4.10.

Future year transport growth assumptions were updated to take account of the latest National
Transport Model forecasts of background growth in demand for travel contained in TEMPRO v6.2
in the Department for Transport’s WebTAG appraisal guidance (http://www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/);
with planning assumptions at a district level modified to take account development uncertainty as
directed by the appropriate District Council Annual Monitoring Reports. Critical to the A14 corridor
the following sites have been included:


Northstowe (1,500 dwellings by 2031);



Cambridge North West;



the National Institute of Agricultural Botany (NIAB) site; and



partial development at fringes of Cambridge Airport.

4.11.

The revised Do-Minimum for 2031 also reflects reductions in HGV demand via road resulting
from the rail freight package.

4.12.

In this round of testing, demand is fixed, in other words the total level of demand for travel in the
study area does not vary between the Do-Minimum and package tests, or within the package
tests themselves, but traffic can re-route. In addition, the impacts of the freight package on HGV
demand were represented (i.e. the reduction in HGV demand resulting from a higher share of
freight being carried by rail, as described in Chapter 3).

4.13.

The outputs from this modelling task were intended to quantify, using available metrics,
performance against the study objectives (the success measures, as shown in Table 5). The
outputs from the revised With Freight Package Do-Minimum scenario (incorporating freight
impacts) provide a baseline against which the 16 variants are compared.
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Selection of highway options for further testing
4.16.

The selection was based on seeking to choose the best performing package variants; but also to
ensure that a range of package variants were carried forward which, through second-round
testing, would provide an insight into the impacts of the five key differentiating characteristics (as
set out in Chapter 1).

4.17.

On the basis of the results summarised above, six package variants were selected for further
testing. In particular, the results of the first round testing indicated that:

4.18.



HW1 and HW2 (package DS) performed poorly, but that it could be delivered as the
first stage of a larger project and was therefore worth further consideration;



the tests with widening as opposed to Local Access Roads appeared to perform
better but that there remained significant uncertainty over the relative merits of the
two approaches;



in overall performance there wasn’t a clear winner between those variants which
retained the Huntingdon Viaduct as is, and those which remove it, meaning that both
should be considered further, but that the tests with a retained but downgraded
Huntingdon Viaduct (HW4, 6, 12 and 14) performed relatively poorly and could be
dismissed;



the variants with enhancements to the A1198/A428 corridor performed less well than
the other larger variants although there was merit in retaining one variant of this type
for future comparison against those options enhancing the A14;



the tests with Cambridge Northern Bypass enhancements consistently performed
better than those without (although there was merit in retaining one variant without
these improvements for comparative purposes).

The six package variants selected for further testing were:
1. HW2: Package DS (local access roads between Trinity Foot and Girton plus full Girton
enhancement) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern Bypass and Huntingdon
Viaduct retained as is for strategic traffic to/from the A1(M).
2. HW3: Package GBCR(d) (D3AP Huntingdon Southern bypass with a tie in south east of
Fenstanton, plus online widening from the HSB to Girton and scaled-back Girton
enhancement) with no enhancement of Cambridge Northern Bypass but Huntingdon
Viaduct removed and replaced with a local road network as per the former ECI scheme.
3. HW5: Package GBCR(d) (D3AP Huntingdon Southern bypass with a tie in south east of
Fenstanton, plus online widening from the HSB to Girton and scaled-back Girton
enhancement) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern Bypass but Huntingdon Viaduct
removed and replaced with a local road network as per the former ECI scheme.
4. HW8: Package GBCR(r) (D2AP Huntingdon Southern bypass with a tie in south east of
Fenstanton, plus online widening from the HSB to Girton and scaled-back Girton
enhancement) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern Bypass and Huntingdon
Viaduct retained as is for strategic traffic to/from the A1(M).
5. HW10: Package GDS(r) (D2AP Huntingdon Southern bypass with a tie in south east of
Fenstanton, local access roads between Trinity Foot and Girton plus full Girton
enhancement) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern Bypass and Huntingdon
Viaduct retained as is for strategic traffic to/from the A1(M).
6. HW13: Package G(part)J(d) (D2AP Huntingdon Southern bypass (western section) plus
upgraded A428 / A1198 corridor) with enhancement of Cambridge Northern Bypass but
Huntingdon Viaduct removed and replaced with a local road network as per the former
ECI scheme.

4.19.

These options are shown diagrammatically in Figure 8 to Figure 13 at the end of this chapter.

4.20.

From this point forward in this report, these package variants are referred to as Options 1
to 6.
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4.21.

Those options with a D3AP Huntingdon Southern Bypass and a down-graded A14 alignment past
Huntingdon (Options 2, 3 and 6) also included additional junctions on the bypass with the A1198
and A1. Other options have junctions on the Huntingdon Southern Bypass at Ellington and Trinity
Foot only.

4.22.

The insight gained from second-round testing was subsequently used to choose a highway
option for testing with a toll; noting that the findings of the second-round testing may suggest that
the best combination of characteristics may not have been modelled up to that point. The options
as chosen allowed the effects of the following five differentiating characteristics of the packages
to be assessed:


a relatively small scheme (Option 1) or a larger scheme which includes a Huntingdon
Southern Bypass (Options 2 to 6);



Huntingdon Southern Bypass with enhancements on the existing A14 alignment
(Options 2 to 5) or the A428/A1198 corridor (Option 6);



Huntingdon Southern Bypass with widening of the A14 (Options 2 to 4) or local
access roads (Option 5) – Option 4 versus Option 5 is a particularly good
comparison;



retention as a strategic link (Options 4 and 5) or removal (Options 2 and 3) of the
Huntingdon Railway Viaduct – Option 3 versus Option 4 is a particularly good
comparison; and



no enhancement (Option 2) or enhancement of Cambridge Northern Bypass
(Options 3 to 6) – Option 2 versus Option 3 is a particularly good comparison.

Approach to second-round testing
4.23.

The second round of testing used the same revised Do-Minimum demand scenario as the first
round of tests, which includes the impacts of the freight package on reducing HGV demand, as
the input to the variable demand model. This means that the impacts of the freight package on
reducing HGV demand is incorporated into the forecasts.

4.24.

However, whilst the first round of testing undertaken assumed a fixed level of demand for travel,
the second round of testing included a forecast of changes in demand for travel by car, LGV and
HGV between the base year and forecast year. This change occurs in response to changes in
travel costs (time) between the base year and forecast year, caused, for example, by changes in
traffic congestion or changes in the highway network.

4.25.

The testing used the DIADEM software to predict the following types of changes in travel
behaviour which would result in a change in demand for travel (a demand response):


trip frequency – changes in the number of trips;



mode choice – changes in car trips relative to public transport trips; and



destination choice/distribution – changes in trip destination.

4.26.

The modelling did not allow trips to change time of travel (for example switching from a peak to
off-peak period).

4.27.

As would be expected, because these tests reflect measures intended to reduce congestion in
the A14 corridor, the model consistently predicted an increase in the number of trips and redistribution of trip origins and destinations. The exact nature of these changes varies between the
six packages tested. The outputs from the revised With Freight Package Do-Minimum scenario
provide a baseline against which the six highway options are compared.

4.28.

The study adopted a proportionate approach to modelling and appraisal relative to the timetable
for the study and level of scheme design using available tools. As such:


economic analysis was undertaken using the TUBA software 11, providing an
estimate of monetised benefits in 2002 prices;

11

Transport User Benefit Analysis (TUBA) recommended by the Department for Transport for the calculation of benefits at
www.webtag.org.uk
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4.29.



accident analysis was undertaken using a bespoke Atkins spreadsheet (the ability of
this approach to replicate the more traditional approach using COBA software has
been demonstrated to the DfT during Major Scheme Bid submissions);



carbon emissions were assessed in line with DfT guidance (WebTAG Unit 3.3.5);



PM10 12 and NOx 13 emissions forecasts follow the Regional Assessment
Methodology from Design Manual for Roads & Bridges §11.3.1 as recommended for
Strategic Assessments in WebTAG Unit 3.3.3 (and is therefore consistent with the
Highways Agency’s Emissions Factor Toolkit);



principles to develop forecasts of changes in NOx and PM10 (changes to absolute
concentration levels were not established at this stage as this is more complex); and



noise was assessed using a bespoke Atkins spreadsheet that follows DfT’s guidance
(WebTAG Unit 3.3.2) to develop forecasts of changes in (rather than absolute values
of) noise which is plotted on the network and qualitative descriptions regarding the
proximity of settlements to roads and changes in traffic noise are made.

Other environmental and social effects were assessed as part of a desktop study using available
information derived from the data provided above, and from the previous A14 EFD Scheme work.

12

Particulate matter with an average diameter of less than 10 μm.

13

Oxides of nitrogen.
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Figure 10. Highway Option 3

Figure 11. Highway Option 4

Atkins Report to the Department for Transport

34

A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing & Appraisal Report
Figure 12. Highway Option 5

Figure 13. Highway Option 6
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5.

Traffic demand and flow effects of
the six shortlisted highway options
Introduction

5.1.

This chapter sets out the findings of the second-round testing of the six shortlisted highway
options in terms of traffic demand and flow effects, specifically:


strategic routing of traffic;



changes in traffic flow on the A14 and local road network; and



changes in traffic flow on key radial routes in Cambridge.

5.2.

Although these effects are not a direct result of the economic assessment, they provide an
important indicator of how the highway options may influence traffic patterns, including the
degree to which strategic traffic could route away from Huntingdon in those options in which the
A14 route to the west of Huntingdon is downgraded.

5.3.

The model can only forecast the levels of traffic choosing to route via particular parts of the
network based on the relative journey time and cost of each alternative. In reality, in their
decisions about route, road users consider other factors such as the quality of the road and ease
of use.

Trip origins and destinations
5.4.

The origins and destinations of trips using the existing A14 alignment and Huntingdon Southern
Bypass (just north of Trinity Foot 14) was assessed for each highway option. The analysis
disaggregated trips by vehicle type and trip origin/destination as follows:


internal: with both origin and destination within the local area shown in Figure 14;



internal-external: with either origin or destination within the local area; and



external: with both origin and destination outside the local area.

14

As this location is just north of the junction between the existing A14 and the Huntingdon Southern Bypass. Choosing this location
allows for direct comparison between the do minimum and all of the package variants (other than Option 6).
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Figure 14.

Internal trip area assumed for trip analysis

5.5.

In the With Freight Package Do-Minimum in 2031, 25% of journeys have both origin and
destination within the internal trip area shown above. By comparison, 49% of vehicles on the A14
just north of Trinity Foot are strategic, having both origin and destination outside of the local area
(see Table 7), and 89% of HGVs. In total, 16% of vehicles at this point in the Do-Minimum are
HGVs.

5.6.

Table 7 shows the number of trips in each of the three origin/destination categories for the
morning peak period in 2031 on the A14 just north of Trinity Foot. This is the combined flow on
the Huntingdon Southern Bypass and existing A14 alignment. The same comparison cannot be
made for Option 6 and are therefore not described below.

5.7.

These patterns are quite different depending on vehicle type. For example, only 35 to 41% of car
and LGV trips are deemed strategic compared to 78 to 87% of HGV trips (of the remaining HGV
trips, only 2% would be considered to be local).

5.8.

As the six highway options all deliver increases in capacity, it would be expected that traffic flows
in the A14 corridor increase. This occurs for two reasons: firstly, as delays on the A14 reduce
(and therefore the route becomes more attractive) traffic re-routes from the surrounding road
network; and secondly the general effect of congestion suppressing demand for travel by road is
reduced.

5.9.

Indeed, the table and Figure 15, show that all packages result in an increase in traffic levels on
the A14 in the study area as a result of the additional capacity provided and relative improvement
in journey time compared to other routes. With the exception of Option 6, provision of a
Huntingdon Southern Bypass, (Options 2 to 5) results in approximately 1,000 additional vehicles
in the morning peak hour.

5.10.

Local (internal-internal) journeys account for a slightly higher share of vehicles in the options, 2527% of traffic north of Trinity Foot whilst external journeys account for a smaller share, 41-45%
(with the exception of Option 1 where external traffic accounts for the same share of traffic as in
the Do-Minimum.
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A large increase in flow (1,650 PCUs) eastbound on the Cambridge Northern
Bypass, in particular between Girton and Histon, due to enhancements to Girton
interchange and Cambridge Northern Bypass) removing the delays in this area.
Between Histon and Milton the combined direction increase is over 1,400 PCUs. The
removal of these delays also increases eastbound traffic on the A428 west of Girton.

Option 2 (new D3AP Huntingdon Southern Bypass, online widening, no
Cambridge Northern Bypass enhancement, Huntingdon Viaduct removed)


Relatively small changes in flow south of Trinity Foot (in the order of 400 to 600
PCUs).



Reduction in westbound traffic on the existing A14 between Trinity Foot and the
A1(M) and Ellington from 1,500 to 2,600;



A comparable increase in westbound traffic on the HSB of 2,750 vehicles in the
morning peak period. As described above, the HSB carries 61% of traffic (just north
of Trinity Foot).



Depending on the form of the local road layout ultimately introduced, a share of
strategic trips (400 PCUs in the morning peak hour) could continue to route through
Huntingdon. An increase in eastbound traffic on Spittals Way of 360 PCUs because
removal of the viaduct means that traffic routes through Huntingdon, including along
Ermine Street, which is accessed via Spittals Way.



Reductions in rat-running on the A1198 through Godmanchester between the HSB
and current A14 alignment, over Huntingdon Medieval Bridge and the B1514 through
Brampton (as some local traffic uses the new route). But some increases in traffic on
the B1043 to the South West of Godmanchester.



Rat-running to the north-east of the A14 is reduced, although the reduced traffic on
the existing A14 results in some additional traffic to/from it, for example to/from Over
and Hilton as traffic re-routes to the closest point on the A14 (where previously it
may not have done so in order to avoid congestion on the A14).

Option 3 (new D3AP Huntingdon Southern Bypass, online widening, with
Cambridge Northern Bypass, Huntingdon Viaduct removed)
5.21.

A similar picture to Option 2, except for the effects of the (additional) enhancements to
Cambridge Northern Bypass as follows:


An increase in eastbound traffic on the Cambridge Northern Bypass between Girton
and Quy in both directions – between Histon and Milton the combined direction
increase is over 1,400 PCUs (similar to Option 1).



Larger increases than Option 2 in traffic on the M11, A428 west of Girton and on the
A14 between Girton and Trinity Foot.



Modest reductions in rat-running through, for example Oakington and Histon and
Cambridge.

Option 4 (new D2AP Huntingdon Southern Bypass, online widening, Cambridge
Northern Bypass enhancement, Huntingdon Viaduct retained)
5.22.

This option, with Huntingdon Railway Viaduct retained and a D2AP HSB with fewer junctions, can
be compared to Option 3, which removes the viaduct and has a D3AP HSB. In comparing the
flow difference plots (compared to the With Freight Package Do-Minimum) for Option 3 and
Option 4:


The changes in flow are smaller in Option 4, as less traffic re-routes onto the HSB.
The HSB carries only 30% of traffic just north of Trinity Foot compared to 60% in
Option 3.
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Traffic on the Huntingdon Railway Viaduct falls by 19% in the morning peak), 16% in
the evening peak and 24% in the inter-peak compared to the 2031 Do-Minimum (i.e.
with no improvement scheme. These traffic levels are 1-3% lower than the peak
periods (and 10% lower in the inter-peak) than in the 2011 With Freight Package DoMinimum.



There are reductions in eastbound traffic between Brampton Hut and Spittals of
1,000 PCUs, but a slight increase between Spittals and the A1(M) on the A1 Spur,
reflecting the fact that the new alignment predominantly serves traffic to/from the
west rather than to/from the north.



Traffic levels on the rest of the network are largely similar.



Reductions in rat-running on the A1198 through Godmanchester between the HSB
and current A14 alignment, over Huntingdon Medieval Bridge and the B1514 through
Brampton (as some local traffic uses the new route). But some increases in traffic on
the B1043 to the South West of Godmanchester.

Option 5 (new D2AP Huntingdon Southern Bypass, new Local Access Roads,
Cambridge Northern Bypass enhancement, Huntingdon Viaduct retained)
5.23.

This option can be compared to Option 4, the difference being that the Option 5 assumes
widening between Trinity Foot and Girton rather than LARs. Comparing the flow plots for the two
highway options shows that:


Traffic levels on the network north of Trinity Foot are largely the same, in other
words the choice of LARs or widening does not affect route choice on HSB or the
existing A14.



Compared to the Do-Minimum, traffic on the Huntingdon Railway Viaduct falls by the
same proportion as in Option 4 (i.e. 19% in the morning peak), 16% in the evening
peak and 24% in the inter-peak. These traffic levels are 1-3% lower than the peak
periods (and 10% lower in the inter-peak) than in the 2011 Do-Minimum.



An increase in flow eastbound between Bar Hill and Girton on the LARs of 2,900 but
a decrease of 2,000 on the main carriageway. A lesser increase on the section
between Bar Hill and Fenstanton, reflecting the increased capacity on this section.
Westbound, an increase of 2,350 on the LARs and a decrease of 2,000 on the main
carriageway.



Eastbound traffic on the A14 between Girton and Histon increases in Option 5
(compared to the Do-Minimum) by 1,670 PCUs. This increase is greater than for
Option 1 (which is the same south of Trinity Foot) because the improvements north
of Trinity Foot lead to more of the extra capacity south of Trinity Foot being utilised.

Option 6 (new D3AP Huntingdon Southern Bypass, A428/A1198 enhancement,
Cambridge Northern Bypass enhancement, Huntingdon Viaduct removed)
5.24.

Compared to the Do-Minimum:


Over half of vehicles transfer onto the A428/A1198 route (58%) resulting in a
reduction in traffic levels on the existing A14 of 1,440 PCUs eastbound and 1,550
PCUs westbound (just east of Bar Hill). Immediately west of the A1198 junction,
traffic levels on the A428 increase only slightly (by 199 PCUs eastbound and 28
westbound in the morning peak hour).



Traffic levels are reduced both north and west of Spittals interchange showing that
the new alignment is attractive to traffic to/from both the north and west. However,
depending on the form of the local road layout ultimately introduced, a share of
strategic trips (730 PCUs in the morning peak hour) could route through Huntingdon,
resulting in the local roads being busier than they were in the Do-Minimum.



Traffic on the Cambridge Northern Bypass increases by 1,691 PCUs eastbound
between Girton and Histon, slightly above the highest increase observed (in Option
5).
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Rat-running to the north-east of the A14 is reduced, although the reduced traffic on
the existing A14 results in some additional traffic to/from it, for example to/from Over
and Hilton as traffic re-routes to the closest point on the A14 (where previously it
may not have done so in order to avoid congestion on the A14).



Reductions in rat-running on the A1198 through Godmanchester between the HSB
and current A14 alignment, over Huntingdon Medieval Bridge and the B1514 through
Brampton (as some local traffic uses the new route). But some increases in traffic on
the B1043 to the South West of Godmanchester.

Changes in traffic flows in Cambridge
5.25.

The flow difference plots in Appendix C show the predicted effects of the highway options on
traffic flows on key routes in Cambridge. Table 10 shows actual and percentage changes in traffic
in the 2031 morning peak hour compared to the Do-Minimum on the key radial routes in
Cambridge. The table also shows changes in traffic across a complete cordon drawn around the
Cambridge urban area (as shown in Figure 16). For ease of understanding, only those flows
which change by 5% or more are shown (other than in the right hand column).
Figure 16. Cambridge complete traffic cordon
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6.

Journey time and delay effects of the
six shortlisted highway options
Introduction

6.1.

This chapter sets out the findings of the second-round testing of the six shortlisted highway
options in relation to journey time and delay effects, specifically:


changes in selected end-to-end average journey times;



changes in delays on different sections of the strategic road network;



changes in network stress; and



total journey time savings.

6.2.

These measures are important because identifying ways of relieving the regular delays on the
A14 due to congestion and random incidents is a key objective of this study. End-to-end journey
times are of interest, as are total journey time savings and delays which are used in the economic
appraisal. Further, journey time reliability is an important factor in supporting economic growth 17.
Therefore, network stress, which can exacerbate delays caused by unpredictable incidents, is
also analysed here.

6.3.

The journey time forecasting methodology predicted conditions on a typical (average) weekday
(including day to day delays) and was not capable of accurately forecasting the effects of the
highway options on delays caused by unpredictable incidents that may block or close the
carriageway. There is no appropriate methodology to predict the incidence of, and delays caused
by, random incidents. However, the stress measure is a good indicator (with higher stress levels
resulting in greater delays when incidents occur). Aspects of highway design which can help
reduce the impact of incidents such as provision of metre strips at the outer edges of the
carriageways feature in the design of the options.

End-to-end journey times
6.4.

17

Selected average end-to-end journey times across the core study area (in congested conditions)
were forecast for 2031 for the revised With Freight Package Do-Minimum and each of the
highway options. The reductions in journey time compared to the Do-Minimum are presented in
Table 12. The table also shows that the route via the Huntingdon Southern Bypass would be
approximately one kilometre longer for east-west trips and five kilometres longer for north-south
trips than the existing route. Option 6 would be four kilometres longer east-west and eight
kilometres longer north-south than the existing route.

Sir Rod Eddington (1996) The Eddington Transport Study Volume 1,
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between Brampton Hut and Spittals are forecast to be removed as a result of the
Huntingdon Southern Bypass.


In Option 3, delays on the A14 north of Trinity Foot would be resolved, along with the
long delays in both directions on the Cambridge Northern Bypass. However, the
four-minute delay southbound approaching Girton would remain (due to increases in
traffic). As with Option 2, a marked increase in delay on the A1 approaching
Brampton Hut is forecast. Also, in common with Option 1, there would be a slight
increase in delays on the A428 eastbound approaching Girton (this does not occur in
Option 2 as it is a result of the improved capacity, and therefore attractiveness, of
the A428/A14 route due to enhancements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass.)



In Option 4, most delays on the A14 north of Trinity Foot would be removed.
However, retaining the route past Huntingdon for strategic traffic would mean that
delays northbound between Godmanchester (jn 24) and Spittals (jn 23) are reduced,
rather than removed altogether; although additional delays southbound on the A1
approaching Brampton Hut (as in Options 2 and 3) are avoided. However, in
common with Option 3, this option would not remove the delay southbound
approaching Girton (although it does not worsen) and; whilst delays eastbound from
Girton would be removed by the Cambridge Northern Bypass enhancement, delays
on the A428 eastbound approaching Girton are expected to worsen (as in Options 1
and 3).



The pattern of delays expected in Option 5 is broadly similar to that in Option 4.
However, the application of LARs rather than widening would bring benefits in terms
of markedly reduced (although not totally obviated) delays east/southbound between
Trinity Foot and Girton on the main carriageway, and delays of less than one minute
on the LARs between Trinity Foot (jn 28) and Girton (jn 31). The LARs highway
package however would be marginally less efficient at reducing delays eastbound
between Girton and Histon (jn 32) than the widening options due to the increased
number of merges on this stretch of road.



Option 6 would perform best in reducing or removing altogether delays of a minute
or more from the network, including on the A14 main carriageway and A428
(expected increases in morning peak traffic on the A428 west of the A1198 are
small). As with the other highway options which include removal of the Huntingdon
Railway Viaduct, there would be an increase in delay southbound on the A1
approaching Brampton Hut (of nearly three minutes). Like Option 5, Option 6 would
also be slightly less efficient than Options 3 or 4 (which both feature online widening
of the main A14 carriageway north of Girton) at totally removing delays on the A14
eastbound from Girton. In both cases that appears to be because in Options 3 and 4
the delays occur upstream instead.

Journey time reliability and network stress
6.12.

The forecasting methodology adopted was based on a typical weekday during the year and
therefore did not reflect variability of journey times caused by irregular events such as
breakdowns and accidents. However, this variability can lead to additional costs to businesses
(which factor in additional journey time to ensure on time deliveries) and inconvenience to the
travelling public (such as ensuring punctuality, as above, or through late arrival, stress and so
on).

6.13.

The ratio between forecast traffic volume and highway capacity on a given section of road is a
common measure of the extent to which the network is under stress. As the share of capacity
utilised increases, so does network stress and delays experienced by traffic due to congestion.
Typically, when volume exceeds 85% of available capacity, delays begin to increase
disproportionately.

6.14.

Appendix E contains a series of plots showing those links in the highway assignment model
where traffic volume is forecast to exceed 85% of capacity (2031 forecast year, morning peak
period). As the volume/capacity ratio is related to delays, there are some similarities between
these plots and the delay plots in Appendix D.
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Local environmental impacts
8.11.

A comparative environmental assessment of the long list of highway packages was conducted in
Output 2, the findings of which can be found in the Output 2B/2C Report (summarised in Table
10 of that report). The following summarises the local environmental impacts of the six highway
options. An overview environmental impact appraisal is provided in Appendix F.

Landscape
8.12.

The smallest option, Option 1, would have limited landscape effects as the option involves
improvements within the existing A14 corridor – overall assessed as Slight Adverse. There would
be some impacts on the fenland edge farmland character area and tranquillity of nearby villages.
The Cambridge Northern Bypass enhancements are assessed as having a Neutral impact on
landscape.

8.13.

Those options which include the Huntingdon Southern Bypass (Options 2 to 6) would have a
potentially Large Adverse effect on landscape as this offline section passes through mostly open,
large scale arable landscape with some woodlands, valley floodplains and fenland. The
settlements of Conington, Hilton, Offord Cluny, Buckden and Brampton are situated within these
character areas. The HSB would have a Large Adverse effect on Ouse Valley landscape
character which is deemed as being of high value and would have a Large Adverse effect on
landscape pattern and tranquillity. The section along the A1 to Ellington would have a Slight
Adverse effect on landscape pattern and tranquillity of nearby villages. If lit, these options would
adversely affect the rural character. Options 2 to 5 would also lead to Slight Adverse landscape
effects between Fenstanton and Girton in the same way as Option 1.

8.14.

An equivalent local landscape character area assessment is not available for most of the
A428/A1198 corridor. However, the topography continues to rise gently in a southerly direction
with the A428 west of Hardwick on a local ridge; and there are three Registered Parks and
Gardens along this section - Madingley Hall (Grade II) lies close to the east end of the A428 at
Madingley, the American Military Cemetery (Grade I) is situated to the south of the A428 near
Madingley and is bounded by the Cambridge Road and the A1303 and; Childerley Hall (Grade
II*) in Dry Drayton.

Townscape
8.15.

Those options which remove the Huntingdon Viaduct (Options 2, 3 and 6) would result in positive
townscape but some adverse effects due to partial loss of townscape spaces due to the
replacement scheme, and potentially from additional lighting. Depending on traffic re-routing
effects, traffic reduction in towns and villages could lead to a benefit in townscape character,
access and human interaction, although without appropriate mitigation there is potential for
additional traffic passing through Huntingdon if the viaduct is removed.

8.16.

Overall, Options 1, 4 and 5 were assessed as Neutral, Options 2 and 3 as slight beneficial and
Option 6 as overall Moderate Adverse due to the effects on setting and tranquillity on the western
edge of Papworth Everard.

Heritage of historic resources
8.17.

It was not possible to assess the effect of the options on settlements and villages at some
distance from the option alignments. The following sections highlight potential locations and
effects.

8.18.

All options traverse a landscape which is known for the potential for undesignated buried
archaeological remains of medium importance, particularly relating to the Prehistoric and Roman
periods. These remains have not been fully located and mapped. Topsoil removal and
excavations for construction would result in their removal. With appropriate survey and mitigation
works, the effect would be Moderate Adverse and sometimes Slight Adverse.
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8.19.

The Huntingdon Southern Bypass (part of Options 2 to 5) would alter the visual character of
unlisted historic buildings at Rectory Farm, Lodge Farm and Graffham Road Cottages Brampton
resulting in a Slight Adverse effect. There would be a Slight Adverse effect on the historic
landscape of undesignated water meadows north of Offord Cluny due to the severance of the
meadows by the option. The HSB would also result in a Moderate Adverse effect on the setting of
Offord Cluny Conservation Area due to visual intrusion and Slight Adverse effects on two Grade
II listed buildings in Offord Cluny. There would also be a Slight Adverse effect on the Hilton
Conservation Area due to increase in noise level but the setting would not be affected. Reduction
in traffic and noise levels with the Fenstanton Conservation Area and one Grade II* Listed
Building within it, would result in a Slight Beneficial effect. At Conington there would be a Slight
Adverse effect on 7 Listed Buildings and on the undesignated historic parkland of Conington Hall
due to increased noise levels, although there would be no visual effect.

8.20.

The Cambridge Northern Bypass enhancements (Options 1, 3, 4, 5 and 6) would have a
Moderate Adverse effect on the visual setting and character on the Baits Bite Lock and Fen
Ditton Conservation Areas and the Grade II* Listed Building of Biggen Abbey, and Slight Adverse
effect on the Grade II LB Poplar Hall although the effects would be mitigated or cease in the long
term following the completion of the construction works. The demolition of the undesignated
historic Pill Box at the Girton Interchange would result in a Slight Adverse effect. Complexes of
remains are known to exist near Clare College Farm, Hazlewell Farm, Grange Farm, west of the
Girton Interchange, and the Histon junction. However, it is possible that other, hitherto unknown
remains exist along other stretches of the option alignment.

8.21.

Removal of the Huntingdon Railway Viaduct (Options 2, 3 and 6) would result in a moderate
beneficial effect on the setting of the listed Huntingdon Station cartilage and structure, the LBII
former Huntingdon County Hospital and the Scheduled Monument earthworks on Mill Common.

8.22.

There are two Scheduled Monument within the environs of the A1198 (affected by Option 6); a
moated site at Pastures Farm just west of Caxton Gibbet, and moated site at Papworth Hall in
Papworth Everard. Their settings may be affected by Option 6, resulting in a Moderate Adverse
effect. The historic mansion and Grade II Registered Park and Garden at Madingley Hall lies
close to the east end of the A428 at Madingley; Grade II* Registered Park and Garden at
Childerley Hall in Dry Drayton. While the upgrading of this A road may already have resulted in
adverse effects to such assets, the option may further affect the settings of these designated
monuments resulting in Moderate Adverse effects.

8.23.

Overall, all six options were assessed as having Moderate Adverse effects on heritage of historic
resources. Note however, that it is possible that other, hitherto unknown, remains exist which
have not been accounted for.

Biodiversity
8.24.

None of the options would impact on statutory designated sites, although Options 2 to 6 would
affect non-statutory designated sites, whilst Option 1 would not, and would result in Neutral or
positive impacts on protected or notable species.

8.25.

The Huntingdon Southern Bypass (in Options 2 to 6) would result in be some loss of habitat at
Buckden Gravel Pits County Wildlife Site (CWS) resulting in adverse impacts on important bird
populations. There would also be adverse impacts on badgers due to loss of a badger sett and
disruption to existing badger territories (no badger setts would be lost in Option 1 although there
may still be some adverse effects on badgers). Other impacts on protected or notable species
are likely to be Neutral or positive.

8.26.

In relation to the Option 6, the existing A1198/A428 route is within one kilometre of three Sites of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) which are also ancient woodlands. These are Papworth Wood
(approx. 800 metres from alignment), Knapwell Wood (approx. 550 metres from the alignment),
and Madingley Wood (approx. 70 metres from the A428 alignment). Option 6 also runs within
approximately one kilometre of one SSSI ancient woodland (Elsworth Wood). There is one nonstatutory designated site adjacent to the A1198; a grassland site at the junction with Barnfield
Lane north of Papworth St Agnes. Direct impacts on these sites can be avoided with careful
design and direct impacts minimised through appropriate mitigation. Other than the grassland at
Barnfield Lane, no important habitats were identified adjacent to the current route. Species data
was not available for assessment of this section.
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8.27.

The Cambridge Northern Bypass enhancement is not expected to have any additional significant
impacts.

8.28.

Overall, Option 1 was assessed as Neutral for biodiversity impacts whilst Options 2 to 6 were
assessed as Moderate Adverse.

Water environment
8.29.

None of the options would affect an SSSI or a groundwater Site Protection Zone (SPZ).

8.30.

All six options would cross flood zone 3 at a main river. Options 1 and 6 have one river crossing
whilst Options 2 to 5 each have three river crossings. These are as follows:


Cottenham Lode (Options 1 to 5)



Ouse (Options 2 to 6);



West Brook (Options 2 to 5).

8.31.

Similarly, Options 1 and 6 would impact one area of ecological quality whilst Options 2 to 5 each
impact on three areas.

8.32.

Overall Option 1 was assessed as potentially being slightly beneficial to the water environment
whilst Options 2 to 6 were assessed as having a Neutral impact.

8.33.

Those options which downgrade the A14 alignment (Options 2, 3 and 6) may reduce the
impermeable area. However, this may be partially or fully offset by an increase in impermeable
area due to the Huntingdon Southern Bypass (although Option 6 is likely to result in less increase
than Options 2 to 5).
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10. Total costs of the six shortlisted
highway options
Introduction
10.1.

This section sets out the capital and operating costs associated with each of the highway options.
Costs are presented in Q4 2011 prices (i.e. current year) and Q4 2019 prices (i.e. mid-point of
the construction period as assumed for the economic appraisal of options). The Q4 2011 costs
are presented in the current, undiscounted amounts and as Present Values (PV, i.e. discounted).
This section also sets out the methodologies used to derive the costs.

Capital costs
Derivation of cost estimates
10.2.

Capital cost estimates were prepared by Atkins in collaboration with the Highways Agency. The
basic works costs estimates were derived based on historic unit rates for length of new/widened
carriageway, number of structures (by type) and other features required.

10.3.

On-costs to convert from basic construction costs to outturn project costs were calculated using
uplift factors agreed with the Highways Agency. The factors were determined through an iterative
refinement of the methodology and assumptions used by Atkins and the Highways Agency until
agreement on them was reached. In both cases, the methods and assumptions used were based
on historic outturn costs. The factors used were as follows:






10.4.

On costs to derive construction cost:
-

Project overheads and method-related charges: 42% of works cost.

-

Construction phase design duties: 3% of works cost.

-

Insurance and other items: 3% of works cost.

-

Fees (e.g. for design): 9% of works cost.

On costs to derive project cost:
-

Development phase costs: 8% of construction cost.

-

Highways Agency and employer’s agent costs: 4% of construction cost.

-

Non-recoverable VAT: 12% of construction cost.

-

HUB contribution: 0.5% of construction cost.

-

Highways Agency managed project-specific costs: 3% of construction cost.

-

Utilities: 7% of construction cost.

-

Land: 5% of construction cost.

-

Environmental mitigation; 0% of construction cost.

On costs to derive pre-inflation budget cost:
-

Risk (including unscheduled items): 25% of project cost.

-

HA uncertainty: 13% of project cost.

-

HA programme risk: 12% of project costs plus risk and uncertainty.

The cost expenditure profile, as shown in Table 25, follows that of the EFD scheme and assumes
a 2018 construction start and a 2021 opening year (although the actual years of construction and
opening may be different).

Atkins Report to the Department for Transport

65

A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing & Appraisal Report

THIS PAGE IS BLANK

Atkins Report to the Department for Transport

70

A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing & Appraisal Report

11. Summary and recommendations
from highway option testing
Summary of benefits and costs
11.1.

Table 31 provides a summary of the actual benefits and costs of each highway option. The best
highway option against each criterion is shaded in green, the worst in red. The Appraisal
Summary Tables (AST) for these options are contained in Appendix H.

Atkins Report to the Department for Transport

71

A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing & Appraisal Report

THIS PAGE IS BLANK

Atkins Report to the Department for Transport

76

A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing & Appraisal Report

12.6.

The modelling of the toll included a forecast of changes in the patterns of demand for travel as a
result of the toll being introduced. The following three different types of change were reflected in
the DIADEM approach:


suppression of the total number of trips made (trip generation);



changing trip origins, destinations and trip lengths (trip distribution); and



re-routing of trips at a local and strategic level (re-assignment).

Modelling anti-diversionary measures
12.7.

In practice, application of a toll will lead to some diversion onto non-tolled alternative routes on
the local road network. To minimise these effects in practice, it will be necessary to apply antidiversionary measures on the local road network, such as traffic management measures, signage
and HGV bans on some local roads may be needed. It will be important that the design of such
measures avoids reducing the efficiency of the local road network, thereby penalising unfairly
those not using the new A14 capacity.

12.8.

In modelling the toll, the most serious likely diversionary effects were initially identified by running
the model with a very high toll; changes to the coding of the modelled network were made to
represent measures to reduce the capacity of some links that would form part of the diversionary
routes. Note however, that the changes to the modelled network were simplistic (the capacity of
relevant links was halved) and in themselves were not intended to represent specific measures
but that the assumptions are indicative of what could be achieved with traffic engineering
measures. The links for which capacity was halved in the model were:


Impington (Milton Road / Butt Lane);



Dry Drayton (Scotland Road);



Ramper Road;



Rampton (High Street);



Abbots Ripton (all routes to village centre);



Buckden (Mill Road);



Grafham (all routes to village centre);



Offord D’Arcy (High Street);



Graveley (Toseland Road);



Gamlingay (Station Road / Hatley Road); and



Longstanton (High Street – north end).

12.9.

The modelling did not include any mitigation measures to deter diversion on the local road
networks in either Huntingdon (beyond the removal of the Huntingdon Viaduct and replacement
with a local road network) or Cambridge as it was considered that, in so doing, the local
functionality of these road networks could be constrained. Whilst it may be possible to deter
some toll-avoiding traffic from travelling through Cambridge and Huntingdon, for example by
limiting access to or from the A14, such measures would require careful consideration. The
impacts of not applying mitigation measures in Huntingdon or Cambridge are discussed later in
this chapter.

12.10.

It should be noted that at this stage no attempt was made to define the nature of these measures
other than as described above. Further, there will inevitably be substantial iteration and re-testing
of all elements of the scheme design (including anti-diversionary measures) as development of
the project progresses further. The measures tested here are simply intended to counter
unwanted diversion to allow reasonable assessment of the likely impacts of tolling, should
appropriate measures be in place.
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Actual versus perceived toll levels
12.11.

12.12.

There is currently some debate about the relationship between actual toll levels charged and the
level of toll perceived by drivers, specifically that drivers using a tolled road behave in a way
which suggests that the toll level is lower than it actually is. There are thought to be three
possible reasons for this:


toll road users tend to perceive the journey time via the un-tolled route as being
longer than it actually is;



toll road users place a high value on the expected reliability of the tolled road and
choose their route accordingly; and



use of smartcards, tokens and contactless technology, coupled with an increasing
trend towards user accounts and payment by direct debit mean that fewer drivers
pay tolls using cash.

Understanding of these effects is currently limited but, if true, they suggest that models used to
forecast demand for travel in a scenario including a tolled road could under-estimate their use.
There are other model-related issues which exacerbate the potential real life effects above and
thereby mean that traditional highway assignment models will inherently under-predict usage of
toll roads. For example:


if toll road users do indeed perceive the journey times un-tolled alternatives as being
longer than they are, models which rightly represent the average hour rather than a
worst case scenario on the un-tolled alternative will route fewer vehicles via a tolled
route as the relative benefit of doing so is less;



related to the above, models make routing decisions based on full and prior
knowledge of the typical journey times of each route for a given set of conditions; in
reality of course traffic conditions vary from day-to-day and even drivers who know
the alternative routes do not have this knowledge and tend to make decisions based
on their “worst case scenario” of the un-tolled route; and



toll road users place a high value on the expected reliability of the tolled road and
route accordingly, although this is not reflected in the model.

12.13.

An example of this in practice is a model developed by Atkins which included the M6 Toll Road,
Atkins found it necessary to apply in the model only half of the actual toll in order to replicate
observed behaviour.

12.14.

In practice, there is little experience of modelling tolled roads in the UK and therefore few
examples of modelling a lower toll than that which will be charged. At this stage of the study it is
deemed inappropriate to attempt to do so although further work will be required to determine
whether such an approach is justified in the future.

Assessment of Option 7 with initial tolling assumptions
Overall changes in demand for travel
12.15.

The estimated changes in demand for travel (car and light van trips only) due to the application of
a £2 toll for cars and LGVs and £4 toll for HGVs are shown in Table 34 (see Chapter 5 for the
definition of internal and external). Note that, as these figures were derived from the model’s
demand matrices, they represent changes due to trip suppression and re-distribution (changing
trip origins and/or destinations), but NOT re-routing effects. The table shows the change
compared to the revised With Freight Package Do-Minimum (i.e. with no improvement scheme)
and compared to an improved, but un-tolled, scheme.

Atkins Report to the Department for Transport

80

A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing & Appraisal Report

12.19.



The longer the section tolled, the less reduction in demand on the Huntingdon
Southern Bypass, suggesting willingness to make a localised diversion around a
short tolled section (as flow is only reduced by 2% south of Trinity Foot in Option A).



The medium length tolled section results in a maximum diversion away from the A14
of 1,240 vehicles (on the Trinity Foot-Girton section), slightly more than the
maximum diversion when the shortest is tolled (1,190 PCU, Option A) but much less
than the maximum diversion if the longest section is tolled (2,920 PCUs on the
Cambridge Northern Bypass, Option C).



Tolling the complete length between Ellington and Milton reduces flow on the
Cambridge Northern Bypass by a third. Given that so many westbound vehicles
would divert from the A14 at Milton to avoid paying the toll, the further diversionary
impact north of Girton is minimal.

In each of the three tolling scenarios one of the expected impacts of the toll is to divert mainly
local traffic from the (tolled) mainline A14 to the Local Access Roads. However, traffic also diverts
elsewhere, as described below.

Changes in traffic flow
12.20.

Appendix G contains a series of plots showing the effects of applying a toll on traffic flow in the
morning peak hour (in PCUs – passenger car units). The green bars represent increases in flow,
and blue bars represent decreases in flow. Note that the modelling was only able to take a
superficial approach to examination of anti-diversionary measures. In practice, some of the
diversion onto local roads could be mitigated by implementation of such measures. Further,
diversion of traffic onto the local access roads between Trinity Foot and Girton could be reduced
by lowering the speed limits on the local access roads below 70 mph (for those tests where the
A14 mainline is tolled in this location).
Toll applied to Ellington – Trinity Foot (Option A, £2/£4 toll)

12.21.

The forecast change in traffic flow in the morning peak hour due to application of a £2/£4 toll is
shown in Figure G1 (the comparison is therefore with an un-tolled Option 7).

12.22.

The main effect is that a share of traffic would switch back to the downgraded A14 alignment past
Huntingdon, despite the longer journey times associated with these routes. This would result in
approximately 900 fewer PCUs eastbound on the Huntingdon Southern Bypass. The model also
forecasts some diversion through Godmanchester and Huntingdon itself (for example Stukeley
Road B1044) as an alternative to the downgraded A14 alignment.

12.23.

It is forecast that there would be some more minor diversion from the B1043 Huntingdon Road
onto the A1 between Brampton and St Neots; and some localised diversion on the east side of St
Neots. There would be no notable increases in traffic (compared to an un-tolled Option 7) on key
radials within Cambridge.

12.24.

Figure G2 compares the traffic flows with a toll applied to Option 7 between Ellington and Trinity
Foot (Option A) to the Do-Minimum. The plot shows that a tolled Option 7 would result in
additional traffic in Huntingdon, St. Ives and Longstanton compared to no enhancement, although
there is a notable reduction in traffic on the B1514 Thrapston Road / Huntingdon Road /
Brampton Road / Hartford Road / Main Street both north east and south west of the A14.

12.25.

Traffic levels under this tolled Option 7 scenario would generally be lower than in the 2031 DoMinimum on key corridors in Cambridge, with similar patterns to those observed in the non-tolled
tests (see paragraph 5.24).
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Toll applied to Ellington – Girton (Option B, £2/£4 toll)
12.26.

The forecast change in traffic flow in the morning peak hour due to application of a £2/£4 toll is
shown in Figure G3 (the comparison is therefore with an un-tolled Option 7).

12.27.

It is notable that applying the toll over a longer section of route (i.e. as far south as Girton) would
greatly reduce the level of traffic diverting via Huntingdon to avoid the toll. Application of the toll
on the main carriageway between Trinity Foot and Girton would clearly result in a diversion of
traffic onto the un-tolled Local Access Roads, as shown in Table 35, although this could
potentially be reduced through lower speed limits on the Local Access Roads; and, as this
capacity is provided as part of the scheme, it does not cause the same concerns as those over
traffic that is diverting via inappropriate routes.

12.28.

Elsewhere, effects are forecast to be less marked, with only a small increase in traffic using the
A428; and diversion from the B1043 to the A1 (as with Option A). Traffic on key radials in
Cambridge would typically increase by 1-3% although higher increases are forecast outbound on
Huntingdon Road. Increases in traffic levels on radial roads in Cambridge are limited typically to
less than 2%.

12.29.

Figure G4 compares the traffic flows with a toll applied to Option 7 between Ellington and Girton
(Option B) to the Do-Minimum. As with Option A, a tolled Option 7 would increase traffic on local
roads in Huntingdon and St Ives (although to a lesser extent than in Option A) and Longstanton
(to a greater extent than Option A).

12.30.

Again, traffic levels under this tolled Option 7 scenario would generally be lower than in the 2031
Do-Minimum on key corridors in Cambridge with similar increases on Histon Road and Milton
Road to those observed with the shorter tolled section (Option A).
Toll applied to Ellington – Milton (Option C, £2/£4 toll)

12.31.

The forecast changes in traffic flow in the morning peak hour due to application of a £2/£4 toll is
shown in Figure G5 (the comparison is therefore with an un-tolled Option 7).

12.32.

The main feature is the forecast diversion of 25% of traffic from the Cambridge Northern Bypass
onto alternative routes, predominantly through Cambridge but also via Milton and Histon. The
biggest increases in traffic on radial routes in Cambridge are forecast to be:


+350 PCUs (+15%) Milton Road inbound and +100 PCUs (+9%) outbound;



+260 PCUs (+52%) Madingley Road outbound;



+170 PCUs (+23%) Barton Road inbound and +170 PCUs (+25%) outbound;



+150 PCUs (+19%) Huntingdon Road inbound and +230 PCUs (+26%) outbound;
and



+120 PCUs (+30%) Newmarket Road outbound.

12.33.

As before, the plot shows that there would be some diversion via Huntingdon, but at similar levels
to Option B, and therefore less than in Option A. As Table 35 shows, extension of the tolled
section to Milton would result in a lower diversion from the A14 mainline between Trinity Foot and
Girton as the toll at this level is broadly equivalent to the journey time saving and thus more
benefit to paying the toll, but a higher increase in traffic on the local access roads.

12.34.

There would be a more pronounced increase in traffic on the A428 and M11 than in tests
assuming a shorter tolled section, although traffic levels on the A428 are still below those in the
Do-Minimum (as shown in Figure G5).

12.35.

Figure G6 compares the traffic flows with a toll applied to Option 7 between Ellington and Milton
(Option C) to the Do-Minimum. As would be expected, traffic levels on local roads in Huntingdon,
St Ives, Cambridge and the villages to the north of the Cambridge Northern Bypass are, in some
cases, above those forecast in the Do-Minimum, notably on Milton Road inbound (+320 PCUs or
+14%); Milton Road outbound (+180 PCUs or +17%) and Madingley Road outbound (+265 PCUs
or +54%).

Atkins Report to the Department for Transport

83

A14 Study: Output 3
Package Testing & Appraisal Report

13. Summary and conclusions
Introduction
13.1.

Output 3 of the A14 Study refined and appraised public transport, freight and highway packages
intended to work in combination to alleviate the challenges of congestion, delays, poor resilience
and poor safety experienced on the A14 between the A1 and Cambridge. This report sets out in
detail the approaches adopted, their rationale and outcomes of the package refinement and
appraisal.

13.2.

The systematic process of assessing the impacts of the packages was necessarily complex but
can be summarised as involving:

13.3.



refinement of the composition of the public transport package and testing its impacts
using the CSRM model;



in parallel, refinement of the composition of the rail freight package and testing its
impacts using the GB Freight Model;



then, assuming implementation of the freight package as a baseline, refinement of a
number of highway packages and testing their impacts using the A14 Highway
Assignment Model;



identification of the best-performing highway option against the agreed transport
objectives; and



an examination of the potential impacts of tolling a highway option.

The remainder of this chapter summarises the nature of the preferred modal packages and their
impacts and draws conclusions from the study as a whole.

Summary of packages and their impacts
13.4.

This section describes the preferred public transport, freight and highway packages and their
impacts in terms of the known challenges and objectives for intervention. Unless otherwise
stated, analysis is for the forecast year of 2031.

Do-Minimum (no intervention)
13.5.

In common with standard practice, the impacts of the packages in the future were assessed
against a Do-Minimum scenario representing a version of the future in which the packages are
not implemented, but which includes committed changes to the transport networks and land
uses. They were not therefore compared to current conditions, but a best estimate of what
conditions may be in the future. In this case, the forecast year is 2031. In this section, conditions
forecast for the 2031 Do-Minimum are compared with those in the model for the 2011 base year.

13.6.

The overall demand for travel in the study area was forecast to increase by approximately 30%
between 2011 and 2031. The increase in car/LGV traffic was predicted to be 31% in the morning
peak hour and 33% in the evening peak hour, HGV traffic was forecast to increase by a smaller
percentage: 14% in the morning peak hour and 18% in the evening peak hour.

13.7.

This growth in demand for travel results in increased levels of traffic in the study area (as shown
in Figure 19). For example, southbound traffic on the A14 in the morning peak hour was forecast
to rise by 22% between 2011 and 2031. Some other examples of increases in traffic levels on
strategic roads are given in Table 49.
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Preferred public transport package
Description
13.12.

The preferred public transport package would comprise a new Park & Ride site at Alconbury, a
new local bus service running between Cambridge city centre, Bar Hill and Cambridge Science
Park and an express bus service between Peterborough and Cambridge (a service which
Stagecoach has subsequently confirmed it will operate).

13.13.

The public transport package would provide:

13.14.



significantly improved public transport connectivity between Bar Hill, Cambridge
Science Park and planned new Science Park station;



a Park & Ride service which negates the need to drive on the A14 south of Spittals
interchange; and



direct connections to Alconbury Enterprise Zone, central Huntingdon and three Park
& Ride sites from central Peterborough and central Cambridge

The nature of the existing transport networks, and disparate trip patterns in the study area,
suggest that the measures tested offer the best scope for improving public transport connectivity
and of shifting demand from road to public transport and that there are no other affordable
options which would result in a much larger shift, particularly of local demand. In comparison,
there appears to be much greater scope to transfer freight from road to rail, as is discussed in the
following chapter.
Forecast impacts

13.15.

The public transport package was forecast to result in only a modest increase in net public
transport demand in the study area of 150 passengers in the morning peak period (three hours)
in 2031. This equates to a 1-2% increase in public transport trips in the study area. As these are
net figures, they include some abstraction of passengers from existing rail and bus services and
Park & Ride sites.

13.16.

The proposed Park & Ride site at Alconbury was forecast to attract 60 vehicles in the morning
peak (three hour period) in 2031. This assumed a dedicated bus service to/from the site. The
local bus service was forecast to attract approximately 110 passengers, and the express bus
approximately 170 passengers in the same period.

13.17.

The relatively modest patronage forecasts mean that the public transport package would have
only a small impact in terms of removing traffic from the A14 (of 120 vehicles in the morning peak
three hour period). As this equates to less than 1% of traffic in this period, the public transport
package in isolation would not resolve the problems on the A14 identified in Output 1 of this
study. However, this is not to say that in themselves the individual elements of the public
transport package do not necessarily have merit in themselves, for example in improving public
transport accessibility, although the modest additional patronage forecast suggests that these
benefits are limited.

Preferred freight package
Description
13.18.

The purpose of the package would be to reduce HGV demand along the A14 corridor by
encouraging a transfer of freight from road to rail. Given the nature of freight movements in the
core study area, the focus was on modal shift of traffic moving from the Haven Ports to the
Midlands and North.

13.19.

As such, the preferred freight package would be predominantly measures on the Felixstowe to
Nuneaton (F2N) route which would enable quicker journey times, operation of longer trains and
could allow additional freight paths to be provided. These include:


Ipswich North Chord;



installation of second track between Ely and Soham;



double-tracking sections of Felixstowe branch line;
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13.20.



enhancement of freight loops at March; and



re-modelling of Ely North Junction.

The package would also include private sector delivery of new/expanded Strategic Rail Freight
Infrastructure.
Forecast impacts

13.21.

The nature of the proposed rail freight interventions mean that the benefits of this modal shift
would be felt over a wide area, in particular eastern England. The forecasting suggested that, by
2031, the package would remove approximately 1,300 HGVs from the road network travelling
to/from the Haven Ports area during an average 24 hour period (this effect is due to both
elements of the freight package – enhancements to the F2N corridor and expansion of Strategic
Rail Freight Interchanges nationally).

13.22.

The rail freight package was forecast to reduce HGV traffic on the A14 in the core study area by
up to 11% compared to a Do-Minimum scenario without the package. Reductions of this scale
would offset 60 to 80% of the forecast growth in HGV traffic which would otherwise have
occurred between 2011 and 2031.

13.23.

A scenario in which the freight package is implemented, and therefore these reductions in HGV
traffic achieved, forms the baseline against which the highway packages were assessed (the
With Freight Package Do-Minimum).

Preferred highway option (un-tolled)
Description
13.24.

This report describes in detail the systematic process by which the six highway packages
shortlisted at the end of Output 2 of this study were refined and appraised in order to identify the
best-performing highway option. In summary, the analysis showed that the best-performing
highway options are those which would:


be larger, thereby offering solutions to a greater number of problems;



provide a full Huntingdon Southern Bypass and provide Local Access Roads
between the HSB and Girton; and



enhance the Cambridge Northern Bypass.

13.25.

If Option 5 were tolled then much more of the strategic traffic would be expected to continue
using the old A14 via Huntingdon (although this specific scenario has not been tested). As a
consequence, Option 7 would be more likely to perform well as a tolled scheme. Option 5 and
Option 7 are compared in this section as to how they are likely to perform as transport schemes.

13.26.

The appraisal offers less of a steer on the issue of retention or downgrading of the existing A14
alignment adjacent to Huntingdon (see section 11.5). Whilst the monetised elements of the
appraisal tend to support retaining the existing route (with the exception of accident benefits,
which would be greater with the viaduct removed), most of the non-monetised elements point
towards downgrading.

13.27.

Therefore, at this stage it would be difficult to select a single definitive best-performing un-tolled
package from

13.28.



Option 5; and



a version of Option 5 which downgrades the existing A14 alignment and provides a
3-lane Huntingdon Southern Bypass with additional junctions with the A1 and A1198
(subsequently named as Option 7 and used as the basis for examination of tolling).

However, option 5 is unlikely to perform well as a tolled scheme, as it is likely to lead to
more of the traffic remaining on the existing A14 adjacent to Huntingdon.
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13.29.

Both options would include the Huntingdon Southern Bypass with junctions with the existing A14
near Ellington and Trinity Foot, dual 2-lane Local Access Roads between Trinity Foot and Girton,
enhancements to Girton interchange to provide for free-flow movement between the north and
west of the junction; widening of the Cambridge Northern Bypass to dual 3-lane between Girton
and Milton; and lengthening of the west-facing slip roads at Histon and Milton.

13.30.

The options differ in that:


in Option 5 the existing A14 alignment north of Trinity Foot would be retained as is
and therefore the Huntingdon Southern Bypass is a dual 2-lane road with no
intermediate junctions between Ellington and Trinity Foot; whilst



in Option 7 the existing A14 alignment north of Trinity Foot would be downgraded
and the Huntingdon Railway Viaduct removed, therefore the Huntingdon Southern
Bypass would be a dual 3-lane road (the additional capacity to accommodate traffic
to/from the A1(M)) with intermediate junctions with the A1 and A1198 for local traffic.

Forecast impacts
13.31.

Unsurprisingly, Options 5 and 7 have marked impacts on traffic patterns in the study area, as
described in detail elsewhere in this report. These impacts are summarised below in terms of the
key challenges identified on the A14 identified in Output 1 of the study, namely:


peak congestion and delay on the A14 which impacts on strategic long term
movements and local traffic;



peak congestion and delay on key local roads;



lack of resilience in the A14 corridor, often impacting on local road traffic; and



safety on the A14.

Peak congestion and delay on the A14
13.32.

The following is based on forecasts of delays (measured as journey time compared to the freeflow time) in the morning peak period, although typically similar delays in the evening peak could
be expected in the opposite direction of travel.

13.33.

All the options tested would reduce peak period congestion and delays to a greater or lesser
extent compared to the 2031 Do-Minimum. Option 5 would remove most of the delays on the A14
north of Trinity Foot, including on the section between Brampton Hut and Spittals interchanges
(traffic flow on the Huntingdon Viaduct is forecast to be 20% below the Do-Minimum in the
morning peak hour). However, as the A14 past Huntingdon would be retained, delays would
continue to occur in the morning peak northbound between Godmanchester and Spittals
interchange, albeit greatly reduced. Delays on the main carriageway southbound between Trinity
Foot and Girton would be halved but also remain. The option would however remove the
significant delays eastbound from Girton on the Cambridge Northern Bypass.

13.34.

Overall, the average peak direction journey between Ellington and Milton would be over 18
minutes quicker in Option 5 than in the Do-Minimum; and approximately 13 minutes between
Alconbury and Milton despite increases in traffic of up to 900 Passenger Car Units (PCUs) in the
peak hour.

13.35.

In Option 7, the downgrading of A14 north of Trinity Foot would resolve the delays between
Godmanchester and Spittals interchange and on the Cambridge northern Bypass, however some
delays are expected to remain on the section between Trinity Foot and Girton, as in Option 5.
This option has the potential to increase delays southbound on the A1 in the morning peak
between Alconbury and Brampton Hut interchange as this becomes the sole route for strategic
traffic.

13.36.

Peak direction journey times would fall by a similar amount as in Option 5 east-west
(approximately 18 minutes in the morning peak Ellington to Milton), and journeys from Alconbury
to Milton would be10 minutes quicker on average despite the increased length of the new route.
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Peak congestion and delay on key local roads
13.37.

The enhancement of the A14 in Options 5 and 7 would provide additional capacity which would
both reduce diversion off the A14 to avoid congestion, and would encourage local traffic to join
the A14 at the earliest opportunity. Both impacts would significantly reduce peak period traffic
levels (and therefore congestion and delay) on key local roads.

13.38.

The plots in Appendix C show the extent of the forecast reduction in traffic flow. In Option 5,
reductions would be most marked in Huntingdon (the eastern end of the A141, the B1514, ring
road and Medieval Bridge), Brampton, on the A1123 (Huntingdon – Ely), in Godmanchester
(B1044), on the A1198 (Godmanchester - Caxton Gibbet), and in central Cambridge. There are
also forecast to be some localised increases as local traffic routes to the Huntingdon Southern
Bypass instead of the current A14 (e.g. on the B1043 south-west of Godmanchester) and on the
A141 westbound approaching Spittals Interchange in the morning peak (although this could be
mitigated by re-timing of traffic signals as the strategic A14-A14 movement has been removed
from the interchange).

13.39.

The pattern is similar for Option 7, although even with the removal of the Huntingdon Railway
Viaduct some strategic traffic would continue to route via Huntingdon, including along Ermine
Street. Conversely, downgrading of the A14 would reduce rat-running on the A1198 through
Godmanchester between the Huntingdon Southern Bypass and the current A14 alignment, over
Huntingdon Medieval Bridge and the B1514 through Brampton.

13.40.

In Cambridge, some isolated changes in traffic flows on the key radials are expected, although
the net effect would be a 2% reduction in traffic entering or leaving Cambridge.
Lack of resilience in the A14 corridor

13.41.

The concept of network resilience relates to the degree to which the network (or sub-sections
thereof) is able to cope with the unexpected disruption or closure of one or more sections due to
an unforeseen incident. This resilience can be influenced by the ability of the affected route to
cater for demand when capacity is reduced, or on a wider scale, the availability of alternative
routes. The forecasting methodology adopted was based on a typical weekday during the year
and therefore did not reflect variability of journey times caused by irregular events such as
breakdowns and accidents.

13.42.

However, the ratio between forecast traffic volume and highway capacity on a given section of
road is a common measure of the extent to which the network is under stress and therefore the
degree to which it is resilient, or otherwise, to unforeseen incidents. As the share of capacity
utilised increases, so does network stress and delays experienced by traffic due to congestion.

13.43.

An analysis of where traffic volume exceeds 85% of available capacity in the 2031 morning peak
hour showed that Option 5 would reduce stress on the A14 between Spittals interchange and
Girton due to provision of additional capacity in the form of the Huntingdon Southern Bypass to
the north and the Local Access Roads further south. However, Option 5 would also result in
some increases in stress, in particular on the A141 westbound approaching Spittals interchange
(although this could be mitigated by adjusting signal timings as the A14-A14 traffic movement
would no longer need to be accommodated).

13.44.

In downgrading the existing A14 alignment between the A1(M) and Trinity Foot, Option 7 would
remove network stress on this section. However, as all strategic traffic then routes via the A1
between Alconbury and Brampton, Option 7 would result in increased network stress on this
section (despite some assumed capacity improvements). Option 7 would also increase stress on
the A141 approaching Spittals interchange from the east (as above) Huntingdon and northbound
on the M11 approaching Girton.

13.45.

Overall, both Options 5 and 7 would improve resilience of the wider network as they provide
additional road capacity meaning that, for example, closure of a lane will result in a smaller
proportionate loss of total capacity. Further, both provide two routes between Trinity Foot and the
A1/A1(M), albeit one would be downgraded in Option 7, meaning that local diversionary routes
would be available to the Highways Agency in the event of a major incident in this section.
Similarly, the Local Access Roads (LARs) between Trinity Foot and Girton would offer
diversionary alternatives should incidents occur on the LARs or main carriageway in this section.
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Safety on the A14
13.46.

All options tested were forecast to result in reductions in the overall number and severity of
personal injury accidents. In Option 5, the total number of accidents in the modelled area was
forecast to fall by 2.2% by 2031 and fatal accidents by 2.0%. The total number of accidents on
the A14 was forecast to fall by 9.2%. In the un-tolled Option 7, the total number of accidents and
fatal accidents in the modelled area was forecast to fall by less than they were in Option 5 (falls
of 1.0% and 0.2% respectively). The total number of accidents on the A14 was also forecast to
fall by less (1.8%)
Local environmental impacts

13.47.

Inevitably, the higher speeds which would result in Options 5 and 7 would lead to in an increase
in CO2 emissions, although Option 5 would result in the lowest increase amongst the six
shortlisted highway options tested. For Option 7, the additional distance travelled by strategic
north-south traffic due to downgrading of the current A14 alignment past Huntingdon would mean
that CO2 emissions would be higher than with Option 5.

13.48.

Both Option 5 and Option 7 would significantly reduce emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx) in
the NOx-related Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) at Huntingdon. Option 5 would reduce
emissions by 30% whilst Option 7, which would downgrade the route in the vicinity, would reduce
emissions by 70%. Emissions of NOx would increase in both options in the AQMA along the A14
between Fenstanton, Girton and Milton due to increased traffic levels (by 8% in Option 5 and 9%
in Option 5) whilst emissions in the central Cambridge AQMA are forecast to fall slightly due to
improvements to the Cambridge Northern Bypass. Overall, those highway options which would
remove the Huntingdon Railway Viaduct (such as Option 7) are expected to result in larger
increases in emissions than those which retain it (such as Option 5).

13.49.

Options 5 and 7 would result in a greater share of the network experiencing a perceptible
increase in noise levels than the share experiencing perceptible reductions. However, much of
the increase can be accounted for by the Huntingdon Southern Bypass which passes through a
relatively sparsely populated area (although, of course some settlements will be affected). The
highest increases in noise are forecast on the A14 between Girton and Fenstanton and around
the Huntingdon Southern Bypass.

13.50.

The Huntingdon Southern Bypass has been assessed as having a Large Adverse effect on
landscape as this offline section would pass through mostly open, large scale arable landscape
with some woodlands, valley floodplains and fenland. Option 5 would have a Neutral effect on
townscape whilst the removal of Huntingdon Viaduct would result in a positive townscape benefit
in Option 7. All options would traverse a landscape which is known for the potential for
undesignated buried archaeological remains of medium importance, which have not been fully
located and mapped, meaning that there may be some unforeseen heritage impacts. Most known
heritage impacts relate to some historic buildings, historic landscape and Conservation Areas in
the vicinity of Huntingdon Southern Bypass. Neither Option 5 nor Option 7 would impact on
statutory designated sites, SSSIs or SPZs although the Huntingdon Southern Bypass would
result in some loss of habitat. Both options would cross flood zone 3 at three main rivers

Preferred highway option (tolled)
Description
13.51.

As described in the previous chapter, the preferred tolled highway option adopts the same design
as Option 7, namely: a three-lane Huntingdon Southern Bypass with junctions with the existing
A14 near Ellington and Trinity Foot and with the A1 and A1198, dual two-lane Local Access
Roads between Trinity Foot and Girton, enhancements to Girton interchange to provide for freeflow movement between the north and west of the junction; widening of the Cambridge Northern
Bypass to dual three-lane between Girton and Milton; and lengthening of the west-facing slip
roads at Histon and Milton.
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13.52.

Whilst further work is required to examine the exact nature of the tolling regime in more detail, the
testing undertaken during this study suggests that a tolling regime can be designed which
delivers significant economic benefits and which generates revenue from tolling. This therefore
represents the preferred tolling regime at the time of writing. A £1 toll for cars and LGVs and £2
toll for HGVs (2011 prices) would be applied to each journey made on any part of the tolled
section of the A1 (between the A1 and Girton). The toll would apply all day, every day with no
multiple-use discounts and limited exemptions (to be determined).
Forecast impacts

13.53.

Tolling in the way described above is forecast to have only a moderate effect on traffic patterns
(and related impacts) compared to an un-tolled Option 7 and would have virtually no effect on
traffic levels either side of the tolled section, suggesting that strategic diversion is small. Traffic
levels in the morning peak hour on the tolled Huntingdon Southern Bypass are forecast to fall by
only 2%. The main effects of the toll would be to divert traffic from the (tolled) mainline A14 to the
(un-tolled) Local Access Roads (LARs) between Trinity Foot and Girton (approximately 400
PCUs in the peak hour); and to reduce the combined flow on the mainline and LARs by 700
PCUs (suggesting some localised diversion via the A428 corridor and local roads).

13.54.

The additional traffic on the LARs would have the effect of increasing delays on them to four
minutes eastbound in the morning peak (Trinity Foot to Girton) compared to the free-flow time,
although by consequence of the reduction in traffic on the main carriageway, average end-to-end
journey times would fall by one minute.

13.55.

The forecast diversionary effects are shown in the flow difference plots in Appendix G, Figure G7.
This shows that some diversion onto alternative strategic routes (such as the A428/A1), the
A1198, A1123 and local roads, particularly to the north-east of the A14. As a consequence,
network stress levels would increase to over 85% on the A1 (southbound between Brampton Hut
Interchange and St. Neots), on the A1132 (Between Huntingdon and St. Ives) and on unclassified
roads between Willingham and Cottenham and between Swavesey and Longstanton. Some
diversion onto the local road network in Huntingdon is also forecast, but at lower levels than in
the £2/£4 toll tests, whilst the toll is forecast to have minimal effects on the Cambridge local
network at the £1/£2 level. Further work is required to understand and mitigate these unwanted
diversionary effects.

13.56.

Tolling would have no appreciable effect on accident savings, emissions or the local
environment.

Conclusions
13.57.

This study identified a multi-modal public transport, freight and highway package which is
forecast to address the challenges of delays, poor resilience and accidents identified in the core
study area. The package would achieve this by providing improved public transport connectivity
to reduce the share of personal travel by car; improved rail freight capability to reduce the share
of freight carried by road and; for trips where car, van or lorry is the only realistic option, by
improving the capacity of the A14 where it is most constrained and under pressure.

13.58.

The nature of the existing transport networks, and disparate trip patterns in the study area do
however limit the degree to which improving public transport can reduce demand for travel by
car on the A14. Having examined all realistic and affordable opportunities to improve bus, park &
ride and rail connectivity, the public transport package in isolation would not resolve the problems
on the A14 identified in Output 1 of this study. However, this is not to say that the individual
elements of the public transport package do not necessarily have merit in themselves, for
example in improving public transport accessibility, although the modest additional patronage
forecast suggests that these benefits are limited.
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13.59.

In comparison, there appears to be much greater scope to transfer freight from road to rail both in
the core study area and beyond. The preferred freight package is forecast to remove
approximately 1,300 HGVs from the road network travelling to/from the Haven Ports area during
an average 24 hour period in 2031 (this effect is due to both elements of the freight package –
enhancements to the F2N corridor and expansion of Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges
nationally). On the A14, the package of rail freight measures could cut HGV traffic by 11%
compared to a Do-Minimum scenario, which would offset 60 to 80% of the forecast growth in
HGV traffic which would otherwise have occurred between 2011 and 2031. In so doing, the
numerous problems resulting from the large share of HGVs currently using the A14 would be
alleviated.

13.60.

Following a systematic process of option identification, assessment and refinement, a preferred
highway package was identified which would comprise a dual two or three lane Huntingdon
Southern Bypass between the A1 and Trinity Foot, dual two-lane Local Access Roads to provide
capacity for local traffic parallel to the A14 between Trinity Foot and Girton, an enhanced
interchange at Girton; and online widening to three lanes of the A14 Cambridge Northern Bypass
between Girton and Milton.

13.61.

However, the appraisal offered less of a steer on the issue of retention or downgrading of the
existing A14 alignment adjacent to Huntingdon. Whilst the monetised elements of the appraisal
tend to support retaining the existing route, most of the non-monetised elements point towards
downgrading. Two options perform well: one of which would retain the existing route and provide
a two-lane Huntingdon Southern Bypass (Option 5) and one which would downgrade the existing
A14, remove the Huntingdon Southern Viaduct and provide a three-lane Huntingdon Southern
Bypass with additional junctions with the A1 and A1198 (Option 7). Option 5 has the potential to
generate a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) of up to 3.66 whilst Option 7 (un-tolled) could generate a
BCR of 2.14 (noting that the latter option tends to have more non-monetised benefits).

13.62.

The Project Board agreed that examination of the impacts of tolling should use Option 7 as a
basis because it combined:


the positive characteristics of options that downgraded the existing A14 around
Huntingdon (Option 3), which would thus be likely to attract most if not all of the
strategic traffic to the new bypass; and



the Local Access Roads in Option 5 which, in conjunction with the downgraded
section, would offer a free route for local traffic.

13.63.

The Project Board agreed that examination of the impacts of tolling should use Option 7 as a
basis because, unlike Option 5, the current A14 past Huntingdon would be downgraded meaning
that that route would offer a less attractive free alternative to the tolled Huntingdon Southern
Bypass for strategic trips.

13.64.

The examination of tolling was fairly broad. However, it was sufficient to conclude that there is a
tolling regime with tariffs of £1 for cars and LGVs and £2 for HGVs (2011 prices) applied to a
section between Ellington and Girton, which could deliver much of the economic benefit of the
un-tolled scheme and generate a revenue which could offset some of the capital cost of the
scheme. With this tolling regime, a tolled Option 7 offers a BCR of up to 2.1. The modelling also
suggested that, for Option 7, at these tariff levels, and with some representation of measures to
discourage use of local roads, diversion away from the tolled route onto the local road network
could be largely mitigated. At higher tariff levels, this becomes increasingly difficult.
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ANNEX C-1 A14 HEARINGS - BCG RESPONSE TO HE/A14/EX/178

HE/A14/EX/178 (published on PINS website 16 Oct 2015)
1 Introduction
1.1.1 The following document is an amended version of Appendix1 Assessment of
Modal Alternatives to Address Problems in the Cambridge-Huntingdon Corridor of
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. This document has been amended, inserting new wording at
paragraphs 2.3.7 to 2.3.10, to provide additional clarification on how freight,
specifically rail freight, is dealt with in the Cambridge to Huntingdon A14 Roads
Model(CHARM), as well as additional information relating to the current
status of measures on the Felixstowe to Nuneaton (F2N) route.
BCG comments
HE A14 scheme document EX/178 has been issued in response to deadline 10 submissions
(BCG submission attached - Annex C-2) and a request from the ExA Panel for more
information about the assessment of modal alternatives in the HE scheme. BCG has been
seeking information from HE about costs and scheme appraisal/assessment since the A14
Preliminary Meeting in May 2015.
Unexpectedly, this HE document supports key elements of the BCG alternative scheme as
offering the best solution to reduce congestion on the A14 corridor. Indeed, this document
shows how HE now claim that the Felixstowe-Nuneaton (F2N) rail freight works are part of
their A14 scheme - perhaps we should include this in the Statement of Common Ground?
There is also some interesting work on alternative options which include the F2N route plus
‘softer’ options as per the BCG scheme.
HE/A14/EX/178 also includes details of the A14 Study - Output 3
Package Testing and Appraisal Report - (Nov 2012)
A detailed response was not possible owing to time constraints. A brief summary of a few
key issues is outlined below:

Section 8: Implications of environmental effects on key decisions
These are summarised at para 8.4 (Table 22) which confirms the lower harmful
emissions of Option 1 (smaller scheme). Tellingly, it also states that “removal of the
Huntingdon Railway Viaduct would lead to larger increases in emissions of
greenhouse gases [carbon], NOx and PM10 than options where the viaduct is
retained.”
Section 9: Monetised benefit
Total monetised benefits of the shortlisted highways options are shown at para 9.1
(Table 23) These do not include monetised environment and health impacts as per
Treasury Green Book rules and DfT WebTAG guidance. This section also includes a
summary of the implications of total benefits on key decisions para 9.6 (Table 24).
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Clearly if environment and health impacts were properly monetised this would change
BCR/NPV results for the HE scheme significant/y.
Option 1 in this table is closest to the BCG alternative scheme as it retains the
viaduct and is largely based on existing roads. It is also (unsurprisingly) the least
costly option.
Section 11: Air quality
CO2, PM10 and NOx emissions
The summary of impact assessments at paras 11.4-5 includes the basic highways
option 1 which is not combined with any other elements of the BCG scheme but still
performs well having the lowest increase in CO2, PM10 and NOx emissions Output
3 was produced by HE to justify the case for tolling the HSB which was rejected by the
Government following a strong lobbying campaign from East Anglian MPs who formed
the A428-A421 Alliance to promote that alternative route to the M1.(part of BCG
scheme).
Please note that the HE delay in providing this information has prevented us from submitting
the appraisal report for critical review by a transport expert prior to the close of the Public
Examination on 13 November 2015. We request that the ExA Panel take this into account
and consider whether HE should provide the additional scheme appraisal information
required to enable a fully informed decision on option selection to be made.

Eileen Collier (Cllr)
Brampton A14 Campaign Group (BCG)
30 Oct 2015 (deadline 13)

A14 ISSUE SPECIFIC HEARINGS 15-17 SEP 2015
BCG SUMMARY - KEY POINTS & SUPPLEMENTARY EVIDENCE
Issue Specific Hearing - Tuesday 15 Sep: Air Pollution
Background
1. Since 2007 Brampton A14 Campaign Group (BCG) have alerted the Highways
Agency (now Highways England (HE)), to the harmful effects of air pollution
inherent in the HA A14 scheme. We submitted an alternative scheme based on
sound environmental principles to the Public Inquiry in January 2010. The
Planning Inspector instructed HA/HE to draw up our scheme and submit it for
public consultation (Annex A). For their own reasons, HA/HE did not do so.
2. The HA 2010 scheme was cancelled in October 2010, largely on cost
grounds, but has now been resurrected as a ‘new’ scheme. In fact, the latest HE
version of the A14 scheme is virtually identical to the 2010 scheme except that
the ten-lane elevated Brampton Interchange (see Annex B) is now 100 metres
closer to the West end of the village. Family homes would be within 200 metres
of the Interchange and the village school not much further away. The widelyrespected Gauderman report published in the Lancet in 2007, tells us that
children living up to 500 metres from similar roads in the US suffered
impairment to lung development (caused by road traffic air pollution) which
could also affect them in later life. Professor Gauderman also confirmed that
Brampton would fall well within the criteria for the study based on size of
highway, volume of traffic and proximity of housing.
3. Air Pollution is a key issue for Brampton. During the lengthy construction
phase (2016-2020), there would be large borrowpits (quarries) on each side of
the Interchange to extract some 2 million tonnes of sand and gravel for the A14
scheme; thousands of truck movements to/from construction points on both
sites; plus a cement works on one of the sites. The borrow pit at Park Farm East
would be extremely close to the former RAF Brampton, where some 250 service
families live and a further 470 family homes and a care home for the elderly are
planned with construction due to start in 2016/17. All would be vulnerable to the
noise, vibration, dust and fumes from the quarry sites. From 2020 onwards,
when the HE A14 scheme is due to be operational, the pollution would be caused
by heavy traffic (similar to the busiest parts of the M25) on the 10-lane
Brampton Interchange. A major proportion of this would be diesel-fuelled HGVs.
New evidence
4. Air Pollution is now also a key issue for the Government. The draft UK Air
Quality Plan has just been published by DEFRA in response to the Supreme
Court ruling against the Government earlier this year. The draft evidence
document (Annex C) is particularly interesting as it addresses the possibility of
road improvements and infrastructure changes helping to reduce air pollution in
order to achieve compliance with the new UK Air Quality Plan. Para 4 states:
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“....the most effective and efficient approach will depend on the local situation
and therefore local authorities are best placed to design and implement the
solutions in their areas.......... Actions such as individual road improvements,
other infrastructure changes and improvements to vehicle emissions
performance, e.g. retrofitting, could in combination also bring forward
compliance. “
5. The HE A14 scheme would significantly increase road traffic air pollution and
is in direct conflict with the new UK Air Quality Plan. Additionally, the current VW
admissions of widespread cheating on vehicle emissions testing throws into
disarray Government plans for reducing diesel emissions. The BCG multi-modal
alternative scheme is based on compliance with environmental policy and
legislation and includes a key rail element - improvements to the FelixstoweNuneaton (F2N) freight route (TEN-T 26). Rail is a safer, cleaner, low carbon
transport option particularly suited to long-distance freight. 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.
6. The recent report from the Metropolitan Transport Research Unit (MTRU)
‘ Potential reductions in congestion on the strategic road network from
alternatives to HGV use’ (Annex D) examines the issues and concludes that:
“The transfer of freight from road to rail and water would have a significant
impact in terms of reduced environmental and congestion costs. HGV traffic
overall could fall by 21%, all vehicle traffic by 5-6% and, in the most congested
places, congestion could fall by 15-25%.”
The Rail Freight Group (RFG), an industrial consortium, have published a 5-point
plan for rail freight (Annex E). RFG tell us that route works planned for the
Felixstowe-Nuneaton (F2N) freight route in Control Period 5 (2015-2019) could
remove 40 million lorry miles per annum from the A14 corridor.
7. CP5 plans are currently under review by DfT and ways are being sought to
reduce costs to enable the planned F2N route works to go ahead. These include:
Branch line upgrade; Works at Haughley Junction; Ely – Soham; Ely North;
Peterborough; Helpston re-signalling and Leicester re-modelling. The Nuneaton
North Chord and Ipswich Chord are already complete. The F2N works would help
to reduce carbon emissions, A14 congestion, road traffic air pollution, and HGV
traffic accidents, along the whole A14 not just from Cambridge to Huntingdon.
8. Air Pollution issues are also being addressed by Health England. Please see
the DEFRA air pollution briefing for Public Health Directors - Feb 2015 (Annex F).
This is part of a new air pollution toolkit commissioned by DEFRA in 2013/14.
The toolkit includes a Public Health action plan, which is focused on the urgent
need to raise awareness of the health impacts of air pollution within Government
/Parliament, Arms Length Bodies, all tiers of local government and the public.
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Brampton residents have been seeking to raise awareness of the air pollution
issues associated with the HE A14 scheme within Government/ Parliament,
HA/HE, local authorities and the local public since 2007. Locally we have done
this via local media (Press and TV). At Parliamentary level we have contacted
Select Committees, mainly Transport, Environmental Audit and Health, and
contributed to Inquiries/ Consultations on environment and health issues. Our
contribution to the Environmental Audit Committee’s current sustainable
development Inquiry has been accepted by the Committee and is at Annex G.
9. Please also see the WHO Review of Evidence on Health Aspects of Air Pollution
(REVIHAAP) at Annex H. There is now a large global body of evidence of harm
to public health and the review concludes alarmingly that:
The final report shows new and more extensive evidence of harm to
health. In particular:
o for particulate matter (PM) it shows more evidence on both short and longterm effects and greater damage at lower levels;
o studies on nitrogen dioxide (NO2) also produced new evidence of long-term
effects, including harm to health at levels below existing EU limit values;
o for ozone, evidence on short and long-term effects suggest effects on
cognitive development in children, reproductive health and pre-term
births.
10. The air pollution message from DEFRA and Health England is urgent and
unequivocal and the global consensus of the evidence justifies their concern. It
should be noted that, in cases of conflicting evidence, the Precautionary Principle
inherent in sustainable development requires that the burden of proof that harm
to the public will not ensue, lies with the scheme promoter (presumably HE).
Conclusions
11. The need to address the air pollution issues associated with the HE A14
scheme is now a matter of urgency. Our proposals are shown below:


Where public health is concerned, BCG consider that prevention of harm is
far better than promises of cure (mitigation) by HE. Our multi-modal A14
scheme is a much less polluting (and much less costly) alternative and
should now be assessed as a viable replacement scheme - funding
streams and outline cost savings for road elements are at Annex I.
Treasury Green Book rules on value for money and advice on valuing
environment and health impacts for BCR/NPV are outlined at Annex J.



Greater Government investment in the strategic rail freight network would
comply with DfT modal shift policy aimed at shifting freight traffic from
road to rail - a safer, cleaner low-carbon option. This would help to reduce
road traffic air pollution in compliance with the new UK Air Quality Plan.

12. The way forward for the non-compliant HE A14 scheme is now a critical
environment and health issue and would presumably have to be agreed by
DEFRA and DOH ahead of, or in conjunction with, any decision by SofS/DfT as to
whether or not to approve the A14 DCO application.
EC/BCG 28 Sep 2015

A14 PUBLIC INQUIRY 2010 – PRELIMINARY INQUIRY MEETING NOTES
(EXTRACTS)
25.Alternative routes had been put forward by various interested parties.
Notification of these had been due by 17 May. The Inspector
confirmed that he would consider these alternative routes, but that in
the interests of fairness and clarity it was necessary for all people likely
to be affected by the alternative routes to be aware of them and have
had the opportunity to comment on them. It was agreed that the
alternative routes which had been put forward by the deadline date
would be drawn up by the HA, signed off by the person or persons who
had promoted them, and advertised so as to enable representations on
them to be made.
26.The HA stated that some of the alternative routes could be outside the
scope of the inquiry, and that they would need to take a view on these.
The promoters of the alternative routes may of course take a different
view to the HA which they would need to put forward at the inquiry.
27.The deadline of 17 May for the submission of alternatives was
questioned, as some correspondence from objectors dating from
November 2009 had only been replied to by the HA on 12 May. The
Inspector confirmed that the Highways Act indicates that the Secretary
of State may disregard any alternative routes put forward after 17
May. He also confirmed that any alternative routes not put forward by
this date might be considered by him during the inquiry if he
considered them to have substance, but against the background of not
having been advertised, and of not therefore having been considered
by parties who might be affected by them.

APPENDIX C

9. In all the circumstances, I conclude that I should not be justified in
seeking the agreement of the Secretary of State to the variation of
the commencement date for the inquiry. Unless the Secretary of
State decides to suspend the arrangements for the inquiry following
the application made by the Offords A14 Action Group, the inquiry
will open as planned on Tuesday 20 July 2010.
28 May 2010

WHAT’S WRONG WITH THE A14 SCHEME?
Well, what do you think about the potential impact of the Highways Agency’s A14 scheme on Brampton
and on the health and quality of life of our community? For example:



Brampton was declared an Air Quality Management Area in September 2006 due to excessive
nitrogen dioxide emissions from traffic on the existing A14 (4 lanes) to the north of the village;



The A14 scheme shows 10 lanes of traffic (A1+A14) close to homes at the west end of the village;



A1/A14 interchange (10 lanes of traffic - 114,600 vehicles daily) is at the south-west of village
(Brampton would be virtually a traffic island);



Demolition of Huntingdon viaduct* and construction of a complex series of link roads will result in
increased traffic on Huntingdon Road & Thrapston Road at the east end of Brampton; de-trunking of
the existing A14 is designed to channel the bulk of long-distance heavy freight traffic onto the ’new
A14’ past Brampton (currently around 30% of traffic HGVs - more than double the national average);



HGVs are much more polluting than cars; health risks: particulates; air and noise pollution; risk to
lung development of children (Gauderman report); risk to cardiac patients from traffic noise. Also,
loss of rural tranquillity, diminished quality of life; loss of productive arable farmland; potential flood
risk from new road embankments and roadside bunds (for noise mitigation); Brampton is already a
flood risk area (see Environment Agency website).



Costs for this 22-mile scheme have now escalated still further to £1.3 billion. The Highways Agency
thinks this is good value for money—do you?



Climate Change & Copenhagen – Campaign for Better Transport statistics show that this scheme is
the costliest non-motorway project in the country and the biggest carbon emitter. Our children and
grand-children will inherit the decisions we make today. Remember the principle of sustainable
development defined in the Brundtland report (1987) as:
“development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”

*NB: The Highways Agency claim that the viaduct is no longer fit for purpose but we have learned that
structural engineers have recently advised Buckden Parish Council that it is feasible to repair the viaduct
to a high standard in situ to minimise disruption to east coast mainline rail traffic. Retention of the existing
A14 as a trunk road would be beneficial for Brampton. There would be no need to widen the A1, build link
roads in Huntingdon or widen the Huntingdon-Brampton road.
Those of you who wish to object to the scheme should write as soon as possible to
Anna Smyth at the Highways Agency.
You could also send a copy of your letter to The Secretary of State for Transport, Lord
Adonis,
House
of
Lords,
Westminster
SW1
1AA
or
email
him
at
andrew.adonis@dft.gsi.gov.uk - the deadline for receipt of objections is 6 January
2010.
Even if you sent an objection letter after our Public Inquiry seminar in May, you can do so
again as this is the first time we have seen the finalised scheme. Brampton Parish Council
and Brampton A14 Campaign Group will submit formal objections to the scheme and
continue to work together to seek the best deal for Brampton should the scheme go ahead.
This includes optimum mitigation measures for air and noise pollution and the possibility of
a crossing over the A1/A14 for pedestrians, cyclists and horse-riders.
The Campaign Group will also submit its alternative proposal, which now has EU support.
Eileen Collier (Cllr)
Founder Brampton A14 Campaign Group
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1. Introduction
1. This document assesses the impact of the national plan to help solve the problem of
NO2 exceedances in the UK. It has not been possible to quantify the impacts of all the
local and national level measures on emissions and ambient concentrations within
the national Pollution Climate Mapping (PCM) model. The implementation of example
measures has therefore been assessed using a simplified approach based on a
streamlined version of the PCM model (the SL-PCM).
2. The SL-PCM is used to assess the level of local fleet change and/or journey
frequency that would be needed to deliver compliance in those zones that are
otherwise projected to still have exceedances in 2020. The most straightforward
approach to assess the possible impact of the plans was to model access controls
within those zones.
3. This modelling indicates that it is possible to deliver the level of change required to
reach compliance in all zones outside London by 2020. London has a particular set of
issues due to the scale of its population and the level of challenge presented by
current levels of NO2 concentrations. However air quality will improve sufficiently to
achieve compliance with the Directive in London before 2025 as a result of the
implementation of these plans.
4. In reality, the most effective and efficient approach will depend on the local situation
and therefore local authorities are best placed to design and implement the solutions
in their areas. This requires local authorities to undertake a detailed assessment of
their needs and select the combination of measures to deliver the local fleet and
journey change necessary to reach compliance, which may or may not include
access controls. Actions such as individual road improvements, other infrastructure
changes and improvements to vehicle emissions performance, e.g. retrofitting, could
in combination also bring forward compliance.
5. There are however practical limits on how quickly all measures could be introduced,
e.g. due to capacity constraints such as supply of vehicles or equipment. Given this,
there is not considered to be a combination of measures able to deliver compliance
earlier than modelled in all zones outside London.

4

2. Background
6. A cleaner, healthier environment benefits people and the economy. Clean air is vital
for people’s health and the environment, essential for making sure our cities are
welcoming places for people to live and work now and in the future, and to our
prosperity. Our ambition is to make the UK a country with some of the very best air
quality in the world.
7. Over recent decades, air quality has improved significantly thanks to concerted action
at all levels. Emissions of NOx alone have fallen by 62% since 1970. Even in our
busiest cities we have seen falls in harmful emissions, for example a 15% reduction
in average roadside concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) since 2010, but there is
more we can do.
8. In 2013 the UK did not meet NO2 limit values as set out in the EU Ambient Air Quality
Directive (EU AQD). This legislation sets health-based limit values for the
concentration of air pollutants, including nitrogen dioxide (NO2). NO2 is associated
with a range of health impacts and causes damage to the natural environment. As a
result the European Commission commenced formal infraction proceedings in
February 2014.
9. Recently, evidence on the health impact of exposure to NO2 has strengthened
significantly. It is well established that exposure to high concentrations of NO2 causes
inflammation of the airways, decreased lung function and causes respiratory
symptoms. However more recently evidence has been released directly linking NO2
exposure to mortality. Applying this evidence to the exposure levels across the UK
suggests that exposure to NO2 is increasing mortality by the equivalent of 23,500
deaths per year, within the range of 9,500 to 38,000 deaths.
10. Controls on NO2 are primarily delivered through controls on emissions of oxides of
nitrogen (NOx). NOx is used to describe the range of compounds of oxygen and
nitrogen including NO2, nitrogen monoxide (NO), and nitrous oxide (N2O). This has a
direct impact on NO2 concentrations from primary emissions and second round
impact as other oxides of nitrogen reacts in the atmosphere to produce NO2.1
11. Road transport accounts for around 80% of roadside emissions of NOX. Therefore to
deliver health improvements it is necessary to control emissions from this source. As
set out in the accompanying ‘Draft UK Plans to Improve Air Quality in the UK’,
transport emissions can be controlled through combinations of many different
measures. These actions will deliver progress towards compliance with the legal
obligations for NO2 concentrations.

1

Emissions of different vehicle types are in main document: in ‘Average NOx source apportionment on UK road links outside London exceeding an
annual mean NO2 concentration of 40µg/m3 in 2013’ figure
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12. The UK national measures will be influenced by the consultation responses. A technical
report on the modelling and assessment methodology used in the preparation of the
final plan will also be prepared for publication by 31 December 2015 alongside the
plans.
13. This document will be reviewed and amended to summarise the final plan and take into
consideration the outcome of the consultation and of the current Spending Review.
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3. Clean air zones (CAZs)
14. A number of authorities are considering the use of access controls to tackle air
pollution and several have already implemented them. Access controls can play a
role both by directly reducing the number of polluting vehicles in an area and by
encouraging the uptake of alternatives.
15. However, different approaches in different cities can lead to conflicting signals to
consumers and businesses. Therefore a framework for the implementation of new
Clean Air Zones (CAZ) by local authorities in England is proposed. CAZs are zones
that can be defined in the priority towns and cities where a variety of complementary
action needs to be taken to achieve compliance. These are likely to include access
controls.
16. The CAZ framework will set a standard for vehicles to meet prior to entering any zone
to ensure a consistent approach by local authorities, however it will be up to the local
authority to decide what vehicle types are covered. Those not meeting the standard
will be subject to a charge or other restriction appropriate to the type of vehicle.
17. The location and design of CAZs modelled in this document has been targeted
towards those areas where further action is needed to achieve air quality limit values
for NO2.
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5. Methodology
24. The assessment has been made in line with agreed best practice as set out in the
HM Treasury Green Book Guidance.3 In particular it follows:
 Valuing impacts on air quality: Supplementary Green Book Guidance (2013)4
 Transport analysis guidance: WebTAG (2014)5
 Valuation of energy use and greenhouse gas emissions for appraisal (2014)6
25. The key development in this analysis is the recent evidence on the health impacts
from exposure to nitrogen dioxide (NO2). This assessment reflects an interim
recommendation from a working group of the Committee on the Medical Effects of Air
Pollutants (COMEAP)7. More information on this approach is provided in interim Defra
appraisal guidance8.
26. This document assesses the national impacts of measures, and as a result it has not
been possible to consider a number of localised impacts in our modelling. In reality,
CAZs may not be the most appropriate measure in all zones - the most effective and
efficient approach will depend on the local situation and therefore local authorities are
best placed to design and implement the solutions in their areas.
27. The remainder of this section provides an overview of this methodology. Figure 5.1
provides a flowchart of the methodology. More detail on each step is then provided.

3
4
5

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-green-book-appraisal-and-evaluation-in-central-governent
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/197893/pu1500-air-quality-greenbook-supp2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/transport-analysis-guidance-webtag

6

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/360316/20141001 2014 DECC HMT Supplementary Appraisal
Guidance.pdf
7

COMEAP is an independent expert advisory committee of the Department of Health which advises the government on the impact of air pollution
https://www.gov.uk/government/groups/committee-on-the-medical-effects-of-air-pollutants-comeap
8

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/air-quality-economic-analysis
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Figure 5.1: Air quality appraisal methodology

Step 0: Establish baseline concentrations and areas of exceedance where CAZs are
required
28. The methodology employed for modelling the baseline concentrations across the UK
is consistent with the UK’s Ambient Air Quality Directive (AQD) annual compliance
assessment9. It is based on NOX emission projections from the National Atmospheric
Emissions Inventory (NAEI)10 mapped across the UK using geographical information
system (GIS) methods. The mapped emissions are then coupled with meteorology
and atmospheric chemistry within the Pollution Climate Mapping (PCM) model11 to
derive ambient NO2 concentrations. The baseline emissions and concentrations are
estimated for 2020.
29. The baseline projected concentrations of NO2 for future years are based on 2013 data
updated to reflect the latest emission factors.12 The modelled NO2 concentrations for
the base year are calibrated using NO2 measurements from Defra’s compliance
monitoring network, the Automatic Urban and Rural Network (AURN)13. As far as
possible, the impacts of measures implemented and planned since Defra last
submitted plans in 2011 are included in the baseline projections.

9

http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/news?view=184

10
11
12
13

http://naei.defra.gov.uk/
http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/research/air-quality-modelling?view=modelling
This 2013 data will differ from data submitted to the European Commission in September 2014, and Defra will resubmit the data in due course.
http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/networks/network-info?view=aurn
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33. The national modelling used in this assessment makes assumptions about the first
three of these reactions based on evidence from similar transport measures, however
there is a key uncertainty surrounding responses which is outlined in Table 6.7. It has
not been possible to reflect the other reactions without an integrated transport model
at a national level but is viable for a more localised assessment.
34. Where the existing fleet is redeployed emission reductions experienced within the
zones result in emissions increases outside the zone. This is driven by the
reallocation of less polluting vehicles within the zones and more polluting vehicles
being used outside the zones.
Step 2: Concentrations converted into relevant outcomes
35. To value the impacts of changes in air quality it is necessary to convert them into
outcomes which can be valued. This is done by:
 Converting ambient concentrations (estimated in step 1) to public exposure;
 Public exposure is used to calculate health outcomes based on the advice from
the Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants;
 Health outcomes are then valued.15
36. The impacts on health of both particulate matter (PM) and NOx can be valued. Given
the focus of this plan, only the impacts of changes in exposure to NOX have been
quantified and valued. This is to avoid any risk of double counting the benefits
associated with reductions in public exposure to NO2 and PM.
37. Evidence on the link between NO2 and health is rapidly developing. Therefore a
sensitivity assessment has been undertaken in section 6.

Step 3: Fleet adjustment costs incurred by existing vehicle owners
38. The majority of drivers entering the zones (over 90% according to the DfT National
Transport Model fleet composition projections) would not be directly impacted by the
introduction of CAZs. This is because either: they do not drive in an area where a
CAZ has been modelled; the restrictions in the CAZs they enter do not cover their
vehicle type; or their vehicle already meets the emission standard required. However,
those drivers operating restricted vehicles will have to change their behaviour, which
will impose a social cost.
39. The different responses to the introduction of a CAZ are outlined in Step 1. Of these
responses, we expect the most significant impact on welfare to be associated with
consumers that choose to upgrade their current vehicle. Only a limited number of
reactions could be modelled. This is not a major concern as the other reactions are
expected to have a smaller impact on consumers. This is reflected in the
uncertainties in Section 6.
15

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/air-quality-economic-analysis
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40. The fleet adjustment cost is estimated assuming the value a consumer derives from
owning or purchasing a vehicle is equal to the total value they derive from that vehicle
over the market price (known as consumer surplus). For example, if an individual
were to value their current car at £5,000 and the market value was £4,500, the
consumer surplus for the individual owning that vehicle would be £500.
41. In addition there are transaction costs associated with the inconvenience of searching
for and procuring a new vehicle and risk around quality when buying a second hand
vehicle. It is assumed the implementation of any restriction on vehicle usage will be
announced with sufficient time for users to adjust within their usual replacement
process. Therefore, these are not quantified in the analysis.
42. The estimate of consumer surplus is quantified based on three assumptions:
 Owners of restricted vehicles must value them above the market price (when
also considering transaction costs) otherwise they would sell them or not
purchase them, even without a CAZ.
 The maximum value placed on a vehicle is the value of a similar vehicle one
Euro band above (as newer vehicles are generally more fuel efficient and
often provide greater comfort).
 Owners of vehicles can value them differently, depending for example on how
much they drive them. It is assumed that the levels at which the vehicles are
valued is equally distributed between the maximum (i.e. price of a newer
vehicle) and minimum value (i.e. market price). (This is a practical assumption
because the distribution of consumers’ valuations is not readily available).
43. It should also be noted that there will be a shift in demand from vehicles which don’t
meet the emissions standards to those which do. This would increase the supply of
the former vehicles in the market while demand for them will be reduced, leading to a
decrease in the value of such vehicles, negatively impacting other owners of vehicles
which don’t meet the standards. It is not possible to forecast this change in the
market price and therefore this impact is not valued for all vehicles, however the loss
of value for the oldest vehicles is valued as in step 4.
44. Estimating adjustment costs is challenging therefore a second approach has also
been applied. This approach is set out in section 5 and in practise the calculations
underpinning the two approaches are very similar.
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Step 4: Loss of asset value
45. The introduction of CAZs will trigger fleet turnover across the UK, as the owners
affected upgrade to vehicles which meet the specified standards.
46. Owners of vehicles which do not meet the necessary standards who choose to
upgrade can either purchase a second hand vehicle or a new vehicle. As total fleet in
operation is not expected to change, it is assumed that a number of the oldest, most
polluting vehicles will exit the market and be scrapped, as demand for such vehicles
falls to zero. It is assumed the number of these vehicles will equal the number of new
vehicles being purchased as total vehicle numbers in the fleet will not change. The
lost value of these scrapped vehicles incurs a cost to society.16
47. This entrance of new cars into the nationwide car market, and subsequent knock-on
effects on the rest of the vehicles in the market can be demonstrated in Figure 5.2
below. For example, if car A is a Euro 5 diesel, owner 1 can sell this to owner 2, who
does not travel frequently into the restricted area and owns car B, a Euro 4 diesel.
Owner 2 in turn will sell on car B to owner 3, and car C (a Euro 2 diesel) will be
scrapped.
Figure 5.2: Fleet turnover process

48. However, if the CAZs had not been introduced, all cars in the market would have a
value greater than zero, and would have remained in the market. The introduction
means that this value is lost, and there is hence a cost to society.
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It is also recognised that there will be a benefit to users of these vehicle who do not use them in the restricted areas as the price falls. This
additional benefit is not assessed within this annex.
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Step 5: Infrastructure costs to authorities
49. It is at the discretion of the Local Authority whether and how they implement any
CAZs. If this measure is pursued, costs of setting up and enforcement of vehicle
emission standards will be incurred. Such costs could include the following:
 General infrastructure costs (e.g. signage)
 Automatic Number Plate Recognition system (e.g. ANPR camera and
installation costs, running costs, IT equipment) or other technological solution;
 Ongoing communication, enforcement and staff costs
50. TfL have provided detailed data on the uptake of vehicles which reach the specified
standards, and associated costs. To estimate the costs that will be incurred within the
restricted areas considered here, the costs for London were scaled up depending on
the total population and perimeter lengths of these zones to obtain the costs for each
zone under assessment.
Step 6: Wider impacts
51. There are also other impacts from implementing CAZs. It is not possible to assess all
the possible impacts but the two most significant wider impacts are around:
 Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) – As consumers will be expected to move towards
cleaner vehicles, the overall GHG emissions would be expected to fall as a result of
this change in the fleet composition. To assess this impact, CO2 emissions by Euro
standard for the different vehicle types are obtained from the NAEI Road Transport
Emission Projections for 2020. Changes in CO2 emissions are calculated by
reference to the expected fleet change occurring as a result of implementing CAZs.
Although there may be a rebound effect if these are more efficient cars and there is a
cheaper marginal mileage cost, the distance travelled is assumed not to change over
this period. The total change in CO2 emissions in tonnes per year is then multiplied
to obtain the lifetime emissions17. This figure is valued at the cost per tonne to get
the monetised impact of the change in CO2 emissions.
 Fuel savings – As the measure will lead to a shift from older vehicles to newer,
more fuel efficient vehicles, consumers are likely to experience a fall in running costs
due to savings on fuel purchases. The final value for savings is based on the
resource cost of fuel, which excludes duty and VAT. Average fuel efficiency is
obtained based on Euro standards. The total distance travelled is assumed to remain
unchanged. The annual distance travelled is divided by the fuel efficiency for each
vehicle type, to arrive at the annual litres of fuel consumed. The fuel consumed is
multiplied by the average residual life remaining for each vehicle type to get the total
change. This is multiplied by the projected 2020 fuel (resource) price, in order to
calculate the total savings. The figures are then adjusted to 2015 price base year.
52. Neither the CO2 nor fuel costs reflect the impact of changes from HGVs or buses.
This is primarily a result of the different way in which this data is collected and means
that the benefits will be underestimated.

17

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/360316/20141001_2014_DECC_HMT_Supplementary_Appraisal
_Guidance.pdf
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Step 7: Impacts converted into annual net present value (NPV)
53. To facilitate the comparison of different impacts as far as possible all impacts have
been quantified and valued in monetary terms. Where impacts are spread over time
the values have been converted to present values based on the recommended Green
Book discount rate (which is 3.5% per annum).
54. For ongoing costs and benefits, a 10 year appraisal period is used from 2020 (when
the policy is assumed to be fully implemented) and upfront costs are assumed to be
incurred in 2017 (when the infrastructure is implemented). The present value of the
differences between the streams of costs and benefits is calculated to provide the
NPV discounted to 2015 prices.
55. This allows the present value of the costs to be compared to the estimated benefits to
calculate the net present value and the benefit cost ratio. In this way it is possible
both to assess the public value of the measure and for this to be compared with the
impact of measures in other policy areas.
Step 8: Qualitative Assessment, sensitivities and uncertainties
56. While the modelling set out above provides a detailed assessment of the main
impacts of implementing CAZs, it is not possible to quantitatively reflect all the
potential impacts. Therefore these gaps have been supplemented with a qualitative
description and where possible an indication of the potential significance.
57. Throughout the modelling a range of assumptions and models have been used. As
with any modelling there are a range of uncertainties around the underpinning design.
58. The three main uncertainties are around the performance of vehicle emissions
standards, health impacts of NO2, and the valuation of fleet adjustment costs. The
impact of these uncertainties is presented in section 6.
59. There remain a number of other uncertainties where such an analysis is not possible
or is not proportionate to undertake quantitatively. These uncertainties have been
provided with a brief description of the potential significance in Table 6.7 at the end of
this document.
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emissions are likely to fall as has been have
modelled.
However some road links may experience an
increase in concentrations. In such cases, other
policies such as local transport schemes would be
appropriate.
The CAZ perimeters have been estimated to
include all areas in exceedance of the 40
3
ug/m limit, and following realistic boundaries
where such existed and were easily
identifiable.

In the model, it is assumed that of the affected
diesel owners who upgrade to a vehicle in line
with emissions standards, the majority
purchase a compliant petrol vehicle and the
rest a Euro 6 diesel vehicle.
There are uncertainties surrounding the
assumed behavioural responses of
consumers to the policy. How consumers
respond will depend on the exact design of
the CAZs (e.g. level of fine, enforcement
regime) and what other policies are
implemented simultaneously.
The second hand value of vehicles is
estimated based upon estimated depreciation
rates.
The analysis produced here is based on a new
model produced to assess the costs and
benefits of Clean Air Zones.

However, where the access restriction boundaries fall
is at the discretion of the local authority in question,
and should be decided upon via full feasibility
studies. This has not been undertaken for the
purposes of this assessment; Local Authorities are
best placed to determine where the perimeters
should lie. This may mean the perimeters change
significantly, which would have an impact on
infrastructure costs, and also number of vehicles, and
population affected.
Lack of robust studies on actual behavioural
responses means this assumption is based on
assessment of the number of vehicles available and
expert judgement on responses.
These behavioural responses will be appropriately
considered by local authorities during the feasibility
assessment of the local package of measures
depending on the specific design of the CAZs and
accompanying policies.

There is uncertainty around the actual depreciation
rates of vehicles, which generates uncertainty on the
cost of purchasing second hand vehicles.
There is uncertainty around the final cost and benefit
results, as the model inputs and calculations are
quality assured and refined these estimates may
change.
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Executive Summary
Would transfer of freight from road to other modes make a significant reduction in congestion?
This piece of research addresses a key issue for freight transport and road capacity: whether the use
of alternatives to road freight could create a noticeable reduction in congestion now or in the future.
The key to understanding this issue is to separate out the national average picture across all road
types from the impact on the most heavily used roads where congestion occurs. In addition, it is
important to separate out the activity of the largest goods vehicles from those which are
undertaking local deliveries and are less likely to be replaced by modes such as rail or water.
Thus the use of national averages has created an assumption that actions which change patterns of
transport demand do not have a significant impact on strategic national networks. The National
Policy Statement contains the following statement:
"In general, the nature of some journeys on the Strategic Road Network means that there will tend to
be less scope for the use of alternative transport modes. If rail use was to increase by 50% (in terms
of passenger kilometres) this would only be equivalent to a reduction of 5% in all road use. If freight
carried by rail was to increase by 50% (in terms of tonne kilometres) this would only be equivalent to
a reduction of around 7% in goods carried by road."
The statistics in this statement are of course correct when average figures for all road freight are
used, but there are three important qualifications:
1) They do not apply uniformly across the road network – some parts of it have more HGV
traffic than others, and in particular more goods which could be carried by other modes, for
example to and from the ports;
2) The reductions have been applied to all HGVs over 3.5 tonnes and to goods no matter how
long or short the goods are being carried, this is partly, but not wholly, captured by using
tonne kilometres1;
3) Only one of the alternative modes (rail) is included: coastal shipping (excluding off shore oil
related) plays a significant role and, for example, has carried RoRo2 domestic traffic which
mostly relieves the strategic road network.
This report examines these estimates, reaches the following conclusions, and makes
recommendations for the next steps in terms of research and policy development.
Conclusions
The transfer of freight from road to rail and water would have a significant impact in terms of
reduced environmental and congestion costs3. HGV traffic overall could fall by 21%, all vehicle traffic
by 5-6% and, in the most congested places, congestion could fall by 15-25%.
However, the impact varies according to the level of congestion, the level of longer distance goods
traffic, and the capacity of alternatives.

1

This allows for the higher average distances by rail but not for rail growth tending to be from above
average distance loads
2
RoRo = Roll On Roll Off – in other words wheeled vehicles or vehicle trailers. Unitised goods which
have to be lifted on and off are referred to as LoLo
3
These costs are already recognised in the DfT’s own Mode Shift Benefit (MSB) values

3

In some road corridors there is a much higher likelihood of goods traffic being transferred, and a
higher than average proportion of the heaviest HGVs in the traffic flow. This could increase the
reduction in total traffic flow to around 10%, with a 30-40% reduction in congestion in the most
congested places.
In targeting some of these flows there would need to be structural investment in the alternative
networks as well as individual grants as at present.
Recommendations
Research
R1



There needs to be a greater understanding of LGV traffic, including:
Substitution for smallest rigid HGVs (3.5 to 7.5 tonne)
Split between servicing, home deliveries and goods transport

R2
There needs to be better understanding of how HGV traffic on different sections of the road
network would be affected by:
 a distance based Lorry Road User Charging system (similar to those spreading through
Europe) for the heaviest HGVs
 increased congestion and changes in regulation, and thus higher costs
R3
The reasons behind the non-recovery of coastal shipping after the recession and continuing
fall need to be identified.
R4
The impact of freight transfers should be included in DfT forecasting and scenarios, for
example updating the 2009 DfT/MDS study to reflect the new market conditions (including
unitisation) and a national freight model run to test the impact of an LRUC system based on distance
and vehicle type.
Policy
P1
A new freight policy statement should be prepared recognising the significant role of mode
transfer in reducing congestion on key parts of the strategic road network, and setting out a route
map for rebalancing the freight transport market.
P2
There should be consideration of converting the current “electronic vignette” system for
charging HGVs to a GPS/tachometer system using weight, distance, and vehicle quality parameters
similar to those already proven to be effective in Europe, for example Switzerland and Germany.
P3
There should also be consideration of new weight and size limits in the context of full pricing
and providing better vehicle specialisation.
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Introduction and sources of data

This piece of research addresses a key issue for freight transport and road capacity: whether the use
of alternatives to road freight could create a noticeable reduction in congestion. The key to
understanding this issue is to separate out the national average picture across all road types from
the impact on the most heavily used roads where congestion occurs. In addition, it is important to
separate out the activity of the largest goods vehicles from those which are undertaking local
deliveries and are less likely to be replaced by modes such as rail or water.
Thus the use of national averages has created an assumption that actions which change patterns of
transport demand do not have a significant impact on strategic national networks. The National
Policy Statement contains the following statement:
"In general, the nature of some journeys on the Strategic Road Network means that there will tend to
be less scope for the use of alternative transport modes. If rail use was to increase by 50% (in terms
of passenger kilometres) this would only be equivalent to a reduction of 5% in all road use. If freight
carried by rail was to increase by 50% (in terms of tonne kilometres) this would only be equivalent to
a reduction of around 7% in goods carried by road."
The statistics in this statement are of course correct when average figures for all road freight are
used, but there are three important qualifications:
4) They do not apply uniformly across the road network – some parts of it have more HGV
traffic than others, and in particular more goods which could be carried by other modes, for
example to and from the ports;
5) The reductions have been applied to all HGVs over 3.5 tonnes and to goods no matter how
long or short the goods are being carried, this is partly, but not wholly, captured by using
tonne kilometres4;
6) Only one of the alternative modes (rail) is included: coastal shipping (excluding off shore oil
related) plays a significant role and, for example, has carried RoRo5 domestic traffic which
mostly relieves the strategic road network.
In attempting a more detailed, granular approach to the potential impacts there are a range of
challenges. First, the data for freight is now available from both national sample counts and the
annual Continuing Survey of Road Goods Transport (CSRGT). These are collected rather differently
and do not show entirely compatible total flows. For example, the counts include foreign vehicles
while CSRGT is for GB registered vehicles only. However, the count data does not provide
information on tonnes or tonne kilometres whereas CSRGT does.
At the same time, very little is known about the light goods vehicle (LGV) sector (under 3.5tonnes) even the proportion of it which is used to provide services (such as repairs, small scale building
work) and how much is used to provide the delivery of goods (to home, business or depots). This is
important because LGV use has grown hugely in recent years and is forecast to continue to grow
strongly. DfT is undertaking work to obtain more data on the LGV sector, to be published later this
year (2015).
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This allows for the higher average distances by rail but not for rail growth tending to be from above
average distance loads
5
RoRo = Roll On Roll Off – in other words wheeled vehicles or vehicle trailers. Unitised goods which
have to be lifted on and off are referred to as LoLo

5

The tightening of the regulatory framework for HGVs and the availability of larger LGVs just outside
the HGV weight limit means that this needs to be explored in some detail to understand exactly
what has been happening. It is of course still possible that there has been some under reporting of
smaller HGVs in the CSRGT. This is related to the major changes which have taken place in the
balance of vehicle kilometres between the different sizes and types of HGVs, particularly in the
traffic from smaller rigid HGVs.
Table 1.1: Million vehicle kilometres by gross vehicle weight
Rigid vehicles

2003

2007

2013

Over 3.5 to 7.5

4,319

3,613

2,443

Over 7.5 to 17

2,372

1,307

766

Over 17 to 25

1,916

2,728

2,046

Over 25

2,591

3,220

2,683

All rigids

11,199

10,868

7,938

Articulated vehicles

10,968

11,032

9,275

Source: DfT Stats Table RFS0109, CSRGT

Secondly, the new Road Traffic Forecasts (RTF) published in 2015 contain LGV and HGV forecasts,
aiming to predict growth up to 2040 and are useful for considering future congestion and how that
might be avoided. However, they use a modelled base year (2010) which for HGV kilometres is
between CSRGT and the counts, and are not designed for detailed study of goods vehicle use. The
national DfT forecast for both LGVs and HGVs is simpler than that for cars and driven mainly by
economic growth and fuel cost6.
Finally there has been some very detailed multi-modal corridor work undertaken in 2009 by DfT and
MDS Transmodal, who run the national freight model. This has excellent detail on flows by
commodity and type (domestic, RoRo, LoLo), length of haul and which part of the road and network
is used. Unfortunately this used slightly older data so recent, post-recession patterns of transport
are not available. However, this work is still useful being used by DfT and others. It identified
important trends such as the move to unitisation, making freight easier to handle across modes or
for point to point journeys by rail.
This research uses the latest CSRGT figures, published DfT data for freight by all modes, the
published spreadsheets underpinning the new RTF and the 2009 MDS Transmodal study both to
review the national average impact of mode transfer, and some corridor impacts for road to rail
transfers.
While it is possible to be fairly confident about the impact on tonne kilometres it is more difficult to
translate these into a full impact assessment by:
1) transforming tonne kilometres into vehicle kilometres,
2) estimating their impact on traffic (since they occupy much more road space than cars), and
3) estimating their impact on congestion, since in congested conditions each single percent
increase in traffic causes a several percent increase in congestion.
An estimate has been made to identify the scale of this overall impact.
6

See RTF 2015 paras 3.28-3.29 and Figures 3.7 and 3.8

6

2

National level reductions targeting long distance freight in larger HGVs

While the National Policy statement, that rail freight can only have a small impact on overall road
flows, is correct in overall terms, it is based on average figures for tonne kilometres. The use of
tonne kilometres means that account is taken of the difference in average journey length between
road and rail. In 2013 this was 94kms for road, 195kms for rail7. However, it does not take into
account that some of the increase in rail freight is likely to be longer than average, for example there
are many road journeys over 300kms (19% of all road freight tonne kms). The full split by distance is
shown below.
Table 2.1 Tonne kilometres by length of haul (kilometres) all HGVs 2013

Tonne
kilometres
% of total

Up to 25

Over 25
to 50

Over 50
to 100

Over
100 to
150

Over
150 to
200

Over
200 to
300

Over
300

All
lengths

5,114

11,072

23,068

21,721

20,009

32,096

26,143

139,224

4

8

17

16

14

23

19

100

Table 2.2 Tonne kilometres by length of haul (kilometres) HGVs 4 axles and above
Up to 25

Over 25
to 50

Tonne
4,337
9,696
kilometres
% of total
3
8
Source: DfT statistics Table RFS 0127

Over 50
to 100

Over
100 to
150

Over
150 to
200

Over
200 to
300

Over
300

All
lengths

20,272

19,616

18,529

30,301

25,296

128,047

16

15

14

24

20

100%

The low amount of goods transport undertaken on short distances perhaps reflects the fall in the use
of small HGVs discussed in the previous section and set out in Table 1.1.
Unfortunately the equivalent vehicle kilometre data is not available, although the implication is that
changes in tonne kms will be reflected in vehicle kms. Of course HGV traffic is a relatively small
proportion of vehicle kilometres – even on the strategic network (Motorway and Trunk A roads) it is
about 10.2% on average, 10.9% on motorways. However, this is not uniform as will be seen in the
later section on corridors.
In addition, the largest HGVs are very different in terms of size and handling characteristics from
other road vehicles such as cars. They obviously need more road space than cars and this is
measured as car equivalents or passenger car units (pcus). Historically this has been set at an
average of 2.5 for motorways and all purpose dual carriageways, and somewhat surprisingly 2.0 for
other roads8. Some freight modelling uses 2.9 for the largest HGVs. Given the larger numbers of
HGVs and the fact that the fleet is concentrated at the heaviest end, together with the consistent
increases in size and weight over a number of years, these figures are probably an underestimate9
and should be revised upwards. The impact of pcus on congestion is discussed later in this report.

7

TSGB Table 0401 for 2013, updated with 2013/14 rail. There is a problem in that the statistical series
for rail and road have slightly different year ends
8
TAG Unit M3.1 Highway Assignment Modelling, DfT, January 2014
9
Heavy Goods Vehicles - do they pay for the damage they cause? MTRU Report June 2014
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road for longer distance freight transport would result in a reduction of 21% in road freight tonne
kilometres and by implication a 21% reduction in the vehicle kilometres from the largest HGVs.
There may be some competition between rail and water which would diminish this number,
although as can be seen from the chart in 2007, immediately preceding the recession, water carried
76% more freight than in 2013. One of the recommendations in this report is that this phenomenon
should be researched to understand why there appears to have been such a low recovery, and
indeed continued decline.
As mentioned previously, HGV traffic is only part of overall traffic, an average of 10.2% on the
strategic network of major A roads and motorways. Thus a 21% reduction in HGV traffic from the
rise in rail and water gives a first estimate of a 2.3% reduction in vehicle kilometres on the strategic
road network (1.3% for rail only transfers).
However, as set out earlier, there are three important factors which need to be included to achieve
a more accurate picture of the impact of HGVs on congestion:
1) they occupy considerably more road space as cars (have a high pcu value)
2) the average figures disguise the more significant impacts where HGVs are a higher
proportion of traffic
3) the impact of additional traffic in already congested conditions is far greater than a simple
increase in pcu or vehicle kilometres suggest – it rises exponentially.
The issue of how these factors influence the HGVs’ impact on congestion is explored in the next
section of this report.
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Tonne kilometres, vehicle kilometres and congestion

Implications for vehicle kilometres and congestion
While the combined impact on road freight from increasing use of alternative modes may reduce
tonne kilometres from HGVs by just over 20%, the key question for transport planners is how far
such policies would contribute to relieving congestion. To understand this there are two important
considerations:
1) The amount of extra road space occupied by HGVs compared to cars (translating vehicle
kilometres into passenger car units or pcus)
2) The fact that in congested conditions an extra unit of traffic (pcu kilometre) causes several
times its unit value in terms of added congestion.
The pcu value of HGVs
Currently HGVs over 3.5 tonnes gvw are given a pcu value of 2.5. In reality, this value changes
dramatically between the different HGVs, for example 44 tonne artics and 3.5 tonne rigids. It also
changes dramatically between road type and level of congestion. A figure of 2.9 is often used for
artics, which are the vehicles most likely to be affected by any mode transfer.
Using the adjustment of 2.9 (and rebasing to reflect the new total pcu kms), the total amount of
traffic which would be removed from the strategic network would not be 2.3% (as quoted earlier in
vehicle kms) but 5% of the total pcu kms, which is the more accurate measure of road traffic
demand. At a pcu value of 4, it would be a 6% reduction in pcu kms. The equivalent figures for rail
only transfers are 3% and 5% respectively.
The differential impact of congestion
The final issue is the question of how congestion increases rapidly with additional traffic flow, and
how often HGVs are present in congested conditions. Without running a national traffic model it is
hard to produce precise figures. However there are several sources which can illustrate the issue:
traffic modelling generally assume non-linear decreases in speed (i.e. congestion), there are some
DfT statistics and marginal cost calculations for different levels of congestion, and the recent RTF
which modelled the impact of increased traffic on the strategic road network. The original speed
flow curves used in the UK were developed for the DfT’s COBA programme, illustrated below.
Figure 3.1 COBA 10 speed versus flow curves
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The five scenarios are for different levels of traffic growth on different parts of the network and are
include for completeness. The forecast assumed that significant road investment was made, hence
some traffic increase is accommodated with small increase in congestion.
Even using a simple multiplier of 3-4 to reflect the much higher congestion cost of an added pcu
kilometre, in the busiest parts of the road network congestion could be reduced by 15-24% by
increases in use of rail and water. Rail alone could result in 9-14% reductions in congestion.
In addition, the level to which congestion is decreased by mode transfer will be higher depending on
how fast traffic overall is growing. In other words, as traffic grows the network as a whole becomes
more sensitive to small changes. This fits entirely with traffic flow theory, in which speed flow
curves (see Figure 3.1 above) show relative insensitivity at low flows, rising rapidly as both flow and
congestion increase.
Thus, while overall figures for changes in tonne kilometres give an indication of the national impact
across all parts of the network, it may not reflect the road space requirements of the largest HGVs
nor their increasing impact on congestion. It is thus important to identify where some of the mode
transfers are most likely to occur, and what traffic congestion is like on those corridors. This is
considered in the next section of this report.
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Key corridors and the variation in potential benefits

In 2009 DfT commissioned a report from MDS Transmodal, who run their national (GB) freight
model. This contained a very detailed analysis of goods transport for 14 corridors, shown below.
Figure 4.1 MDS Transmodal study road freight corridors
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The MDS/DfT study contained an analysis of pcu kilometres by HGVs, journey distances and split
between domestic and international traffic. There was also an analysis of congestion on a corridor
by corridor basis. Some of the data is older than the study date, but there is no subsequent update
available. The results are still being used for transport scheme modelling (such as the A14 study).
However, there is more up to date information on where congestion is occurring on the road
network, and where it is predicted to occur in future, in the 2015 Road Traffic Forecasts (RTF).
The individual corridor information has been extracted and summarised, and combined with the RTF
congestion maps, to produce a table which is designed to show where the best candidates for a
move to rail are located, and whether they would have an above average impact on road
congestion. The RTF maps are based on the AM peak and are shown in Annex 1 and the table is set
out on the following pages.
The conclusion to be drawn from this is that there is considerable variation between the corridors,
and even within them. The analysis throws up examples of where the impact of reducing HGV traffic
could be greatest and most effective in reducing congestion, and where further work might be
needed to be certain of the impacts.
Given that the average potential reduction in total traffic (as pcu kms) calculated earlier was about
5-6%, corridors with a higher than average proportion of HGVs would be expected to show higher
reductions in overall traffic and congestion. In addition, the impact of a generalised increase of 50%
in rail freight would be higher where there is a greater proportion of international or long distance
traffic.
Thus it is the case that the 50% increase in rail or water freight would not be evenly distributed. In
some areas it is possible that only 25% would be achieved, in others perhaps 75%. Assuming an
uplift to 75%, reductions of 9% in total traffic on the strategic network would be possible14, with
even higher reductions in congestion15 three to four times this figure (up to a third reduction) in the
most congested sections of the network. In these circumstances transfers to rail alone could reduce
congestion by 14-20%.
To summarise the results of these re-estimates based on the identified corridors, on a section of the
strategic road network where there is more than average flows of HGVs and the ability of the
alternatives particularly competitive, the reduction in congestion could be dramatic. Cells in the
table have been highlighted to illustrate where these conditions might occur. These can then easily
be cross referenced to check congestion levels from the RTF.
For example, Corridor 1 (Dover) has higher than average lengths of haul, higher than average
proportion of HGVs and of international traffic. The road network suffers some areas of the highest
congestion type. It is clearly a section of the network where mode transfer is likely to have a far
higher than average impact.
Overall it is clear that there are a group of corridors which have double the average HGV flows and a
higher than average propensity for transfer. Examples would be the ports related corridors: 1, 4, 7,
14

At 25% the figure would of course be less, at about 3%
A congestion multiplier of 3 to 4 can be used to illustrate this point but it must be noted that, in the
same way that traffic congestion escalates rapidly, the amount by which congestion is reduced also decreases
in absolute terms as the overall level of congestion decreases. Thus the multiplier rises exponentially with
traffic increases in congested conditions, but falls in the same way as traffic falls.
15
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9, and 11; and the long distance motorways: 8, 9 and 10; and the South East and centre North
sections of the M25.
Overall, within the general sweep of a 50% increase in rail or water freight, it is clear that substantial
improvements could be achieved in some of the most congested parts of the strategic road network.
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Conclusions and recommendations

Conclusions
The transfer of freight from road to rail and water would have a significant impact in terms of reduced
environmental and congestion costs18. HGV traffic overall could fall by 21%, all vehicle traffic by 5-6% and,
in the most congested places, congestion could fall by 15-25%.
However, the impact varies according to the level of congestion, the level of longer distance goods traffic,
and the capacity of alternatives.
In some road corridors there is a much higher likelihood of goods traffic being transferred, and a higher
than average proportion of the heaviest HGVs in the traffic flow. This could increase the reduction in total
traffic flow to around 10%, with a 30-40% reduction in congestion in the most congested places.
In targeting some of these flows there would need to be structural investment in the alternative networks
as well as individual grants as at present.
Recommendations
Research
R1



There needs to be a greater understanding of LGV traffic, including:
Substitution for smallest rigid HGVs (3.5 to 7.5 tonne)
Split between servicing, home deliveries and goods transport

R2
There needs to be better understanding of how HGV traffic on different sections of the road
network would be affected by:
 a distance based Lorry Road User Charging system (similar to those spreading through Europe) for
the heaviest HGVs
 increased congestion and changes in regulation, and thus higher costs
R3
The reasons behind the non-recovery of coastal shipping after the recession and continuing fall
need to be identified.
R4
The impact of freight transfers should be included in DfT forecasting and scenarios, and thus in its
policymaking and spending programmes, for example updating the 2009 DfT/MDS study to reflect the new
market conditions (including unitisation) and a national freight model run to test the impact of an LRUC
system based on distance and vehicle type.
Policy
P1
A new freight policy statement should be prepared recognising the significant role of mode transfer
in reducing congestion on key parts of the strategic road network, and setting out a route map for
rebalancing the freight transport market.
P2
There should be consideration of converting the current “electronic vignette” system for charging
HGVs to a GPS/tachometer system using weight, distance, and vehicle quality parameters similar to those
already proven to be effective in Europe, for example Switzerland and Germany.
P3
There should also be consideration of new weight and size limits in the context of full pricing,
providing better vehicle specialisation, and better planning for multi-modal freight facilities.
18

These costs are already recognised in the DfT’s own Mode Shift Benefit (MSB) values
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Annex 1: Congestion maps from the 2015 RTF (pages 71-72)
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A five-point plan for UK rail freight
Rail freight is one of the success stories of the UK rail network, with over £2bn
invested by rail operators, customers and suppliers, supporting over 70% growth
in the last twenty years.
Today, rail freight generates over £1.5bn annually in economic benefits for the UK, supports over 5000
jobs and keeps some 7.6m lorries off the nation’s roads. Projections of growth show that these
environmental and economic benefits could double over the coming decades.
Yet, as Network Rail moves back under Government control, and the Labour Party develop proposals to
bring infrastructure management and passenger franchising closer together, there are real concerns that
rail freight could be marginalised in an environment designed around the needs of Government specified
franchises and the Government owned infrastructure manager.
Below, we set out five priority actions that should be taken to support rail freight and to encourage
collaborative working between public and private sectors in delivering freight growth:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Protect Capacity for Rail Freight on the Network

As the network becomes more congested, freight operators and customers are concerned
that even the limited capacity for freight growth will be eroded. Even where there is investment to support freight there is no way of protecting newly created capacity for the future.
Government should ask Network Rail and ORR to develop an appropriate mechanism for
safeguarding capacity for freight.

Continued Investment in the Strategic Freight Network

Investment targeted at rail freight is delivering significant benefits in new capacity for forecast
growth and efficiency gains for freight businesses. Matched investment is being made by
freight businesses who are upgrading their own terminals and equipment to meet demand.
As rail investment comes under pressure, there is concern that this may be lost. Government
should commit to ongoing support for developing the Strategic Freight Network.

A Stable Environment for Growth

Change is inevitable, but with it comes uncertainty, which can deter growth and undermines
private sector investment. Government needs to commit to a stable framework for freight,
including strong independent regulation, stable charges, ongoing financial support for the
railways and an open and competitive market for freight services. Government should support
a stable environment which helps businesses commit to rail.

Meeting the needs of Freight Customers

UK businesses who use the rail system expect it to perform and meet their needs, which can be
as exacting as those of rail passengers. Freight customers are often making significant investment and commitment when they move their goods onto rail, but this is not frequently recognised in rail policy. Government should commit to ensuring the voice of the freight customer is
formally recognised with the structure of its rail organisations and policy decision making.

Equity of Approach to Road and Rail Freight

Efficient logistics needs road and rail to work together, recognising the competitive environment in which they operate. Yet policy for the road and rail network is often developed in
silos, with unintended consequences on the logistics sector. Government should commit to
equity of approach to road and rail freight ensuring the best outcomes for freight transport
can be delivered.

For further details on the work of the Rail Freight Group (RFG) please contact
Maggie Simpson, Executive Director, Rail Freight Group. Email her at: maggie@rfg.org.uk
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Introduction
This briefing is to provide Directors of Public Health with the information you need to help
you consider the appropriate public health response to air pollution in your area. There is
new evidence about the heath impact of air pollution, growing media and public interest
and an indicator on mortality attributed to air pollution in the Public Health Outcomes
Framework.
It describes the latest evidence, outlines the role of Public Health, highlights techniques to
get a better understanding of the local issues, and presents evidence-based principles for
communicating with the public on air pollution. This guide is part of a resource pack for
Public Health teams. The resource comprises a further “Briefing for Elected Members” as
well as three short guides to help Directors of Public Health and their teams to take action.
Briefing:
•

Air Pollution: an emerging public health issue. A Briefing for elected members

Guides:
•
•
•

Understanding air pollution in your area
Engaging local decision-makers about air pollution
Communicating with the public about air pollution

The briefings and guides are informed by research with Directors of Public Health and their
teams about their information needs, and research with the public to inform approaches to
public communication. The research found gaps in understanding about the latest
evidence, techniques to understand the local situation and insight into how to
communicate with the public on this important public health topic.
This work was commissioned by Defra and steered by Defra, Public Health England, the
Department of Health, Department of Transport, Local Government Association and the
Healthy Air Campaign.
Key points
Air pollution is a serious public health issue. In 2010 the Department of Health’s (DH)
Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants (COMEAP) estimated the burden of
particulate (PM) air pollution in the UK in 2008 to be equivalent to nearly 29,000 deaths
and an associated loss of population life of 340,000 life years lost.
•

EU and UK limit values are in place to protect human health. However, it is
recognised that there are no absolutely safe levels of the main pollutant of concern
(PM) and evidence suggests that health effects can still occur well below these
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limits. Any improvement in air quality will have positive health consequences1 and
the UK has a target to reduce average concentrations of PM2.5 at urban background
locations by 2 µg/m3 by 2020 2.
•

Population exposure to particulate matter. PM2.5 has been used as the basis of the
Public Health Outcomes Framework (PHOF) Indicator 3.01. The indicator provides
a starting point but it is not hard to gain a more accurate and detailed picture of the
local situation.

•

The local nature of pollution hotspots creates scope for local action to reduce local
concentrations and reduce people’s exposure to emissions.

•

Actions to address the health impacts of air pollution can play a critical role in
supporting other local priorities such as active travel, health inequalities, selfmanagement and integrated care, sustainability, growth and regeneration, and
localism and community engagement

•

Public Health has an important role in assessing the impacts of air pollution and
taking appropriate action.

The new evidence putting air quality on the
agenda
In 2010 COMEAP undertook a study to quantify the effects of long term exposure to PM.
In doing so COMEAP estimated the burden of particulate air pollution in the UK in 2008 to
be equivalent to nearly 29,000 deaths and an associated loss of population life of 340,000
life years lost 3. In comparison, a study in 2006 found that reducing PM by 10µg/m3 would
extend lifespan in the UK by five times more than eliminating casualties on the roads, or
three times more than eliminating passive smoking 4. The main outcomes are
cardiovascular (CVD) and respiratory diseases, and it has been listed a Class 1
carcinogen 5. There are no safe levels of the main pollutant of concern, PM, and impacts

1

Review of evidence on Health Aspects of Air Pollution – REVIHAAP: final Technical Report, World Health
Organization Office for Europe, 2013 http://www.euro.who.int/en/health-topics/environment-and-health/airquality/publications/2013/review-of-evidence-on-health-aspects-of-air-pollution-revihaap-project-finaltechnical-report
2
This is called the National Exposure Reduction Target (NERT), and is determined on the basis of the
population's average exposure to PM2.5 at urban background sites, the Average Exposure Indicator
(AEI). Urban background sites are measurement sites in town and cities that are not significantly influenced
by emissions from specific local major roads, industry or other pollution sources. For more information on site
types see: http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/networks/site-types
3
The mortality effects of long-term exposure to particulate air pollution in the UK, Committee on the Medical
Effects of Air Pollution, Dept of Health, 2010
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/304641/COMEAP mortality e
ffects of long term exposure.pdf
4
B Miller & F Hurley, Comparing estimated risks for air pollution with risks for other health effects, Institute of
Occupational Medicine, Report TM/06/01, 2006 http://www.iom-world.org/pubs/IOM TM0601.pdf
5
http://www.iarc.fr/en/media-centre/pr/2012/pdfs/pr213 E.pdf
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are observed below levels permitted by EU and UK limits1. Population exposure to PM has
been used as the basis of the PHOF Indicator 3.01.
Since 2005 when the current EU air pollution limits were set, scientific understanding of
the health effects of everyday air pollution has changed dramatically due to several
thousand epidemiological panel, time-series and cohorts studies, backed up by laboratory
and toxicological studies. The result is that the population effects of air pollution are now
quantifiable with high levels of confidence for some of the key pollutants. This greater
certainty has allowed the resulting burden of disease to be assessed for public health
policy purposes.
In 2011 the Global Burden of Disease Report 6 ranked air pollution 11th cause of disease
overall in Western Europe and concluded that it was responsible for 22% of Disability
Adjusted Life Years due to CVD. In the same year, DH included an indicator based on
annual average PM2.5 concentrations in the new PHOF. In 2012, the International Agency
for Research on Cancer listed diesel exhaust pollution as a Class 1 carcinogen 7 and
extended this to all ambient air pollution in 2013 8. Most recently the World Health
Organization (WHO) published a review1 of 2,200 studies concluding that:
•

Annual PM2.5 concentrations are associated with all-cause mortality to a high level
of confidence, and with much greater certainty than in 2005

•

“There is no evidence of a safe level of exposure to PM or a threshold below which
no adverse health effects occur”. Negative health impacts have been found well
below current EU & UK limits

•

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) was associated with…“adverse health effects at
concentrations that were at or below the current EU limit values ”

The report considered detailed epidemiological, toxicological and laboratory evidence
answering a series of policy and health questions1. A further WHO report9 made
recommendations for Health Impact Assessments of air pollution for policy purposes.

6

A comparative risk assessment of burden of disease and injury attributable to 67 risk factors and risk factor
clusters in 21 regions, 1990–2010: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 2010, The
Lancet, vol. 380, p.2224-2260, 2012. http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lancet/article/PIIS01406736(12)61766-8/abstract
7
IARC: Diesel engine exhaust carcinogenic, WHO International Agency for Research on Cancer, Press
release No 213, June 12, 2012. http://www.iarc.fr/en/media-centre/pr/2012/pdfs/pr213 E.pdf
8
IARC: Outdoor air pollution a leading environmental cause of cancer deaths, WHO International Agency for
Research on Cancer, Press release No 221, October 17, 2013. http://www.iarc.fr/en/mediacentre/iarcnews/pdf/pr221 E.pdf
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During some weather conditions that lead to acute air pollution episodes NO2, O3
and other pollutants react and condense into PM, adding to that which has been
emitted.

What is the current understanding of the
health outcomes and impacts?
There is now categorical evidence that long-term exposure to everyday air pollutants over
months to years contributes to the development of CVD, lung cancer, and respiratory
disease. PM is inhaled into the alveoli and ultrafine PM0.1 is thought to pass into the blood
causing many adverse outcomes including systemic inflammation. Air pollution is strongly
associated with all-cause mortality statistics. The all-cause mortality statistic captured in
PHOF indicator 3.01 ranks air pollution in the top 5-7 causes of mortality in polluted areas,
ahead of many other PHOF preventable mortality indicators like road deaths, excess
winter deaths or communicable diseases10. The impacts are not distributed equally across
the population. New evidence also points to other damaging effects.
Long term exposure (over months or years) to elevated concentrations of PM2.5 at levels
typically experienced in urban areas reduces life expectancy by several months to a few
years8. It is likely that air pollution acts as a contributory factor - along with many others in affecting mortality with the major effect on deaths from CVD. It contributes to the
development of atherosclerosis (thickening of arterial intima media are apparent after as
little as six months exposure8), increased incidence of coronary events 11, lung cancer7,12
and other respiratory diseases7.
Short-term exposure to PM2.5 episodes over a period of a few hours to weeks can cause
respiratory effects such as wheezing, coughing and exacerbations of asthma and chronic
bronchitis. It can trigger CVD-related mortality and non-fatal events including myocardial
ischemia and myocardial infarctions (MI), acute decompensated MI, arrhythmias and
strokes11.
Short term exposure to NO2 is associated with respiratory symptoms, hospital admissions
and mortality. Long term exposure may be associated with similar effects but NO2 is highly
correlated with other traffic related pollutants and so it is difficult to determine whether NO2
itself causes these effects.
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http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130123231223/http://www.dh.gov.uk/prod consum dh/groups/d
h digitalassets/@dh/@en/documents/digitalasset/dh 132373.pdf
11
Long term exposure to ambient air pollution and incidence of acute coronary events: prospective cohort
study and meta-analysis in 11 European cohorts from the ESCAPE Project, BMJ, January 22, 2014
http://www.bmj.com/content/348/bmj.f7412
12
Air pollution and lung cancer incidence in 17 European cohorts: prospective analyses from the European
Study of Cohorts for Air Pollution Effects (ESCAPE), Lancet Oncology, July 13, 2013
http://www.thelancet.com/journals/lanonc/article/PIIS1470-2045(13)70279-1/abstract
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Respiratory health effects and effects on mortality are associated with short-term exposure
to O3. Like NO2, the effects from long term exposure to O3 are uncertain.7
The health effects of air pollution are distributed unequally across the population, with the
heaviest burden borne by those with greatest vulnerability and/or exposure. The elderly,
children and those with cardiovascular and/or respiratory disease are at greater risk from
the health effects of air pollution. Those who spend more time in highly polluted locations
will be affected more. Since air pollution levels are typically as high within vehicles as just
outside, this is likely to include not only those who live and work near busy roads, but also
those who drive for a living.
There is emerging - but currently insufficient - evidence of links between long term PM2.5
exposure and the health of the central nervous system, the progression of Alzheimer’s and
Parkinson’s diseases, developmental outcomes in children, and such reproductive health
outcomes as low birth weight, as well as other chronic conditions such as diabetes7.
The UK’s Daily Air Quality Index 13 and air quality forecast 14 provide information on levels
of air pollution for short term exposure including recommended action and health advice.
In some counties, vulnerable people can sign up to air pollution information services,
which send test messages via mobile phones to alert them when air pollution is high e.g.
airAlert 15 in Sussex and airTEXT 16 in London.

What are the sources of air pollution and
where are people exposed?
Road vehicles are the main pollution source that people are exposed to in most populated
urban environments and the pollutants they cause and emit have the greatest health
impacts. Combustion for heating and industry also contributes, but tends to be more dilute.
Small changes in distance from the source, street layouts and physical barriers can make
a big difference to exposure because air pollution drops over very short distances.
The main pollutants of concern in the UK are PM, NO2, and ground level O3. While
combustion, agriculture and industrial processes all contribute to pollution, road
transportation is particularly important as a source of contemporary air pollution because
the emissions are often co-located with exposed pedestrians, homes, hospitals, schools,
shops and other locations of congregation. There is a vast difference in emissions of
different vehicles and fuels. In general diesel exhaust contains up to 30 times more PM
than petrol or LPG/CNG, but all vehicles generate additional PM from friction of brakes
and tyres.

13

http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/air-pollution/daqi
http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/forecasting/
15
http://www.airalert.info/
16
http://www.airtext.info/
14
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Air pollution varies substantially over small distances. It is typically highest near to
emission sources and the amounts of PM and NO2 decline rapidly as you move further
away from the source. For example, pollution levels next to a busy road can vary from the
part of the pavement nearest to the traffic to the part of the pavement farthest away.
Intense sources, such as busy roads and junctions, lead to the creation of localised
pollution ‘hotspots’ where very high levels of pollution are reached.
The proximity to an emissions source is not the only factor that affects the amount of
pollution in a given locale. Tall buildings along narrow streets can lead to the ‘canyon
effect’ where pollution is trapped along the street, which can intensify hotspots. Air
pollution reaches people from every source that is upwind. However, it will be heavily
diluted if more than a few hundred metres away, especially in windy conditions.
Nonetheless in dense or heavily polluted conurbations these many dilute sources can add
up to a significant background. Sometimes weather patterns encourage this background to
accumulate over hours or days to cause an air pollution ‘episode.’ During this time
changes in the chemical composition of the air can also take place, creating more NO2, O3
or PM.
The highly localised distribution of air pollution leads to highly unequal patterns of
exposure to different individuals resulting from their day-to-day behaviour. For example
ambulance drivers, taxi drivers and other professional road users will inhale significantly
higher amounts of pollution compared to those working outside but away from a busy road.
Building design can also influence the amount of exposure to pollution individuals receive.
School children in a passively ventilated school will receive much higher levels of pollution
compared to office workers in a well air-conditioned office block, even if both are the same
distance downwind of the same emissions source.

Can local action on air pollution improve
public health?
Any improvement in air quality (either following an intervention or as a result of unplanned
external factors) will have positive health consequences. Improvements to air quality are
also an important co-benefit of interventions targeting other health outcomes, such as
active travel and increased physical activity.
Opportunities exist for local action on air pollution. Local authorities have many powers
that can reduce local air pollution concentration or exposure. In any given local area, much
of the air pollution will derive from local sources, in particular road transport, creating
significant scope for local action.
Actions to address the health impacts of air pollution can play a critical role in supporting
other local priorities e.g. active travel, health inequalities, self-management and integrated
care, sustainability, growth and regeneration and localism and community engagement.
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•

A number of councils have retrofitted some or all of their vehicles to run on gas
fuels (LPG, CNG or biogas). These emit as little as 1/30th of the PM as diesel. It is
also cheaper to run as the fuel costs less.

•

Plymouth Hospital Travel Plan resulted in a reduction in staff arriving by car (from
90% to 54%). The plan included restricted and charged parking permit allocation,
supplemented with improved Public Transport services, discounted Public
Transport tickets and promotion of car sharing (from the lowemissionhub.org).

•

City of York Council is retrofitting all the sightseeing buses from diesel to
electric. This will not only provide significant improvements in air quality but also
reduce fuel costs by £15k a year. The council have also paid for the retrofit of some
passenger service buses, as part of the council’s Low Emissions Strategy.

•

California has introduced restrictions on where new schools can be sited in relation
to the major sources of air pollution. Since 2003 state law prohibits new schools
being sited within 500 feet of a highway. Guidance suggests how the siting of
new schools, day care centres, and other public buildings needs to be considered to
reduce the exposure of vulnerable young people to high levels of air pollution.

•

Camden Council has installed a series of cycle-friendly measures on a key
route in the borough. Two metre-wide lanes along Royal College Street are
separated from the rest of the highway by round rubber blocks or ‘light segregation,’
making the cycle lane safer for cyclists and reducing air pollution by encouraging
more cycling. Light segregation methods are used more extensively in many
European cities, such as Barcelona, and are considerably cheaper to install than
many of the types of cycle lanes you typically see in this country.

•

In several areas local communities are taking control of the measurement of
local air pollution. The East End Quality of Life Initiative community group works
with Sheffield City Council to run local monitoring using low cost diffusion tubes.
This has built local understanding of air pollution and engaged local communities in
assessing and taking action on local issues. Similar programmes are underway in
the City of London, Kings Lynn and elsewhere.

•

Local authorities can encourage local businesses to reduce their emissions. A Zero
Emissions Network (ZEN) has been established by local businesses in
Shoreditch with the help of Hackney Council. The network offers advice to
businesses who wish to reduce their emissions, free trials of electric vehicles and
cargo bikes, consultation on reducing energy demand and on reducing emissions
resulting from supply chains.

•

Oxford City Council and Oxfordshire County Council have implemented a Low
Emission Zone (LEZ) for buses in Oxford city centre. An LEZ encourages the
uptake of less polluting vehicles by banning highly polluting vehicles from highly
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polluted areas, usually a city centre. In Oxford this has targeted the highly polluting
local buses.

So what can I do next?
1. Assess and appropriately prioritise air pollution in your local area
All Directors of Public Health should conduct the basic assessment of comparing rates of
mortality attributable to air pollution with other mortality rates locally, but it is not hard to
gain a more detailed picture of the local situation.
An additional guide in this pack “Understanding air pollution in your area” explains how to
conduct the basic assessment and more including how you can use air pollution
measurements and model data to determine:
•

Higher risk locations, and thus potential vulnerable groups

•

Local sources of air pollution

•

How to rank and prioritise air quality in your Joint Strategic Needs Assessment.

In most cases these depend on air pollution information that can be supplied by your
council’s Environmental Health Team. They will be very familiar with air pollution due to
their responsibilities under Local Air Quality Management (LAQM) regulations. However, it
is important to be aware that health effects from air pollution occur at air pollution
concentrations well below those permitted under LAQM.
Please refer to resource pack guide “Understanding air pollution in your area” for more
information.
2. Engage local decision-makers to take action on air pollution
Every Director of Public Health will want to ensure that local air pollution is assessed and
appropriately prioritised. What action you take next, however, will depend on your
assessment of the scale of the air pollution problem in your area and how this compares to
other public health issues.
In areas with major authority-wide air pollution, Directors of Public Health will play a critical
leadership role in making air pollution a strategic priority with shared goals and purposeful,
co-ordinated action across local government and health, working closely with the
community. In other areas, Directors of Public Health will promote the active scrutiny of
policies or developments, or galvanise action on local hotspots. A lighter touch approach
would focus on ensuring that the air quality co-benefits of other work are properly
recognised.
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Information on the Public Health Outcomes Framework Indicator 3.01 can be found here:
•

http://www.phoutcomes.info/

•

http://www.phoutcomes.info/public-health-outcomesframework#gid/1000043/pat/6/ati/102/page/6/par/E12000004/are/E06000015

The Office for National Statistics has published a bulletin on air pollution in the UK over the
last three decades
•

Air quality statistics in the UK, 1987 to 2013:
http://www.gov.uk/government/publications/air-quality-statistics

The Department of Health’s Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollutants (COMEAP)
has published a series of reviews of the effects of air pollution on health:
•

http://www.comeap.org.uk

Defra has produced a series of resources for Local Authorities on air pollution, which are
available from its website:
•

http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/public-health/roleforlas.html

Air quality forecasts, near real time measurement data, national modelling data as well as
general information on air pollution, published research reports and reports on national
compliance can be found on Defra’s Air Information Resource website - UK Air.
•

http://uk-air.defra.gov.uk/

Information on local air pollution campaigns is provided by the Healthy Air Campaign
•

http://healthyair.org.uk

© Crown copyright 2015
You may re-use this information (excluding logos) free of charge in any format or medium,
under the terms of the Open Government Licence v.2. To view this licence visit
www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/2/ or email
PSI@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk
Any enquiries regarding this publication should be sent to us at
Email: aqevidence@defra.gsi.gov.uk

15

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015
NB: The responses below relate to the A14 Huntingdon to Cambridge improvement scheme (NSIP):



What key policies are needed over the course of this Parliament to adequately protect the
environment, promote growth in the low carbon sector and improve wellbeing?
o Current sustainable development guiding principles should be reinforced and implementation
monitored – see DEFRA definition of sustainable development below (1).

o
o

o
o

o
o



The Precautionary Principle applies to impact assessments. Where scientific evidence
conflicts, the burden of proof lies with the party advocating taking the action – usually a
project/scheme promoter. In the case of road traffic air pollution Highways England would
presumably have to prove that harm to public health would not be caused by air pollution from
the road traffic using the NSIP. See Gauderman report below (2).
Land-use Planning - including Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) and safeguarding high quality arable farmland as part of the national Food Security strategy - should be
reviewed for compliance with sustainable development principles and wider environmental
policy/law – eg building on flood plains.
Road transport is a large carbon emitter and road schemes should be individually assessed for
carbon emissions. Transport policy should be reviewed in the light of the new EU TEN-T policy
– Connecting Europe and the DfT policy of modal shift of freight from road to rail (a cleaner,
safer low carbon option) . See also my contribution to a previous DECC/BERR consultation on
low carbon transport below (3) and BCG dossier (5).

o
Does the Government’s current fiscal and legislative agenda accord with the action required
and, if not, why not and where might it be improved?
o Current Treasury funding proposals for NSIPs should be reviewed – see current East of
England road scheme funding table below (4). The funding announcement lacks coherence
and proper justification. A holistic overview of alternative transport modes should be
undertaken for all major projects to ensure value for money as well as compliance with
sustainable development policy.

o
o

Green Book value for money rules could explicitly include the Polluter Pays Principle so that
NSIP project cost estimates include costs to other Government Departments (eg NHS – road
traffic air pollution; DEFRA – flooding mitigation). See my earlier recommendations to EAC
(Climate Change Adaptation – Feb 2015).

o



Where should responsibility lie in Government for ensuring the sustainable development
approach is adopted by all Government departments?
o The Cabinet Office has a powerful central role in Government and could ensure compliance by
all Departments and subordinate organisations (eg Highways England) with Government
sustainable development policy and principles and oversee proper implementation.



What metrics could the Committee use to monitor the Government’s performance on sustainable
development over the course of the Parliament?
o I am a firm believer in the KISS principle – Keep It Simple.... a sustainable development
checklist for each major project as well as NSIPs would be a good start and help to focus
minds on environmental issues. The list could include the carbon emissions for each
infrastructure project during construction and during operation.

o

o
o

The checklist could also include a Health Impact Statement with an assessment of costs to
other Government Departments resulting from the scheme – for example the annual cost to the
NHS of road traffic air pollution in 2009 was assessed as £11billion. I am sure that clever
Government economists can devise a metric to apportion this to individual projects.
Eileen Collier (Cllr) Brampton A14 Campaign Group – 29 July 2015

Appendices
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

DEFRA definition of sustainable development
Gauderman Report 2007
DECC/BERR consultation on low carbon transport – Mar 2009
East of England road scheme funding – Dec 2014
BCG alternative scheme - dossier 2009 - 2015

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015
Appendix 1

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015
Appendix 2

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015
Appendix 3
DECC/BERR LOW CARBON TRANSPORT CONSULTATION - MARCH 2009

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015

Appendix 4

ROAD SCHEMES FUNDING ANNOUNCED AUTUMN STATEMENT DEC 2014

Note: All the comments above are made in relation to the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
improvement scheme – see my written evidence to the Climate Change Adaptation consultation
(Feb 2015) for more detailed information. The Planning Inspectorate (PINS) Examination in Public
is now well under way and there are many documents now in the public domain on the PINS
website for the project. If you wish to see all our evidence to the Inspectors, which is focused on
environmental issues, you can select it from the Examination library by filtering using our name – ie
Brampton A14 Campaign Group.

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015

ENVIRONMENTAL AUDIT INQUIRY – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
See also my written evidence to the EAC Climate Change Adaptation Inquiry – Feb 2015

WHO Review of Health Impacts of Air Pollution - REVIHAAP

Review of evidence on health aspects of air pollution REVIHAAP final technical report
The final technical report of the "Review of evidence on health aspects of air
pollution" (REVIHAAP) project has been published. REVIHAAP is a WHO-led
project, commissioned in the framework of the 2013 review of the European Union's
air policy.
The project aimed to develop evidence-based responses to questions on general
aspects of importance for air quality management, as well as specific topics of
interest for individual air pollutants. A Scientific Advisory Committee (including ERS
members) guided the review conducted by a group of academic experts across the
world.
The final report shows new and more extensive evidence of harm to health. In
particular
o
o
o

for particulate matter (PM) it shows more evidence on both short and longterm effects and greater damage at lower levels;
studies on nitrogen dioxide (NO2) also produced new evidence of long-term
effects, including harm to health at levels below existing EU limit values;
for ozone, evidence on short and long-term effects suggest effects on
cognitive development in children, reproductive health and pre-term births.

The full technical report is available here.

Updated BCG alternative scheme - key points and funding as at July 2015
Potential A14 scheme cost savings in red; agreed A428 funding in blue
Note: BCG A14 scheme is multi-modal in accordance with EU/UK transport policy:
ROAD ELEMENTS
Removing the Huntingdon Southern Bypass (HSB) from the HE A14 scheme} Cost saving
Removing widening A1 Brampton Hut to Alconbury from the HE A14 scheme} £600 million +
Retaining Huntingdon Viaduct & A14 EU TEN-T freight route - Cost saving?) see Q.2.5.1
Removing associated A14 link roads in & around Huntingdon - Cost saving?)
 Upgrading existing A14 to Expressway standard – Cost TBC (A14 funding 2013)
 Upgrading A428-A421-M1 route (alternative HSB) – Cost TBC (funded 2014)


Building new offline section from Caxton Gibbet (A428) to a grade-separated
junction with the A1 & A421 at the Black Cat roundabout; (part funded 2014)



Dualling A428 from Caxton Gibbet to A1 (St Neots) as local road (funded 2014)

 Installing improved technology - Active Traffic Management (ATM) on Expressways
as required – Cost TBC (A14 funding 2013);
 Providing roads/tracks for agricultural traffic & access to farms (A14 funding 2013).
ADDITIONAL ROAD PROPOSALS (BCG SCHEME)
DfT ‘Green Retrofit’ Programme (new funding 2015)



A1 - installing noise mitigation measures on the existing A1 at Brampton (none
previously provided);
A1 - installing NMU crossing at Brampton to reinstate direct access from West
End to Brampton Wood (historic community severance from public assets);

DfT demand management measures including:





more Park & Ride sites on A14 corridor (A14 funding 2013);
improved public transport (rail and road);
extension of guided bus routes;
express commuter coaches

DfT ‘smarter choices’ such as:






workplace travel plans;
community transport;
car share;
safe cycle routes;
improved facilities for cyclists at rail stations/other destinations

EC- BCG - 4Aug2015

ANNEX J
DEFRA, DfT & Treasury - Guidance on Valuing Air Quality Impacts
Environmental management – guidance
Air quality: economic analysis
From:

Department for Environment, Food & Rural Affairs
First published: 9 April 2013 Last updated:12 September 2015, see all updates
Part of:
Air quality and Environmental management
This guide explains how impacts on air quality should be incorporated into a cost
benefit analysis: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/air-quality-economic-analysis

Introduction
Air pollution harms human health and the environment. A conservative estimate for
one type of pollution (particulates) is that it reduces average life expectancy in the
UK by around six months, worth £16 billion a year.
HM Treasury’s Green Book guidance provides the framework for economic
appraisal and evaluation of all Central Government policies, programmes and
projects. In line with its advice, you should reflect air quality impacts in decisionmaking wherever possible. Supplementary Green Book guidance on how to
value changes in air quality is available to help you do this. This web page outlines
the techniques available to government analysts (local or national) that are covered
in more detail in the supplementary guidance.:

DfT (2013) “Understanding and valuing the impacts of transport investment: latest
DfT technical research and next steps in transport appraisal”
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/transportappraisal-in-investment- decisions-understanding-and-valuingthe-impacts-of-transport-investment

4. Valuing Environmental and Health Impacts
4.1 Transport has far-reaching impacts on our economy, the environment and how
we live our lives every day. To ensure decision makers have the fullest possible
information, transport appraisal aims to provide a comprehensive picture of the social,
environmental and economic impacts of different options.

4.2 A recent comparison of practice in several countries with well-developed
transport appraisal frameworks noted that many of the key developments in
WebTAG over the last decade have focussed on environmental and health impacts –
like monetisation of greenhouse gas and air pollutant emissions, and the physical
activity benefits of walking and cycling – have ensured that our methods continue to
be in line with international best practice.

ANNEX J
DEFRA, DfT & Treasury - Guidance on Valuing Air Quality Impacts
4.3 Given the wide range of environmental and health impacts, there are a wide
range of different methods used to value these impacts in transport appraisal. For
example, noise values draw on evidence of the impact of noise on house prices;
greenhouse gas emission values use prices from the EU Emissions Trading System
and estimates of the costs of meeting Government carbon targets; and values of
health are derived from people’s willingness-to-pay to reduce the risk of accidents,
injuries and death.
4.4 As far as possible, we aim to place an evidence-based value on impacts, where
this is not possible, we take an ‘environmental capital’ approach to qualitatively
assess impacts on biodiversity, the water environment, heritage and other
factors. This involves an assessment of the current environmental resources,
features and characteristics – to establish a baseline level of environmental capital –
and how this will be affected by the option being considered. This approach ensures
that, although they can’t be monetised, factors like impacts on protected species or
the water environment are considered and reflected in our value for money advice.
Working Together on the Methods and Values
4.5 Transport isn’t the only source of environmental impacts; we work closely with
other Departments on how these impacts should be treated in appraisal and to
ensure our methods are up-to-date and reflect the latest evidence.
4.6 Some of the environmental consequences of transport schemes, e.g. on air
quality and noise, ultimately result in impacts on people’s health. There are many
other areas where valuation of health impacts is important; in a transport context
alone we look at changes in the number and severity of accidents and changes
in physical activity from walking and cycling. Therefore we also work closely with
Defra, the Department for Health and others across Government to develop our
approach to valuing health impacts.
Recent Developments in Valuing Environmental and Health Impacts
4.7 In November 2014 we updated our guidance to include the latest
Supplementary Green Book guidance, issued by DECC32, on valuing greenhouse
gas emissions. And in January 2014 we introduced the ‘marginal abatement cost’
method for valuing air quality pollutants where EU limits are exceeded, in line with
the method developed by Defra.
Continuing our Collaborative Work
4.8 Much of the development of our guidance in recent years has focussed on
broadening the scope of appraisal to monetise more environmental and health
impacts. These effects can be either positive or negative but our comprehensive
framework, which ensures that impacts that can’t be monetised are considered in
Value for Money advice, means that decision makers are presented with a full set of
information.

22 October 2015
The Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee has launched an inquiry into air quality
in the UK.



Inquiry: Defra's responsibilities for air quality
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee

Defra has a vital role in ensuring that all individuals in the UK can breathe clean air. The
Department is currently consulting on how the UK can meet EU Directive requirements for
limiting emissions of nitrogen dioxide. But it also has a wider role in tackling the harmful
levels of many other pollutants emitted by the transport, energy and industrial sectors as well
as from households and farming.
Neil Parish, Chair of the Committee, stated:
"Airborne pollutants such as nitrogen dioxide, particulates and sulphur dioxide damage
people’s health and the UK’s environment. But the UK is failing to meet EU air pollution
limits.
Defra has to set out by the end of the year its plans for ensuring that the UK will comply with
EU nitrogen dioxide limits. We will explore how effectively the Department’s plans,
including for Clean Air Zones, will reduce this key pollutant. But we also want to explore
how well Defra is leading action to tackle air pollution more widely, whether from the
transport, industry or farming sectors."

Terms of reference
The Committee invites written submissions by Monday 23 November on the following
issues:

Defra's role




Do Defra’s proposals for reducing emissions of key pollutants, including NO2, go far
enough and fast enough to meet EU standards?
o Do Defra and/or other central government departments need to intervene more
directly, via regulatory or fiscal incentives to reduce emissions from transport
or energy use for example?
How effectively does Defra collaborate with and co-ordinate action with local
authorities, devolved administrations, and other government departments to develop
coherent strategies for reducing emissions of key air pollutants?
o Do Defra’s plans correctly identify and support the role of local authorities in
reducing air pollution?

Transport emissions


Are the correct incentives in place to support consumers and businesses in reducing
transport emissions, for example to move away from diesel and petrol vehicles
towards low emission options or to promote other forms of transport?

o

Do recently highlighted disparities between laboratory and real-world
emissions from vehicles mean that Defra should remodel the assumptions
behind its plans to meet EU requirements?

Industrial emissions


How robust is Defra’s regulation, via the Environment Agency, for monitoring and
reducing air pollution generated by industrial processes?

Farming emissions


Are Defra’s policies for reducing emissions of key pollutants and greenhouse gases
from the agricultural sector sufficiently ambitious and robust? What more needs to be
done by Defra and/or the agricultural sector?

Notes on submission of evidence
Written submissions for this inquiry should be submitted via the link on inquiry page.
The deadline is noon on Monday 23 November 2015. As a guideline submissions should state
clearly who the submission is from e.g. ‘Written evidence submitted by xxxx’ and be no
longer than 2000 words, please contact the Committee staff if you wish to discuss this.

