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1

Introduction

1.1.1

This report has been submitted at Examination Deadline 14 (6 November
2015) in response to the Examining Authority's (ExA) request for the
submission of final Statements of Common Ground (SoCGs). SoCGs
include points raised by the ExA through the Compulsory Acquisition
Hearings and Issue Specific Hearings to date.

1.1.2

These SoCGs are submitted to the ExA in relation to the application by
Highways England for development consent under the Planning Act 2008 for
the proposed A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement scheme. The
Application was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 31 December
2014 and accepted for examination on 27 January 2015.

1.1.3

This report presents final versions of four SoCGs which have been
completed since Deadline 13:

1.1.4

•

Cambridgeshire County Council (LA01) – this SoCG was finalised at
Deadline 13, and is now being submitted as signed by the County
Council and Highways England to confirm finalisation of the SoCG.

•

Buckden Marina Residents Association (NS10) – this has been further
amended and agreed since Deadline 10, and has been signed by the
Association and Highways England.

•

Network Rail (SU09) – this has been further amended and agreed since
Deadline 10, and has been signed by Network Rail and Highways
England.

•

Chancellor Masters and Scholars of the University of Cambridge (LI02)
- this SoCG was finalised at Deadline 13, and is now being submitted
as signed by the University of Cambridge and Highways England to
confirm finalisation of the SoCG.

The report also includes a draft version of the SoCG with Girton Parish
Council. On the basis that the SoCG process with Girton Parish Council was
initiated at a later stage than other SoCGs, Highways England would like to
continue to engage with Girton Parish Council on the SoCG in order to
provide additional information and work together to resolve any issues.
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1.1.5

This report does not include the previously finalised SoCGs included with the
reports submitted at Deadline 3 (HE/A14/EX/47; PINS Ref REP3-009),
Deadline 7 (HE/A14/EX/98; PINS Ref REP7-033), Deadline 8
(HE/A14/EX/122; PINS Ref REP8-016), Deadline 9 (HE/A14/EX/142; PINS
Ref REP9-017), Deadline 10 (HE/A14/EX/165; PINS Ref REP10-049),
Deadline 11 (HE/A14/EX/173; PINS Ref REP11-008), Deadline 12
(HE/A14/EX/187; PINS Ref REP12-009) and Deadline 13 (HE/A14/EX/190;
PINS Ref REP13-012).

1.1.6

For those SoCGs which have not yet been submitted as final, Highways
England and the respective stakeholder are in continued discussions and will
aim to close discussions on outstanding matters as soon as practicable.
These SoCGs are:
•

Cambridge City Council (LA06) – not yet submitted to PINS

•

National Farmers Union of England and Wales (LI14) – see Deadline 13
submission (HE/A14/EX/190; PINS Ref REP13-012) for most recent
draft

•

G W Topham and Sons and Miss Papworth (LI19) - see Deadline 13
submission (HE/A14/EX/190; PINS Ref REP13-012) for most recent
draft

•

Hilton Parish Council (PC11) - see Deadline 13 submission
(HE/A14/EX/190; PINS Ref REP13-012) for most recent draft

•

Alconbury & Ellington Internal Drainage Board (SU01) - see Deadline
13 submission (HE/A14/EX/190; PINS Ref REP13-012) for most recent
draft

•

Anglian Water Services Ltd (SU02) - see Deadline 13 submission
(HE/A14/EX/190; PINS Ref REP13-012) for most recent draft

1.1.7

SoCGs record the engagement between Highways England and
stakeholders and identify areas of agreement, disagreement and ongoing
points under discussion. The DCO examination period provides both parties
with the opportunity to submit additional information and supporting evidence.
During this period the matters not concluded can continue to be considered
and resolved.

1.1.8

The SoCGs have been developed in collaboration with the respective
stakeholders and the wording of positions, matters and discussion outcomes
in the SoCGs have been agreed with stakeholders.
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Highways England has been proactively engaging with stakeholders since
the options consultation in 2013, and has been working with stakeholders
throughout the DCO pre-application and following phases to understand and
resolve issues where possible. The SoCGs reflect the outcomes of these
discussions, in alignment with matters raised at the examination phase,
including in Written Representations and ExA's first and second written
questions, as well as at the compulsory acquisition and issue specific
hearings.

1.1.10 Although the SoCGs have been submitted as finalised, engagement will
continue with the stakeholders throughout the examination period and
beyond, where appropriate.
1.1.11 As with the previous SoCG reports submitted, the individual SoCGs in this
report include details of formal engagement between Highways England and
the stakeholder, and a list of matters that have been agreed, not agreed and
matters that remain under discussion.
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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.

1.2.2

This SoCG has been jointly prepared by Highways England, as the Applicant,
and Girton Parish Council. 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.

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.
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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 Girton Parish Council, in line with the
principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6 letter,
including comments from Girton Parish 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

Written representation submitted to the Planning Inspectorate
by Girton Parish Council.

Appendix B

Possible future layout at Girton Interchange.

Appendix C

Very low noise surfacing mitigation measures.

Appendix D

2009 Girton Parish Council objection to A14.

HE/A14/EX/233

PC16/2

November 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Improvement scheme

SoCG Report Update – Deadline 14

2

Record of engagement undertaken

2.1.1

The table below records the engagement undertaken between Highways
England and Girton Parish Council.

Date

Type of engagement

Summary of discussion

December
2009

Consultation response

Please refer to Appendix D for the response from Girton
Parish Council, which summarises the Parish Council’s
key issues.

3 June 2010

Pre-application nonstatutory comms

Request from Girton Parish Council for noise
measurements taken at the Wellbrook site in Girton.

30 August
2013

Pre-application nonstatutory comms

Correspondence between Highways England and Girton
Parish Council regarding traffic count information.

6 January
2014

Pre-application
consultation response

Girton Parish Council response to M1 60mph
consultation stating that 50mph would cut pollution by
roughly half and would prevent bunching caused by slow
overtaking by HGVs. The response also includes a
statement that they are campaigning for a 50mph speed
limit on part of the A14.

2 April 2014

Pre-application nonstatutory comms

Un-minuted informal meeting between Girton Parish
Clerk and Chairman and Jacobs to discuss changes to
the scheme since the public consultation and gain
feedback from the Hilton exhibition.

15 June
2015

Written representation

Written representation submitted to the Planning
Inspectorate. Refer to Appendix A.

14
September
2015

Statement of Common
Ground meeting

The aim of the meeting was to discuss the concerns
raised regarding the proposed scheme. The meeting was
attended by Girton Parish Council members and
representatives from Highways England.
Please refer to section 3 below for a summary of the
issues raised.

October
2015

Statement of Common
Ground revision

Highways England representatives and Girton Parish
Council discussed and revised the SoCG accordingly for
completion towards DL13 and DL14.

2.1.2

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and formal
correspondence between Highways England and Girton Parish Council.

2.1.3

There is ongoing discussion between the parties.

2.1.4

The Parish Council’s written representation formed the basis for the
discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the Parish Council’s written
representation can be found at Appendix A.

2.1.5

It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of
this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to Girton Parish Council,
and therefore have not been the subject of any discussions between the
parties.
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3

Matters discussed

3.1.1

The table below sets out the matters discussed between Highways England
and Girton Parish Council. 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.

3.1.2

Please note the table below has been revised in order to show the sequence
of exchanges: first, beginning with the stakeholder issue; second, the
Highways England response to this issue; and, lastly, the stakeholder’s
response to the Highways England response. Additional Highways England
responses to the 5th column (stakeholder response to HE response) are
located within the 4th column (HE response column).

Ref Principal
Issue

Stakeholder
Issue

Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

1

What air
quality
monitoring
will take
place around
Girton?

16/10/15
1a. The local authorities
(South Cambridgeshire
District Council and City of
Cambridge) already carry out
monitoring at a large number
of locations around the A14
and also in Girton. Through
the LAQM review and
assessment process the
local authorities have
identified locations which are
sensitive to air quality
impacts.
In addition to the local
monitoring on the bridge over
the A14 in Girton scheme
specific monitoring was
undertaken which identified
that current concentrations of
NO2 are well below the UK
objectives for annual mean
levels.
04/11/15
Sensitivity testing of
meteorological data was
undertaken as detailed within
section 8.2.35 of the ES. It
was agreed with the local
authorities that Mildenhall is
the most representative site
to use.

30/10/15

Not
agreed.

Air Quality
and
Emissions

16/10/15
1b. The air quality
assessment considered the

HE/A14/EX/233

PC16/4

1a. There appears to be very
limited air quality monitoring in
Girton compared to other
villages nearby and in North
Cambridge. This should be
increased.
Air Quality modelling is based
on meteorological data from a
weather station 36km away.
How reliable can this be?

5/11/15
Response to be provided

30/10/15
1b. Table 8.4 of the ES reports
problems in data recording in
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Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

main pollutants of concern
from vehicle emissions,
which are fine particulate
matter (PM10) and NOx and
NO2. (Chapter 8,
Environmental Statement
(ES) (document reference
6.1)). Air quality
concentrations have been
modelled at the most
sensitive locations within
Girton. No significant impacts
have been predicted as a
result of the scheme. No
exceedances of the UK
objectives for NO2 or PM10
have been predicted to occur
in Girton as a result of the
scheme.

the AQMA (Bar Hill to Milton):

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

“Concentrations of PM10 have
been examined and due to
poor data capture it has not
been possible to determine the
exact concentrations of PM10
within the AQMA.”
We feel that more extensive
air quality monitoring of the
village is essential and that a
plan be in place to address the
issue if safe limits are ever
exceeded in the future.

Due to the low risk of an
exceedance of the UK
objectives, Highways
England do not consider
there to be a need for further
monitoring to be undertaken
in Girton.
30/10/15
16/10/15
1c. A PM2.5 assessment has
not been included in the ES
as monitoring indicates that
across the UK and
particularly within the area
surrounding the scheme, the
limit values introduced for
PM2.5 in the EU Directive
are met and therefore PM2.5
was not identified as a
pollutant of concern.

1c. The recent vehicle
emissions scandal (VW) and
the recognised fact that the
emissions tests do not
measure real emission levels
means that the exceedance
modelling may be faulty.
Therefore measurements of
PM2.5 should be made in
Girton.

5/11/15
04/11/15
Highways England consider Response to be provided
that the VW issue does not
have any material effect on
the results of any recent A14
air quality assessment
undertaken for Highways
England. Please refer to
Section 2.8 of Highways
England’s comments on
deadline 10 submissions
1
(HE/A14/EX/172) .
30/10/15

1

http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010018/Events/Deadline%2011/HE-A14EX-172%20.pdf

HE/A14/EX/233

PC16/5

November 2015

A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon
Improvement scheme
Ref Principal
Issue

Stakeholder
Issue

SoCG Report Update – Deadline 14

Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

16/10/15
1d. The assessment of PM2.5
is not required as part of the
DMRB methodology. A
review of PM2.5 monitoring
data from the Defra run
Automatic Urban and Rural
Network stations across the
UK indicates no
exceedances of the PM2.5
pollutant threshold. As such,
no exceedances of PM2.5
threshold would occur in this
area and consequently no
baseline assessment for
PM2.5 was undertaken. The
air quality impacts for the
scheme have been properly
assessed in accordance with
relevant guidance and
national policy.

1d. Specific references to
sources of relevant information
have been requested but not
yet seen.

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

The draft local plan indicated
that air quality around the
Histon Junction was poor.
What became of that data?
We have repeated this
question without a reply to
date. This cannot be agreed
until we have seen the data.

Regarding the AQMA at
Histon Junction, with the
scheme in place in 2020,
there are not predicted to be
any exceedances of the air
quality objectives within the
AQMA.
Refer to the local authority
for information/data
regarding air quality that was
set out in the draft local plan.
2

Transportati What is the
on and
predicted
traffic
volume of
HGV traffic
in ten years?

HE/A14/EX/233

16/10/15
2a. In 2035 the assessment
has identified that close to
25,000 HGVs per day will
use this section of the A14
Girton to Bar Hill.
04/11/15
A 50 mph blanket permanent
speed limit from Milton to Bar
Hill is considered to be overly
restrictive to road users and
not necessary. A 50 mph
limit is proposed locally on
the A14 westbound
carriageway link through the
Girton junction. Elsewhere
the limit will be consistent
with the rest of the A14
route: national speed limit.
The variable message signs
will allow the display of
advisory speed limits should

PC16/6

30/10/15
2a. This information was
provided as justification for the
need for a local road. This
upgrade as proposed is
turning a road which passes
through our village into a
trans-European Expressway
with increased noise and
pollution levels with no
benefits to the local community
in that it cannot be easily
accessed. We have
maintained that regulating the
speed of traffic on the A14 to
allow safe use by local traffic
and to minimise congestion
would be a more economical
and less costly and less
polluting solution. Acceptance
that road freight must
inevitably increase to this level

Not
agreed.
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traffic
impact?
Does the
modelling
take account
of
Northstowe?
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Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

conditions dictate those may
be necessary to assist with
incident or congestion/delay
management.

is environmentally
questionable.
We maintain that a 50 mph
speed limit through the length
from Bar Hill to Milton is highly
desirable. Additionally variable
speed control facilities are
planned and should be used.
Not
agreed.

16/10/15
The improvement and
increased resilience on the
A14 will reduce the issue of
rat-running.
It should be noted that
account has been taken of
specific developments in the
traffic model where they
were assessed as near
certain or more than likely,
as agreed with local planning
authorities. Major
development within 5km was
considered in relation to
other non-traffic related
cumulative effects as
reported in Chapter 18 of the
Environmental Statement
(document reference 6.1).
16/10/15
3a. Additional sensitivity
testing in relation to a high
development scenario has
been carried out. This allows
for the full build out of
development at Northstowe
to 10,000 homes. Highways
England’s response to the
ExA’s Second Written
Questions: Questions 2.12.7
provides information on the
effect Phase 3 of the
Northstowe development
would have on traffic
forecasts between Swavesey
and Girton (reference
HE/A14/EX/89). Highways
England’s response to
Question 2.12.2 (reference
HE/A14/EX/89) also provides
information on traffic flows
along The Avenue and
surrounding area.
04/11/15

HE/A14/EX/233

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

PC16/7

30/10/15
3a. Page 20 states, (our
emphasis): “The results indicate
that all junctions operate within
theoretical capacity (Degree of
Saturation (DoS) of less than
100%) with the Phase 3
Northstowe development. A
number of junctions are forecast
to operate above design capacity
(DoS of greater than 85%),
indicating that short term
queuing and delays may occur
at times during the peak hours. It
should be noted that the DS++
test includes the Southern Access
Road (East) between Northstowe
(Phase 3) and Dry Drayton Road
at Oakington. This would be
provided as part of the
Northstowe Phase 3
development.”

This suggests that rat running
will be an issue caused by
traffic seeking to avoid these
queues. We maintain that
more concrete measures to
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Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

While the Bar Hill junction
has been designed to allow
for the full build out of
Northstowe, it is not
Highways England’s
responsibility to address
other impacts of potential
future development in this
location. The introduction of
mitigation measures to
address the impacts of the
Northstowe Phase 3
development, including
measures to deter
inappropriate use of local
roads, would be a matter for
the developer to address in
consultation with the local
highway and planning
authorities.

prevent rat running through
Girton are needed.

16/10/15
4a. The mainline A14
widening works would end at
the Milton eastbound diverge
slip road (where the third
lane would continue onto the
slip road as a ‘lane drop’
arrangement) and the Milton
westbound merge slip road
(the third lane would
continue from the slip road to
the mainline as a ‘lane gain’
arrangement. From this
point, the mainline would
continue to the east with two
lanes in each direction, as
existing.

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

05/11/15
The response that the impacts
of the Northstowe
development must be met by
the developers at that time
ignores the option to plan for
those impacts in the current
upgrade. This is a very
blinkered approach and
contradicts the assertion that
account has been taken of
developments within 5km of
the area.

30/10/15
4a. We feel that reducing to 2
lanes at Milton will lead to tail
backs to Girton at busy
periods and have yet to be
persuaded otherwise.

Not
agreed.

In doing so the scheme
would enhance capacity at
Milton junction by improving
the west facing slip roads,
adding an extra left turn lane
to the A10 north and adding
an extra lane over the east
bridge on the circulatory.
This would improve capacity
however it would remain a
busy junction.
04/11/15
Highways England’s traffic
forecasts indicate that the
A14 to the east of the Milton
junction would be operating
at capacity in the PM peak

HE/A14/EX/233
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engineering connections
missing from
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interchange
that should
be
considered
as part of the
A14
improvement
scheme.
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Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

hour by 2035. However,
widening this section of the
A14 is outside the scope of
the current scheme, although
the scheme does not
preclude works to increase
the capacity of this section of
the A14 should it be
considered necessary in the
future.

understand that this can only
happen on roads designated
as motorways and we would
have very strong objections to
having a motorway running
through our village.

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

Not
agreed.

16/10/15
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.
16/10/15
5a. Highways England’s
response to question 1.5.9
and 1.5.10 of the First
Written Questions (Report 5,
Design and Engineering
Standards) provides an
explanation for why these
movements are not provided
2
(HE/A14/EX/32 ; PINS
reference REP2-006).

30/10/15

16/10/15
5b. 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:

30/10/15

5a. We are not happy that
removal of the Oakington Dry
Drayton junction will mean
access to the M11 from North
Girton will require travel to Bar
Hill or Histon. We also would
like to have direct links from
the A14 to the A428. We do
not however want an increase
in raised sections as these
lead to increased noise
pollution over greater
distances.

5b. Cambridge City Deal
proposals attempt to address
this question and require
careful consideration. The
consequent effects on Girton
must be taken into account in
any future decisions.

2

http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010018/Events/Deadline%202/HE-A14-EX32%20ExAQ1%20Report%205%20Design%20and%20Engineering%20Standards.pdf
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Highways England (HE)
Response

•
•

•
6

Noise and
vibration

Has there
been a noise
assessment
around the
village?
Have
barriers and
mitigation
measures
been
considered?
Can
mitigation
measures be
implemented
early to
address
current noise
issues?

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

A428 eastbound and
A14 westbound;
A428 eastbound and
M11 southbound (via the
new local access road);
and
M11 northbound and
A428 westbound.
Not
agreed.

16/10/15

30/10/15

6a. An assessment of the
noise impacts around the
village has been carried out
and is detailed in Chapter 14
of the Environmental
Statement (reference APP345), Appendix 14.6 and
Figure 14.7 of the ES (APP710 and APP-416).

6a. These show noise impacts
around the village but not in
the village itself. Noise from
the raised sections of the road
is significant throughout the
village and the impact of the
scheme on this is not
assessed.

04/11/15

05/11/15

A full daytime and night-time
noise assessment has been
carried out at every dwelling
within Girton. These noise
assessment results - which
take account of the further
mitigation committed to as
part of the DCO process are presented in document
ref REP13-019. The
locations at which
assessments have been
carried out are shown
geographically on Figure
14.7 of the ES for wayfinding
purposes. The scheme noise
levels presented in REP13019 are lower than those
presented in the ES due to
two reasons:

We find this statement very
difficult to believe and need
time to investigate fully the
nature of this assessment
before we can comment
further.

· the provision of very low
noise surfacing on the
Cambridge Northern Bypass
past Girton
· An extension to the noise
barrier proposed in the ES
along the southern side of
the Cambridge Northern
Bypass to the east of Girton
Road.
The assessment has taken
full account of the vertical
heights of the proposed
scheme roads – including all

HE/A14/EX/233
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05/11/15
We find this statement very
difficult to believe and need
time to investigate fully the
nature of this assessment
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Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

before we can comment
elevated sections at the
further.
proposed reworked Girton
interchange. Even taking this
into account, no increase in
noise level is predicted at the
receptors in Girton facing
towards the Girton
Interchange – for example,
assessment location ref 881
and 8032 representing
dwellings on Duck End and
St Vincent’s Close
respectively.
16/10/15

30/10/15

6b. In light of the on-going
development of the package
of mitigation measures,
Highways England confirms
that it will incorporate the
following additional mitigation
within the scheme that would
reduce noise impacts at
Orchard Primary School,
Neighbourhood
Play/Recreation Area,
Cambridge Regional College
and all receptors at Orchard
Park, Histon and Girton:

6b. We would like to see all
road surfaces have the lowest
noise finish along all the length
that affects Girton. HE has
provided details of their
justification for current plans.
We have asked for vLNS
throughout the section from
Bar Hill to Milton. That this
appears to be denied on
grounds of cost is
unacceptable to us.

Procedures must be in place
to monitor the sound reducing
• 2km of vLNS on A14 at
performance of the new
Girton
surfaces with time and rectify
• 3km of vLNS on A14 at
any shortcomings as soon as
Orchard Park
they occur. Proposals for
04/11/15
mitigation of noise from the
Very low noise surfacing has raised road sections near the
village are needed.
been provided where a good
sustainability case exists.
05/11/15
This is more likely to occur
We need further time to
around large collections of
examine this issue but feel the
population as the benefits
noise from raised sections of
would apply to large
the roads has not been
numbers of dwellings. Very
properly assessed or
low noise surfacing has now
mitigated.
been confirmed for both the
main body of Girton and for
Bar Hill (see updated figure
in Appendix C of this
document [included below]).
The justification for these
decisions is set out in
REP10-040 and the detailed
noise assessment results are
set out in REP13-019.
Please also refer to
Appendix C for a map of the
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Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

very low noise surfacing
proposed around Girton.
04/11/15
6c. Document ref REP10037 sets out that postcompletion monitoring of the
very low noise surfacing
would be carried out, and “if
monitoring were to indicate a
potential deficiency or
question whether vLNS had
been laid as opposed to
other low noise surfacing, the
road surface noise
performance could be
confirmed with in-situ
measurements.”
The same document also
sets out the complaints
procedure for the project and
details what actions the
Council (Local Authority)
could take if a member of the
public complained to them
about noise from the
scheme. This would apply if,
for example, it was alleged
that the mitigation provided
in the completed scheme is
not in compliance with the
noise and vibration mitigation
scheme approved under the
DCO, or that, if different from
the ES (as updated by the
DCO), results in worse
environmental effects than
reported in the ES (as
updated by the DCO). In this
case Highways England
would undertake an
investigation and report the
findings to the complainant
and the relevant local
planning authority.
16/10/15
6d. The further noise
mitigation is set out in tables
C6 and C7, Applicant
3
reference HE/A14/EX/129 .
This includes reference to

30/10/15
6d. This document is
incomprehensible to the lay
person even with an attempted
explanation from Highways

3

http://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wpcontent/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010018/Events/Deadline%208%20/Highways%20England%20-%20HE-A14-EX129%20Position%20Statement%20on%20Further%20Noise%20Mitigation.pdf
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Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

noise barriers and road
surfacing.

England. It does not appear to
take any account of noise from
raised sections of the road
which is inevitably going to
increase as new flyovers are
built to accommodate the
Local road junctions.

The sequencing of noise
mitigation measures will be
discussed with the detailed
design team as part of the
phasing and construction of
the scheme.
7

8

Landscape
and visual
effects

The rural
feel of the
village is
important,
the
aesthetics of
the barriers
is an
important
issue.

16/10/15

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

Under
discussion.

30/10/15

7a. The specification of the
material for the barriers will
be assessed as part of
detailed design.

7a. We wish to see some
innovative thinking using latest
barrier designs/materials and
implementation of the
improved barriers along the
new lanes of the Northern
Bypass as soon as possible.
Now that this widening
programme is complete we
see no reason that this section
of the problem should not be
addressed immediately rather
than at some unspecified point
in the future.
30/10/15
Not
Design and The location 16/10/15
agreed.
engineering of gantries
8a. There is little flexibility in 8a. We need hard evidence for
adjacent to
this statement.
the design and locations of
the bridge on
gantries and message signs The gantry adjacent to the
the A14 is
as they need to be located in Girton bridge is hideous and
opposed
should be incorporated into the
accordance with standard
locally.
guidance to ensure that they bridge. It is only a relatively
few yards from the bridge, so
meet functional and safety
we do not accept that the
standards.
signs cannot be moved this
04/11/15
very small distance.
The gantry currently exists,
having been built as part of
the pinch point scheme and
therefore its incorporation in
to the A14 is the most cost
effective solution for signing
the further A14 improvement
scheme. It is not considered
that the gantry is particularly
‘hideous’, nor that aesthetics
would be improved either by
attaching the signs directly to
the existing Girton Road
bridge, nor by moving it a
small distance further from
the bridge.

05/11/15
We do not feel these
arguments are persuasive.
The gantry was constructed
without warning and has
attracted universal opposition
from the community.

Mounting the signs directly
Really? We would like to see
on the current existing bridge evidence of this. The bridge
may not be possible as the
carries road traffic without
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Highways England (HE)
Response

Stakeholder response to HE
response

structure would not be
designed for such imposed
loads. The structural
upgrades required to allow
the signs to be mounted
would be complex work
which would interfere with
traffic flows on both the
Girton road and the A14
underneath. Additionally
there may be security issues
if the signs (particularly the
proposed variable message
signs) were directly
accessible from the bridge.

weight limit.

Transportati NMU
on and
provision
traffic
along the
cycle track
from Girton
college to
Bar Hill is
welcomed.

16/10/15

30/10/15

9a. We note your comment
and note that this is a matter
for Cambridgeshire County
Council.

9a. While not part of the
current scheme all efforts
should be made to dovetail the
cycleway with a through route
to the Thorntons, Darwin
Green and beyond.

Water
issues

16/10/15

30/10/15

Attenuation
ponds could
be enlarged
to mitigate
against local
flooding and
ensure a
dual function
for the
balancing
ponds and
solution.

Agreed/ Not
agreed/
Under
discussion

Again, really?

10a. The size of the ponds is
designed to fit with the water
run-off from the road, rather
than to capture water from
the local water courses.

10a. The flood risk to Girton
from The Washpit and Beck
Brook appears to have been
underestimated. Designing the
attenuation ponds to only cope
with the increased run-off from
04/11/15
the new road is not
While it may be desirable to acceptable. Houses in Dodford
address pre-existing flooding Lane first flooded in 1978,
shortly after the previous
issues, in accordance with
the NPS the scheme is only upgrading of the M11/(then)
required to provide mitigation A604, (now)A14 junction and
for its own impacts. Outside the installation of new,
the DCO Highways England enlarged, box culverts to the
has commenced a feasibility two brooks. Was this a
coincidence or an unforeseen
study to investigate
opportunities to alleviate pre- consequence of the road
improvements? The new
existing flooding issues.
upgrade presents a one off
opportunity to rectify this and
reduce the flood risk
downstream.

Not
agreed.

Not
agreed.

05/11/15
Our contention that the
flooding issue was
exacerbated by the original
construction of the M11/A14
interchange still holds true.
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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:

Haydn Williams

Signature:

On behalf of:

Girton Parish Council

Date:
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Appendix A: Written representation

5.1

The Examining Authority’s (ExA’s) first written questions and requests

5.1.1

Response from Girton Parish Council - June 2015
Girton parish Council only became aware of this consultation stage through
an individual member who had registered as an Interested Party in his own
right. For some reason we do not appear to be so registered. This oversight
may have arisen through a confusion of communications arising because our
Chairman up to May 2015 is also a District Councillor and several previous
communications on this issue may have been taken as coming from him as a
District Councillor rather than as representing Girton Parish Council. We
request that this situation be rectified as Girton is significantly affected by the
A14 developments and we wish our opinion to be heard. Our detailed
responses to the questions are shown below and in particular we would draw
attention to our request for a detailed evaluation of the effects of the
development on traffic movements through Girton and a thorough justification
of the proposed new local road over alternatives that have been suggested
such as camera controlled variable speed limits throughout the Bar Hill to
Milton section of the A14.
Question 1.1 Air Quality and Emissions
While Parish Councils are only listed against certain of the questions which
we have addressed individually below, we feel that all the questions in this
section are relevant to Girton residents.
Q1.1.5 Please explain when, how and where air quality would be monitored
or why no monitoring is proposed with particular reference to NOx, NO2, CO,
PM10 and PM2.5. We would like to have this answered by the applicant.
Q1.1.8 Please explain how the assessment of air quality has taken into
account the proximity of the proposed road scheme to sensitive receptors
including housing and schools and the mitigation measures proposed during
the operational phase in such locations? Where and how would these
measures be secured? We would like to have this answered by the applicant.
Q1.1.10 Table 8.12 of the ES concludes that during the operational phase
the overall scheme would have no significant impacts on air quality. Can the
applicant explain further how it has reached its conclusion of no significant air
quality impacts?? We would like to have this answered by the applicant.
Q1.1.14 Have the results of the air quality assessment been agreed with
Interested Parties and if so, by whom and if not, why not? We would be
interested to see these results.
Q1.5 Design and Engineering Standards
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Q1.5.8 To what extent have the non-motorised user provisions suggested by
the Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum in its relevant representation (130)
been incorporated in the scheme and how has the extent of those
incorporated been determined?
Q1.5.9 How would the future provision of connections to cater for the missing
movements at Girton interchange, between the A428 and the A14 and M11,
be accommodated within the scheme?
Q1.5.10 To what extent have the non-motorised user provisions suggested
by the Cambridgeshire Local Access Forum in its relevant representation
(130) been incorporated in the scheme and how has the extent of those
incorporated been determined?
Q1.5.16 The Applicants letter (12 May 2015) suggests that amended layouts
at some junctions would be required as a result of the Traffic Modelling
Update Report. Will revised highway layout drawings be submitted to the
examination? If so, when? If not, why not?
Answers to these questions would also be of interest to Girton PC
Q1.7 Economic and Social Effects
Q1.7.8 Table 16.14 of the ES summarises the effect of the proposed scheme
on community severance. To what extent have local authorities and Parish
Councils been involved in such an assessment and are they in agreement
with the applicant over the effects of the proposal? If not, why not? We are
not aware of such assessments and would welcome them.
Q1.8.3 The ES indicates that the urbanisation of the landscape character
through the interaction of noise, lighting and visual intrusion from new
infrastructure would be a major cumulative effect. Para 18.72 indicates that
mitigation to reduce the cumulative effect on landscape character could not
be identified and the mitigation for each effect would not fully mitigate the
overall impacts. Has the mitigation of cumulative impacts been discussed
with local authorities and Parish councils and if so what was the outcome. If
this has not been discussed, why not? We are not aware of such discussions
and would welcome them.
Q1.10 Noise and Vibration
These are all of relevance to Girton so we would be interested in the
responses. In particular:
Q1.10.13 The construction and operational effects of noise on commercial
and residential properties in the vicinity of the Cambridge Northern Bypass
has been assessed as significantly adverse without mitigation. Have the
proposed mitigation measures and their effectiveness been discussed with
IPs and if so, what was the outcome? If no discussions have taken place,
why not?
Q1.10.15 What noise mitigation measures are proposed and where at the reconfigured Girton interchange? Would these include acoustic fencing? If not,
why not? Are of great interest to Girton residents
Q1.12 Transportation and Traffic
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Q1.12.19 Please provide in tabular format and by reference to relevant plans,
the proposed measures which seek to address the needs of non-motorised
users including equestrians, cyclists and pedestrians as part of the proposed
scheme. Please identify clearly which measures are aimed at reducing
community severance, correcting historic problems; enabling cyclists to use
junctions easily and safely and improving accessibility for disabled people.
This also is of great interest to Girton residents.
Additionally there does not seem to be any consideration of the effect of the
scheme on traffic movements through Girton Village. We would like to see
the results of such a study.
Furthermore it is not apparent to us that a detailed justification has been
provided for the proposed local road over alternative solutions. Specifically
has sufficient consideration been given to alternatives such as camera
controlled variable speed limits throughout the Bar Hill to M11/Milton A14
junction? This alternative would allow safer use of the road by local traffic.
We are not convinced that the local road solution with its spaghetti junction
arrangement near Girton Corner provides a safe means of merging traffic
from several roads. For example entering Cambridge along the Huntingdon
road will require merging with higher speed traffic coming off the A14
presenting a potentially hazardous situation. It is likely that the new proposals
will result in the need for reduced speed limits anyway, so the argument that
such limits result in unjustifiable economic losses does not hold water.
Variable speed limits have been introduced safely in a number of motorways
in the UK to improve traffic flow and safety and are a proven solution to
congestion. This argument was put to the Highways agency as long ago as
June 2010 but did not receive a well reasoned response.
Q1.13 Water Issues
Q1.13.2 Has the historic flooding in Girton, particularly from Washpit and
Beck Brooks, been taken into account in the design of the scheme through
the suggested floodplain compensation in the Environmental Statement and
how? If not, why not? Historic data presented is not up to date and takes no
account of flooding in Girton since 2001.
Q1.13.3 Although there are ‘few properties within the scheme’s zone of
influence’ on Washpit and Beck Brooks, why are these watercourses given a
low importance of attributes in terms of flood risk based on the guidance
given in HD45/09. Flood risk from Washpit and Becks Brooks has been
under stated, there are 12-15 properties that flood regularly and 80 in the
Environment Agencies flood warning area.
Q1.13.13 How would highway attenuation ponds discharge during a flood
event that inundated Flood Zone 3? (Document 6.3 Appendix 17.01 Para
5.3.1) Girton residents would like to see these ponds designed so that the
flood risk downstream is reduced rather than maintained at the current level
or even increased.
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Appendix B: Possible future layout at Girton
Interchange

6.1.1

The possible future layout at Girton Interchange to provide additional
vehicular movements (future works indicated in pink).

6.1.2

A fully free flow solution (in which traffic can flow freely from one carriageway
to another via a dedicated interchange link, as opposed to having to
negotiate a junction) for the missing connections may also be physically
possible, but would involve the construction of a large number of bridges over
live carriageways and would therefore be significantly more expensive to
construct than the layout suggested above.
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Appendix C: Girton Very Low Noise Surfacing
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Appendix D: Girton Parish Council 2009
objection to A14 scheme

HE/A14/EX/233

PC16/22

November 2015

Girton Parish Council
Dr Douglas de Lacey
Chairman of the Parish Council
telephone: (01223) 472181
email: chairman@girton-cambs.org.uk

The Pavilion
Girton Recreation Ground
Cambridge Road, Girton
Cambridge CB3 0FH

A14 Draft Orders: Response from Girton Parish Council
Girton Parish Council wishes to object to the Draft Orders for the A14 on a number of grounds
outlined below.
1. Noise Pollution
The proposals as they stand make wholly inadequate and unacceptable provisions for reducing
and minimising the impact of additional noise pollution that the changes to the A14 will bring.
The lives of Girton’s residents have already been blighted for many years by the current noise
levels from the A14, particularly from the elevated section between the Girton interchange and
Bar Hill. Measurements already taken in Girton suggest that impact is unacceptably high and
we are seeking more data here (unfortunately we do not have the finances for a proper and
full noise survey )1 . Our discussions with the Highways Agency and Atkins about our concerns
over increased noise pollution have been very disappointing, and indicate to us that the very
bare minimum in terms of noise abatement and reduction measures will be undertaken. The
attitude seems to be that the residents of Girton will have to ‘learn to live with the noise, or
move’.
The modelling presented in the Environmental Statement only extends 600m beyond the edge
of the roadway, and no attempt is made to assess the noise impact further afield. Yet high and
intrusive noise already reaches the village from the Girton Interchange to Bar Hill and the
Girton to Histon stretches of the A14, both of which are well over 600m from the village. This
problem will intensify considerably given that the proposal includes an elevated interchange
which will generate noise that extends over much greater distances. Further, we have been
informed by Atkins that no attempts had been made to model shaped noise barriers, such as
are now common on the Continent where they have been found to be very effective, ‘because
it wasn’t in the Design Manual’2 . We have researched numerous examples of major road
construction or widening in a number of European and other countries, and in almost all of
these the measures taken to minimise the environmental impact of noise pollution, and hence
the negative impact on the quality of life of local inhabitants, seem to aim for a far greater degree
of abatement than appears to be the case in the A14 proposals. We would also draw attention
to the new and stringent protocols that are under discussion with the European Commission.
Further, we have consulted with expert noise barrier engineers (Sound Barrier Solutions Ltd)
about the quality and extent of the barriers included in the proposals, and they confirm that
these will be wholly inadequate. We request that proper assessment of the kinds of noiseabatement so successful on the Continent is undertaken, and the results applied here before
the scheme proceeds3 .
We would also request that consideration be given to placing speed restrictions on the stretch of
road between Bar Hill and Histon, or Milton, in order to reduce noise levels. In addition to the
use of ‘quiet’ tarmac, there is copious evidence from road tests and from road schemes across
many countries (from the Netherlands to Singapore to the United States) that, contrary to what
the Highways Agency argued to us, large-scale plantings of evergreen tree barriers also reduce
noise (and air) pollution (as well as greening the landscape)4 .
1 We

have presented measurements to WS Atkins of levels in excess of 90dB(A); as a result of which Atkins have agreed
to undertake further testing of their own, though not at locations beyond their 600m self-imposed boundary.

2 The

Design Manual is ‘advice’, often rather out of date, not a Statutory Instrument.

3 The

TRF has done work on other designs of barrier than the simple vertical plane barrier (see for instance Watts and
Morgan (2003), ‘Evaluating the effectiveness of novel noise barrier designs’, Proceedings of Euronoise 2003, Naples,
Italy, Paper No. 060-IP, available from the TRF website) but does not appear to have evaluated the latest Continental
research.

4 See,

for example, Huddart, L. (1990) The use of vegetation for traffic noise screening.

Crowthorne, Berkshire:

We cannot over-emphasise the depth of residents’ concern about the noise problem associated
with the A14 proposal. The problem is particularly acute for Girton because the village is
bisected by the A14, and is very close to where the huge elevated interchange will be built.
A recent questionnaire of Girton residents, (with over 1000 responses), undertaken in relation
to a local village plan, revealed that the likely noise impact of the proposed A14 works is by
far the single most important concern of local residents (some 80% ranked this issue their main
worry and oppose the scheme in its present form, as the tables below indicate)5 .
“Q22: How would you regard the A14 Improvement Scheme as a whole, if the
following conditions applied?

Strongly support the scheme
Support the scheme
Neutral or no opinion
Oppose the scheme
Strongly oppose the scheme

If it caused
noise to
increase

If it caused
noise to
decrease

If it caused
air pollution
to increase

If it caused
air pollution
to decrease

If the cutting
through
Girton was
covered over

If noise, air
pollution
and cutting
remained
unaffected

1.8
7.6
9.4
34.8
46.3

39.7
46.8
10.4
1.9
1.2

1.2
4.3
8.8
36.7
49.0

42.3
42.4
11.3
2.8
2.8

26.6
25.2
37.1
6.8
4.2

10.0
29.4
35.8
13.5
11.3

Summary:
In the hypothetical absence of change in noise, air pollution or cutting, more than
a third of respondents supported the A14 improvement scheme, while fewer than a
quarter opposed it. In the event that noise increased, more than four fifths opposed
the scheme, while fewer than one in ten supported it. In the event that air pollution
increased, more than four fifths opposed the scheme, while only roughly one in twenty
supported it. In the event that either noise or air pollution decreased, more than four
fifths supported the scheme. If the cutting was covered over, roughly half supported
the scheme.
In the absence of other change, support for the scheme was strongest in areas A, B,
H and I6 . Support for a tunnel was highest in area E (and among those aged ten
and under, based on a small sample). In the event that noise increased, opposition
was strongest in area E (more than 10% higher than areas F and G); opposition
was weakest among the 85-and-over group. In the event that pollution increased,
opposition to the scheme declined with age.”
U.K.Transport and Road Research Laboratory Research Report; Martens, M. J. M. (1981) ‘Noise abatement in plant
monoculture and plant communities’, Journal of Applied Acoustics, 14, 167-189; Martinez-Sala et al. (2005) Control of
noise by trees arranged like sonic crystals, Journal of Sound and Vibration, 291, 100-106.
5 These

data are taken from http://www.grantavista.org.uk/girton/ which presents the (as yet preliminary) results from
the Girton Village Plan. 1036 responses were received and the data are currently being analysed; note that not all
respondents answered all questions.

6 The

areas into which the village was divided for convenience of analysis are as follows (number of returns in
parentheses):
(A) Dodford Lane, Fairway and roads off (67)
(B) Cambridge Road west of church, High Street North, Oakington Road and roads off (except Dodford Ln) (86)
(C) Woodlands Park, High Street South, Duck End and roads off (126)
(D) Church Lane, Hicks Lane and roads off (except Duck End) (65)
(E) Cambridge Road south of church, Girton Road north of A14 and roads off (except Hicks Ln, Pepys Way, Weavers
Field) (160)
(F) Pepys Way, St Vincent’s Close, Weavers Field and roads off (95)
(G) Wellbrook Way and roads off (62)
(H) Girton Road south of A14, Thornton Road NW of Thornton Way junction, St Margaret’s Road and roads off (except
Wellbrook Way) (169)
(I) Huntingdon Road, Thornton Road SW of Thornton Way junction, Thornton Way and roads off (except Girton Road
and Thornton Road NW) (199),

“Q23: Are you concerned by the current state of the following in Girton? [the list
includes ‘Air pollution’ and ‘A14 traffic noise’ as below]
Very concerned /
a high priority
Concerned /
a medium priority
Slightly concerned
/ a low priority
Not concerned /
not a priority
No opinion

Air pollution

A14 traffic noise

29.3

33.2

30.8

33.2

24.9

23.0

13.1
2.0

9.2
1.4

Summary:
Roughly a third of respondents were very concerned about air pollution and A14
traffic noise. ...
Concern over air pollution was strongest in area F, with more than two fifths very
concerned. Concern over A14 noise was again strongest in area E (more than 10%
higher than areas F and G).”
The current provisions for noise reduction and minimisation in the A14 proposals are grossly
inadequate as a response to our community; and we request that proper assessment of the kinds
of state of the art noise-abatement measures being used and proving successful on the Continent
be investigated and applied here. Unless such large-scale environmental measures are included
we cannot support the proposals, and indeed would argue strenuously that an alternative route
for the enlarged A14 be investigated, one that will not so drastically reduce the quality of life of
so many households in our village, and indeed in the other villages that straddle the road.
2. Atmospheric Pollution
Despite current EU concerns the UK does not in general measure the prevalence of PM2.5
particulates, and the modelling done for the present and future state of the A14 must be highly
suspect. Even PM10 is not measured at Girton despite the fact that the A14 bisects our village
and Girton is in an AQMA.
We wish to see a proper PM2.5 survey undertaken in conjunction with the NOx station situated
at Weavers Field, Girton, and the data therefrom included in the future modelling, and we wish
the strictest limits to be placed on pollution through Girton for the health of our villagers.
The tables at 10.15 and 10.16 indicate that the results of the scheme will be a rise in levels of
both PM10 and NO2 at Girton. In the light of all the other disadvantages of this scheme to be
suffered by the village we believe this to be unacceptable.
Highways authority figures indicate7 that whereas congestion is a significant cause of increased
PM10 emissions, so is speed. This graph reinforces the sense of imposing a 50mph limit through
the village of Girton (and beyond). We note with disappointment that the effect of speed limits
was not modelled.
On Villagers’ concerns over atmospheric pollution, see the summaries of the Village Plan cited
above.
3. Congestion
In economics there is a law, Say’s law, to the effect that ‘supply creates its own demand’. As
many other motorway enlargements (eg M25) have show, enlargement typically leads to an
expansion of traffic over and above that predicted 8 . We object that this is not adequately taken
into account in the projections on which the project is based.
The possible effects on A14 traffic volumes of moving freight to rail should also be modelled
before any decisions are taken to proceed with this scheme. A significant amount of EU finance
has already been obtained to facilitate the movement of containers from Felixstowe by rail and
7 http://www.highways.gov.uk/knowledge/6068.htm
8 The

New Civil Engineer reports (25 June 2009) ‘CBT research suggests 75% of road projects completed last year went
over-budget, with the overall budget 54% over. The overall deficit could be as high as £3.9bn.
In addition, completed roads were found to be more congested than expected. Of 20 new bypasses examined,
60% had more traffic on both old and new roads than predicted. 40% had 25% more traffic on the old route’
(www.nce.co.uk/highways-agency-39bn-over-budget/5204008.article).

if this is successful it will remove a significant amount of the A14 traffic. Modelling is needed
to assess whether this might be adequate, perhaps with comparatively9 small extra funding, to
render the A14 upgrade unnecessary. The upgrade of the A14 should certainly not precede the
upgrade of the Felixstowe-Nuneaton rail link.
4. Ecology
Both Say’s Law and the simple fact that the proposed road is longer than the current A14 mean
that the result will be an increase in carbon emissions which conflicts with stated Government
goals to reduce emissions by at least 14%pa. The modelling must show, if the scheme is to go
ahead, not just a reduction against the ‘Do Minimum’ scenario but an absolute reduction in
line with Government targets10 . Tackling climate change is supposedly an official DfT goal for
a sustainable transport system: it must be demonstrated that this project meets the goal if it is
to proceed.
This is not merely a local concern but one which affects the project as a whole. 7.4.59 claims to
support Government policy with respect to Stern and Eddington11 . It is clear that for the people
of Girton Village it is a travesty to suggest that there is a positive contribution to the ‘safety,
security and health’ or ‘quality of life’ goals. And in the wake of Copenhagen 2009 the fifth goal
is surely of over-riding importance.
5. Other relevant factors
At a time of record levels of national debt, it is surely inappropriate to proceed before we know
the impact of a number of other current issues:
• the impact of the Guided Bus which should start running next year;
• the effect on traffic levels of the changing economy (traffic levels had begun to fall even before
the crisis);
• the plans to move more freight from the East Coast ports on to the rail network.
There are a host of other (low cost) measures which could also be tried before resorting to what
will be a huge outlay on the ‘upgrade’ of A14, and an ‘upgrade’ that will only attract yet
more traffic. The Government should be looking at measures to reduce road traffic levels, not
encourage more.
And if despite these concerns it is determined that this upgrade is required, then every possible
mitigation measure should be fully explored. Some, such as speed limits, would be simple and
cheap to implement (and as the M25 indicates, can also reduce congestion and thus actually
increase throughput) and would greatly reduce both noise and atmospheric pollution. Others,
such as afforestation, are highly desirable in their own right12 .
6. Conclusion
Girton Parish Council objects to the Orders in their present form, and requests that the issues
outline above be re-assessed before the Orders are approved.
This response was approved by Girton Parish Council at an Extraordinary Meeting held on 21
December 2009.

(Douglas de Lacey, Chairman, Girton Parish Council)

9 Compared
10 UK

to the total costs of the A14 scheme.

Low Carbon Transition Plan, DECC 2009.

11 ‘7.4.59

... Since 2004, Government policy on transport has taken on board the Stern Review and the Eddington study,
leading to the adoption of five broad goals. The Scheme would contribute positively to four of these goals ...’

12 We

acknowledge reluctance to introduce more non-native species, given that needle-leaved, evergreen species are
significantly more effective than broad-leaved, deciduous species as a sink for particulates, but feel on balance their
beneficial effect would outweigh this concern.
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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 Buckden Marina Residents Association. 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.

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.
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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 Buckden Marina Residents Association,
in line with the principal issues set out in Annex C of the Rule 6
letter, including comments from the Association 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

Statement at the Open Floor Hearing.

Appendix D

Technical update note on cumulative effects.

Appendix E

Summary of BMRA issues raised at Issue Specific Hearings on
15 and 17 September.
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2

Record of engagement undertaken

2.1.1

Buckden Marina is an inland marina situated next to the River Great Ouse,
four miles south of Huntingdon and includes 81 private residential properties.
The views and concerns of its residents are represented by the Buckden
Marina Residents Association.

2.1.2

Respective issues from the Buckden Marina Residents Association1 raised in
the pre-examination Relevant Representation and subsequent Written
Representation and Open Hearing during the examination are at Appendices
A - C. The table below records the engagement undertaken to date.

Date

Type of
engagement

Summary of discussion

8 March
2015

Preexamination
Relevant
Representation

See Appendix A.

15 June
2015

Written
Representation

See Appendix B.

7 July
2015

Examination deadline 4
submission

Buckden Marina Residents Association provides comments on
Highways England response to Examining Authority’s First
Written Questions. Key concerns raised:
−

Inaccurate and unrepresentative noise assessment;

−

Cumulative impacts of development on Buckden Marina; and

−

Lack of adequate noise mitigation measures.

14 July
2015

Examination –
Public hearing

Summary of statement at the examination public hearing held at
Brampton. See Appendix C.

20 July
2015

SoCG
meeting

10
August
2015

SoCG
meeting

12
August
2015

SoCG
meeting

The aim of the meeting was to identify and discuss issues to be
included within the SoCG. The SoCG meeting was attended by a
representative of the Buckden Marina Residents Association and
representatives of Highways England.
Meeting held between representatives of Highways England and
Buckden Marina Residents Association attended by noise
specialists from both parties. The aim of the meeting was to share
information on the noise calculations and baseline.
Meeting held between Highways England representatives and
Buckden Marina Residents Association to discuss landscape and
visual impacts.

25
August
2015

SoCG
meeting

Meeting held between Highways England representatives and
Buckden Marina Residents Association to discuss landscape and
visual impacts.

1

Noting that the Association represents 81 lodges at Buckden Marina; the Association’s representative is Mark Williams (to avoid
confusion, not the freeholder of the same name), who is also registered as in individual interested party, as are around 90 other lodge owners
also registered individually as interested parties.
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15
Septem
ber
2015

Representation
made at Issue
Specific
Hearing

Buckden Marina Residents Association made an oral
representation at this Issue Specific Hearing. A copy of the BMRA
summary of matters raised is included in Appendix E.

17
Septem
ber
2015

Representation
made at Issue
Specific
Hearing

Buckden Marina Residents Association made an oral
representation at this Issue Specific Hearing. A copy of the BMRA
summary of matters raised is included in Appendix E.

9
October
2015

SoCG
teleconference

Teleconference held between Highways England representatives
and Buckden Marina Residents Association to discuss noise
concerns and WebTag calculation methodology.

2.1.3

It is agreed that this is an accurate record of the meetings and key
correspondence with Buckden Marina Residents Association.

2.1.4

There is ongoing discussion between the Highways England and Buckden
Marina Residents Association.

2.1.5

The relevant representation and written representation has formed the basis
for the discussion at the SoCG meeting. A copy of the relevant
representation can be found at Appendix A, the written representation at
Appendix B and a summary of the statement at the Open Floor Hearing at
Appendix C.

2.1.6

It is agreed that any matters not specifically referred to in sections 2 and 3 of
this SoCG are not of material interest or relevance to the Buckden Marina
Residents Association, and therefore have not been the subject of any
discussions between the parties. As such, those matters can be read as
agreed, only to the extent that they are either not of material interest or
relevance to Buckden Marina Residents Association.
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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 Buckden Marina Residents Association at meetings and via
teleconference calls. 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

Agree /
Disagree /
Under
discussion

1

Design and
Engineering

While Buckden Marina
Residents Association
would prefer an alternative
routing of the A14 scheme
away from the Ouse
Valley, the reasons for
positioning of the
proposed route and
consequent EIA boundary
are acknowledged.

Comments are duly noted.

Agreed.

2a. Highways England’s
position regarding
coherence of the proposed
A14 scheme with other
schemes is reported in
HE/A14/EX/158. In
summary, two other
schemes which are at an
earlier stage have not met
the criteria for Highways
England to include an
assessment of potential
cumulative effects.

2a-c. Highways England’s
position remains the same as
that set out in the report
‘Matters arising from
Highways England's Oral
Submissions made at the
Issue Specific Hearing on
Detailed Design and
associated Post Hearing
Documents’ (Appendix 5:
Assessment of cumulative
effects at Buckden Marina of
HE reference HE-A14-EX/158
and PINS reference REP10042) that considered potential
for cumulative effects between
the scheme and the following
schemes:

2a-c:

Development
boundary

2

Environmental
Impact
Assessment
Coherence and
sequence with
other road
schemes

2b. As indicated in
HE/A14/EX/158, the A14
scheme has included two
routing and connection
options based on an
earlier 1994 study that
may inform the A1
Strategic Study (M25 to
Peterborough). In
particular, one of the
options could place an
upgraded A1 between
Buckden village and the
Marina, which could have
a significant adverse
effect.

HE/A14/EX/233
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Agreed.

• Network Rail’s European
Rail Traffic Management
• System
• Network Rail’s Level
Crossing Closures
• A1 Strategic Study /
improvement scheme
• A428 improvement scheme
Highways England’s
submission identifies that for
all of the above proposed
schemes either:
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Stakeholder issue

Highways England
Response

2c. Network Rail intends to
remove the Offord Level
Crossing by 2024, with a
road realignment bringing
Station Lane to within
300m of the eastern side
of the marina.

• there is currently no design
/ environmental information
available or a planned
programme of works and
so it is not possible to
assess the cumulative
impacts;
• or, where information is
available estimates of
emissions (e.g. noise and
air quality) are not
anticipated to change the
noise and air quality
findings reported in the ES.
2d. If a realignment of the A1
is proposed at some point in
the future that would move it
closer to Buckden Marina, it is
acknowledged that there could
be a potential cumulative
impact. Furthermore, it is
recognised that any potential
cumulative impact resulting
from the current A14
proposals and any future
proposals would need to be
properly assessed and
considered as part of an
environmental impact
assessment.

2d. The combination of
these schemes with the
A14 scheme could induce
cumulative, greater
adverse effects in the
future. Notwithstanding
their relatively early stage,
sufficient detail exists now
that might enable an
outline evaluation. This
could inform consideration
about mitigations for the
A14 scheme and the other
schemes to ensure that
appropriate measures are
included in all of the
schemes, to prevent
unacceptable
consequences of each, or
the combination of them,
proving impossible to
rectify, or be rectifiable
only at disproportionate
effort, in the future.

HE/A14/EX/233
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Agree /
Disagree /
Under
discussion

2d:
Not agreed.

Highways England’s response
[ref above] was intended to
acknowledge a hypothetical
possibility of cumulative
impacts should an A1
alignment passing close to
Buckden Marina be selected.
The A1 proposals will be
subject to a feasibility study
which will examine whether
improvements, including
changing of the alignment of
the road, could reduce the
environmental impact of the
existing route and benefit local
communities. As Highways
England sets out in
HE/A14/EX/158, details of A1
design options are unknown,
but Highways England
considers that it is unlikely that
the recommendations of the
feasibility study would result in
material changes to the
proposed connections
November 2015
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Ref

Principal Issue
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Stakeholder issue

Highways England
Response

Agree /
Disagree /
Under
discussion

between the A1 and the A14
as proposed in the A14
Scheme. This same report
finds that the A428 proposals
are not expected to make any
significant difference in terms
of air quality or noise in the
Buckden area. On the basis of
available information, the
Network Rail proposals are
considered unlikely to give
rise to cumulative effects with
the A14 scheme.

The A1 and A428 proposals
will be subject to
environmental assessment
throughout design
development. The
assessment findings will
influence the selection of
alignment options, and any
selected option will
incorporate mitigation to avoid
or reduce likely significant
effects, as appropriate.

It is neither possible nor
appropriate for HE to stipulate
specific requirements on
potential future schemes, but
there is a robust process in
place to ensure that
cumulative impacts are given
due consideration.
3

Noise and
Vibration
Noise impact

3a. Earlier issues over
noise methodology,
modeling, assumptions
and measurement data
have been resolved
satisfactorily. Noise data
for L3 measured
separately by Highways
England and the BMRA
was mutually agreed as
valid representations of
ambient noise levels; both
data sets were presented
as a “summer” baseline
and a “winter” baseline in
HE/A14/EX/143.
3b. Highways England has
acknowledged that there
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3a. Agreed.

3a:
Agreed.

3b. In response to comments
on deadline 10 submissions

3b:
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Ref

Principal Issue
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Stakeholder issue

Highways England
Response

Agree /
Disagree /
Under
discussion

would be: a minor or
moderate adverse impact
from increased noise
levels depending on the
data set used; significantly
changed noise
characteristics; and, an
adverse impact on quality
of life. The differences
between the respective
increases against the
modelled noise levels of
the scheme are significant
at up to +5db for the
Highways England
measurement and up to
+9db for the BMRA
measurement (ref.
HE/A14/EX/143) .

(ref. HE/A14/EX/172)
Highways England stated that
a likely significant adverse
effect is now reported for the
lodges located to the north of
Buckden Marina, due to the
number of residences subject
to a moderate adverse impact
(but this is not a significant
impact on health and quality of
life) as set out in Highways
England’s response to
BMRA’s deadline 9
submission (Highways
England reference EX/143
and PINS reference REP9018). There is agreement
therefore that the new road
would adversely impact the
lodges.

Agreed.

3c. Buckden Marina is a
relatively quiet
environment that is not
currently characterised by
traffic noise; the scheme
would change both noise
levels and characteristics
significantly. Moreover,
the location is very
different from others
adjacent to the scheme
and it would be adversely
affected to a far greater
degree than them,
because it is unique in
having predominant
surrounding “hard
surfaces” of water and
adjacent elevated scheme
structures.

3c. It is agreed that there are
a number of acoustic factors
at Buckden Marina that make
it unusual and need to be
considered.

3c:
Agreed.

Buckden Marina should,
therefore, be treated as an
exceptional case.
3d. Significant reductions
in noise levels could be
achieved by the inclusion
of further noise mitigation
measures (vNLS and a 2m
high noise barrier at
appropriate locations).
The incorporation of vLNS
positively addresses
BMRAs concerns and
helps to minimize the
HE/A14/EX/233

NS10/8

3d. As noted in Highways
England’s response to
BMRA’s deadline 8
submission (PINS REP9-018),
Highways England agrees
with BMRA that Buckden
Marina is unusual with regard
to noise impact compared to
other scheme areas (e.g.
relative distance from existing
road traffic noise sources,

3d:
Agreed.
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Stakeholder issue

Highways England
Response

adverse impact of the
scheme.

large areas of water and
elevated position of scheme).

However, adverse noise
impacts will still remain.

Since the deadline 11
submission Highways England
has further engaged with
BMRA and considered
sustainability of noise
mitigation. In conclusion, the
scheme would provide vLNS
to minimise noise affecting the
marina.

It is accepted that the cost
of the 2m high noise
barrier may exceed the
benefits, according to the
sustainability appraisal
work undertaken by
Highways England.
However, BMRA is not
satisfied that all
opportunities to screen
noise from the new viaduct
have been explored and
considered. BMRA
consider that it may be
sustainable to incorporate
acoustic screening to the
viaduct which may be
more cost effective. All
opportunities for
minimizing noise further
from the viaduct should be
considered during the
detailed design stage.
BMRA must be consulted
on the evaluation of further
options to provide acoustic
screening.

Agree /
Disagree /
Under
discussion

Highways England will not
propose a 2m high barrier on
the viaduct on the ground that
it would not be sustainable
(cost and visual impact).
However, it is recognised that
there may be some, albeit
limited, opportunities to
incorporate features into the
design of the viaduct that may
provide some acoustic
screening.
Highways England would be
willing to consider whether
practical and reasonable
design features can be
incorporated into the design of
the viaduct in so far as they do
not add costs that outweigh
the benefits and are
compatible with the overall
design intent of the viaduct
e.g. its appearance and scale.
Low noise joints would be
adopted for the viaduct unless
there is found to be an
engineering reason why such
joints cannot be adopted.
Highways England confirm
that they will consult with
BMRA on the design of the
viaduct through the
community forums as set out
in the Code of Construction
Practice.

4

Landscape and
Visual Effects

HE/A14/EX/233

4a. Notwithstanding
constructive engagement,
concerns remain over the
adverse visual impacts of
NS10/9

4a. The supplemental
assessment for Receptor 36a
undertaken in accordance with

4a:
Under
discussion
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Principal Issue

Stakeholder issue

Highways England
Response

Agree /
Disagree /
Under
discussion

Visual impacts

the scheme from Buckden
Road to Offord
Road. Some scheme
elements will be highly
visible (indeed breaking
the skyline in places), in
particular during the winter
months when limited
screening provided by
deciduous trees in
summer would not be
present.

IAN135/10 determined that:

during
detailed
design.

• Looking north east from the
marina during construction,
there will be a moderately
adverse visual effect as a
result of views of
construction of the river
Great Ouse viaduct and the
ECML, filtered by
intermittent intervening
mature vegetation.
• During winter year 1 of
scheme operation, there
will be a moderately
adverse visual effect as a
result of intermittent views
through intervening mature
vegetation of the ECML
crossing and gantry, with
filtered glimpses of high
sided vehicles on the river
Great Ouse viaduct.
• By summer year 15 of
scheme operation, visual
impact will reduce to slight
adverse as a result of the
views of the ECML
embankment and of high
sided vehicles being
partially concealed by
maturing planting on the
embankment and by
intervening mature
vegetation along Ouse
Valley when in leaf. The
upper part of the gantry
would remain visible above
the planting.
• Also note that where the
road is on viaduct there is
no mitigation planting so
the impact in winter year 15
would similar to year 1.
A further assessment of winter
views was undertaken based
on photographs provided by
BMRA, and reported in HEA14-Ex-143. Comments on
these views are summarised
as follows.
• Views to the northwest are
largely screened by existing
vegetation., as although the
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Principal Issue
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Stakeholder issue

Highways England
Response

Agree /
Disagree /
Under
discussion

upper parts of the
shelterbelts to the west of
the Marina would be
sufficiently open to allow
views through in winter, the
scheme would be behind
the lower, denser scrubby
material that would largely
obscure the view. Views of
the road, moving traffic and
headlights may be possible
but not dominant in these
views.

4b. The photomontages
developed by Highways
England are illustrative, do
not include representative
traffic volumes and are of
summer views only.
Further representative
illustrations of the scheme
in winter conditions would
help to fully appreciate the
adverse impacts, and it
should be possible to
illustrate such winter views
given available technology
and using the winter views
provided by the BMRA.
Highways England should
include further planting or
other screening, on or offsite to mitigate the adverse
visual impact of the
scheme elements and of
the traffic using it by day
and night.

4b. Photomontages of winter
views could not be produced
before the end of the
examination due to the
seasonal constraints of taking
the technical photographs to
provide the base information
and, even if it were possible
as assessments are
undertaken in the field, they
would not change the
conclusions of the landscape
and visual impact
assessment.

4b:
Under
discussion
during
detailed
design.

Highways England is
developing a 3D digital model
as part of ongoing scheme
consultation and to assist
understanding through the
detailed design stage. The
model is currently in
development but it is
anticipated that images from
this model would be used to
illustrate key points and
facilitate discussions held at
the community and landholder
forums, as well as being
referenced within the Code of
Construction Practice. A
digital 3D model would have
an advantage over
photomontages and scale
models as it would evolve as
the scheme developed.
Highways England will
continue to engage with
BMRA over this during
detailed design.
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Stakeholder issue

Highways England
Response

4c. The positioning of
overhead sign gantries is
particularly intrusive – on
in particular being located
at the worst and highest
possible point, where the
scheme crosses the
ECML. The design and/or
the position of it must be
adjusted sufficiently to
reduce its impact.
4d. Given the height of the
bridge and its visual
impact a high quality
aesthetic structure should
be provided. Highways
England must develop the
Design Panel process
rapidly to enable the Panel
to assess the scheme
elements, and engage with
the BMRA and other
stakeholders in developing
the detailed design.

HE/A14/EX/233

NS10/12

4c – 4d. There is little
flexibility in the design and
locations of gantries and
message signs as they need
to be located in accordance
with standard guidance to
ensure that they meet
functional and safety
standards.
Considerations regarding the
choice of an open rail parapet
as opposed to a solid barrier
are finely balanced. The
objective of the proposed
solution is to create a
structure that is as open as
practical to maintain views
along the Ouse valley. Whilst
a solid barrier would partially
screen views of cars and
headlights, it would also lead
to a ‘heavier’ more clumsy
appearance to the structure.

Agree /
Disagree /
Under
discussion

4c – 4d:
Under
discussion
during
detailed
design.

Refer to also HE/A14/EX/158
Appendices 1 and 5 Matters
Arising from Oral Submissions
made at the Issue Specific
Hearing on Detailed Design
regarding the location of
gantries.
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Agreement on this SoCG

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

Jeremy Damrel

Signature:
On behalf of:

Highways England

Date:

6 November 2015

Name:

Mark Williams

Signature:

On behalf of:

Buckden Marina Residents Association

Date:

30 October 2015
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Appendix A: Relevant representation

The following is a direct copy of the relevant representation made by Buckden Marina
Residents Association to the Planning Inspectorate with regards the scheme.
The preferred A14 Upgrade route (between the junction with the A1, over the River Great
Ouse/East Coast Mainline and to the east of the B1043) passes close to the Buckden Marina
complex; this representation is on behalf of the Residents Association in the interests of the
leaseholders of the 81 residential lodges within the complex. The 90-acre site is set in rural
countryside, bordering the river and valley in a peaceful environment relatively unaffected by
traffic noise and artificial light. Indeed, the CPRE categorise it as a prized area of tranquillity
undisturbed by noise. The adverse noise and visual impacts of the scheme by day and night
would be considerably greater than is proposed and are unacceptable.
The Highways Agency application is deficient or wrong in the following areas: noise
measurement, modelling and mitigation measures; light lux levels; the aggregating effects of
other new developments in the immediate area; and, the visual impact of the design. All
these aspects would intrude adversely and significantly upon the complex. Independent
professional baseline noise measurements by a member of the IOA reveal considerably
lower levels of current noise than those measured by the Highways Agency - by up to 10db
Laeq - and, at night, of levels below 30dB.
The scheme makes no meaningful attempt to minimize the adverse effects from
environmental noise as is required by the World Health Organisation, the EC Directive 2002
and UK Government legislation and guidance. The scheme as designed and modelled will
have a significant adverse impact on the complex and this will effect the significance level as
set out in BS4142:1997. Other attenuation measures, beyond the low noise road surface
proposed, such as noise mitigation barriers and landscaping are required. Similarly,
screening from static and moving light sources is required to reduce lux levels)
There is no data about minimum and maximum noise levels, or what topographical factors
that affect noise transmission (e.g. height of the road above ground level, type of intervening
terrain) or climatic conditions (e.g. wind direction) have been incorporated in the model. An
accurate assessment of the predicted noise levels cannot be made without information about
the GIS system used, the data inputted, what variable factors were included in creating the
model, and compliance with the Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN - ISBN 0 11
550847 3, 1988) issued by the Department of Transport.
Moreover, there is no consideration of the major change in the nature and characteristics of
the noise - from brief, transient point sources of noise now, to a continuous, intrusive line
source. Evaluation of the opening and design years for HGV percentages, vehicle speeds
and detailed traffic use patterns related to time is required. An Environmental Effects
Significance Criteria assessment based on a larger, more representative set of data and
factors is also required.
The compound effects of this scheme and others in the immediate vicinity have been
ignored. Network Rail plans to remove the Offord Cluny level crossing and build a new road
and bridge over the railway; this will run over an adjacent field. Network Rail also plans to
increase East Coast Mainline traffic volumes from introducing the European Rail Traffic
Management System by 2020. There is the prospect of an A1 upgrade scheme being
revived. These changes must be evaluated and modelled collectively with this scheme to
assess the potential aggregated impacts.
Finally, the design, particularly for the bridge, is utterly devoid of architectural merit. Not only
would there be the scar across rural countryside of a 6-lane road with no visual mitigation,
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but also yet another ugly, unimaginative concrete pier and span bridge - which will be a
highly visible, 600m long structure breaking the skyline from most view points, given the
height of around 12m needed to clear the railway. The “beauty test” for new roads, recently
announced by the Secretary of State for Transport, would be failed instantly and
spectacularly.
Therefore, the adverse effects of noise, light and general visual intrusion of this scheme on
the area, and of associated other schemes, must be specifically examined by the Planning
Inspectorate, with a view to identifying and including appropriate, sufficient measures to
minimize the adverse effects from environmental noise and visual impacts upon a beautiful
and tranquil area.
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Appendix B: Written Representation

A14 Upgrade Scheme - Written Representation 1 by Mark Williams and on behalf of the
Buckden Marina Resident‘s Association (Registrations of Interest Numbers 10030711
and 10030713).
1. The preferred route for the Highways Agency A14 Upgrade scheme (between the junction
with the existing A1, by bridge across the River Great Ouse and East Coast Mainline and to
the east across the B1043 road) passes in close proximity to the Buckden Marina complex
and, in particular, of its 81 residential lodges. This written representation is made by Mark
Williams as both the leaseholder of one such lodge and as the representative of the Buckden
Marina Resident’s Association and other individual lodge owners who have also registered
their interest with regard to the complex. Buckden Marina is a beautiful and tranquil place;
the nearby land is flat and low lying land which is alongside the River Great Ouse and nearby
lakes with sloping uprises in the land on either side of it. Relatively, the proposed A14
development would greatly change that landscape view, due to being built on higher
surrounding land and using high, new bridge structures to span the River Great Ouse and
East Coast Mainline railway.
2. The Highways England Development Consent Application is significantly deficient and
erroneous. The principal issue is with inadequate noise measurement, modelling and
mitigation measures carried out by highways England. An independent professional noise
report was commissioned and carried out on behalf of the Buckden Marina Resident’s
Association which addresses the noise issues and this is attached, including
recommendations. Once the revision to the Highways England noise model and traffic
forecasts (which were announced at the Preliminary Meeting and are due for submission on
15th June 2015) have been made available, further analysis and assessment will be
undertaken and comments submitted.
3. As well as the noise issues addressed in the attached report, the impact of artificial lux
light levels (static and moving) on the marina, and the architectural scheme design for the
bridge which will dominate views from the complex, have not been considered or addressed.
The area enjoys relatively little impact from moving light sources; the new road, due to the
topography and lack of visual shielding, will impact on the complex. Moreover, the visual
impact of the scheme (particularly in winter when trees would provide no visual shielding)
means that, when viewed from ground level, the road would break the skyline along most of
its length between Brampton Junction and the A1198 junction. Visually, this would be highly
intrusive and, while there is no right to “a view”, the scheme for the bridge design has
absolutely no architectural merit.
Thus, not only would there be the scar across rural countryside of a 6-lane road with no
visual mitigation, but also yet another ugly, concrete pier and span construction bridge - and
this will be a highly visible 600m long structure that will break the skyline from most view
points, given the height at which it has to be built to clear the railway. The Secretary of State
for Transport’s “beauty test” for roads would be failed spectacularly.

4. Therefore, it is requested that the Planning Inspectorate Examining Authority
specifically examines in detail the effects of noise and coherence with other schemes
(as set out in the attached report), light and visual intrusion of the scheme on the
Buckden Marina complex and, should the proposed route be selected, require
Highways England to address these issues with a view to identifying and including
appropriate and sufficient measures so as to minimise the adverse effects from
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environmental noise and visual impacts, and of other nearby potential schemes, upon the
complex.
Yours sincerely,
Mark Williams
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A SCOPING REPORT ON AN ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE SURVEY AT THE
BUCKDEN MARINA COMPLEX WITH REGARD TO THE PROPOSED A14 UPGRADE
BY HIGHWAYS ENGLAND
Dated 15th June 2015
Approved for publication
MR. C CLAYSON, Msc, MIOA
CONDITIONS OF RELEASE
The information contained within this report is the intellectual property rights which
belong exclusively to Mr. Mark Williams, who is the representative of the Buckden Marina
Resident's Association. No material or information contained in this publication should be
produced, stored in a retrieval system or transmitted in any form except as authorized by
the sponsor where appropriate.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
1. Craig Clayson was tasked by Mr. Mark Williams, the representative of the Buckden
Marina Resident's Association, to conduct an initial scoping report on the Buckden
Marina complex to assess the potential noise impacts of the A14 upgrade scheme
proposed by Highways England (Mr Williams‘s Registrations of Interest Numbers are
10030711 and 10030713).
2. Environmental noise data was collected during the period from 13:30 hours on 12
February 2015 to 13:30 hours on 24 February 2015. Information was primarily gathered
from two locations: outside No. 23, Watersmead at Grid Reference TL 2156 6741 and
outside No. 38, Ouse Valley Way at Grid Reference TL 2152 6775 (the latter
corresponding to the Highways England scheme unattended long-term measurement
location L3). Measurements were conducted in free field conditions at both locations with
suitable environmental conditions.
3. The measured results in the report clearly demonstrate that the Highways England
Development Consent Application and scheme design are deficient in considering the
potentially significant impacts of the scheme as proposed upon the Buckden Marina
complex and the properties therein. Measured results shown in this report compared to
the measured results of L3 have a significant deviation of 14.6 dBA; therefore, it is
strongly recommended that further measurements are made at multiple locations around
the complex. The noise mitigation design of the scheme area that affects the complex
currently includes only a low noise road surface which will be inadequate. Further
assessment and inclusion of other attenuation measures, such as landscaping and noise
barriers, are required to mitigate the noise levels as far as is possible to minimise the
adverse impact on what is clearly a relatively tranquil area. Other potential new
infrastructure projects within the same area must also be considered and their effect
included within the noise prediction model presented, to provide an accurate
representation of the aggregated effects of future noise levels.
4. Therefore, it is concluded that the effects of noise upon this area of the scheme and
the application should be specifically examined in detail by the Planning Inspectorate,
with a view to identifying and requiring the inclusion of the most appropriate and
sufficient measures to minimise adverse effects from environmental noise in accordance
with relevant legislation, policy and guidance.
5. At the time of writing this report, the update to Highways England Transport noise
model and traffic forecasts, for which revision is required following DoT policy changes
would not be available until 15th June 2015. Consequently, a full assessment cannot be
made and, therefore, further analysis and comment is reserved until after the results of
the revised model and forecasts are published by Highways England at a later date.
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A SCOPING REPORT ON AN ENVIRONMENTAL NOISE SURVEY AT THE
BUCKDEN MARINA COMPLEX WITH REGARD TO THE PROPOSED A14 UPGRADE
BY HIGHWAYS ENGLAND
Author: Mr. Craig Clayson, Msc, MIOA
INTRODUCTION
1. Craig Clayson was tasked by Mr. Mark Williams, the representative of the Buckden
Marina Resident's Association (Registration of Interest Numbers 10030711 and
10030713) to conduct an initial scoping report on Buckden Marina to assess the noise
impacts of the A14 upgrade proposed by Highways England.
BACKGROUND
2. The preferred route for the proposed Highways England A14 Upgrade scheme
(between the junction with the existing A1, over a new bridge across the River Great
Ouse and the East Coast Mainline railway and to the east across the B1043 road)
passes in close proximity to Buckden Marina complex and, in particular, of its 81
residential lodges. The distance to the proposed development ranges from 300-700m
from the north and east faces of the marina complex. Buckden Marina and the lodges
are situated on flat and low lying land alongside the River Great Ouse and nearby lakes.
The complex, which is set in around 90 acres of beautiful rural countryside, bordering the
River Great Ouse and overlooking its valley, is in a peaceful environment that is relatively
unaffected by either traffic noise or visual impacts
3. A requirement was identified to assess external noise levels at two representative
locations within the Buckden Marina complex, to measure and evaluate the current
exposure of noise to the community. This requirement was identified after an initial
scoping review of the A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon Improvement Scheme
Environmental Statement 2014, where noise levels measured by Highways England and
future predicted levels affecting the community were brought into question. This concern
was primarily twofold; the noise levels measured by Highways England were not
representative of the complex; and, there were gaps in information for the generation of
the noise model. Therefore, an independent initial noise scoping report by an external
expert source was sought by Mr. Mark Williams. At the time of writing this report, the
Highways England Transport noise model and traffic forecasts were still being revised
because of recent changes required by the Department of Transport and would not be
available until 15th June 2015 . Therefore, a full assessment and comparison of the
baseline and proposed position cannot be completed by the required submission date of
15th June 2015 for Written Representations; further analysis and comment is reserved
until after the results of the revised model and forecasts are published by Highways
England at a later date.
RELEVANT LEGISLATION
4. The Secretary of State’s policy statement on health, safety and environmental
protection requires that adverse noise effects on the environment are minimized.
Environmental protection legislation, such as EC Directive 2002, states that all
reasonable steps must be taken to minimise adverse effects from environmental noise
and put in place arrangements that produce outcomes that are, so far as is reasonably
possible, at least as good as, and preferably better than, those required by legislation to
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manage and minimise the environmental noise produced during construction and
subsequent operation of national infrastructure projects.
5. PPG24 was replaced by NPPF on 27 March 2012. With regard to noise and planning,
NPPF Section 123 contains the following statements :
a. Avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life
as a result of new development;
b. Mitigate and reduce to a minimum other adverse impacts on health and quality of life
arising from noise from new development, including through the use of conditions;
c. Recognise that development will often create some noise and existing businesses
wanting to develop in continuance of their business should not have unreasonable
restrictions put on them because of changes in nearby land uses since they were
established; and
d Identify and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained relatively undisturbed by
noise and are prized for their recreational and amenity value for this reason.
6. An assessment of the existing tranquillity level of the site has been based on the noise
criteria published by Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE).
7. The World Health Organisation Recommendations in their ‘Guidelines for Community
Noise’ (1999) publication which recommends internal noise levels of 30 dB LAeq,8hours /
45 dB LAmax for bedrooms and 35 dBLAeq,16hours for living rooms. With regard to the
noise in external areas, the WHO Guidelines present thresholds of annoyance and states
that ‘to protect the majority of people being seriously affected by noise during the
daytime, the outdoor sound level from steady, continuous noise should not exceed 55 dB
LAeq,16 hours. In addition, BS 8233 2014 refers to 55 dB LAeq,T as an upper limit.
DATA COLLECTION
8. A class 1 SIP 95 sound level meter was used, the data from which was downloaded
and analysed in 01dB-Stell Trait software. The meter was calibrated on site, both before
and after each measurement location. This was conducted via a B&K Type 4231
calibrator which produces a reference tone of 1 KHz at 94dB and is traceable to, and
comparable with, a UKAS reference standard (Serial no’s and full details are available
upon request). All equipment timings were synchronized using a global positioning
system (GPS) time code. This enabled an accurate LAeq and LAmax time history to be
produced for each SIP95 measurement position. Analysis was undertaken for the LAeq
and LAmax in each time period. The measurement positions were free from obstructions
and taken at a height of 1.5m via a boom arm tripod to allow free field measurements to
be made outside the referenced properties.
9. Measurements were taken in general accordance with BS 7445-1:2003 and were
continuously averaged and logged at a time interval of 10 minutes. Weather conditions
during the survey period were observed as being mainly dry, with occasional light
showers on one day, with temperatures ranging from approx 5-17 degrees. Anemometer
readings confirmed that wind speeds were within the envelope of 5m/s.
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10. Existing ambient noise levels around the site are characterised by: occasional distant
traffic noise from the rural B1043 road; some very distant traffic noise from the A1 may
be occasionally heard depending upon specific conditions and where the wind has a
northwesterly component; transient train noise for very brief periods (around 4-6 seconds
in duration) at some areas of the complex; and, the background noise level, primarily
from local wildlife and in particular of birdsong;
11. The results of the statistical measurements and frequency measurements conducted
during the survey are summarised in the following table. All values are sound pressure
levels in dB (re: 2 x 10-5 Pa).
RESULTS
12. Environmental noise data was collected during the period from 13:30 hours on 12
February 2015 to 13:30 hours on 24 February 2015. Information was primarily gathered
from two locations: outside No. 23, Watersmead at Grid Reference TL 2156 6741 and
outside No. 38, Ouse Valley Way at Grid Reference TL 2152 6775 (the latter
corresponding to the Highways England scheme unattended long-term measurement
location L3). Measurements were conducted in free field conditions at both locations with
suitable environmental conditions. The data recorded is regarded a true representation of
the environmental noise conditions currently present at these locations.
Daytime hours are deemed to be 7am - 11pm. Nighttime hours are deemed to be 11pm
– 7am. The full source data is available upon request.

Table 1 - Measurement location 1 – 23 Watersmead, Buckden Marina.
Weighting
Start
End

Source
Daytime
Nightime

HE/A14/EX/233

A
12/02/2015
13:30
17/02/2015
05:55
Leq
Specific
dB
52
44.4

Lmin
dB
27.6
26.8

Lmax
dB
83.7
71.4
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Table 2 - Measurement location 2 – 38 Ouse Valley Way, Buckden Marina
Weighting
Start
End

Source
Daytime
Nightime

A
12/02/2015
13:30
24/02/2015
11:30
Leq
Specific
dB
45.8
37.8

Lmin
dB
39.9
24.6

Lmax
dB
63.1
59.8

DISCUSSION
13. EC Directive 2002, states that all reasonable steps must be taken to minimise the
adverse effects from environmental noise and put in place arrangements that
produce outcomes that are, so far as is reasonably practicable, as good as those
required by legislation to manage the environmental noise produced by national
infrastructure projects. Arguably, the arrangements should go further and aim to
minimise impact to current levels. Descriptors such as LOAL and SOAL, and
significance of effect etc cannot be commented on until the re–submission of
Highways England’s revised noise model and traffic forecasts, currently due
submitted on 15th June 2015.
14. It is common for different measurement periods of the same location to differ due
to the snapshot taken in time, however, due to the significant difference of 14.6 dB
LAeq,night time that is already apparent between the measured values presented in
this scoping report and the L3 measured values presented in the submitted E.I.A
Table 4.2, it is strongly recommended that Highways England undertakes a further,
longer measurement period to accurately confirm the baseline noise levels, and to be
able to predict the effect in accordance with NPPF 2012, to avoid significant adverse
impacts from noise produced by the proposed scheme.
15. Based on the consent application and the L3 site measurement, the Buckden
Marina complex is neither fully, nor adequately, covered. In particular, with the night
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noise level and the significant variations between the L3 measurement and the 2
sites measured within the complex under this report, it is also strongly recommended
that further measurements are taken at both the L3 position, on the site on the east
side of the complex, and a further site on the western side for future assessment.
16. The results show that the measurements taken from the site locations for this
report are currently within the World Health Organisation recommendations in their
‘Guidelines for Community Noise’ (1999) publication for internal noise levels
(LAeq,8hours and LAmax, night) for bedrooms and LAeq,16hours for living rooms
when factoring in attenuation of the wood lodge construction types of the properties
within the Marina, using a prediction of 12 dB Rw for an open window. After the next
submission of noise predictions, which should include the whole of the Buckden
Marina complex, a proper assessment of the effect of the proposed scheme on the
residential properties in the complex can then be undertaken.
17. With regard to the noise in external areas, the WHO Guidelines presents
thresholds of annoyance and states that ‘to protect the majority of people being
seriously affected by noise during the daytime, the outdoor sound level from steady,
continuous noise should not exceed 55 dB LAeq,16 hours. BS 8233 2014 refers to
55 dB LAeq,T as an upper limit. The Buckden Marina complex is currently within
these guidelines. However, a full assessment of the complex against the revised
Highways Agency noise modelling submission due on 15th June 2015 is required to
be able to assess the impact to the east of the site for such outdoor noise.
18. An assessment of the existing tranquillity level of the site noise map, published by
the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) is appropriate. A definitive reply to is
awaited from the CPRE because Buckden Marina is not identified specifically within a
currently mapped tranquil area due to the relatively large scale of their mapping, yet
parts of the complex meet the noise criteria set for designation as a tranquil area.
RECOMMENDATIONS
19. Buckden Marina residents support the need to upgrade the A14. Given the
potential impact on them though, the residents would, unsurprisingly, prefer it if the
scheme were re-routed further away from the complex, or indeed were it to follow the
original A14 route; notwithstanding the importance of the scheme, cost alone should
not be the deciding factor for which option is selected. If the scheme is to take the
currently proposed route, residents reasonably require that it be designed and
executed so as to have minimal adverse impact on the existing tranquil situation. It is
recommended that appropriate mitigation measures are fully analysed to ensure the
best solution.
20. The scheme as designed and modelled when compared to the measured data in
this report will clearly have a significant adverse impact on the Buckden Marina
complex. In particular, this is because of the low night time noise levels presented in
this report around different areas of the Marina. Currently, only a single measurement
was taken by Highways England to the north of the site at L3. Due to the apparent
significant differences in measured noise, it is strongly recommended that another
proper assessment around the Buckden marina complex is carried out at L3, on the
site measured in this report and on the western side. It is also recommended that the
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boundary of the new revised computer noise model is extended to cover the west
and east sides of the Buckden Marina complex, so that a full analysis can be made
by comparing measured data from around the complex to assess the significance of
revised proposed scheme noise maps.
21. Information should be provided on what GIS system and what data was inputted
to create the model; Section 14.2.65, A14 Cambridge to Huntingdon improvement
scheme report, 2014 does not provide enough information to allow an accurate
assessment. It is recommended that this information is put into the public domain to
allow a critical analysis and assessment, together with information on what type of
model validation process was used.
22. The modelled environmental features such as wind direction and the nature of
the terrain play a large factor in noise levels, and this has not been sufficiently
presented in the Highways England model and supporting data is absent. It is
recommended that it is ascertained whether the terrain surrounding the site, hard
water surface, flat land, foliage etc have been sufficiently allowed for in the Highways
England noise model and, if not, include proper allowance and adjustments for them.
23. The loudest noise source affecting the Buckden Marina complex is of trains to the
east of the site; this is a transient, brief, point noise source, whereas the effect of the
proposed scheme would be one of a constant line source of noise. It is strongly
recommended that this difference is allowed for in assessing the environmental
impact, as there is no apparent evidence of it being recognised or addressed.
24. The different residential locations at the Buckden Marina complex should be
identified as being, or not, within a protected area of tranquillity which has remained
relatively undisturbed by noise and may be prized for its recreational and amenity
value. While the complex is not specifically located within the CPRE map, this is
because of the large scaling of their mapping; once received, the awaited CPRE
response will be submitted.
25. Evaluation of the Opening Year and design year, particularly with regard to the
percentage of HGVs and the increases in vehicle speeds must be presented to
interested parties and reviewed with regards to traffic noise increase.
27. It is strongly recommended that noise attenuation barriers and appropriate
landscaping on the bridge crossing the River Great Ouse and East Cost Mainline
Railway and its approaches are included in the design; this is to reduce both direct
noise transmission and impacts, and to minimise visual change so as to reduce the
effects of physo-acoustics by being out of direct line of sight from the residential
properties on the northern, western and eastern boundaries of the site. Further
assessment of this particular section will be conducted once the Highways England
revised noise model and traffic assessment has been produced and a response will
be submitted at a later date.
28. There are other major infrastructure schemes being planned that will affect the
Buckden Marina complex, such as: the Network Rail plan to remove the level
crossing at Offord Cluny and replace it with a new road and bridge over the mainline
railway opposite the marina area1 , with associated future significant increases in rail
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traffic2 , and the strategic study into the A1 between Peterborough and the M25
which would revive an earlier scheme to upgrade the A1 and affect the area to the
west of Buckden village and potentially the marina complex3 . These new proposed
changes must be evaluated and modelled together with the proposed A14 upgrade
scheme to truly assess the potential changes and impacts to the area. Moreover, the
proposed scheme makes no provision for connection with a later scheme to upgrade
the A1, which could lead to further disruption from later construction and changes in
traffic and noise levels in operation. It is strongly recommended that these schemes
are included and modelled within the assessment.
29. In addition, the sequencing of schemes should be seriously considered to
minimise the impact of construction works on existing traffic flows; for example, if the
A14 scheme were to progress first, then the existing A428 would not be able to
provide a suitable relief route, whereas it could if it was upgraded first to dual
carriageway standard along its length from the M11 to the A1, with the intended
graded and separated junction at the Black Cat roundabout.
30. Under Planning Act 2008: Guidance for the examination of applications for
development consent, P14, section 50, suitable time and opportunity must be
allowed for full assessments to be made. As a result of the revisions, yet to be
released, of the changed Highways England noise model and assessments, a further
full assessment will have to be made; consequently, further analysis and comment is
reserved until after the results of the revised model forecasts are produced by
Highways England at a later date.
1:https://consultations.networkrail.co.uk/communications/190f9985/user_uploads/gills-andoffordconsultation-boards-option-2.pdf This will include an embankment which would reflect noise from the
proposed A14 route towards the marina complex.
2: As a result of the changes from removing rail signalling and increasing rail traffic volumes through
introduction of the European Rail Traffic Management System on the East coast Mainline railway
planned by 2020.
3: https://www.gov.uk/government/news/major-roads-investment-in-the-east-of-england
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Appendix C: Summary of statement at the
open floor hearing

The statement below is a summary of the oral representation made by Mark Williams
on behalf of the Buckden Marina Resident’s Association at the open floor hearing
held at Brampton on 14 July 2015.
Introduction
1. The speaker was introduced as Mark Williams, representing himself, the Buckden Marina
Resident’s Association, and the 90+ individual lodge owners who have all registered
separately as interested parties; this is with the agreement of the Planning Inspectorate to
avoid unnecessary repetitions of the same points. The effect of the A14 upgrade scheme
would be very significant on Buckden Marina if the route proposed was selected, given the
present lack of adequate mitigation measures against noise and visual impacts and of the
lack of assessment of coherence with other schemes in terms of both timing and of
cumulative effects.
2. It had become clear from the recent rounds of relevant representations, Written
Representations and Responses that Highways England had not communicated with the
right individual; by coincidence, the freeholder of the Marina complex and the representative
of Buckden Marina Resident’s Association are two people who, by coincidence, bear the
same name; communications from Highways England had been hitherto addressed to the
wrong individual. Consequently, due to that confusion, the process of seeking to draw up a
Statement of Common Ground had not been started; for the record, the correct Mark
Williams had not rejected any proposal to do so, simply because he had not previously
received any such proposal. Now that the confusion had been resolved, a meeting between
the parties was scheduled to get that process underway.
Issues
3. It had also become clear from representations and responses that Highways England had
misunderstood the nature and status of the 81 lodges within the marina complex. They are
not business properties, or rented out on short holiday lets to multiple individuals by a
business, but are individually owned residential properties. They are leasehold residential
properties owned by individuals on leases ranging from 99 to 999 years and are completely
separate from the marina and leisure club businesses within the complex. In response to a
question from a member of the Examining Panel, it was explained that there are no timerelated occupancy restrictions on the lodges. In addition, while the scheme boundary
(subsequently clarified as the boundary for Environmental Impact of 600m) falls alongside
the lodges themselves on the northern side of the marina, it clearly cuts through the land
belonging to those lodges as is registered on the relevant Land Registry property titles
(copies of which have been subsequently passed to Highways England) and these lodges in
particular are within that boundary. Moreover, the measurement of the distance by Highways
England is referred to variously as “about 600m”, “over 600m” and “approximately 610m”;
with that uncertainty and an allowance of 10% for the scheme location to move during
detailed design or construction, there is a high risk that more lodges will fall within that
boundary. Accordingly, the lodges must be treated as residential receptors by Highways
England and a proper analysis and assessment carried out.
4. With the previous communication issues, it is not surprising that resolution of the issues
raised in earlier recent rounds of relevant representations, Written Representations and
Responses by Mark Williams had not been progressed. Full details can be found in those
documents, but in brief they are:
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a. Noise baseline measurements show significant differences between the Highways
England measurements taken at L3 and those taken by Mark Williams independently at L3
and on the eastern side of the marina. The independent measurements show a lower noise
level than that stated by Highways England, particularly at night, which would have a much
greater impact on the lodges in terms of the relative scale of the change of actual and
perceived noise levels.
b. Noise modelling data, GIS details, factors varied from generic model assumptions ad
constraints (e.g. topography and surface types, heights etc) the analysis of the data and
results has not been made available, despite being formally requested on 3 occasions.
Moreover, the noise characteristics around the site will change significantly with the inclusion
of a new, relatively continuous line source of noise, compared to the current point sources of
noise which affect the lodges.
c. The visual impacts of a 6-lane carriageway, across a long viaduct and bridge across the
River Great Ouse and East Coast mainline railway, including its approaches, which will be
raised from 5m to 12m above existing and surrounding ground levels, means that it will break
the skyline along much of its length; this will be very visible from the lodges, particularly from
late autumn through to early spring each year, when the relatively few intervening trees are
bare of leaves. Moreover, the appearance of the viaduct and bridge constructed of concrete
spans with open pole guard rails would be ugly.
d. The lack of adequate mitigation measures to reduce the noise and visual impacts.
e. The lack of any assessment of coherence with other schemes in terms of sequencing,
design, traffic flows and cumulative environmental impacts. In particular, the:
i. A428 scheme which, if built ahead of the A14 upgrade scheme, would provide resilience
and capacity while the A14 is upgraded and avoid significant delays and disruption during
construction.
ii A1 Study (M25 to Peterborough) which, depending on the route taken to the west and the
design/location of a new or revised interchange that would be needed near Buckden, could
have a very significantly adverse impact.
iii. Network Rail plans to significantly increase rail traffic volumes through introduction of the
European Traffic Management System and to remove the Offord level crossing and replace it
with a road, embankment and bridge to the east of the marina. Each will, respectively,
increase adverse noise and visual impacts of road and rail traffic close to the lodges.
Other Matters
5. The scheme location and design should demonstrably seek to minimise the noise and
visual impacts as far as is practicable, which is consistent with ministerial policy statements
and intent, rather than simply adhere to arbitrary limitations.
6. As Highways England are forging ahead with detailed scheme design while the DCO
Application is being examined, it was noted that they are doing so at risk, given that the
Examining Authority has yet to determine its recommendations to the Secretary of State.
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Tables
1 Introduction
1.1 Overview
1.1.1 Buckden Marina Residents Association (BMRA) has raised concerns
with potential cumulative effects of the A14 scheme with other
schemes, expressed in various written submissions and at hearings.
1.1.2 The purpose of this note is to provide a collation of the issues raised
to date and set out Highways England’s position on these matters.

2 Summary of issues raised by BRMA
2.1 Summary of issues
2.1.1 BMRA’s concerns are with respect to the coherence and sequencing
of the A14 scheme with the A428 and A1 Improvement Schemes
and Network Rail’s plans to introduce the European Rail Traffic
Management System (ERTMS) and the closure of the Offord Level
Crossing. A description of these schemes is provided in section 4.
2.1.2 BMRA considers that a joined up strategic approach is required to
consider the cumulative impacts of all of these schemes on the
Buckden Marina complex. BMRA considers that there is lack of any
assessment of the cumulative impacts of the A14 scheme with other
schemes in terms of sequencing, design, traffic flows and
environmental impacts.

2.2 Relevant representation (RR-311)
2.2.1 BMRA raises concerns about the compound effects of the A14
scheme with other schemes in the vicinity. In particular, it is
concerned about Network Rail’s plans to remove the Offord level
crossing and build a new road and bridge over the railway, and the
increasing volumes of rail traffic as a result of the ERTMS. BMRA
also notes the A1 improvement scheme and suggests that “changes
must be evaluated and modelled collectively with this scheme to
assess the potential aggregated impacts.”

2.3 Written representation (REP2-099)
2.3.1 BMRA suggests that noise and visual impacts of the A14 scheme on
the Buckden Marina Complex should be addressed with a view to
also minimising adverse effects of other nearby potential schemes.
2.3.2 Again, BMRA raised concerns about the removal of the Offord level
crossing and an increased volume of rail traffic as a result of the
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ERTMS. BMRA note that the strategic study into the A1 between
Peterborough and the M25 notes that it would affect the area to the
west of Buckden village and potentially affect the Marina Complex.
2.3.3 BMRA states that the proposed scheme makes no provision for
connection with a later scheme to upgrade the A1 which could lead
to disruption during construction and impact upon the traffic and
noise levels.
2.3.4 BMRA states that consideration should be given to the sequencing
of schemes to minimise the impact of construction works on existing
traffic levels.

2.4 Comments on written representations (REP4008)
2.4.1 BMRA refers back to its earlier submissions and states that effects
on the Complex from various national and other proposed
infrastructure projects have not been singly or cumulatively
assessed to date.

2.5 Written summary of statement at Open Floor Hearing
(REP5-025)
2.5.1 BMRA consider that there is a lack of any assessment of coherence
with other schemes in terms of sequencing, design, traffic flows and
cumulative environmental impacts.
2.5.2 In particular it raises the following concerns:
(i)
(ii)

(iii)

“A428 scheme which, if built ahead of the A14 upgrade scheme,
would provide resilience and capacity while the A14 is upgraded and
avoid significant delays and disruption during construction.
A1 Study (M25 to Peterborough) which, depending on the route
taken to the west and the design/location of a new or revised
interchange that would be needed near Buckden, could have a very
significantly adverse impact
Network Rail plans to significantly increase rail traffic volumes
through introduction of the European Traffic Management System
and to remove the Offord level crossing and replace it with a road,
embankment and bridge to the east of the marina.
Each will, respectively, increase adverse noise and visual impacts of
road and rail traffic close to the lodges.”

2.5.3 Highways England provided a response to the oral cases put
forward by BMRA at the Open Floor Hearing held on 14 July 2015 in
its Response to Oral Submissions put at Open Floor Hearings
(Applicant reference HE/A14/EX.67, PINS reference REP5-029).
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2.6 Response to ExA’s second written questions (REP-013)
2.6.1 BMRA notes that the issues raised in its previous submissions
regarding the coherence with other schemes remain under
discussion with Highways England. It notes that details of the
ongoing discussions are documented within the Statement of
Common Ground (SoCG).

2.7 Oral submission put at Hearings
2.7.1 Oral submissions from BMRA were put at the Issue Specific Hearing
on noise and air quality (held on 15 September 2015) and the Issue
Specific Hearing on detailed design (held on 17 September 2015).
The oral cases put forward at these hearings reiterated BMRA’s
concerns raised in its written submissions.

3 Approach to cumulative effects assessment
3.1 Reasonably foreseeable development
3.1.1 Chapter 18 of the Environmental Statement (ES) (Applicant
reference 6.1, PINS reference APP-349) reports an assessment of
impacts that would affect environmental receptors and resources
from different aspects of the scheme or in combination with other
development projects. Other different projects are assessed for
cumulative effects where they are considered reasonably
foreseeable development.
3.1.2 Section 18.3 of the ES set outs the method of the cumulative
assessment, including the approach to the identification of
reasonably foreseeable development.
3.1.3 The consideration of what constitutes a reasonably foreseeable
development is defined in the ES as follows:
1. “transport projects due to be implemented in a reasonable
timeframe, for example as part of a planned programme of
works;
2. Planning applications, for which formal EIA is a requirement, that
have been submitted for determination and for which planning
permission has either been granted or is pending a decision;
3. Major development schemes for which specific policies,
development briefs, supplementary guidance or area action plans
are identified and included in the relevant development plan
(recognising that much information on any relevant proposals
would be limited.) Emerging development plans have also been
considered with appropriate weight being given as they move
closer to adoption.”
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3.1.4 In addition to the three points above, the ES confirms that Highways
Agency (2013)1 guidance on cumulative effects has been followed,
which identifies four categories:
1. high degree of confidence
2. likely to happen while some uncertainty remains
3. significant uncertainty
4. Hypothetical
3.1.5 The guidance confirms that developments in the first two categories
should be considered as reasonably foreseeable and included in the
cumulative effects assessment. This is the approach adopted in the
assessment.
3.1.6 Highways Agency guidance also notes that “it is worth remembering
the aim of the assessment is to describe those cumulative effects
that are likely and significant: that there is a ‘real likelihood” of them
happening.” The guidance states that the reasonable foreseeable
actions to be included should include those that:
•

“are likely to happen; and

•

are expected to give rise to potentially significant cumulative
effects on those receptors identified as being effected by the
original scheme assessment; and

•

happen over the same time horizons used by the original scheme
assessment.”

4 Potential for cumulative effects with other
schemes
4.1 Overview
4.1.1 The following sections provide an account of the other schemes
identified by BMRA in regard to issues raised including, sequencing,
design, traffic flows and cumulative environmental effects.

4.2 Network Rail’s European Rail Traffic Management System
Description of scheme
4.2.1 Network Rail plans to introduce the ERTMS onto the East Coast
Main Line (ECML) (to the east of the Marina) from King’s Cross to
South Doncaster by 2020. This system will replace traditional railway
signals with a computer display inside each train cab, which is
intended to reduce the costs of maintaining the railway, improve
performance and enhance safety.
1

Highways Agency, 2013. Cumulative Assessment Requirements. MPI-04/12013
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4.2.2 Network Rail notes:
“Installing ERTMS across the country as signalling becomes lifeexpired will save an estimated 40 per cent over conventional
systems. Each train will run at an appropriate safe speed, allowing
more trains onto the tracks. ERTMS will improve train performance
and reduce energy consumption2.”
Consideration of potential for cumulative effects and interaction with
A14 scheme
4.2.3 The European Rail Traffic Management System (ERTMS) is
reasonably committed and a high level timeline has been publicised
by Network Rail. This includes introducing the system to the ECML
by 2020.
4.2.4 In regard to sequencing, no further programming information is
available to consider interactions with the construction and operation
of the A14 scheme.
4.2.5 The ERTMS is unlikely to result in significant environmental effects
and Highways England does not consider that cumulative effects
with the A14 scheme are likely or significant. In particular, in regard
to BMRA concerns about noise, Highways England notes that by the
time ERTMS is operational on the ECML the majority of the noisier
intercity trains will have been replaced by new, quieter trains. These
trains are expected to be operational by 2018 as part of the
Government’s Intercity Express Programme (IEP). The reduced
noise from each train would, in overall all daily noise exposure
terms, offset any increase in service frequency or speed.
4.2.1 There is currently no information on any requirement for new
infrastructure to be provided in the Buckden area to support the
implementation of ERTMS. Accordingly, no other potential
interactions of environmental effects with the A14 scheme have
been identified other than for noise, as discussed in para 4.2.5,
above.

4.3 Network Rail’s Level Crossing Closures
Description of scheme
4.3.1 Network Rail has proposed a nationwide programme to remove all
level crossings wherever possible.
4.3.2 Network Rail has undertaken a feasibility study to explore options for
the closure of all remaining level crossings on the East Coast Main
2

http://www.networkrail.co.uk/aspx/12275.aspx - Accessed on 24/09/215
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Line (which runs to the east of the Marina). The proposals included
the closure of the level crossing at Offord and the provision of a new
road and bridge over the railway linking Station Lane, between the
River Ouse and the level crossing, with the B1043 just north of the
village.
4.3.3 The feasibility study was completed in June 2015. A public
consultation has also been undertaken. Network Rail’s current
status on the scheme is as follows:
“Based on the information we have gathered, we have decided not
to go ahead with a single programme of level crossing closures.
Instead we will take a case-by-case approach, looking to close level
crossings as part of other planned improvement work over the next
five year- funding period and beyond, or where an opportunity for
closure becomes apparent due to development activity in
surrounding areas. It is our intention, where possible, to update you
towards the end of this year on which level crossing may be subject
to further work with a view to closure. ”
Consideration of potential cumulative effects and interactions with A14
scheme
4.3.4 Table 18.4 of the ES lists the level crossing closure programme and
concludes that the project is not considered reasonably foreseeable.
In reflection of the current status of the project, Highways England
remains of the view that the level crossing closures, in terms of the
approach outlined in section 3, are not reasonably foreseeable.
4.3.5 The proposals are without consent, a policy allocation or a planned
programme of works. There is no environmental information
available or detail on which a cumulative assessment could be
based.

4.4 A1 Strategic Study / improvement scheme
Description of scheme
4.4.1 As part of its Roads Investment Strategy, the Department for
Transport has committed to undertaking feasibility studies on the
upgrading of the A1 in the East of England, including the section
between the M25 and Peterborough, and this would include
consideration of the A1 in the Buckden area.
4.4.2 The study will examine whether improvements, including changing
of the alignment of the road, could reduce the environmental impact
of the existing route and benefit local communities (page 50 of
Roads Investment Strategy: Investment Plan, Department for
Transport, initially published in December 2014 and subsequently
updated in March 2015).
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Consideration of potential cumulative effects and interactions with A14
scheme
4.4.3 The government’s commitment to the A1 Strategic Study was
announced following the environmental impact assessment and
traffic forecasting for the A14 scheme and was therefore not
considered reasonably foreseeable at that time.
4.4.4 The feasibility study into the A1 between the A25 to Peterborough is
yet to be completed and therefore the outcomes of this study,
including details of design options are unknown. As such there is
currently no environmental information available or a planned
programme of works. Consequently, it is not possible to assess the
cumulative impacts, sequencing, traffic flows or design interactions
of any potential upgrades to the A1 with the proposals for the A14. In
any event, as far as any potential design interaction is concerned,
Highways England considers that it is unlikely that the
recommendations of the study would result in material changes to
the proposed connections between the A1 and the A14 as proposed
in the A14 Scheme. Furthermore, the A14 proposals have been
designed such that they do not preclude future capacity
improvements to the A14 should such improvements be considered
necessary.

4.5 A428 improvement scheme
Description of scheme
4.5.1 The Roads Investment Strategy published as part of the Autumn
Statement of 2014 confirmed a Government commitment to
upgrading the remaining single carriageway section of the A428
subject to such a scheme offering value for money and proceeding
through the statutory processes.
4.5.2 Work has commenced on looking at options for this section of the
A428. Assuming the scheme offers value for money and allowing 23 years for construction, it is possible that a scheme could be open
to traffic by the mid-2020s.
Consideration of potential cumulative effects and interactions with A14
scheme
4.5.3 The government’s commitment to the A428 scheme came after the
time of undertaking of the environmental impact assessment and
traffic forecasts for the A14 scheme. Whilst options for the A428 are
being reviewed there is no programme of works and there remains
significant uncertainty as the scheme is at an ‘options stage.’
4.5.4 In light of the commitment to the A428 and the information that
became available subsequent to the ES, Highways England
undertook a sensitivity test to assess the cumulative impacts with
Page 8 of 9

the A14 scheme. This indicated that the two schemes are
complementary, with the A428 scheme only forecast to change
traffic flows (mostly by reductions) on the A14 by around 2%.
Changes of this magnitude are not anticipated to make any
significant difference to noise and air quality findings as reported in
the ES.
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Appendix E: Summary of BMRA issues raised
at Noise and Design Issue Specific Hearings
The following is a copy of the document submitted by Mark Williams of BMRA
to the Planning Inspectorate at Deadline 10. It contains a summary of BMRA
issues raised at the noise and design Issue Specific Hearings on 15 and 17
September 2015.
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FAO: Case Manager – Nicholas Coombes
A14 IMPROVEMENT SCHEME UPGRADE - Deadline 10 - BMRA
Summaries/Submission
Dear Nicholas,
Please find attached the summaries required by Deadline 10 from the Buckden Marina
Resident’s Association and thank you for your advice regarding submission by the deadline.
Please note that some key information from Highways England has either not been provided
to me before the deadline (latest SoCG, which they may submit without me having seen the
complete document) or only one hour before the deadline (coherence assessment).
This makes the process extremely difficult when the Applicant is not able to give interested
parties sight of key information in time, or allow them sufficient time to assimilate it; this may
be an issue with the overall process, as we discussed at the recent Hearings.
Therefore, I am submitting this on time to meet Deadline 10, but it may be that a further
update can be provided particularly on the latest SoCG content and position (which I have
not seen and is neither finalised nor agreed yet). I appreciate that such an update would be
at the discretion of the Examining Panel to accept, but this may be helpful where agreement
with Highways England can be reached.

Mark Williams
Registrations of interest numbers 10030711 and 10030713

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom it
is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient or there are problems please notify the sender and then delete the e-mail
(and file(s) if attached) from your system. Recipients should note that e-mail traffic on MoD systems is subject to monitoring,
recording and auditing to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. The MoD has taken steps
to keep this e-mail and any attachments free from viruses. However it accepts no liability for any loss or damage howsoever
caused as a result of any virus being passed on. It is the responsibility of the recipient to perform all necessary checks. The
statements expressed in this email are personal to the sender and do not necessarily represent the opinions or policies of the
department

A14 Improvement Scheme TR0100015 - Summary of oral submissions by Mark
Williams and Buckden Marina Resident’s Association (Registrations of Interest
10030711 and 10030713 put at the Issue Specific Hearings on Noise and
Detailed Design on 15th and 17th September 2015
1.
Please find below a summary of the matters and issues raised at the Issue
Specific Hearings on noise and detailed design by the Buckden Marina Resident’s
Association (BMRA), representing the associated owners of 81 private residential
properties. Subsequent developments are noted in italics. The SoCG between
Highways England and the BMRA has continued to develop since the Hearings but,
as at submission of this note on 28 September 2015 to meet Deadline 10, while the
BMRA has amended its wording to reflect its view of progress of ongoing work to
date, no response from Highways England has yet been received to discuss or
agree/disagree with.
Noise Hearing - 15th September 2015
2.
Introduction. Since Highways England’s recent acceptance that the 81
private properties at Buckden Marina are residential, there has been positive
engagement on the noise issues raised in the BMRA’s initial representations, public
hearing and second representation. Earlier issues over noise methodology,
modeling, assumptions and measurements had been resolved satisfactorily.
Moreover, the noise data for L3 location measured separately by Highways England
and the BMRA had been exchanged, discussed and mutually agreed as valid
representations of ambient noise levels at the time they were measured. Highways
England has included both sets, with their data presented as a “summer” baseline
and the BMRA’s as a “winter” baseline (reflecting the time of year that each had been
measured) in their response E/A14/EX/143. In that response, Highways England has
also acknowledged that there would be: a minor or moderate adverse impact from
increased noise levels depending on the data set used; significantly changed noise
characteristics; and, an adverse impact on quality of life. Highways England
assessed that, of all the scheme’s areas where the present environment is not
characterised by traffic noise, the area of the Marina properties is unlike the other
similar areas and would be affected to a greater degree than them because of
surrounding water and elevated structures of the scheme design in that area.
Nevertheless, their initial sustainability appraisal calculations led to a conclusion by
Highways England that further mitigation measures beyond those in the ES design
was not sustainable and that they would not be included. Highways England has
subsequently shown that levels of reductions in noise that could be achieved by the
inclusion of further noise mitigation measures (a vNLS and a 2m high noise barrier at
appropriate locations adjacent to, and along, the bridge across the River Great Ouse
and ECML railway) which show significant achievable decreases in noise level
increases.
3.
Concerns Remaining on Noise Levels. The results of both L3 noise
measurements are appreciably different; the BMRA “winter” measurement shows
noise levels consistent with the site characteristics and the difference normally
expected between levels in the day and night hours, with the former higher than the
latter. However, the Highways England measurements not only shows higher noise
levels, but also slightly greater levels at night than by day; this is highly unusual and,
because their measurement was not attended, the reasons for this cannot be
ascertained and are supposed to an effect from summer wildlife. Moreover, the
differences between the respective increases against the modelled noise levels of
the scheme are significant - up to +5db for the Highways England measurement yet
up to +9db for the BMRA measurement. The statements by Highways England

regarding prevailing wind and occupancy of the properties are misleading and appear
to present Highways England’s position in a better light (that of a lesser effect of the
scheme on the properties) than is the case: firstly, the prevailing wind is described as
southwesterly, as is generally the case for UK, but the condition of a northerly wind
component (which places the Marina downwind of the scheme) is more prevalent on
the eastern side of UK and exists around 40% of the time, representing the worst
case; and, secondly, the level of occupancy of the properties is pure supposition and
is, in any event, irrelevant because the properties are private residences in which, as
with any private residence, occupancy is a matter of personal choice for each owner.
The sustainability appraisal is calculated against 7 properties that lie within the ES
boundary, yet Highways England acknowledges that more of the properties are also
likely to be affected.
4.
Concerns Remaining on Coherence with Other Schemes. Other future
schemes nearby will potentially affect the properties adversely and these have been
set out in previous BMRA representations. They are: firstly, the implementation
announced by Network Rail of the European Train Management System by 2020 and
their published preferred option for the removal of the Offord Level Crossing (with a
road realignment bringing Station Lane only 300m from the eastern side of the
properties) which they intend to implement by 2024; and, secondly, the Strategic
Study into upgrading the A1 (Highways England had been requested earlier to show
how connection to the A14 scheme would be achieved); information provided after
the hearing shows that there are two routing options to bypass Buckden village, one
of which could place an upgraded A1 between Buckden village and the properties at
the Marina. Subsequently, Highways England has forwarded an assessment of
coherence and combined, cumulative adverse effects of the A14 scheme with these
other schemes – as this was received by the BMRA only one hour before Deadline
10, it has not been possible to assimilate it in any depth, other than to say that it
appears to sustain Highways England’s earlier position that other schemes would not
impact adversely or are insufficiently advanced to consider; the BMRA does not
believe this to be an adequate response. Traffic flows for local roads have been
predicted for the A14 scheme in the area and could be used to assess the impact of
the preferred Network Rail option for the changed road alignment of Station Lane.
Highways England already has a scheme layout drawing (A14-JAC-JP-E1-SK-C00005 Rev P00.1) which shows the options for connections of a future A1 scheme to
the A14 scheme and could model this against assumed future traffic flows.
Otherwise, the worst case in the future could be that there is not only a new major
trunk road to the north, but also a new one to the west and a realigned local road
nearer to the east. This combination would have significant adverse effects and it is
not acceptable to take a position that other schemes would have to fall in line with the
A14 scheme just because that is at a more advanced stage at present.
5.
BMRA Conclusions and Position. The ES noise levels were predicted using a
proprietary model with traffic volumes simply averaged throughout a 24-hour period.
The existing A14 traffic noise from a similar location on Portholme Meadow near
Godmanchester is highly intrusive (even to the point of being able to hear tyres
slapping on bridge expansion joints as well as the roar of traffic) well beyond the
distance that the A14 scheme is intended to be built from the Marina. The noise
characteristics at the Marina will change significantly. The levels of noise increases
are high, with a doubling (against Highways England data) and a further doubling of
that (against BMRA data) of the noise levels experienced in an area that currently
meets CPRE tranquillity thresholds. The site is also unusual compared to other
scheme areas. The Highways England L3 noise measurement results are abnormal.
Highways England has sought an approach that does not meet “worst case” and
favours maintaining its original scheme design without seeking to minimise adverse

impacts. The approach to coherence with other schemes and their potential
cumulative effects remains unsatisfactory. The number of properties assessed as
affected is uncertain. The initial sustainability appraisal is but one element of the
matter, includes no allowance for diminution in property value, yet has been used to
justify omitting additional mitigation measures; moreover, revision of it by Highways
England subsequent to the Hearings has now shown that the additional mitigations
could be sustainable. Therefore, there are considerable and unacceptable levels of
doubt and uncertainty surrounding Highways England’s conclusions. If the additional
mitigation measures are not included (or at the very least, enabling embankments
and bridge designs so that they could be incorporated readily at a later date), there is
a very high risk that the existing design will prove to be inadequate once the scheme
is in operation, resulting in adverse consequences which may be impossible to
rectify, or rectifiable only at disproportionate effort, disruption and cost than the
straightforward solution of incorporating them now, at the very time when they could
be and at negligible cost. Consequently, the BMRA strongly believes that a
vNLS and a 2m high noise barrier mitigations as modeled by Highways
England must both be included in the scheme now to minimise the significant
adverse impact of the scheme upon the properties.
Detailed Design Hearing - 15th September 2015
6.
Introduction. As with matters regarding noise, there has been positive
engagement with the Highways England team on the visual impact issues raised in
the BMRA’s initial representations, public hearing and second representation.
Highways England has provided photomontages from additional viewpoints affecting
the properties and assessed the impact as initially moderate, reducing to slight in
Year 15.
7.
Concerns Remaining on Visual Impacts. The photomontages are illustrative
only and do not include representative traffic volumes. Only summer views have
been provided despite Highways England having been provided with some winter
views by the BMRA, which clearly show how highly visible the scheme would be in
the worst case during winter months; it should be possible to model winter views
given available technology. Better representations of heights, cross-sections and 3d
views of the scheme in the area to assist with understanding the effect of the scheme
on the area were also expected, but have not yet been provided. The positioning of
an overhead sign gantry is now apparent, which is located at the worst possible
point, at the highest point where the scheme crosses the ECML - resulting in a 12m
high structure rising above a bridge structure which already breaks the skyline by
adding 12-14m above AOD; it is inconceivable that its position cannot be adjusted
sufficiently to screen it. The coherence and cumulative visual impacts of other
schemes, as detailed at paragraph 4 above, have not been considered by Highways
England.
8.
Concerns on the Detailed Design Process. The design of the structures
crossing the River Great Ouse and ECML remains unimaginative and lacking
aesthetic qualities. Previous BMRA and representations by others had highlighted
the absence of involvement by the Highways England Design Panel. The BMRA’s
view is that the Highways Agency has had ample time to plan its transition to
Highways England and implement the change requirements placed upon it, such as
creating a Design Panel, but that it has not made adequate progress in doing so.
Consistent with other questions asked of Highways England at the Hearing, the
BMRA view is that, notwithstanding the current stage of the scheme, Highways
England need to accelerate implementing the Design Panel and consultation process
with stakeholders now and take account of their views during the detailed design

phase of this scheme.
9.
BMRA Conclusions and Position. Further representative illustrations of the
scheme in winter conditions would help to appreciate the worst case impact on the
properties. The sign gantry currently positioned at the crossing of the ECML should
be re-positioned to minimise visual intrusion on the properties. Highways England
must develop the Design Panel process rapidly to enable the Panel to assess the
scheme elements, and engage with the BMRA and other stakeholders in developing
the detailed design.

Mark Williams
BMRA
28 September 2015

