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Dear Sir or Madam,
 
I attach three files, comprising our consultation submissions on National Highways’
documentation concerning Redetermination 4, by the extended deadline of today, 17 August
2022, as agreed with the Secretary of State.
 
I would be grateful if you should, please, acknowledge receipt of the three files.
 
Yours faithfully,
 
Kate Fielden
Hon Secretary to the Stonehenge Alliance
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Submissions relating to Geology and Soils, Noise and Vibration and Adverse 


impacts of tunnelling through Chalk commenting on  


National Highways Document: Redetermination 4.1 “A303 Amesbury to Berwick 


Down: Response to Secretary of State’s letter 20 June 2022: Applicant’s response to 


the request for comments Q3-6 – Response document”; and National Highways 


Documents: “Redetermination 4.2”, “Redetermination 4.7” and “Redetermination 


4.8 Response Documents” 


 


1. Alternative Routes (ref. National Highways Documents Redetermination [R]4.1, paras.3.3.23-28 


and R4.2 - Conclusions on alternative routes) 


Note. Readers are directed to the extensive presentations by the current author, and others, to the 


2004 Public Inquiry and 2019 Examining Authority, relating to A303 tunnel proposals (see Appendix). 


These specialist geotechnical, hydrogeological and geological datasets and discussions need to be 


examined properly, by experienced and well-informed specialists, so that the Planning Inspectorate 


and the Secretary of State can adequately understand the technical, financial and environmental 


implications of the proposed scheme. At present this situation does not apply. 


 


Overview 


1.1. The four documents prepared by National Highways (NH, listed below in references) were 


produced in response to the Secretary of State’s letter of 20 July 2022. This required NH to explain 


how they arrived at the conclusion that the alternative tunnel routes would only have minimal 


additional heritage benefits over the Development and, as a consequence, did not assess these 


alternatives. 


National Highways was asked to: 


1. Explain fully the basis on which they reached this conclusion. 


2. Provide an explanation including full detail of reasoning, the matters 


considered and any methodology that was used and, where applicable, be 


cross-referenced to the examination material or subsequent information 


provided to the Secretary of State. 


3. Provide any additional documents that are relevant to understand the 


conclusion that they reached on this matter. 


The alignment of the tunnel route would remain as proposed at the 2019 Examination into the 


Highways England Planning Application, apart from the following variations: 


(a). A deeper tunnel alignment should be investigated (with consequent repositioning of the 


Western portal some metres further to the west, outside the World Heritage Site boundary). 


(b). A cut and cover option was to be assessed. 
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1.2. As detailed numerous times in evidence prepared by the present author, both at the 2019 


Examination and subsequently, poor quality Chalk and adverse groundwater conditions are 


predicted: these are relevant to the current proposal and both cut-and-cover or extended bored 


tunnel options. The soft Chalk bedrock along the proposed tunnel alignment will present very 


challenging conditions, especially in the deep-bored western section of the tunnel. West of 


Stonehenge Bottom the occurrence of highly altered Phosphatic Chalk and excessive groundwater 


problems will necessitate the use of extensive grouting for ground support. Whilst any proposals 


for a deeper tunnel profile will require additional ground characterisation work (involving further 


drilling, testing and possibly deeper seeking geophysical surveys), it could be argued that deeper 


tunnelling would cause less surface ground disturbance, with consequent less damage to surface 


structures and artifacts, than tunnelling at the current proposed depths.  


1.3. Furthermore,  as stated to the Examination (Deadline 9 Submission - Response to Highways 


England Deadline 8 Documents by Dr George Reeves: REP9-045, Section 3.2, Summary), and 


repeated here: 


“The construction of cross passages, introduced at the last stages of the Issue Specific 


Hearing on 29th August is another poorly presented and explained step proposed for the 


tunnel construction. Presumably these will be mostly hand-excavated (or partially hand-


excavated) after construction of the twin bores, with the expectation that rock stability and 


groundwater control have been successfully gained. It was admitted at ISH 10 that some 


dewatering might be necessary in construction of the cross passages and the Environment 


Agency reminded the Examination that there would be limits to the amount of dewatering 


permissable. The concern remains, therefore, that greater amounts of dewatering might be 


necessary, with knock-on effects at Blick Mead, private boreholes, etc. The Applicant has 


provided no certainty that this could not happen. 


No comparative Chalk tunnelling project in an unconfined and locally important aquifer has 


been undertaken in the UK in the vicinity of such an important archaeological landscape as 


the Stonehenge World Heritage site. 


Since the use of a closed-face bentonite slurry based TBM method was only adopted and 


announced by Highways England after the Examination had started (specifically by Highways 


England’s QC, Mr. Taylor on 23rd May 2019, well after the Highways England scheme 


documentation was published), it would appear that this fact, together with all the above 


and previously mentioned shortcomings of the investigation and design process, especially 


relating to ground (specifically rock) and groundwater conditions leaves many unanswered 


questions, and a great deal to be desired in thorough and complete understanding of a 


potentially extremely difficult tunnelling environment.” 


 


2. Noise and Vibration (ref. NH R4.1, para. 3.3.22) 


2.1. NH R4.1, para 3.3.22 states: 


“On Noise and Vibration, the Stonehenge Alliance claim that “the problem of potential 


damage to archaeological remains resulting from vibration of the tunnel boring machine was 


not fully resolved at the Examination stage and appears not to have been further addressed 


by NH in the interim”. However, section 5.13 on this topic in the Examining Authority’s 


Recommendation Report specifically considers construction vibration effects on archaeology 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001706-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Response%20to%20Highways%20England%20Deadline%208%20Documents%20by%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.pdf
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including from the Tunnel Boring Machine, with the Examining Authority concluding (in 


paragraph 5.13.156) that:  


“In respect of the vibration effects that could occur the ExA are satisfied that with the 


appropriate mitigation in place as secured through the OEMP [Outline Environmental 


Management Plan] and dDCO that no significant adverse effects would occur, and that the 


development would comply with the requirements of the NPSNN, NPPF and local planning 


policies”.” 


2.2. Despite the assurances given by NH and taken up by the Examining Authority, no specific 


definitions of “appropriate mitigation” (apart from the obvious cessation of tunnelling work) have 


been made, specified or published. 


2.3. In addition, repercussions of ground movement, through smaller scale subsidence or by 


catastrophic collapses to surface (i.e., with the formation or regeneration of karstic “sinkhole” 


features) will have enhanced effects on any surface features and artifacts. 


 


3. Geology and Soils (ref. Response - Wiltshire Council, NH R4.1, Section 3.5, pp.22-28) 


3.1. With reference to observations and commentary from Wiltshire County Council into deficiencies 


in NH’s understanding of many aspects of both contaminated land and groundwater, it is the opinion 


of the Stonehenge Alliance (SA), and others (including the Environment Agency: see “Geology and 


Soils: Response – EA”, NH R4.1, Section 3.8, pp. 35-43) that suitable and sufficiently detailed 


investigations and assessments of these areas are still significantly incomplete.  


3.2. The Stonehenge Alliance claimed that this is so all through the 2019 Examination and maintains 


that this is still the situation.  


3.3. (ref. Response - Rachel Hosier, NH R4.1, Section 3.9, pp.50-52) 


Consistent with SA’s hydrogeological advice presented at the 2019 Public Inquiry, Mrs. Hosier 


continues with her hydrogeological advice that the fundamental approach (in terms of scale, detail, 


data input and accuracy) of the Applicant’s groundwater modelling is grossly inadequate, unfit for 


purpose, and of a thoroughly inappropriate scale to be of any relevance in the detail required for 


assessing predictions and responses to the tunnelling, grouting and dewatering that will be required 


and is proposed. This is especially relevant to the expected changes in recharge, yield and reliability 


of the existing groundwater supplies to her farm. 


 


4. Issues relating to adverse impacts of tunnelling through Chalk bedrock (Ref. NH R4.1, Section 


4.3, pp. 59-62) 


4.1. Much interaction of diverse opinions on possible tunnelling concerns in the weak Chalk horizons 


along the proposed tunnel line have occurred both during the 2019 Examination and in subsequent 


SA submissions. Such concerns were first introduced during the 2004 A303 Stonehenge Public 


Inquiry by the present author. 


4.2. The prime authority (and Chalk stratigraphy specialist), Professor Rory Mortimore, has been 


retained by Highways England (now National Highways) since the ground investigation campaign led 


by Halcrow in the early 2000s and during the 2004 Public Inquiry. He has been much quoted and his 


publications were cited by both sides at the 2019 Examination. Dr Reeves also provided evidence of 
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difficult Chalk tunnelling and groundwater conditions to the Planning Inspectorate at the 2004 Public 


Inquiry. 


4.3. Dr Reeves proposed on a number of occasions during the 2019 Examination, that Professor 


Mortimore be invited to address the Examining Panel and give his opinions on Chalk bedrock 


conditions, etc. He is the only person with such extensive experience of both exploration in the Chalk 


of Southern England and Europe, with involvement in other significant engineering projects in these 


horizons, and especially with detailed knowledge of the engineering properties, geotechnical and 


hydrogeological concerns associated with the (relatively) recently discovered very weak Phosphatic 


Chalk deposits of the Salisbury Plain area. 


4.4. For reasons only known to themselves, Professor Mortimore’s expertise was not made available 


by National Highways to the Examination. Such information, in this writer’s experience, would have 


greatly informed the Panel in areas where they were sadly lacking in such detailed expertise.  


4.5. In the interests of openness and transparency relating to the understanding of the engineering 


properties of the Newhaven (and especially the Phosphatic) Chalk horizons, it is of considerable 


detriment to the planning process for this project, that Professor Mortimore was not called to give 


evidence to the Inspectors at the 2019 Examination. 


4.6. It is proposed (once again) that Professor Mortimore’s advice and opinions are made available 


to the Secretary of State in the progress of this current re-determination through the Secretary of 


State requesting such information and guidance. 


 


5. Conclusions on alternative routes Environmental Appraisal – Bored Tunnel Extension 


Redetermination R4.7 and Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension R4.8 


5.1. To state that during construction, “No significant effects are anticipated” (NH R4.7, para. 4.7.2, 


p.18 of 40; NH R4.8, para. 4.7.2, p.18 of 41), and that in the long term “No geology and soils impacts 


are predicted” (NH R4.7, para. 4.7.3, p.18 of 40; NH R4.8, para. 4.7.3, p.19 of 41) is an extremely 


irresponsible and naïve standpoint coming at this stage of “consultations” with National Highways 


for the current proposal, the Bored Tunnel Extension, or any Cut and Cover alternative.  


5.2. As with the current proposal, an extended bored tunnel would significantly derogate the current 


groundwater flow, recharge and discharge situation especially at the western end of the proposed 


tunnel, as would any “cut and cover” extension. This would occur as a result of the requirement for 


significant and extensive surface and underground grouting regimes necessary to stabilise the very 


weak (and especially the Phosphatic) Chalk zones.  


5.3. Such an extensive grouting regime (probably required both from surface and advanced from the 


tunnelling faces underground) would create a massive “Groundwater Dam”, changing the whole 


system of groundwater flow in the Stonehenge Bottom to Longbarrow Roundabout areas. 


 


6. Conclusion on alternative routes – Overarching response Redetermination R4.2 


6.1. As stated repeatedly and consistently by SA and others, the inadequately and poorly advised 


National Highways and their associated consultants have significantly understated the potential 


financial, technical and environmental detrimental effects of the proposed A303 Amesbury to 


Berwick Down Scheme. 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003636-A303.4.2.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.Overarching%20response.Redetermination-4.2.20220711.pdf
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6.2. Notwithstanding the huge environmental and cultural effects on an iconic World Heritage Site 


that are proposed, the massive financial, environmental and project completion timeframes must be 


evident to anyone who takes the time to examine the extensive evidence so far submitted to the 


Secretary of State. 


6.3. Resubmission of the same technical, environmental and planning issues (many dating back to 


the early 2000s) does not make the accumulated information any better, or technically sounder, to 


inflict such profound implications on one of Britain’s most important World Heritage Sites. 


 


7. Overall Conclusions 


7.1. In all aspects of this partial re-assessment process (triggered by the Secretary of States’ request 


for thorough-going assessments of alternatives to the original - as yet unchanged - proposals for 


route, tunnel and road configuration), no detailed and independent assessments of the original 


scheme, nor of any viable alternatives, have been properly considered by an Examining Authority of 


the Planning Inspectorate or presented to the Secretary of State. 


7.2. We suggest that the 2019 Examining Authority would have benefitted from having on its panel a 


specialist in the detailed areas of geology, geotechnology, hydrogeology and especially modern, 


machine-based tunnelling technology. It is to be hoped that such a specialist would be employed in 


any further Examination of the Scheme proposals. 


7.3.  Although this representation has deliberately avoided discussion of the alternative proposed 


southern surface route F010, it has to be emphasised that in view of the difficult predicted 


tunnelling and groundwater conditions expected, especially along the western half of the proposed 


scheme, the total avoidance of construction works in the vicinity of Stonehenge would be the best 


practical alternative.  


gmr 27.07.2 


 


Reference Documents  


‘Applicant’s response to the request for comments Q1, Q3–Q6 – Response document Document 


reference: Redetermination 4.1’  


‘Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental Appraisal – Bored Tunnel Extension 


Redetermination 4.7 ‘ 


‘Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental Appraisal – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension 


Document reference: Re-determination 4.8’   


‘Applicant’s response to the request for comments Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes – 


Overarching response Document reference: Re-determination 4.2’ 


 


Appendix 


Representations by Dr George M Reeves to the 2019 Examination on behalf of the Stonehenge 


Alliance  



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003635-A303.4.1.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Response%20to%20questions.Redetermination-4.1.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003633-A303.4.8.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.8.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003636-A303.4.2.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.Overarching%20response.Redetermination-4.2.20220711.pdf
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REP2-131. Deadline 2 Submission - Written Representation on Flood Risk groundwater protection  


REP3-064. Deadline 3 Submission - Comments on Written Representations and Additional 


Submissions to the Examining Authority submitted by Deadline 2 (part)  


AS-045. Additional Submission accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority - Supporting 


Evidence for Hearings (slide show)  


REP4-087. Deadline 4 Submission - Summary of oral presentation and submissions to ISH 4 on water, 


geology etc. and ISH 5 on noise, vibration etc. by Dr George Reeves. FINAL - Late Submission 


accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority  


REP4-088. Deadline 4 Submission - Appendix 1 Presentation by Dr. GM Reeves to Session 4 A303 


Stonehenge Examination, Tuesday 11th June 2019 - Late Submission accepted at the discretion of 


the Examining Authority. Slide show.  


REP4-056. Deadline 4 Submission - Comments on any further information requested by the ExA and 


received to Deadline 3 (part)  


REP5-024. Deadline 5 Submission - Dr George Reeves Comments on Highways England Deadline 4 


Submission REP4-036- 8.31 Comments on any further information requested by the ExA and 


received to Deadline 3  


REP6-065. Deadline 6 Submission - Response to Examining Authority’s Second Round of Written 


Questions and information sought on various topics (part)  


REP6-064. Deadline 6 Submission - Response to Examining Authority’s Second Round of Written 


Questions and information sought on geological and groundwater issues by Dr George Reeves  


REP6-086. Deadline 6 Submission - Late Submission accepted at the discretion of the Examining 


Authority - Response by Dr George Reeves to Applicants Comments on any further Information 


Requested by the Examining Authority and Received at Deadline 4.  


AS-090. Additional Submission accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority - Slide deck 


concerning groundwater to inform Issue Specific Hearing 8/Issue Specific Hearing 10 - Original 


version published on 21 August 2019 - Superseded version published on 22 August 2019  


AS-098. Additional Submission accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority - Written note 


and finalised slide deck to inform presentation at ISH10  


REP8-051. Deadline 8 Submission - Slides for presentation by Dr Reeves at Issue Specific Hearing 10  


REP8-053. Deadline 8 Submission - Written Summaries of oral submissions at Issue Specific Hearing 


10  


REP8-052. Deadline 8 Submission - Written Summaries of oral submissions at Issue Specific Hearing 8  


REP8-054. Deadline 8 Submission - Comments on Deadline 7 Document - REP7-021 (part)  


REP9-046. Deadline 9 Submission - Summary of Case (part)  


REP9-045. Deadline 9 Submission - Response to Highways England Deadline 8 Documents by Dr 


George Reeves 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-000753-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Written%20Representation%20on%20Flood%20Risk%20groundwater%20protection.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-000968-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Comments%20on%20Written%20Representations%20and%20Additional%20Submissions%20to%20the%20Examining%20Authority%20submitted%20by%20Deadline%202.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001067-AS-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Supporting%20evidence.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001186-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Summary%20of%20oral%20presentation%20and%20submissions%20to%20ISH%204%20on%20water,%20geology%20etc.%20and%20ISH%205%20on%20noise,%20vibration%20etc.%20by%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.%20FINAL.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001185-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Appendix%201%20Presentation%20by%20Dr.%20GM%20Reeves%20to%20Session%204%20A303%20Stonehenge%20Examination,%20Tuesday%2011th%20June%202019.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001164-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20responses%20to%20Highways%20England's%20comments%20on%20Written%20Representations.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001304-Stonehenge%20Alliance.%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.%20Comments%20on%20Highways%20England%20Deadline%204%20submission.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001416-Stonehenge%20Alliance-Responses%20to%20EXQ2%20questions%20and%20information%20sought%20on%20various%20topics.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001415-Stonehenge%20Alliance-Responses%20to%20EXQ2%20questions%20and%20information%20sought%20on%20geological%20and%20groundwater%20issues%20by%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001496-Stonehenge%20Alliance-response%20by%20Dr.%20George%20Reeves%20to%20Highways%20England%E2%80%99s%20Comments%20on%20any%20further%20Information%20Requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20and%20Received%20at%20Deadline%204.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001548-AS-Stonehenge%20Alliance-Slide%20deck%20concerning%20groundwater%20to%20inform%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearing%208%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearing%2010.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001565-AS%20Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001582-Stonehenge%20Alliance-Written%20Summaries%20of%20oral%20submissions%20at%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearings.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001589-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Written%20Summaries%20of%20oral%20submissions%20at%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearing%2010.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001588-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Written%20Summaries%20of%20oral%20submissions%20at%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearing%208.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001587-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Comments%20on%20REP7-021.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001707-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Summary%20of%20Case.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001706-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Response%20to%20Highways%20England%20Deadline%208%20Documents%20by%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.pdf
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Submissions relating to Geology and Soils, Noise and Vibration and Adverse 


impacts of tunnelling through Chalk commenting on  


National Highways Document: Redetermination 4.1 “A303 Amesbury to Berwick 


Down: Response to Secretary of State’s letter 20 June 2022: Applicant’s response to 


the request for comments Q3-6 – Response document”; and National Highways 


Documents: “Redetermination 4.2”, “Redetermination 4.7” and “Redetermination 


4.8 Response Documents” 


 


1. Alternative Routes (ref. National Highways Documents Redetermination [R]4.1, paras.3.3.23-28 


and R4.2 - Conclusions on alternative routes) 


Note. Readers are directed to the extensive presentations by the current author, and others, to the 


2004 Public Inquiry and 2019 Examining Authority, relating to A303 tunnel proposals (see Appendix). 


These specialist geotechnical, hydrogeological and geological datasets and discussions need to be 


examined properly, by experienced and well-informed specialists, so that the Planning Inspectorate 


and the Secretary of State can adequately understand the technical, financial and environmental 


implications of the proposed scheme. At present this situation does not apply. 


 


Overview 


1.1. The four documents prepared by National Highways (NH, listed below in references) were 


produced in response to the Secretary of State’s letter of 20 July 2022. This required NH to explain 


how they arrived at the conclusion that the alternative tunnel routes would only have minimal 


additional heritage benefits over the Development and, as a consequence, did not assess these 


alternatives. 


National Highways was asked to: 


1. Explain fully the basis on which they reached this conclusion. 


2. Provide an explanation including full detail of reasoning, the matters 


considered and any methodology that was used and, where applicable, be 


cross-referenced to the examination material or subsequent information 


provided to the Secretary of State. 


3. Provide any additional documents that are relevant to understand the 


conclusion that they reached on this matter. 


The alignment of the tunnel route would remain as proposed at the 2019 Examination into the 


Highways England Planning Application, apart from the following variations: 


(a). A deeper tunnel alignment should be investigated (with consequent repositioning of the 


Western portal some metres further to the west, outside the World Heritage Site boundary). 


(b). A cut and cover option was to be assessed. 
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1.2. As detailed numerous times in evidence prepared by the present author, both at the 2019 


Examination and subsequently, poor quality Chalk and adverse groundwater conditions are 


predicted: these are relevant to the current proposal and both cut-and-cover or extended bored 


tunnel options. The soft Chalk bedrock along the proposed tunnel alignment will present very 


challenging conditions, especially in the deep-bored western section of the tunnel. West of 


Stonehenge Bottom the occurrence of highly altered Phosphatic Chalk and excessive groundwater 


problems will necessitate the use of extensive grouting for ground support. Whilst any proposals 


for a deeper tunnel profile will require additional ground characterisation work (involving further 


drilling, testing and possibly deeper seeking geophysical surveys), it could be argued that deeper 


tunnelling would cause less surface ground disturbance, with consequent less damage to surface 


structures and artifacts, than tunnelling at the current proposed depths.  


1.3. Furthermore,  as stated to the Examination (Deadline 9 Submission - Response to Highways 


England Deadline 8 Documents by Dr George Reeves: REP9-045, Section 3.2, Summary), and 


repeated here: 


“The construction of cross passages, introduced at the last stages of the Issue Specific 


Hearing on 29th August is another poorly presented and explained step proposed for the 


tunnel construction. Presumably these will be mostly hand-excavated (or partially hand-


excavated) after construction of the twin bores, with the expectation that rock stability and 


groundwater control have been successfully gained. It was admitted at ISH 10 that some 


dewatering might be necessary in construction of the cross passages and the Environment 


Agency reminded the Examination that there would be limits to the amount of dewatering 


permissable. The concern remains, therefore, that greater amounts of dewatering might be 


necessary, with knock-on effects at Blick Mead, private boreholes, etc. The Applicant has 


provided no certainty that this could not happen. 


No comparative Chalk tunnelling project in an unconfined and locally important aquifer has 


been undertaken in the UK in the vicinity of such an important archaeological landscape as 


the Stonehenge World Heritage site. 


Since the use of a closed-face bentonite slurry based TBM method was only adopted and 


announced by Highways England after the Examination had started (specifically by Highways 


England’s QC, Mr. Taylor on 23rd May 2019, well after the Highways England scheme 


documentation was published), it would appear that this fact, together with all the above 


and previously mentioned shortcomings of the investigation and design process, especially 


relating to ground (specifically rock) and groundwater conditions leaves many unanswered 


questions, and a great deal to be desired in thorough and complete understanding of a 


potentially extremely difficult tunnelling environment.” 


 


2. Noise and Vibration (ref. NH R4.1, para. 3.3.22) 


2.1. NH R4.1, para 3.3.22 states: 


“On Noise and Vibration, the Stonehenge Alliance claim that “the problem of potential 


damage to archaeological remains resulting from vibration of the tunnel boring machine was 


not fully resolved at the Examination stage and appears not to have been further addressed 


by NH in the interim”. However, section 5.13 on this topic in the Examining Authority’s 


Recommendation Report specifically considers construction vibration effects on archaeology 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001706-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Response%20to%20Highways%20England%20Deadline%208%20Documents%20by%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.pdf
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including from the Tunnel Boring Machine, with the Examining Authority concluding (in 


paragraph 5.13.156) that:  


“In respect of the vibration effects that could occur the ExA are satisfied that with the 


appropriate mitigation in place as secured through the OEMP [Outline Environmental 


Management Plan] and dDCO that no significant adverse effects would occur, and that the 


development would comply with the requirements of the NPSNN, NPPF and local planning 


policies”.” 


2.2. Despite the assurances given by NH and taken up by the Examining Authority, no specific 


definitions of “appropriate mitigation” (apart from the obvious cessation of tunnelling work) have 


been made, specified or published. 


2.3. In addition, repercussions of ground movement, through smaller scale subsidence or by 


catastrophic collapses to surface (i.e., with the formation or regeneration of karstic “sinkhole” 


features) will have enhanced effects on any surface features and artifacts. 


 


3. Geology and Soils (ref. Response - Wiltshire Council, NH R4.1, Section 3.5, pp.22-28) 


3.1. With reference to observations and commentary from Wiltshire County Council into deficiencies 


in NH’s understanding of many aspects of both contaminated land and groundwater, it is the opinion 


of the Stonehenge Alliance (SA), and others (including the Environment Agency: see “Geology and 


Soils: Response – EA”, NH R4.1, Section 3.8, pp. 35-43) that suitable and sufficiently detailed 


investigations and assessments of these areas are still significantly incomplete.  


3.2. The Stonehenge Alliance claimed that this is so all through the 2019 Examination and maintains 


that this is still the situation.  


3.3. (ref. Response - Rachel Hosier, NH R4.1, Section 3.9, pp.50-52) 


Consistent with SA’s hydrogeological advice presented at the 2019 Public Inquiry, Mrs. Hosier 


continues with her hydrogeological advice that the fundamental approach (in terms of scale, detail, 


data input and accuracy) of the Applicant’s groundwater modelling is grossly inadequate, unfit for 


purpose, and of a thoroughly inappropriate scale to be of any relevance in the detail required for 


assessing predictions and responses to the tunnelling, grouting and dewatering that will be required 


and is proposed. This is especially relevant to the expected changes in recharge, yield and reliability 


of the existing groundwater supplies to her farm. 


 


4. Issues relating to adverse impacts of tunnelling through Chalk bedrock (Ref. NH R4.1, Section 


4.3, pp. 59-62) 


4.1. Much interaction of diverse opinions on possible tunnelling concerns in the weak Chalk horizons 


along the proposed tunnel line have occurred both during the 2019 Examination and in subsequent 


SA submissions. Such concerns were first introduced during the 2004 A303 Stonehenge Public 


Inquiry by the present author. 


4.2. The prime authority (and Chalk stratigraphy specialist), Professor Rory Mortimore, has been 


retained by Highways England (now National Highways) since the ground investigation campaign led 


by Halcrow in the early 2000s and during the 2004 Public Inquiry. He has been much quoted and his 


publications were cited by both sides at the 2019 Examination. Dr Reeves also provided evidence of 
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difficult Chalk tunnelling and groundwater conditions to the Planning Inspectorate at the 2004 Public 


Inquiry. 


4.3. Dr Reeves proposed on a number of occasions during the 2019 Examination, that Professor 


Mortimore be invited to address the Examining Panel and give his opinions on Chalk bedrock 


conditions, etc. He is the only person with such extensive experience of both exploration in the Chalk 


of Southern England and Europe, with involvement in other significant engineering projects in these 


horizons, and especially with detailed knowledge of the engineering properties, geotechnical and 


hydrogeological concerns associated with the (relatively) recently discovered very weak Phosphatic 


Chalk deposits of the Salisbury Plain area. 


4.4. For reasons only known to themselves, Professor Mortimore’s expertise was not made available 


by National Highways to the Examination. Such information, in this writer’s experience, would have 


greatly informed the Panel in areas where they were sadly lacking in such detailed expertise.  


4.5. In the interests of openness and transparency relating to the understanding of the engineering 


properties of the Newhaven (and especially the Phosphatic) Chalk horizons, it is of considerable 


detriment to the planning process for this project, that Professor Mortimore was not called to give 


evidence to the Inspectors at the 2019 Examination. 


4.6. It is proposed (once again) that Professor Mortimore’s advice and opinions are made available 


to the Secretary of State in the progress of this current re-determination through the Secretary of 


State requesting such information and guidance. 


 


5. Conclusions on alternative routes Environmental Appraisal – Bored Tunnel Extension 


Redetermination R4.7 and Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension R4.8 


5.1. To state that during construction, “No significant effects are anticipated” (NH R4.7, para. 4.7.2, 


p.18 of 40; NH R4.8, para. 4.7.2, p.18 of 41), and that in the long term “No geology and soils impacts 


are predicted” (NH R4.7, para. 4.7.3, p.18 of 40; NH R4.8, para. 4.7.3, p.19 of 41) is an extremely 


irresponsible and naïve standpoint coming at this stage of “consultations” with National Highways 


for the current proposal, the Bored Tunnel Extension, or any Cut and Cover alternative.  


5.2. As with the current proposal, an extended bored tunnel would significantly derogate the current 


groundwater flow, recharge and discharge situation especially at the western end of the proposed 


tunnel, as would any “cut and cover” extension. This would occur as a result of the requirement for 


significant and extensive surface and underground grouting regimes necessary to stabilise the very 


weak (and especially the Phosphatic) Chalk zones.  


5.3. Such an extensive grouting regime (probably required both from surface and advanced from the 


tunnelling faces underground) would create a massive “Groundwater Dam”, changing the whole 


system of groundwater flow in the Stonehenge Bottom to Longbarrow Roundabout areas. 


 


6. Conclusion on alternative routes – Overarching response Redetermination R4.2 


6.1. As stated repeatedly and consistently by SA and others, the inadequately and poorly advised 


National Highways and their associated consultants have significantly understated the potential 


financial, technical and environmental detrimental effects of the proposed A303 Amesbury to 


Berwick Down Scheme. 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003636-A303.4.2.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.Overarching%20response.Redetermination-4.2.20220711.pdf
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6.2. Notwithstanding the huge environmental and cultural effects on an iconic World Heritage Site 


that are proposed, the massive financial, environmental and project completion timeframes must be 


evident to anyone who takes the time to examine the extensive evidence so far submitted to the 


Secretary of State. 


6.3. Resubmission of the same technical, environmental and planning issues (many dating back to 


the early 2000s) does not make the accumulated information any better, or technically sounder, to 


inflict such profound implications on one of Britain’s most important World Heritage Sites. 


 


7. Overall Conclusions 


7.1. In all aspects of this partial re-assessment process (triggered by the Secretary of States’ request 


for thorough-going assessments of alternatives to the original - as yet unchanged - proposals for 


route, tunnel and road configuration), no detailed and independent assessments of the original 


scheme, nor of any viable alternatives, have been properly considered by an Examining Authority of 


the Planning Inspectorate or presented to the Secretary of State. 


7.2. We suggest that the 2019 Examining Authority would have benefitted from having on its panel a 


specialist in the detailed areas of geology, geotechnology, hydrogeology and especially modern, 


machine-based tunnelling technology. It is to be hoped that such a specialist would be employed in 


any further Examination of the Scheme proposals. 


7.3.  Although this representation has deliberately avoided discussion of the alternative proposed 


southern surface route F010, it has to be emphasised that in view of the difficult predicted 


tunnelling and groundwater conditions expected, especially along the western half of the proposed 


scheme, the total avoidance of construction works in the vicinity of Stonehenge would be the best 


practical alternative.  


gmr 27.07.2 
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REP2-131. Deadline 2 Submission - Written Representation on Flood Risk groundwater protection  


REP3-064. Deadline 3 Submission - Comments on Written Representations and Additional 


Submissions to the Examining Authority submitted by Deadline 2 (part)  


AS-045. Additional Submission accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority - Supporting 


Evidence for Hearings (slide show)  


REP4-087. Deadline 4 Submission - Summary of oral presentation and submissions to ISH 4 on water, 


geology etc. and ISH 5 on noise, vibration etc. by Dr George Reeves. FINAL - Late Submission 


accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority  


REP4-088. Deadline 4 Submission - Appendix 1 Presentation by Dr. GM Reeves to Session 4 A303 


Stonehenge Examination, Tuesday 11th June 2019 - Late Submission accepted at the discretion of 


the Examining Authority. Slide show.  


REP4-056. Deadline 4 Submission - Comments on any further information requested by the ExA and 


received to Deadline 3 (part)  


REP5-024. Deadline 5 Submission - Dr George Reeves Comments on Highways England Deadline 4 


Submission REP4-036- 8.31 Comments on any further information requested by the ExA and 


received to Deadline 3  


REP6-065. Deadline 6 Submission - Response to Examining Authority’s Second Round of Written 


Questions and information sought on various topics (part)  


REP6-064. Deadline 6 Submission - Response to Examining Authority’s Second Round of Written 


Questions and information sought on geological and groundwater issues by Dr George Reeves  


REP6-086. Deadline 6 Submission - Late Submission accepted at the discretion of the Examining 


Authority - Response by Dr George Reeves to Applicants Comments on any further Information 


Requested by the Examining Authority and Received at Deadline 4.  


AS-090. Additional Submission accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority - Slide deck 


concerning groundwater to inform Issue Specific Hearing 8/Issue Specific Hearing 10 - Original 


version published on 21 August 2019 - Superseded version published on 22 August 2019  


AS-098. Additional Submission accepted at the discretion of the Examining Authority - Written note 


and finalised slide deck to inform presentation at ISH10  


REP8-051. Deadline 8 Submission - Slides for presentation by Dr Reeves at Issue Specific Hearing 10  


REP8-053. Deadline 8 Submission - Written Summaries of oral submissions at Issue Specific Hearing 


10  


REP8-052. Deadline 8 Submission - Written Summaries of oral submissions at Issue Specific Hearing 8  


REP8-054. Deadline 8 Submission - Comments on Deadline 7 Document - REP7-021 (part)  


REP9-046. Deadline 9 Submission - Summary of Case (part)  


REP9-045. Deadline 9 Submission - Response to Highways England Deadline 8 Documents by Dr 
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https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-000753-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Written%20Representation%20on%20Flood%20Risk%20groundwater%20protection.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-000968-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Comments%20on%20Written%20Representations%20and%20Additional%20Submissions%20to%20the%20Examining%20Authority%20submitted%20by%20Deadline%202.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001067-AS-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Supporting%20evidence.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001186-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Summary%20of%20oral%20presentation%20and%20submissions%20to%20ISH%204%20on%20water,%20geology%20etc.%20and%20ISH%205%20on%20noise,%20vibration%20etc.%20by%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.%20FINAL.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001185-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Appendix%201%20Presentation%20by%20Dr.%20GM%20Reeves%20to%20Session%204%20A303%20Stonehenge%20Examination,%20Tuesday%2011th%20June%202019.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001164-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20responses%20to%20Highways%20England's%20comments%20on%20Written%20Representations.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001304-Stonehenge%20Alliance.%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.%20Comments%20on%20Highways%20England%20Deadline%204%20submission.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001416-Stonehenge%20Alliance-Responses%20to%20EXQ2%20questions%20and%20information%20sought%20on%20various%20topics.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001415-Stonehenge%20Alliance-Responses%20to%20EXQ2%20questions%20and%20information%20sought%20on%20geological%20and%20groundwater%20issues%20by%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001496-Stonehenge%20Alliance-response%20by%20Dr.%20George%20Reeves%20to%20Highways%20England%E2%80%99s%20Comments%20on%20any%20further%20Information%20Requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20and%20Received%20at%20Deadline%204.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001548-AS-Stonehenge%20Alliance-Slide%20deck%20concerning%20groundwater%20to%20inform%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearing%208%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearing%2010.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001565-AS%20Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001582-Stonehenge%20Alliance-Written%20Summaries%20of%20oral%20submissions%20at%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearings.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001589-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Written%20Summaries%20of%20oral%20submissions%20at%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearing%2010.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001588-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Written%20Summaries%20of%20oral%20submissions%20at%20Issue%20Specific%20Hearing%208.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001587-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Comments%20on%20REP7-021.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001707-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Summary%20of%20Case.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-001706-Stonehenge%20Alliance%20-%20Response%20to%20Highways%20England%20Deadline%208%20Documents%20by%20Dr%20George%20Reeves.pdf
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1. Introduction 


1.1 This paper provides the Stonehenge Alliance’s comments on National Highways (NH) 


document 4.1 “Response to Secretary of State’s letter 20 June 2022: Applicant’s response to 


the request for comments Q1, Q3-6 – Response document” in relation to carbon, traffic 


forecasting, business case, cumulative impacts and alternatives. These are addressed in turn in 


the sections that follow. Finally, we provide some overarching concluding comments. 


2. Carbon 


2.1 In response to the submissions made by the Stonehenge Alliance on carbon in April1 and June 


20222, NH asserts that “no additional information and / or assessments relating to carbon are 


needed”. We strongly disagree with this position and re-assert our view, set out in our 


previous submissions, that the analysis undertaken by NH is fundamentally flawed and 


inadequate in a number of key areas. These include: 


• It is inconsistent with the Department for Transport’s Transport Decarbonisation Plan3; 


• It is not consistent with other Government policy on carbon reductions and the UK’s 


international commitments under the Paris Agreement; 


• It is based on a flawed and implausible scenario of future levels of road traffic, as 


discussed below; 


• NH misinterprets policy statements and guidance on the significance of carbon 


emissions; 


• No regional or sectoral assessments of the impact on carbon budgets have been carried 


out, although the tools to do this are readily available; and 


• No meaningful assessment of the cumulative impacts of the project in combination with 


other schemes at a regional or national level has been carried out, in spite of the express 


request from the Secretary of State to provide this, and widespread public concern.  


2.2 In his recent judgement in the judicial review of the government’s net zero strategy, Mr Justice 


Holgate found4 that the strategy did not meet the requirements of the Climate Change Act 


2008. In particular, it did not set out the contribution of the various policies within it on 


meeting the overall 6th Carbon Budget, and the timing of their impact. The reduction in road 


transport emissions is one such policy and the impact of the project on the potential for 


achieving the required reduction is clearly an important consideration for the Secretary of 


State in the re-determination. Accordingly, it is essential that NH provides the necessary 


information for his assessment. 


 
1 Stonehenge Alliance “Transport, Carbon and Economic Issues - Response to Secretary of State’s call for 
further representations on his Statement of Matters Bullet Points 2–4 and Environmental Review Appendix: 
Transport Assessment Review”, April 2022 
2 Stonehenge Alliance “Updated Carbon Issues - Response to Secretary of State’s call for further comments on 
the Applicant’s updated information on carbon”, June 2022 
3 Department for Transport “Decarbonising Transport: A Better, Greener Britain”, July 2021 
4 Friends of the Earth et al v. Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, 18th July 2022 
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2.3 Accordingly, the Stonehenge Alliance is strongly of the view that extensive further work is 


required by NH to remedy these defects in its assessment. 


3. Traffic Modelling 


3.1 NH re-states its position that its most recent traffic forecasts that it presented in January 2022 


provide a robust assessment of future traffic levels and the impacts of the A303 Stonehenge 


project. There are two fundamental problems with this approach. 


3.2 Firstly, the scenario it has chosen as its central case assumes that the cost of motoring falls due 


to the switch to electric vehicles and that the government does not replace the fall in tax 


revenue from reduced use of petrol and diesel by any other transport tax. Since NH continues 


to develop and promote highway investment schemes, and the central case scenario does not 


allow for the effects if this shortfall were compensated by other transport spending, this 


implies that it assumes the shortfall will be made up from increases in other taxation, or 


further cuts in spending, in other sectors of the economy. The scenario NH has used is perhaps 


helpful to the Department for Transport (DfT) and Treasury in understanding the scale of 


revenue shortfall and in designing alternative tax mechanisms, but it is implausible as an 


analysis of what is likely to happen. We note that the Transport Select Committee has 


recommended that road user charging should be introduced as a way of addressing the 


potential tax shortfall. This would increase motoring costs and result in traffic growth being 


lower than forecast by NH. There has not even been passing attention to the effects of this as 


an alternative scenario for appraisal. 


3.3 The transition to electric vehicles is expected to occur over many years with sales of new 


exclusively fossil fuelled cars not ending until 2030 and hybrid ones five years later under 


current government policy. This means that surviving fossil fuel vehicles, a significant 


proportion of the vehicle fleet, will continue to use fossil fuels at least into the 2040s, even in 


the scenario adopted by NH. In this context it is worth noting that current fuel prices had 


already risen above the level in DfT’s “high fuel price, low economic growth” scenario before 


Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. They are now very much higher and this can be expected to 


reduce traffic growth further as will the fact that car ownership has fallen since 20195.  


3.4 Accordingly, the forecast level of traffic growth is implausible both because it is based on an 


unrealistic scenario of future vehicle taxation and because it assumes much lower fuel prices 


than existed even before the outset of the war in Ukraine. It also ignores the fall in car 


ownership since 2019, and is based on uninterrupted increases in economy-wide real incomes 


at levels which are not compatible with current experience of inflation, economic growth, and 


policy on real wages, taxation and social benefits. In consequence it overstates future 


congestion levels and artificially increases the notional benefits of the project in reducing the 


growth in congestion. 


3.5 The second problem with NH’s approach is that it is inconsistent with DfT’s Transport 


Decarbonisation Strategy6 and wider government policy on achieving net zero. As we discussed 


 
5 Centre for Research into Energy Demand Solutions “Less is more: Changing travel in a post-pandemic society”, 
section 1.4, March 2022 
6 Department for Transport “Decarbonising Transport: A Better, Greener Britain”, July 2021 
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in our April submission, government policy is directed towards encouraging transfer to more 


sustainable modes and reducing the need to travel. NH traffic forecasts implicitly assume that 


these policies will either not be implemented or will fail. The recent judicial review highlighted 


the requirement for the government to set out clear targets for policies such as road transport 


decarbonisation and to monitor the effects of its decisions on its ability to meet them, where 


necessary taking corrective action.  


3.6 Linked to this, the Climate Change Committee, by whose advice the judge laid great weight, 


has highlighted the importance of reducing traffic now7, for the wide range of benefits it will 


bring, and most important the ability to offer immediate emissions reductions while the fleet is 


transitioning to zero emission vehicles. This suggests that rather than just following future 


traffic projections the Government needs to be actively managing demand for road space to 


control emissions. It makes no sense to accept this in policy while ignoring it in appraisal. 


4. Business Case 


4.1 The Stonehenge Alliance regards the business case for the project as being very important to 


the determination of the draft Development Consent Order (DCO), for two reasons. Firstly, it 


seeks to quantify many – though not all – of the impacts of the project in consistent monetary 


terms. These impacts can then be assessed, alongside other critical impacts which cannot be 


monetised as part of the overall planning assessment. Secondly there is little point in 


approving a project with a poor business case, which has little chance of being funded. 


4.2 Accordingly, we are pleased that National Highways has now published an updated business 


case. We note that this is the first update of the business case that has been published since 


the version that was submitted as part of the draft DCO application in 20188. The fact that NH 


has now published it somewhat undermines its repeated assertion that it is not relevant to the 


draft DCO determination. 


4.3 The Stonehenge Alliance is surprised that the new business case shows a marked increase in 


the claimed Benefit: Cost ratio (BCR) of the project, from 1.08 to 1.55, compared with the 2018 


version. Even so, this is only just sufficient to move the project from the “Low” to “Medium” 


value for money category9. It would only require a £32 million increase in costs or £48 million 


reduction in benefits for it to revert to the Low value for money category.   


4.4 The change in the BCR is the result of a reduction in the assumed costs and an increase in the 


alleged positive impacts of the project. The reasons for these changes are only described 


briefly in the document and we do not consider that they are robust or reliable. We reproduce 


the table from NH’s document below, together with the percentage change from the previous 


version. We then comment on each row in the table in the succeeding paragraphs.  


 


 


 
7 Climate Change Committee “2022 Progress Report to Parliament”, pages 114, 144-145, 575, June 2022 
8 Highways England “Case for the Scheme and NPS Accordance”, 2018 
9 Department for Transport, “Value for Money Framework”, 2015 
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Table 1: Comparison of 2018 and 2022 Business Cases (£m, 2010 prices) 


Heading 2018 Business 
Case 


2022 Business 
Case 


Percentage 
Change 


Costs10    


Capital cost  970 858 -12 


Operation and maintenance 235 101 -57 


Total cost 1,206 959 -20 


Benefits    


Economic efficiency of transport system 252 294 +17 


Indirect tax revenues 87 45 -48 


Accident benefits 4 2 -50 


Increase in pollution -86 -124 +44 


Journey time reliability benefits 61 142 +137 


Wider economic impacts 35 172 +390 


Value of removing road from WHS 955 955 0 


Total Benefits 1,307 1,486 +14 


Benefit: Cost Ratio 1.08 1.55  


 


4.5 National Highways attributes the cost reduction to “the application of revised inflation rates as 


confirmed with the ORR for the Road Investment Strategy 2 portfolio, together with the 


removal of historic sunk costs as directed by government guidance.” The Stonehenge Alliance 


has not seen any evidence to explain what “sunk costs” have been removed and the rationale 


for doing so. Nor have we seen what allowance NH has made for future development costs, 


prior to the start of construction. The revised inflation rates may have some impact on the 


capital costs of the project but appear to be much more important for operational and 


maintenance costs, which account for the majority of the assumed cost reduction. The 


inflation forecasts agreed with ORR appear to date from 2019 and were prepared prior to the 


UK’s exit from the European Union, the COVID pandemic (with its resulting impacts on supply 


chains) and the war in Ukraine. All these factors have affected construction industry cost 


inflation significantly.  


4.6 We acknowledge that the appraisal has been undertaken in “real” 2010 prices and general 


inflation is excluded. Nonetheless, several of the inputs to construction industry costs have 


been particularly heavily affected and there is considerable uncertainty about future cost 


trends, which may result in construction inflation being well above overall inflation in the 


economy. This means that basing future construction industry inflation assumptions on 


estimates prepared in 2019 is no longer realistic or credible. Accordingly, the Stonehenge 


Alliance is not convinced that the assumed cost reduction is credible and believes that new 


cost estimates should be prepared using up to date prices and forecasts of inflation. Prima 


facie, it would be more credible to assume increased construction costs, not reduced costs. 


 
10 National Highways “Response to the Secretary of State’s Consultation of 20 June 2022 - 4.1 Applicant’s 
response to the request for comments Q1, Q3–Q6 – Response document”, paragraph 3.3.13, page 10, July 
2022; Highways England “Case for the Scheme and NPS Accordance” [APP-294], Tables 5-5 & 5-6, page 5-24, 
October 2018; and National Highways email from Saima Nazir (Correspondence Manager, Complex 
Infrastructure Programme) setting out 2022 capital investment and operation, maintenance and renewal costs, 
1 July 2022   
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4.7 The transport economic efficiency benefits have increased, presumably as a result of the 


revised traffic modelling discussed above. As previously noted this is based on an unrealistic 


scenario where a rapid growth in electric vehicles results in lower operating costs leading to 


higher traffic volumes. It assumes that government takes no action to replace the loss of tax 


revenue from fuel sales, and that there is no effect on the business case of measures to 


constrain the growth in traffic volumes in line with the DfT’s own Transport Decarbonisation 


Plan. 


4.8 The effect of these unrealistic assumptions is shown in the indirect tax revenue row of the 


table. Despite NH’s latest forecast assuming a greater increase in traffic than previously, the 


amount of tax revenue is nearly 50% less than before. This is presumably because, on average, 


the tax generated per vehicle mile is much lower so that the total tax raised is less despite 


more vehicle miles being generated. The implicit assumption is that government replaces 


taxation on fuel with tax rises outside the transport sector. 


4.9 Reduction in road traffic accidents was never a major benefit of the A303 Stonehenge project, 


despite NH giving it significant attention as an issue. It now states that the already low benefits 


have reduced by 50% and now contribute less than 1/700th of the alleged benefits of the 


project. It does not explain why this is the case. 


4.10 The negative impacts of emissions have increased by 44% relative to the previous business 


case. This is a relatively small increase given the much greater uplift in the valuation of the 


negative impact of carbon emissions and the fact that NH is now forecasting more traffic 


growth from the project than before. This may reflect the assumption of much faster 


electrification of the vehicle fleet. However, no explanation is provided to confirm this and, as 


noted above, the traffic forecasting assumptions are themselves unrealistic and not consistent 


with the Transport Decarbonisation Plan. 


4.11 The claimed journey time reliability benefits have more than doubled in the updated business 


case. Some increase seems to arise from the NH change - unrealistically - to forecasting more 


congestion in the Do Minimum scenario than before. However, it also claims to have based its 


revised assessment on new software. No details of this are available and the increase is 


surprising given that NH previously devoted considerable effort to their assessment of journey 


time reliability impacts. During the Examination, the Stonehenge Alliance questioned the 


validity of this assessment11. We are even less confident that the new assessment is reliable 


and it is important that all parties are able to scrutinise it. As we have stated previously, this 


sort of scrutiny would be best done in a re-opened Examination. 


4.12 Even more surprising is that NH has increased their estimate of the wider economic impact 


benefits by more than 390%. It says this is due to “a broader geographic scope for appraising 


wider economic impacts to consider the benefits of improved access for the South West to 


London and the South East”. It is very hard to understand how the work that NH did for the 


draft DCO Application was so deficient that it could lead to such a big underestimate of the 


wider economic impacts. This is important not only to the business case, but also the wider 


planning assessment of the project. NH’s explanation is completely inadequate to explain the 


 
11 Stonehenge Alliance “Written Representation – Transport Planning and Economic Issues” Section 3.4, 2019 
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increase and much more detail is needed on the changes that have been made. We note also 


that ‘wider economic effects’ using the TAG framework may be either negative or positive (ie 


they are not only benefits, but may be extra costs). The formal statement of whether they are 


negative or positive is given in the SACTRA (1999) Report12 where it is explained that the case 


where wider economic effects are negative will include that where the marginal external costs 


of congestion (or environment, etc) are not charged to the vehicles causing them, which is 


precisely the effect of the assumption that fuel cost reductions are not offset by road user 


charging or similar. Therefore, this item ought to be a reduction in benefits, not an increase. 


4.13 It is worth recalling that the National Audit Office stated13: 


“…the project can only create a high-quality route to the South West and unlock the full 


growth potential in the region in combination with the seven other projects identified by 


Highways England as necessary to upgrade the A303/ A358” 


and 


“If it does not complete all eight projects, the Department will struggle to deliver all of the 


strategic objectives for the Amesbury to Berwick Down project.” 


Therefore, this casts further doubt on National Highways suddenly finding an increase in 


benefits over a wider geographical area. 


4.14 We note that the value attributed to “removing the road from WHS” is the same as in the 


previous business case. The whole business case depends upon attributing £950,000,000 as a 


benefit from removing the A303 from the WHS. This is, of course, an inaccurate description of 


the project, which does not remove the A303 from the World Heritage Site and instead places 


it underground for only part of its route across the site and involves the placing of a new, 


wider road in parts of the WHS. As the Stonehenge Alliance has shown previously there are 


serious issues with the reliability of the survey on which the valuation is based including in our 


Written Representation on the survey14.  


4.15 As we noted in our April comments15, the figure of £950,000,000 is also based on an implicit 


assumption that the project causes a benefit to the historic heritage of the site. This view has 


been rejected by the World Heritage Committee, the Infrastructure Planning Inspectorate and 


by the Secretary of State himself. That the Secretary of State found that there would be harm 


overall to the WHS (i.e. even when the benefits were taken into account) is recorded at 


paragraph 282 of the High Court Judgment. To include the monetisation of ‘removing’ the 


existing A303 without including a figure for the harm which inserting a new road into the WHS 


would cause is patently irrational and is not a sound basis upon which to present a business 


 
12 SACTRA (1999) Transport and the Economy, Department for Transport. 
13 National Audit Office “Improving the A303 between Amesbury and Berwick Down” 20 May 2019 
14 Stonehenge Alliance “Written Representation on Cultural Heritage Value Report” 2019 (REP2-130) 
15 Stonehenge Alliance “Transport, Carbon and Economic Issues - Response to Secretary of State’s call for 
further representations on his Statement of Matters Bullet Points 2–4 and Environmental Review Appendix: 
Transport Assessment Review”, April 2022 
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case. Once the overall harm to the WHS is recognised the BCR for the proposed scheme would 


inevitably be less than one, costing far more than it would ever produce in benefits.  


4.16 We also note that the alleged benefit is identical to the previous business case despite the 


assumed opening year, when any “benefits” would be realised, being put back by 3 years. We 


would expect that the process of discounting the benefits back to 2010 from a date further in 


the future would result in a reduction in its monetary value. In addition, it is not clear how the 


value that people place on seeing the stones of Stonehenge as they travel to and from the 


South West has been properly assessed. This would be lost with a tunnel and therefore 


represents another cost. 


4.17 In summary, NH has introduced many changes in their updated business case with little or no 


explanation of how they have been derived. In some cases, Stonehenge Alliance considers they 


are based on unrealistic assumptions, while in others we do not have sufficient information to 


make a full assessment. We consider that it is essential that the Examination is re-opened so 


that NH’s evidence can be presented and reviewed by all parties. Without access to this 


information, it is impossible to see how the Secretary of State could make a new decision. 


5. A wider setting – cumulative impacts 


5.1 In response to the Stonehenge Alliance’s call for a combined Business Case and 


Strategic Environmental Assessment which should have been carried out for all 


projects on the A303/A358 corridor, in its latest submission16 National Highways says 


that: 


“It would therefore not be appropriate to provide combined documents for separate 


projects at different stages of the investment lifecycle. Moreover, our approach to 


uncommitted projects is consistent with the DfT TAG Uncertainty Log. Projects 


potentially committed to in DfT’s Road Investment Strategy 3, or later road 


investment strategies, are considered hypothetical, and therefore have not been 


included in the A303 Scheme assessment.” 


5.2 Yet it would appear that National Highways wants to have its cake and to eat it. Aside 


from the A303 Sparkford to Ilchester scheme which is under construction, the A358 


Taunton to Southfields project is close to having its draft DCO submitted. In addition, 


throughout its Statement of Case17 there are numerous references to improving travel 


to the South West, including within the objectives for the scheme as set out in 


paragraph 2.8.2. Objectives a and b, the most relevant, are reproduced here: 


“a. Transport – To create a high quality reliable route between the South East and 


the South West that meets the future needs of traffic.  


 
16 National Highways “Response to the Secretary of State’s Consultation of 20 June 2022 - 4.1 Applicant’s 
response to the request for comments Q1, Q3–Q6 – Response document”, paragraph 3.3.15, page 11, July 
2022 
17 Highways England “Case for the Scheme and NPS Accordance” [APP-294], October 2018 
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b. Economic growth – To enable growth in jobs and housing by providing a free-


flowing and reliable connection between the South East and the South West.” 


5.3 In paragraph 5.3.9, NH goes further to explicitly state that this is just one scheme 


amongst eight that the Government has committed to upgrade by 2029. Paragraphs 


5.3.9 and 5.3.10 are reproduced here: 


“Part of an upgrade to the SRN, providing wider productivity benefits  


The Scheme is an integral part of the longer-term corridor improvements to create 


a high performing dual carriageway route between London and the South West. 


Within the RIS the Government has committed to the upgrading of the A303-A358 


corridor by 2029. The A303 Amesbury to Berwick Down Scheme is one of three 


schemes being currently progressed, with five further schemes to follow in coming 


road investment periods.    


The expected increase in Gross Domestic Product (“GDP”) due to the Scheme is 


greater with other corridor improvements in place than for the Scheme in isolation 


(Table 5-4).” 


5.4 This clearly demonstrates that the scheme is part of a programme of upgrades and 


therefore a combined assessment of the full impacts of the schemes should be 


properly drawn up. It is far more than just hypothetical, or it would not be mentioned 


in the Statement of Case, or as part of the Government’s Road Investment Strategy. It 


should be noted that RIS3 is less than 3 years away, while the opening of the A303 


Stonehenge scheme, should it be approved, would not be until 2029, close to the start 


of the RIS4 period. Therefore, there is a need to assess this scheme both in isolation 


and with the wider programme of upgrades to properly assess the cumulative impacts 


that they will have. Without this wider and cumulative assessment, the scheme cannot 


have a sound Environmental Statement or conform to the Environmental Impact 


Regulations. 


5.5 As it stands, if the A303 Stonehenge scheme progresses in isolation, it will merely 


hasten the speed at which the traffic arrives at the next bottleneck. This and the 


remaining bottlenecks on the A303/A358 corridor will most likely suffer even worse 


congestion than they do at present as a result of the extra traffic drawn to this corridor 


by this scheme, undermining the time savings and benefits being attributed to it. 


6. Alternatives 


6.1 Stonehenge Alliance has consistently argued that NH has discarded options that avoid the 


World Heritage Site, or do not involve major new road construction, on the basis of inadequate 


evidence. Our position was set out in various documents during the Examination including our 
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Written Representation and Transport Planning and Economic Issues18 and our Comments on 


Responses to Examining Authority’s Questions Submitted by Deadline 2. In its latest 


submission, NH has provided no new information to support its position and instead has 


referred to previous submissions made prior to and during the Examination, together with its 


initial Redetermination submission on Alternatives. The latter provided only minimal updating 


of its position at the Examination.  


6.2 Stonehenge Alliance considers that the position we put forward at the Examination was 


robust. However, irrespective of this, the situation has changed in two important respects 


since that time. Firstly, the Examining Authority and the Secretary of State both agreed that 


the proposed project would cause major harm to the historic heritage of the World Heritage 


Site (WHS). Secondly, the 6th Carbon Budget and the Transport Decarbonisation Plan have 


highlighted the importance of developing options that reduce, rather than increase, road 


traffic. This is reinforced by the recent Net-Zero judgement and the advice to Government by 


the Climate Change Committee as mentioned in paragraph 3.5. Alternatives which avoid 


impacting on the WHS by going beneath its full width, or around it, would address the first of 


these issues, while non-road alternatives would address them both. They are discussed in turn 


below. 


6.3 In his conclusions on the Judicial Review of the Secretary of State’s decision to approve the 


DCO, Mr Justice Holgate concluded that the Examining Authority had failed to adequately 


consider alternatives to the proposed scheme given its finding that it would cause significant 


harm to the historic heritage of the WHS. In simply accepting the Examining Authority’s view, 


the Secretary of State also failed to consider alternatives. Although the arguments during the 


Judicial Review related principally to longer tunnel options, they are also relevant to other 


alternatives.  


6.4 An option which tunnelled beneath the whole of the WHS and most of the options that 


avoided it completely were discarded at an early stage of the appraisal. In the case of the 


option of tunnelling across the full width of the WHS, this was rejected on the basis of cost and 


there was no proper assessment of whether there were extra benefits which would outweigh 


the additional expenditure. The decision to drop this alternative appears to be premature 


given what is now known about harm to the historic heritage from the proposed scheme. It 


should be noted that this option is different from the longer tunnel options that were 


mentioned by NH at the Examination, or those that were produced subsequently. These 


extend the proposed tunnel at its western end, to various degrees, but have the same harmful 


impact on the eastern side of the WHS as the proposed scheme 


6.5 One option, F010, which skirts the WHS to the south was subject to slightly more appraisal 


than the longer tunnel options mentioned at the Examination. It was found that it had a similar 


or better Benefit: Cost Ratio to the tunnel options being considered at the time. The Technical 


Appraisal Report19 contains an interesting table which compares it with the tunnel options in 


relation to the client’s requirements. This assessed the options on a 3 point scale where “3” 


 
18 Stonehenge Alliance “Written Representation – Transport Planning and Economic Issues” Section 4, 2019 
(REP2-129). See also Stonehenge Alliance “Comments on Responses to Examining Authority’s Questions 
Submitted by Deadline 2” Section 3, 2019 (REP3-063) 
19 Highways England “Technical Appraisal Report, Volume 1”, 2017 (REP1-031) 
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represents strong alignment with the requirements, “2” moderate alignment and “1” weak 


alignment. Table 9-1 is reproduced below (D061 and D062 are the tunnel options): 


Client Requirement D061 D062 F010 


Transport: to create a high quality route that resolves current and 
predicted traffic problems and contributes towards the creation 
of an Expressway between London and the South West 


3 3 2 


Economic growth: in combination with other schemes on the 
route, to enable growth in jobs and housing by providing a free 
flowing and reliable connection between the East and the South 
West peninsula  


3 3 2 


Cultural heritage: to contribute to the conservation and 
enhancement of the WHS by improving access both within and to 
the site 


2 2 3 


Environment and community: to contribute to the enhancement 
of the historic landscape within the WHS, to improve biodiversity 
along the route, and to provide a positive legacy to communities 
adjoining the road  


3 3 2 


 


6.6 It is questionable that Option F010 should be given a lower rating on the transport and 


economic growth criteria on this simple scale, given that it would provide a similar high 


capacity dual carriageway route. The main difference is a slightly longer journey time 


(estimated by NH as 1.25 minutes), which is of little significance in relation to the longer 


distance journeys made on the route. The finding that the proposed route would cause 


“significant harm” to the historic landscape of the WHS means that the rating of the tunnel 


options on the Environment and Community criterion is invalid and should be “1 – weak 


alignment” at best. This would lead to a different conclusion on which option should be 


progressed.  


6.7 Despite the damning conclusions of the ExA and Secretary of State as to the impact of the 


proposed scheme on the WHS, NH has continued to fail to produce sufficient information for 


the southern bypass route (which avoids any direct damage to the WHS) to be properly 


assessed. This is particularly egregious in circumstances where it relies upon cost as a reason 


to reject longer tunnel options (the bypass being substantially cheaper). Rather than giving any 


serious consideration to the obvious alternative which is the southern bypass NH continues to 


rely upon its cursory assessment conducted in 2017. This is a wholly inadequate evidential 


basis for the Secretary of State to be able to conclude that the southern bypass is not a 


preferable alternative.  


6.8 NH’s brief and superficial assessment of non-road options started by setting up a requirement 


that any option would need to transfer 36,000 people per day onto an alternative mode. This 


was based on reducing the volume: capacity ratio on the A303 to 0.53 as in the proposed 


project. This is a much greater reduction than would be needed to resolve congestion issues as 


the scheme provides more capacity than will be needed for many years, even on NH’s flawed 


forecasts. NH’s consultants then undertook a very simplified assessment and concluded that 


rail-based solutions would potentially have the greatest impact, but that no single intervention 


could achieve the level of transfer they considered to be required. This forms the basis for 


NH’s rejection of non-road alternatives. 
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6.9 There are several reasons why NH’s approach is invalid, including: 


(i) the level of transfer required to reduce the volume: capacity ratio to a level where 


congestion is no longer a significant issue is much lower than NH claims; 


(ii) as discussed above, NH’s traffic forecasts are flawed and based on an implausible 


scenario about the future. They are also inconsistent with the Transport 


Decarbonisation Plan which aims to reduce car traffic relative to a business as usual 


scenario; 


(iii) while it is probably correct that rail can make the greatest contribution to reducing 


traffic on A303, bus and active travel solutions would also have some impact, further 


reducing the level of transfer to rail required, and/or increasing the impact of rail 


interventions; 


(iv) there are two parallel rail routes to the A303 between London and Exeter via Salisbury 


and Westbury respectively. Both are proposed for electrification under Network Rail’s 


Traction Decarbonisation Strategy20. They serve different intermediate communities and 


also play different roles, with the Westbury route being the primary intercity passenger 


route to Exeter and beyond while the Salisbury route caters more for journeys to and 


from towns between Salisbury and Exeter. Each could contribute to reducing flows on 


A303; and 


(v) they only consider potential transfer from A303 at Stonehenge. A public transport 


alternative would also have benefits for other travellers who do not currently use the 


A303. 


6.10 The approach adopted by NH was flawed and inadequate when the work was undertaken in 


2017. In view of policy and other changes since that time it is now completely unsustainable 


and non-road options should be considered further. 


6.11 The finding that the proposed solution would cause significant harm to the historic heritage of 


the WHS is so important as to invalidate an option selection process that assumed that this 


would not occur and makes it necessary to reconsider alternatives that were dismissed at an 


earlier stage. Revised government policy since the original draft DCO application, including the 


6th carbon budget and the Transport Decarbonisation Strategy means that this should extend 


beyond road-based solutions and consider public transport and demand management 


alternatives. 


7. Concluding Comments  


7.1 The Stonehenge Alliance is concerned that NH is not engaging with many of the points that we 


have raised in our submissions and has restricted itself to re-stating its previous positions on 


carbon, traffic modelling, cumulative impacts and alternatives, despite many flaws and 


inadequacies in its assessments. 


7.2 It is welcome that NH has provided an updated business case for the project. However, it has 


not provided an adequate explanation for many of the changes that it has made, nor for 


 
20 Network Rail “Traction Decarbonisation Network Strategy: Interim Programme Business Case”, 2020 
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retaining the unsound “benefit” of allegedly “removing the road from WHS” which continues 


to account for the majority of the claimed benefits. 


7.3 As the Stonehenge Alliance has argued previously, the proposed project is so flawed, and its 


negative impacts are so great, that the Secretary of State should refuse the Development 


Consent Order. This is in considerable part due to a failure to take account of and assess the 


scheme against the latest Government policies. Also, the negative impacts of the proposal 


outweigh its benefits. DfT officials, working with relevant agencies including NH, should be 


requested to bring forward alternative solutions to address transport problems in the London 


to South West Peninsula corridor. 


7.4 If the Secretary of State is unwilling to reject the draft DCO at this stage, the Application should 


be referred back to the Infrastructure Planning Inspectorate for further Examination, with a 


brief to engage fully with those who have made a critique of the technical, economic, 


environmental, heritage and logical underpinning of NH’s case, in the light of the major 


changes that have occurred since 2019, and to properly consider alternatives. 


7.5 Finally, we note that the timing of this reapplication is seriously flawed. Brexit, Covid and 


Climate Change are already apparent as having major potential impact on all traffic forecasts 


and transport needs for the rest of this century, and the DfT is in the middle of a major review 


of the underlying policy statements and appraisal methods – as indeed are Treasury, BEIS, 


DEFRA and other relevant departments. To seek a major commitment to a rejected scheme, 


based on unjustified adjustments to an appraisal inherited from the late 2010s, is unnecessary 


and with a very high downside risk. It has the feel of a manufactured urgency to try and get the 


scheme through before its appraisal base becomes weakened even further. If, however, the 


Secretary of State considers that there is a case to carry forward, it absolutely must be on the 


basis of a full Examination, and a proper resubmission of revised appraisal with full technical 


justification, open, as previously, to challenge.  
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Submissions for The Stonehenge Alliance on National Highways’ responses to 
Redetermination 4 re Secretary of State’s Questions 3–6 (Environmental Information 
Review: including Cultural heritage, Landscape and Visual, Noise and Vibration, 
Biodiversity and Alternatives); and Question 2 (Longer tunnel alternatives) 


 


1. General Introduction to submissions for the Stonehenge Alliance 


1.1.  The Stonehenge Alliance remains of the opinion that before the A303 Amesbury to Berwick 
Down Scheme is re determined, formal re-examination of the scheme needs to be undertaken. In 
this way it would enable the considerable amount of new information/submissions now made 
available, notably on longer tunnel alternatives, carbon, traffic modelling, the business case and 
geological and hydrogeological matters, to be placed before a suitably qualified panel of Inspectors 
for proper scrutiny. This would then allow the Secretary of State to receive up-to-date and fully 
independent advice on the A303 Stonehenge Scheme before reaching a decision and so that all of 
the evidence can be thoroughly tested. 
 
1.2. Despite the considerable amount of new evidence and submissions it remains the case that key 
information lying behind NH’s assessments is missing. Much of NH’s new material amounts to 
unevidenced assertions. One example is the unjustified figures in the updated business case. 
Another example is the reasoned justification for conclusions made about alternatives.  This is 
another reason why NH’s case needs to be fully tested by way of a proper examination by an 
appropriately qualified independent panel of Inspectors.  


1.3. Further, it is clearly necessary for a site visit or for site visits to occur to appreciate the impact of 
the DCO proposal and also the relevant alternatives. This will include appreciating the relationship 
between each scheme and its impacts on heritage assets and other environmental effects, in 
particular relating to the landscape and visual impact of the relevant proposals.   


1.4. In responding to the latest documentation from National Highways (NH) we refer to NH’s 
individual documents in abbreviated form. For example, “Applicant’s response to the request for 
comments Q1, Q3–Q6 – Response document Document reference: Redetermination 4.1” is referred 
to as “NH R4.1”, and so on. 


1.5. We comment on NH’s documents as appropriate and in the order of Questions asked by the 
Secretary of State with the exception of his Question 2 (which we leave to the end of this part of our 
submission); and our responses on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business Case, Cumulative Impacts 
and (in part) Alternatives; and Geology and Soils, Noise and Vibration, and Adverse Impacts of 
Tunnelling Through Chalk; which are submitted separately under the names of our respective 
specialist authors. 


1.6. We note that NH  


“ . . . stands by our assessment of the significance of designated heritage assets, the 
contribution of setting to that significance and the impacts of the A303 Scheme upon that 
significance. We therefore are not revising material in respect of the A303 Scheme that has 
been previously assessed by National Highways and provided for the DCO application, 
examination and in response to previous requests from the Secretary of State.” (NH R4.1, 
para. 3.3.2; see also para. 3.3.20) 
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1.7. We pointed out in our earlier redetermination submissions, that the High Court Judgment on 
the Transport Secretary’s 2020 decision to proceed with the scheme highlighted that NH’s 
assessments of the effects of the scheme on the WHS and its OUV did not accord with those of the 
Secretary of State: see, in particular, Judgment para. 285 which states: 


“ . . . IP1’s view that the tunnel alternatives would provide only “minimal benefit” in heritage 
terms was predicated on its assessments that no substantial harm would be caused to any 
designated heritage asset and that the scheme would have slightly beneficial (not adverse) 
effects on the OUV attributes, integrity and authenticity of the WHS. The fact that the SST 
accepted that there would be net harm to the OUV attributes, integrity and authenticity of 
the WHS (see [139] and [144] above) made it irrational or logically impossible for him to 
treat IP1’s options appraisal as making it unnecessary for him to consider the relative merits 
of the tunnel alternatives. The options testing by IP1 dealt with those heritage impacts on a 
basis which is inconsistent with that adopted by the SST.” 


1.8. Since NH does not intend to revise its assessments despite this basic disagreement, they must 
continue to be considered unfit for the purpose of redetermination. Indeed, its judgements as to the 
relative benefits of the alternatives continue to be given by reference to its heritage impact 
assessment of the original scheme (see, for example, Table 3 in NH R4.2). The failure to accept the 
findings of the ExA and the Secretary of State has fundamentally undermined its case on the relative 
benefits of any alternatives. This is addressed further below.  


1.9. Furthermore, National Highways has now produced alternative options for tunnelling which 
differ significantly from those considered at the optioneering and Examination stages (see NH R4.2, 
paras. 1.3.5-13), indicating that the optioneering process was seriously flawed. It also underlines the 
fact that the Examining Authority was presented with different longer tunnel options from those 
now being put forward. 


 


2. Secretary of State’s Questions 3–6: NH Response document Redetermination 4.1 (NH R4.1) 


2.1. Introduction 
 
2.1.1. It is understood that NH has in this document purported to respond to our 4 April 2022 
submissions, hereafter referred to as SA Response to Env. Info. Review, made in response to the SoS’ 
consultation of 24 February 2022; and to our separate submission on NH’s response on Updated 
Carbon Issues which was submitted in June 2022. 
 
2.1.2. As noted by NH, in our consultation response of 4 April 2022 we commented on a wide range 
of issues: we stand by all these submissions. We therefore ask the Secretary of State to take all our 
earlier submissions into account in his redetermination of the DCO application. In the present 
submission, we address those matters on which we are now challenged by NH, largely concerning 
information NH has recently supplied or not provided at all. 


 


2.2. Secretary of State’s Question 3 


“The Applicant is asked to comment on the consultation responses from the consultation of 
29 April 2022 where further information and/or assessments are sought. In particular, 
responses from: Stonehenge Alliance; Consortium of Stonehenge Experts; Wiltshire Council; 



https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Save-Stonehenge-v-SST-judgment.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003635-A303.4.1.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Response%20to%20questions.Redetermination-4.1.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003627-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003627-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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International Council in Monuments and Sites UK; Historic England. The Applicant is asked to 
provide additional information and/or assessments or other documents where it is necessary 
to deal with the matters raised in the consultation responses.” 


2.2.1. With reference to Carbon (NH R4.1. para.3.3.4); Traffic Modelling (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.5–
3.3.10); and the Business Case (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.11-3.3.15), please see our separate response 
submitted alongside this submission. 


 


2.3. Environmental Information Review – cultural heritage (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.16-20) 


2.3.1. At para. 3.3.16 of NH R4.1, NH states: 


“The Stonehenge Alliance assert that National Highways, as the applicant, need to inform 
the decision-maker (i.e. the Secretary of State) of the level of potential harm the 
development might cause to any designated heritage asset. This is not correct.” 


2.3.2. This is wholly wrong. Paragraph 5 of Schedule 4 of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental 
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 provides that an ES must include a description of the likely 
significant effects of the development on the environment. This includes the risks to cultural 
heritage. Necessarily, that includes individual heritage assets. Paragraph 2 of the same schedule 
requires an ES to include a comparison of the environmental effects for any reasonable alternatives 
(again this includes the cultural heritage impacts upon each heritage asset).  


2.3.3. Paragraph 4.15 of the NPSNN provides that an ES should ‘identify and describe and assess 
effects on . . . cultural heritage’. Paragraph 5.126 NPSNN requires that an ES should ‘undertake an 
assessment of any likely significant heritage impacts of the proposed project . . . and describe these’. 
Necessarily, ‘cultural heritage’ and ‘heritage impacts’ include the impact of the proposal upon each 
heritage asset.  


2.3.4. This accords with the requirement in the NPSNN for an Appellant to address the significance of 
each individual asset (see para. 5.127); similar provision is made in NPPF para. 194: 


“In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to 
describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by 
their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no 
more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their 
significance.” 


2.3.5. Indeed, NH has purported such an exercise in its HIA, in which the level of impact of the 
proposed development has been categorised for individual heritage assets: although, as pointed out 
by us in our SA Response to Env. Info Review, para. 2.3 on p.61 of 109: 


“In its NPSNN Accordance Table A1 (APP-294) NH simply makes blanket statements of less 
than substantial harm. For example:  


‘Less than substantial harm is anticipated to affect designated and non-designated assets, 
including those within the WHS and this is considered below as per NPSNN Paragraph 5.134. 
The Scheme does not identify any instance of ‘substantial harm’ or total loss of significance 
to a designated asset.’ (APP-294, p.A-95, ref. NPSNN para. [5.]132).’” 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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2.3.6. Our following paragraphs 2.4-2.6 in the same document remain particularly relevant to the 
present case, notably in view of NH’s failure to adjust its HIA to take into account the findings of the 
Secretary of State concerning the impact of the Scheme on the WHS, its OUV attributes, Integrity 
and Authenticity (as has been set out above).  


2.3.7. Furthermore, we note with concern that NH has not submitted, for IPs or the Secretary of 
State to consider, the “immersive virtual reality tool” prepared for presentation to the latest 
ICOMOS/World Heritage Centre Advisory Mission (cf. our para. 2.12 in SA Response to Env. Info 
Review, p. 63 of 109). Given this evidence is available and clearly pertinent to the impact of the 
proposal there is no good reason why it should be withheld from the Secretary of State or Interested 
Parties. 


 


2.4. Environmental Information Review – other topics (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.21-22) 


2.4.1. With reference to NH R4.1., para 3.3.21, concerning Landscape and Visual aspects of the road 
scheme, we disagree with NH and stand by our submissions at SA Response to Env. Info Review on 
Assessment of Setting: paras 2.7–2.10, pp. 62-63 of 109; and Landscape and Visual: paras. 3.1–3.13, 
pp. 64-67 of 109. 


2.4.2. With reference to NH R4.1, para. 3.3.22, concerning Noise and Vibration, we refer the 
Secretary of State to our paragraphs 5.2-5.10 at pp. 71-74 of 109 of SA Response to Env. Info Review, 
where we point to the present lack of any method for dealing with potential impacts of vibration 
from tunnelling on archaeological deposits and features. We reiterate our opinion that, having no 
expertise on the matter and in view of its earlier statements in its report, the ExA was irrational to 
assume that Wiltshire Council, Historic England and HMAG could devise a reliable method for 
dealing with such impacts without prior experience or known precedents. We stand by our view on 
this matter and see no reason to have confidence in these bodies’ ability to devise a method of 
protecting archaeological remains from the effects of vibration that would be wholly effective in the 
peculiarly sensitive circumstances of this case.  Please see also our parallel submission by Dr George 
Reeves on Geology and Soils, Noise and Vibration, and Adverse Impacts of Tunnelling Through Chalk. 


2.4.3. We note that, e.g., for the Cut and Cover tunnel extension, it is suggested that  


“Significant impacts upon archaeological monuments and deposits due to construction 
vibration are not anticipated. The possibility of physical and other effects on heritage assets 
positioned above the tunnel would be managed through the placement and operation of 
ground movement monitoring stations during construction works.” (NH R4.4, para. 6.1.5)  


Monitoring stations do not, however, “manage” physical effects of vibration and no information is 
supplied on how any damaging effects would be prevented. 


 


2.5. Alternatives (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.23-28) 


2.5.1. In response to NH’s claims in its paras. 3.3.23-26 of NH R4.1, we would refer the Secretary of 
State to paras. 3.2-3.8 of SA Response to Env. Info Review at pp. 83-85 of 109, which refute 
assertions now made by NH and by which we stand. 


2.5.2. The incomplete information which has been provided by NH on new longer tunnel alternatives 
is addressed at our Section 3, below. The alternatives assessment in relation to those options that 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

mailto:https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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avoid the WHS (a) non-road engineering alternatives and (b) a WHS bypass continues to be 
materially deficient. These are both obviously material alternatives on the basis of the evidence 
available. This is because (a) they would obviate the permanent, major and irreversible harm which 
the current proposal would cause to the WHS and other heritage assets and they would not risk the 
WHS being de-listed; (b) they are both significantly cheaper than the current proposal: this is 
particularly relevant in circumstances where NH argues that cost is a reason to reject longer tunnel 
alternatives; and (c) they would not result in the harm which tunnelling will very likely lead to (as has 
been repeatedly stated by the Stonehenge Alliance and as is set out in the paper accompanying this 
submission by Dr George Reeves on Geology and Soils, Noise and Vibration, and Adverse Impacts of 
Tunnelling Through Chalk.  


2.5.3. Concerning non-road engineering alternatives, mentioned in NH R4.1, para. 3.3.28, NH has 
neglected to consider traffic management measures and the potential for road user charging in 
future, both of which we had referred to and could provide alternatives to new road building at a 
time when reduction in road traffic is necessary to address zero carbon targets and inevitable owing 
to rises in fuel prices. This is more pertinent now since the Net Zero judgment1 and the judge’s 
emphasis on the importance of the advice from the Climate Change Committee which has 
highlighted the need for traffic reduction. Please see our submissions on this matter in SA Response 
to Env. Info Review, ‘Non-Expressway Alternatives’ at Section 6, paras. 6.1-6.9 (and especially para. 
6.9), on pp. 95-97 of 109; and on ‘Transport, Carbon and Economic Issues’ summarised at Section 7, 
notably paras. 7.2 and 7.5 (second para under this number) on pp. 42-43 of 109. Please also see our 
separate submission to this stage of the consultation on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business 
Case, Cumulative Impacts and Alternatives.   
 
2.5.4. NH’s response in relation to a bypass is wholly inadequate. Paragraph 3.3.23 of Document 4.1 
makes clear that NH continues to rely upon its rejection of this option during the options appraisal 
(in 2017). This was five years ago. The information contained in the document signposted by NH 
(Technical Appraisal Report Appendices G and H) amounts to five paragraphs which are said to cover 
all of the relevant environmental impacts. Further, that assessment was conducted at a time when 
NH was asserting (as it still does) that its preferred option was beneficial in heritage terms. That 
position is untenable following the recommendation of the ExA and the Secretary of State’s decision. 
It can also be noted that no consideration has been given to the relative carbon impacts (including 
the embodied carbon in a concrete tunnel structure) of the tunnel proposal vs a surface route.  


2.5.5. Paragraph 3.3.25 of NHR4.1 states that the information it is relying upon ‘was a level of 
assessment appropriate for the early project development stage of options appraisal’. Whether or 
not that is the case, it is clearly not adequate in circumstances where (a) the High Court has stated 
that alternatives are an obviously material consideration to be taken into account in the decision as 
a result of the major and permanent irreversible harm of the proposed scheme; (b) the Secretary of 
State has explicitly asked for additional evidence on alternatives (not limited to the tunnel options); 
and (c) the F010 surface bypass presents an option which, prima facie (i) is cheaper than the 
proposed scheme, (ii) would take the A303 entirely away from the heart of the WHS, removing the 
sight and sound of traffic, (iii) is clearly beneficial in heritage terms as it would not involve any loss of 
fabric to the WHS and its heritage assets and would have limited impact upon its setting, (iv) would 
allow greater re-connection of the northern and southern parts of the WHS, (v) would improve 
biodiversity within the WHS and ensure better protection for Annex I protected bird species; (vi) will 
not risk the WHS from being de-listed, (vii) meets NH’s aim of relieving congestion on the A303, and 
(viii) may have a lower carbon impact overall than the proposed scheme. 


 
1 R(oao Friends of the Earth Ltd) v SSBEIS [2022] EWHC 1841 (Admin) 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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2.5.6. In circumstances where the proposed scheme would cause major permanent adverse harm to 
the WHS and risks it being de-listed by the World Heritage Committee it would be irrational for the 
Secretary of State not to consider the southern bypass option in more detail.  


 


2.6. Secretary of State’s Question 4 


“The Secretary of State notes that Stonehenge Alliance has identified that biodiversity 
baseline surveys and reports and issues relating to adverse impacts of tunnelling through 
chalk bedrock have not been provided. The Applicant is asked to respond on the accuracy of 
this statement, and if the statement is correct, the Applicant is asked to provide the Secretary 
of State with all relevant information, surveys and reports on this matter.” 


2.6.1. Biodiversity (NH R4.1, Section 4, paras. 4.2.1-21, pp. 56-61 of 81) 


Biodiversity baseline surveys and reports (ref. NH R4.1, para 4.2.1) 


2.6.1.1. The Alliance has raised concerns about two baseline surveys submitted by NH, on Butterflies 
and Great Crested Newts, both of which were unfit for purpose for the reasons we set out in our 
response in SA Response to Env. Info Review, Section 4, pp. 67-71 of 109, and by which we stand.  


2.6.1.2. At NH R4.1, para. 4.2.1, 


“National Highways maintain that the surveys for butterflies and great crested newts are 
fully adequate for the purposes of the 2018 Environmental Statement, which was robust and 
sufficient to allow the Secretary of State to determine the Scheme”.  


This is clearly not the case, since no butterfly survey was undertaken prior to the 2018 ES and survey 
data obtained for Great Crested Newt in 2017-18 differed markedly from that obtained in 2021.  


2.6.1.3. In the case of the Great Crested Newt population at waterbody 1, we highlighted NH’s 
statement that  


“Some changes in routing a water pipeline and change in the population size mean that a 
European Protected Species licence will be required, for the temporary site clearance in the 
Till valley . . .” (NH R1.4, para 5.3.32). 


2.6.1.4. We suggested that,  


“In view of the intended changes in preliminary works, it is necessary to know precisely 
where these works would take place in relation to waterbody 1, what they are and what 
potential disturbance they would cause to this apparently significant protected newt 
population. This is environmental information which should have been supplied to all 
interested parties for independent consideration, along with any potential licencing 
conditions that might be required.” (SA Response to Env. Info Review, para. 4.9, p.70 of 109) 


We note that NH has not yet provided any of this important information and that the HRA may need 
to be amended accordingly. 


2.6.1.5. We have not had the resources to investigate all the biodiversity baseline surveys but 
inadequacies identified in scrutiny of those mentioned above clearly undermines confidence in the 
acceptability of other biodiversity baseline surveys.  



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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2.6.2. Issues relating to adverse impacts of tunnelling through chalk bedrock (ref. NH R4.1, Section 
4.3, paras. 4.3.1-4.3.14, pp.61-64/81). Please see our separate submission by Dr George Reeves at 
this stage of the consultation.  


 


2.7. Secretary of State’s Question 5 


“The Secretary of State notes that Wiltshire Council has sought clarification as to how the 
Applicant reached its conclusion that the updated baseline assessment does not alter the 
outcome of the 2018 cultural heritage assessment within the Environmental Statement. The 
Applicant is asked to provide further information on the methodology of approach that was 
applied to the newly assessed assets so as to allow interested parties the opportunity to 
consider and provide further responses on whether the outcome of the assessment set out in 
the 2018 Environmental Statement on heritage matters has changed. The Applicant is asked 
to provide any additional evidence and documents that are relevant to fully understand any 
change in the assessment of heritage assets.” 


2.7.1. Environmental Statement on heritage matters (NH R4.1, Section 5, paras. 5.1.1-5.2.9, pp.65-
67 of 81, and tables) 


2.7.1.1. The Alliance notes that notwithstanding the inclusion of newly-assessed assets in the 
updated baseline Archaeological Gazetteer, NH’s overall conclusions on the impacts of the Scheme 
as being slight beneficial remain unchanged, as does the method of heritage impact assessment. No 
adjustment in assessments has been made to reflect the overall assessment of the Secretary of State 
that the Scheme would have a significantly adverse impact on the WHS, its OUV, Integrity and 
Authenticity. Thus the 2018 and subsequent heritage impact assessments by NH are not fit for 
purpose and do not properly assist the Secretary of State in his decision-making.  


2.7.1.2. Furthermore, Historic England, English Heritage, Wiltshire Council and the National Trust 
have similarly failed to offer adjustments to their assessments of the impacts of the Scheme to assist 
the SoS in his redetermination. 


2.7.1.3. Also, as set out in the submission by the Consortium of Archaeologists, NH continues to fail 
to recognise three archaeological assets as being of equivalent significance to scheduled 
monuments: the remains of a large Beaker-period settlement with burials, a probable Neolithic 
settlement to the west of it and a probable Neolithic settlement at the eastern portal. Large parts of 
these sites will be destroyed by the proposed scheme and therefore, undoubtedly, suffer substantial 
harm. The failure to recognise this amounts to a material failure in NH’s assessments.  


 


3. Secretary of State’s Question 2 relating to longer tunnel alternatives (ref. NH R4.2-8) 


“The Secretary of State notes that a number of consultees have raised the issue that it is not 
clear how the Applicant has arrived at the conclusion that the alternative tunnel routes 
would only have minimal additional heritage benefits over the Development. The Applicant is 
asked to explain fully the basis on which they reached this conclusion. The explanation should 
include full detail of reasoning, the matters considered and any methodology that was used 
and, where applicable, be cross referenced to the examination material or subsequent 
information provided to the Secretary of State. The Applicant should also provide any 
additional documents that are relevant to understand the conclusion that the Applicant 
reached on this matter. The Applicant is also asked to confirm whether the assessment of the 
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heritage impact of alternative routes has been updated to take into account the 7 additional 
monuments that were added to the heritage baseline and provide any additional documents 
that are relevant.” 


3.1. The Secretary of State’s question is in two parts: the first relates to tunnel alternatives and the 
second to alternative routes. NH has only attempted to answer the first part of this question in its 
responses to the Secretary of State. We therefore assume that its paras. 1.2.1 and 1.5.2 of NH R4.2, 
indicate that NH’s (summary) assessments of the heritage impact of alternative routes apart from 
tunnel alternatives remain unchanged from the DCO application stage. 


3.2. Furthermore, it is not entirely correct for NH to state (NH R4.3, para. 1.1.5 and NH R4.6, para. 
1.2.1) that “One of the two grounds of [the 2021 legal] challenge upheld was that the Secretary of 
State was legally obliged to consider the merits of alternatives to the proposed western cutting”. 


3.3. The Judgment highlights that “it has been accepted in this case that alternatives should be 
considered in accordance with paragraphs 4.26 and 4.27 of the NPSNN” (Judgment, para. 285); and 


“The decision cited by Mr Taylor QC in First Secretary of State v Sainsbury’s Supermarkets 
Limited [2007] EWCA Civ 1083 is entirely consistent with the principles set out above. In that 
case, the Secretary of State did in fact take the alternative scheme promoted by Sainsbury’s 
into account. He did not treat it as irrelevant. He decided that it should be given little weight, 
which was a matter of judgment and not irrational ([30 and 32]). Accordingly, that was not a 
case, like the present one [f.n.][3], where the error of law under consideration fell within the 
second of the two categories identified by Carnwath LJ in Derbyshire Dales District Council 
(see [272] above).  


“ [f.n.][3] Which is to do with a failure to assess the relative merits of identified 
alternatives.” (Judgment, para. 275; our emphasis)  


3.4. The “specific obligation in the circumstances of this case to compare the relative merits of the 
alternative tunnel options” (Judgment, para. 287) arises since 


“there is no dispute that the tunnel alternatives are located within the application site for the 
DCO. They involve the use of essentially the same route and certainly not a completely 
different site or route. Accordingly, as Sullivan LJ pointed out in Langley Park (see [246] 
above), the second principle in Trusthouse Forte applies with equal, if not greater force.” 
(judgment, para. 286). 


3.5. The judgment did not, however, preclude the consideration of other alternatives. These should 
still be considered as they are patently obviously material to the Secretary of State’s decision, 
especially those that would lead to a better outcome than an extended tunnel for the protection of 
the WHS, its OUV, Integrity and Authenticity, along with other benefits. (See our response at our 
Section 2.5, above). Indeed, the Secretary of State’s Statement of Matters (30.11.21) clearly 
indicated that the Secretary of State requested representations on all alternatives addressed at 
section 5.4 of the ExA’s report. This includes non-tunnel options. There is simply no basis for limiting 
the consideration of alternatives only to tunnel options. 


3.6. This is particularly so given the fact that NH now relies (to a significant extent) upon the cost of 
longer tunnel options as providing a reason for their rejection, it would be irrational for the 
Secretary of State not to consider cheaper options which would avoid such major harm to the WHS 
and not risk it being de-listed. These include the southern bypass (as set out above).  



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003636-A303.4.2.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.Overarching%20response.Redetermination-4.2.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003637-A303.4.3.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.HIA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.3.20220711%20.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003631-A303.4.6.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20(heritage)%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.6.202207011.pdf

https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Save-Stonehenge-v-SST-judgment.pdf
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3.7. We trust that the Secretary of State will take into account our submission commenting on NH’s 
earlier response on Alternatives (SA Response to Env. Info Review, “Alternatives”, pp. 75-99 of 109).  


Concerning longer tunnel alternatives 


Introduction 


3.8. We note, at NH R4.2, para. 1.2.2-3, that NH stated to the ExA that longer tunnel options were  


“rejected on the basis of a balanced appraisal of operational performance, safety and 
maintenance, engineering and buildability, cost, environmental impacts and heritage impacts. 
Consequently, a full Heritage Impact Assessment was not undertaken for this option”; that 


“There is no evidence that the additional investment required to extend the tunnel length would 
deliver meaningful additional benefits to the WHS that would justify the additional cost”; and 


“in respect of heritage benefits, they were “assessed as slightly more beneficial than the 
Scheme”. 


3.9. In providing further detail on HIAs for longer tunnel options, NH has not adjusted its assessment 
methodology to reflect the finding of the Secretary of State that the DCO Scheme applied for would 
have a significantly adverse effect overall on the WHS, its OUV, Integrity and Authenticity. Thus, the 
Outline HIAs undertaken for the new tunnel alternatives only just made available to us offer the 
Secretary of State assessments that are incompatible with his findings and therefore unfit for 
purpose. In particular, the conclusion that the options are only ‘slightly more beneficial’ is not 
credible when the options are set against the findings of the ExA and the Secretary of State which 
have been set out in the Stonehenge Alliance’s previous submissions.  
 
3.10. If a tunnel option were to be supported by the Secretary of State it is obvious that the bored 
tunnel extension would be materially less harmful to the WHS than the proposed scheme. It would 
involve much less loss of the physical fabric of the WHS. This would: (a) avoid the destruction of 
hugely significant archaeology including the Beaker Settlement which ought to be treated as a 
designated asset for the purposes of the NPSNN (see submission of the Consortium of 
Archaeologists), (b) avoid the most significant interruption of the spatial relationship between 
scheduled monuments in the western portion of the WHS, (c) allow the Longbarrow junction to be 
moved further west, reducing its harmful impact on the WHS.  
 
3.11. The cut-and-cover option would be marginally less harmful than the proposed scheme, 
reducing noise pollution and allowing the WHS to be reconnected visually and physically once 
completed. It would, however, still involve the destruction of hugely significant archaeology 
including remains of the Beaker settlement and have significantly adverse visual and noise impacts 
during the construction period. 
 
3.12. Given the fact that the proposed scheme will result in such major harm to the Stonehenge 
WHS such that it risks being de-listed, the increase in cost of the longer bored tunnel option would 
be a small price to pay. The permanent and irreversible harm which would be caused by the 
proposed scheme represents an enormous cost to this and future generations.  
 
Siting of the western portals for the tunnel alternatives – heritage impact 
 
3.13. The tunnel extension alternatives have been “refined” since they were considered at the 
Examination. NH states that this is largely for reasons related to engineering and operational 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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considerations.  The Stonehenge Alliance sees these as substantial changes and more than a 
refinement: rather, as new options. That they are being produced after the event and the draft DCO 
Examination, suggests that National Highways has been anything but thorough in its pursuit of 
alternatives that would minimise harm to the World Heritage Site.  
 
3.14. NH has chosen to site the western portals of both the Bored and Cut and Cover tunnel 
extensions c.80m west of the WHS boundary. It is unclear why NH has discounted placing the portals 
further from the boundary as this would clearly be beneficial to the setting of the WHS. In any event, 
the placing of the portals outside the WHS is evidently far less harmful than the proposed scheme 
which involves the physical destruction of a huge swathe of the WHS at the western end of the road. 
The physical destruction of part of the WHS is permanent and irreversible involving destruction of 
part of the asset itself.  


3.15. By contrast, an option such as the bored tunnel, which does not involve physical destruction of 
the western end of the WHS but whose harm at that end of the WHS is limited to harm to the setting 
of the asset would not be permanent and irreversible. The setting could, potentially, be restored in 
the future.  
 
3.16. With regard to visual impact, NH claims that:   
 


“Visual impacts of the Bored Tunnel Extension are therefore likely to be at least comparable 
to the DCO Scheme for visual receptors within the WHS.” (NH R4.7, para. 5.2.15) 


 
This is clearly wrong. The visual impact of a significant stretch of road in cutting and a tunnel portal 
within the WHS would patently be much more harmful in visual impact terms to those within the 
WHS than a portal which is sited outside the WHS itself. NH’s assessment is simply not reasonable, 
as NH R4.7, paras. 5.2.12 and 5.2.14 indicate.  
 
Longbarrow Junction  
 
3.17. The new longer tunnel options involve siting the Longbarrow Junction in a more westerly 
location. NH states that this would lead to new significant adverse impacts in terms of its visual 
impact (see Table 4 and Table 6 of NH R4.2). However, this has failed to engage with the findings of 
the ExA and the Secretary of State in relation to the current proposal. The following paragraphs of 
the ExAR (in the landscape and visual impact reasoning) are particularly pertinent: 
 


‘5.12.112. The removal of the A303 as a surface road, and of the Longbarrow roundabout, 
would benefit the existing landscape character and appearance. However, its replacement, 
the Longbarrow Junction, cutting and portal, would represent a significant alien intrusion 
into this part of the landscape because of its vast scale, its disruption of the landform, and 
the reflection of its layout within the land surface.   
 
5.12.113. It would far outsize any other element within the WHS and its setting, altering the 
landform radically, through the depth and width of excavation exposed. This would be so 
despite the presence of Green Bridge 3, which would span the main excavation for the 
Longbarrow Junction, despite Green Bridge 4 with its extended width, which would span the 
approach cutting to the tunnel, and despite the cut and cover element of the tunnel. The 
overall layout of the Longbarrow Junction would be transposed onto the land surface 
through the shallow cuttings and continuous hedgerows either side, intended to mask the 
sight of vehicles, which would trace the widely arcing geometry and scale of the junction 
onto the surface.  
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5.12.114. The result would be entirely at odds with the existing landscape character. This 
character comprises continuous land surfaces of small dry valleys or open hillsides, into 
which landscape elements such as field boundaries, byways, and clumps of trees settle 
according to the topography, in an informal rectilinear or forking arrangement. Moreover, 
the increased scale of the road layout, and its increased capacity, would adversely affect 
tranquillity. 
 
5.12.116. The visual impact would also lessen to an extent over time but would remain 
severe. . .  
 
5.12.119. Overall, the effect on landscape character and visual amenity within this section of 
the Proposed Development would be significantly harmful.’ 


 
3.18. The fact that NH has wholly failed to engage with the findings of the ExA in relation to the 
current proposal’s visual impact of the Longbarrow Junction (which rejected NH’s original 
assessments) means that its conclusion that the alternative would bring new significant adverse 
visual effects cannot be accepted.  
 
3.19. Further, NH notes some heritage benefits over and above those of the proposed scheme (see 
e.g, para. 1.8.8 of NH R4.2). However, the assessment of these relative benefits and impacts is 
compared with its original DCO application HIA assessments. This demonstrates how the failure to 
engage with the findings of the ExA and Secretary of State undermine its conclusions on the relative 
benefits and impacts of the alternatives. The findings of the ExA and Secretary of State in relation to 
the heritage impact of the Longbarrow Junction included the following:  
 


a. ‘The Longbarrow Junction would fall firmly within the settings of the WHS as a whole and 


of [Asset Groups] AG12 and AG13’ (ExAR 5.7.241). Seen from above, the Longbarrow 


Junction would ‘dwarf all other individual features, including the Stones’ (ExAR 5.7.243 


and adopted by SoS at DL[10]). Further, its broad geometric outlines would be evident at 


surface level and would ‘appear at odds with the surrounding smaller scale morphology 


of rectilinear fields and small groupings of traditional buildings’ (ExAR 5.7.244 and 


adopted by SoS at DL[10]) 


 
b. ‘The Junction, together with the cutting leading to the western portal, represents a 


single, very large, continuous civil engineering undertaking, spanning the western 


boundary of the WHS. Given the arbitrary nature of the boundary and the underling 


expansive and unified character of the cultural landscape, the junction would have 


effects on the OUV similar to those described for the cutting and western portal.’ (ExAR 


5.7.245 and adopted by SoS at DL[10]) 


 
c. ‘The harm [caused by the Longbarrow Junction] reflects that caused by the cutting on 


the OUV, including a continuation of the harm to the Wilsford/Normanton dry valley. 


Also, the harm to the overall assembly of monuments, sites, and landscape through 


major excavations and civil engineering works, of a scale not seen before at Stonehenge. 


Whilst the existing roads could be removed at any time, should a satisfactory scheme be 


put forward, leaving little permanent effect on the cultural heritage of the Stonehenge 


landscape, the effects of the proposed junction would be irreversible.’ (ExAR 5.7.247 and 


adopted by SoS at DL[10]) 
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3.20. Clearly, moving the Longbarrow Junction further west would be beneficial to the WHS in both 
landscape and visual and heritage terms, although the proximity of the tunnel portal to the western 
WHS boundary would bring some visual intrusion, notably with light spill at night, noise of traffic and 
permanent damage to archaeological remains within the WHS’s setting. This would, in any event, be 
obviously better than the proposed scheme which sites a large road and the portal within the WHS 
itself. 
 
Cost  
 
3.21. The most significant reason NH argues that the longer tunnel routes should be rejected is cost. 
It can be noted that the figures provided by NH in relation to cost are opaque and have not been 
justified by the provision of any detail.  
 
3.22. Further, NH claims that the additional expenditure would only achieve a ‘slight increase in 
heritage benefits’. For the reasons set out above this is clearly nonsense and is unsustainable in light 
of the views of the ExA and the SoS on the proposed scheme. It is further unsustainable in light of 
comments by the World Heritage Committee that the proposed scheme may result in the WHS being 
placed on the list of WH in danger. This is a preliminary step prior to the de-listing of a World 
Heritage Site. When weighing up costs, the Secretary of State must consider the value of the WHS to 
this and future generations. This is not only in monetary terms (through visitor numbers) which 
would undoubtedly be affected by the Site’s de-listing, it is also in terms of (a) research value to this 
and future generations, (b) the cultural importance of the WHS to the United Kingdom itself and to 
future generations of the whole world, (c) the emblematic value of Stonehenge being a WHS which 
is renowned around the world, and (d) the reputation of the United Kingdom in demonstrating to 
the World that it cares for its WHSs and respects its obligations as signatory to the WH Convention. 
If cost is to be factored into the Secretary of State’s decision, then all of these considerations must 
play a part in that assessment.  
 
3.23. NH continues to build its business case on the basis that its scheme is beneficial in heritage 
terms. The updated business case at 3.3.13 of NH R4.1 relies upon a figure of £955,000,0000 for the 
‘value of removing road from WHS’. Such an approach is untenable given the findings of the 
Secretary of State that the proposal would result in overall harm to the WHS (even where the 
benefits are taken into account). In truth, the CBR for the proposed scheme is strongly negative. 
That may not be the case with a scheme which does not cause such major permanent and 
irreversible harm to the WHS even if it is more expensive than the current proposal. Please see the 
Stonehenge Alliance’s parallel submission on the business case (in Section 4 of our parallel response 
on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business Case, Cumulative Impacts and Alternatives) which sets 
out our concerns over the economic case underlying the proposed scheme in more detail.  


A360/A303 junction 


3.24. Despite the potential for a tunnel portal some 600m west of the WHS boundary, NH now 
rejects this (earlier) suggestion on the grounds that a lower capacity junction would be required 
“which would not be compliant with standards for the volumes of traffic which would be using the 
A303” (NH R4.2, paras. 1.3.9-10). NH’s traffic volume predictions are over-inflated and as such, the 
assertion that the western tunnel portal cannot be located further away from the WHS boundary is 
not robust. Please see our response on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business Case, Cumulative 
Impacts and Alternatives for further detail in regard to this. 


3.25. The setting of the Winterbourne Stoke barrow group would improve by realignment of the 
A360. It is suggested that realignment of the A360 would result in additional traffic on local roads 
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(NH R4.2, para. 1.3.12-13, 1.8.16, 1.9.17 and 1.10.6) but such activity could easily be discouraged 
using traffic management measures.  


Impacts on the eastern side of the WHS 


3.26. The tunnel portals and other elements of the Scheme on the eastern side of the tunnel would 
remain as for the DCO application.  NH R4.4, para 8.3.79, which is applicable to all tunnel 
suggestions, states: 


“. . . adverse impacts would persist with the Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension, as with the DCO 
Scheme, in the eastern part of the WHS landscape, in the vicinity of the Eastern Portal, 
eastern approach road, and the Countess roundabout and flyover.” 


3.27. NH emphasises that these works would have an adverse impact on integrity (NH R4.4, para. 
8.3.66) and Authenticity (NH R4.4, para. 8.3.73). Similarly adverse impacts would arise from the DCO 
Scheme and the Cut and Cover tunnel extension on the western side of the WHS. It is particularly 
relevant that the 2021 World Heritage Committee Decision (item 7) drew attention to the adverse 
impacts on the OUV and Integrity of the WHS of both eastern and western cuttings: 


“ . . . as previously advised by the Committee and identified in the 2018 mission report, the 
part of the A303 improvement scheme within the property retains substantial exposed dual 
carriageway sections, particularly those at the western end of the property, which would 
impact adversely the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the property, especially affecting 
its integrity” (WHC Decision (2021), Item 7). 


3.28. Therefore, although the bored tunnel extension would result in improvements for the western 
portion of the WHS it is important not to forget the eastern portion of the WHS which would still be 
subject to significant physical destruction and harm. This lends further weight to the need to 
consider options which would also obviate this harm such as the southern bypass.  


Overall Conclusion on the longer tunnel alternatives 
 
3.29. It is clear that all of the tunnel options, including the present scheme, will bring some harm to 
the WHS, notably, physical destruction within the eastern portion of the WHS. This militates in 
favour of considering options which do not involve tunnelling, including the southern bypass (a case 
for which has been made above). However, of all of the tunnel options the proposed scheme is 
materially more harmful than either of the alternatives posited by NH. It involves major, permanent 
and irreversible harm to the WHS at its western and eastern ends and risks its designation as a WHS.  
 
3.30. The bored tunnel extension would avoid significant loss of the fabric of the WHS at the western 
end. This is clearly a preferable option in heritage terms. It also involves siting the Longbarrow 
Junction further west which would be beneficial in terms of its heritage and landscape and visual 
impact. The additional cost could be considered a small price to pay given the disastrous implications 
which the proposed scheme has for the WHS.  


3.31. NH’s continued support for the proposed scheme is blinkered and NH has wilfully blinded itself 
to the findings of the ExA and the Secretary of State. It states: 


“The DCO application Heritage Impact Assessment [APP-195] for the DCO Scheme concluded 
that ‘Overall, the Scheme is assessed to have a Slight Beneficial effect on the OUV of the 
WHS as a whole’ (paragraph 12.4.5). Compared to the DCO Scheme, the Bored Tunnel 
Extension and the Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension alternatives would offer potential 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003629-A303.4.4.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.HIA%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.4.20220711.pdf

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7778
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additional benefits for cultural heritage assets and Asset Groups (see the Environmental 
Appraisal (Heritage) for each alternative, Re-determination 4.5 and 4.6). The overall 
assessment of the Outline Heritage Impact Assessment for the Bored Tunnel Extension (Re-
determination 4.3) is that its impacts would be Moderate beneficial. The overall assessment 
of the Outline Heritage Impact Assessment for the Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension (Re-
determination 4.4) is that its impacts would be Slight/moderate beneficial. Therefore, the 
difference in impact between the DCO Scheme and each of the tunnel extension alternatives, 
in heritage terms, remains that the alternatives are slightly more beneficial than the DCO 
Scheme.” (NH R4.2, para. 1.10.4) 


And concludes: 


“In conclusion, this response to question 2 of the Secretary of State’s 20 June 2022 letter 
demonstrates that the DCO Scheme remains the preferred scheme to deliver the benefits, 
and to resolve the large adverse effect of the existing A303 on the OUV of the WHS. In 
carrying out a balanced appraisal of the benefits and disbenefits relating to heritage, 
environment, traffic, programme and cost, we conclude that the additional cost of each 
alternative over and above the DCO Scheme would not deliver meaningful additional benefits 
to the WHS that would justify either alternative being taken forward.” (NH R4.2, para. 1.10.9)  


3.32. This conclusion is based upon a refusal to accept the findings of the ExA and Secretary of State. 
As Mr Justice Holgate stated in the High Court judgment: 


“ . . . this is not a case where no harm would be caused to heritage assets (see Bramshill at 
[78]). The SST proceeded on the basis that the heritage benefits of the scheme, in particular 
the benefits to the OUV of the WHS, did not outweigh the harm that would be caused to 
heritage assets. The scheme would not produce an overall net benefit for the WHS. In that 
sense, it is not acceptable per se. The acceptability of the scheme depended upon the SST 
deciding that the heritage harm (and in the overall balancing exercise all disbenefits) were 
outweighed by the need for the new road and all its other benefits . . .”. (Judgment, para 282) 


3.33. The refusal of NH to engage with the fact that its claim that its proposal would be beneficial in 
heritage terms has been rejected by the ExA and SoS means that its conclusions on the relative 
benefits/disbenefits of alternatives (including the bored tunnel alternative) cannot be relied upon.  
 


3.34. Traffic Appraisal – Bored Tunnel and Cut and Cover Extension (NH R4.2, Section 8)  
Please see our response on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business Case, Cumulative Impacts and 
Alternatives. 
 
 


4. In conclusion 
 
4.1. The Alliance continues to object to the current DCO application, for the reasons given in our 
earlier submissions.  
 
4.2. We await the report of the latest (2022) Advisory Mission to Stonehenge which will inevitably 
have implications for the DCO application and alternatives to it. Our submissions are necessarily 
incomplete without sight of this report. We would request the opportunity to comment upon that 
report once it becomes available.  
 



https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Save-Stonehenge-v-SST-judgment.pdf
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4.3. We find NH’s continued support for the DCO application is blinkered and wilfully blind to the 
findings of the ExA and the Secretary of State. Once the permanent, major and irreversible harm of 
the proposed scheme is understood it is clear that there are a number of preferable alternatives. 
Foremost amongst these are those which do not involve loss of the physical fabric of the WHS. The 
southern bypass is an obvious contender and is also cheaper than the proposed scheme. Despite 
this, NH has simply refused to assess it more fully. Even if the consideration of alternatives could be 
limited to tunnel options (which is not accepted for the reasons set out above) then the bored 
tunnel extension is clearly a preferable alternative as it would avoid the loss of the fabric of the 
western part of the WHS. The cut and cover extension, albeit more harmful than the bored tunnel 
extension, would still be preferable to the proposal which is promoted by NH.   
 
4.4. We continue to hold the view that a new Examination is needed for any redetermination of the 
A303 to Berwick Down Improvement Scheme, so that fully qualified independent advice may be 
given to the Secretary of State on the mass of new information that has come forward since the 
Scheme Examination in 2019 and his decision in 2020. 
 
 


Appendix 


Documents provided by NH in response to the Secretary of State’s 20 June 2022 letter  


Document name       Document reference  
 
Q1, Q3–Q6 – Response document     Redetermination 4.1  
Q5 - Environmental Statement on heritage matters - Figures  Redetermination 4.1 Figures  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes – Overarching response  Redetermination 4.2  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Outline Heritage Impact  


Assessment – Bored Tunnel Extension    Redetermination 4.3  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Outline Heritage Impact  


Assessment – Bored Tunnel Extension - Figures   Redetermination 4.3 Figures 
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Outline Heritage Impact  


Assessment – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension   Redetermination 4.4  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Outline Heritage Impact  


Assessment – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension – Figures Redetermination 4.4 Figures  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental     
 Appraisal (Heritage) – Bored Tunnel Extension   Redetermination 4.5 
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental  


Appraisal (Heritage) – Bored Tunnel Extension – Figures  Redetermination 4.5 Figures  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental  


Appraisal (Heritage) – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension  Redetermination 4.6  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental Appraisal  


(Heritage) – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension – Figures  Redetermination 4.6 Figures  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental  


Appraisal – Bored Tunnel Extension    Redetermination 4.7  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental Appraisal 


 – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension    Redetermination 4.8 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003635-A303.4.1.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Response%20to%20questions.Redetermination-4.1.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003638-A303.4.1%20Figures.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Response%20to%20questions.Redetermination-4.1.20220711%20%5bArchaeological%20Assets%20within%20the%20500m%20and%201km%20Study%20Areas%5d.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003636-A303.4.2.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.Overarching%20response.Redetermination-4.2.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003637-A303.4.3.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.HIA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.3.20220711%20.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003639-A303_4.3_Outline%20Heritage%20Impact%20Assessment%20Figures%20%E2%80%93%20Bored%20Tunnel%20extension.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003629-A303.4.4.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.HIA%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.4.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003642-A303_4.4_Outline%20Heritage%20Impact%20Assessment%20Figures%20%E2%80%93%20Cut%20and%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003630-A303.4.5.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20(heritage)%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.5.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003640-A303_4.5_Environmental%20Appraisal%20(Heritage)%20Figures%20%E2%80%93%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003631-A303.4.6.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20(heritage)%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.6.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003641-A303_4.6_Environmental%20Appraisal%20(Heritage)%20Figures%20%E2%80%93%20Cut%20and%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003633-A303.4.8.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.8.202207011.pdf
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Submissions for The Stonehenge Alliance on National Highways’ responses to 
Redetermination 4 re Secretary of State’s Questions 3–6 (Environmental Information 
Review: including Cultural heritage, Landscape and Visual, Noise and Vibration, 
Biodiversity and Alternatives); and Question 2 (Longer tunnel alternatives) 


 


1. General Introduction to submissions for the Stonehenge Alliance 


1.1.  The Stonehenge Alliance remains of the opinion that before the A303 Amesbury to Berwick 
Down Scheme is re determined, formal re-examination of the scheme needs to be undertaken. In 
this way it would enable the considerable amount of new information/submissions now made 
available, notably on longer tunnel alternatives, carbon, traffic modelling, the business case and 
geological and hydrogeological matters, to be placed before a suitably qualified panel of Inspectors 
for proper scrutiny. This would then allow the Secretary of State to receive up-to-date and fully 
independent advice on the A303 Stonehenge Scheme before reaching a decision and so that all of 
the evidence can be thoroughly tested. 
 
1.2. Despite the considerable amount of new evidence and submissions it remains the case that key 
information lying behind NH’s assessments is missing. Much of NH’s new material amounts to 
unevidenced assertions. One example is the unjustified figures in the updated business case. 
Another example is the reasoned justification for conclusions made about alternatives.  This is 
another reason why NH’s case needs to be fully tested by way of a proper examination by an 
appropriately qualified independent panel of Inspectors.  


1.3. Further, it is clearly necessary for a site visit or for site visits to occur to appreciate the impact of 
the DCO proposal and also the relevant alternatives. This will include appreciating the relationship 
between each scheme and its impacts on heritage assets and other environmental effects, in 
particular relating to the landscape and visual impact of the relevant proposals.   


1.4. In responding to the latest documentation from National Highways (NH) we refer to NH’s 
individual documents in abbreviated form. For example, “Applicant’s response to the request for 
comments Q1, Q3–Q6 – Response document Document reference: Redetermination 4.1” is referred 
to as “NH R4.1”, and so on. 


1.5. We comment on NH’s documents as appropriate and in the order of Questions asked by the 
Secretary of State with the exception of his Question 2 (which we leave to the end of this part of our 
submission); and our responses on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business Case, Cumulative Impacts 
and (in part) Alternatives; and Geology and Soils, Noise and Vibration, and Adverse Impacts of 
Tunnelling Through Chalk; which are submitted separately under the names of our respective 
specialist authors. 


1.6. We note that NH  


“ . . . stands by our assessment of the significance of designated heritage assets, the 
contribution of setting to that significance and the impacts of the A303 Scheme upon that 
significance. We therefore are not revising material in respect of the A303 Scheme that has 
been previously assessed by National Highways and provided for the DCO application, 
examination and in response to previous requests from the Secretary of State.” (NH R4.1, 
para. 3.3.2; see also para. 3.3.20) 
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1.7. We pointed out in our earlier redetermination submissions, that the High Court Judgment on 
the Transport Secretary’s 2020 decision to proceed with the scheme highlighted that NH’s 
assessments of the effects of the scheme on the WHS and its OUV did not accord with those of the 
Secretary of State: see, in particular, Judgment para. 285 which states: 


“ . . . IP1’s view that the tunnel alternatives would provide only “minimal benefit” in heritage 
terms was predicated on its assessments that no substantial harm would be caused to any 
designated heritage asset and that the scheme would have slightly beneficial (not adverse) 
effects on the OUV attributes, integrity and authenticity of the WHS. The fact that the SST 
accepted that there would be net harm to the OUV attributes, integrity and authenticity of 
the WHS (see [139] and [144] above) made it irrational or logically impossible for him to 
treat IP1’s options appraisal as making it unnecessary for him to consider the relative merits 
of the tunnel alternatives. The options testing by IP1 dealt with those heritage impacts on a 
basis which is inconsistent with that adopted by the SST.” 


1.8. Since NH does not intend to revise its assessments despite this basic disagreement, they must 
continue to be considered unfit for the purpose of redetermination. Indeed, its judgements as to the 
relative benefits of the alternatives continue to be given by reference to its heritage impact 
assessment of the original scheme (see, for example, Table 3 in NH R4.2). The failure to accept the 
findings of the ExA and the Secretary of State has fundamentally undermined its case on the relative 
benefits of any alternatives. This is addressed further below.  


1.9. Furthermore, National Highways has now produced alternative options for tunnelling which 
differ significantly from those considered at the optioneering and Examination stages (see NH R4.2, 
paras. 1.3.5-13), indicating that the optioneering process was seriously flawed. It also underlines the 
fact that the Examining Authority was presented with different longer tunnel options from those 
now being put forward. 


 


2. Secretary of State’s Questions 3–6: NH Response document Redetermination 4.1 (NH R4.1) 


2.1. Introduction 
 
2.1.1. It is understood that NH has in this document purported to respond to our 4 April 2022 
submissions, hereafter referred to as SA Response to Env. Info. Review, made in response to the SoS’ 
consultation of 24 February 2022; and to our separate submission on NH’s response on Updated 
Carbon Issues which was submitted in June 2022. 
 
2.1.2. As noted by NH, in our consultation response of 4 April 2022 we commented on a wide range 
of issues: we stand by all these submissions. We therefore ask the Secretary of State to take all our 
earlier submissions into account in his redetermination of the DCO application. In the present 
submission, we address those matters on which we are now challenged by NH, largely concerning 
information NH has recently supplied or not provided at all. 


 


2.2. Secretary of State’s Question 3 


“The Applicant is asked to comment on the consultation responses from the consultation of 
29 April 2022 where further information and/or assessments are sought. In particular, 
responses from: Stonehenge Alliance; Consortium of Stonehenge Experts; Wiltshire Council; 



https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Save-Stonehenge-v-SST-judgment.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003635-A303.4.1.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Response%20to%20questions.Redetermination-4.1.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003627-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003627-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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International Council in Monuments and Sites UK; Historic England. The Applicant is asked to 
provide additional information and/or assessments or other documents where it is necessary 
to deal with the matters raised in the consultation responses.” 


2.2.1. With reference to Carbon (NH R4.1. para.3.3.4); Traffic Modelling (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.5–
3.3.10); and the Business Case (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.11-3.3.15), please see our separate response 
submitted alongside this submission. 


 


2.3. Environmental Information Review – cultural heritage (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.16-20) 


2.3.1. At para. 3.3.16 of NH R4.1, NH states: 


“The Stonehenge Alliance assert that National Highways, as the applicant, need to inform 
the decision-maker (i.e. the Secretary of State) of the level of potential harm the 
development might cause to any designated heritage asset. This is not correct.” 


2.3.2. This is wholly wrong. Paragraph 5 of Schedule 4 of the Infrastructure Planning (Environmental 
Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 provides that an ES must include a description of the likely 
significant effects of the development on the environment. This includes the risks to cultural 
heritage. Necessarily, that includes individual heritage assets. Paragraph 2 of the same schedule 
requires an ES to include a comparison of the environmental effects for any reasonable alternatives 
(again this includes the cultural heritage impacts upon each heritage asset).  


2.3.3. Paragraph 4.15 of the NPSNN provides that an ES should ‘identify and describe and assess 
effects on . . . cultural heritage’. Paragraph 5.126 NPSNN requires that an ES should ‘undertake an 
assessment of any likely significant heritage impacts of the proposed project . . . and describe these’. 
Necessarily, ‘cultural heritage’ and ‘heritage impacts’ include the impact of the proposal upon each 
heritage asset.  


2.3.4. This accords with the requirement in the NPSNN for an Appellant to address the significance of 
each individual asset (see para. 5.127); similar provision is made in NPPF para. 194: 


“In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an applicant to 
describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any contribution made by 
their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no 
more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their 
significance.” 


2.3.5. Indeed, NH has purported such an exercise in its HIA, in which the level of impact of the 
proposed development has been categorised for individual heritage assets: although, as pointed out 
by us in our SA Response to Env. Info Review, para. 2.3 on p.61 of 109: 


“In its NPSNN Accordance Table A1 (APP-294) NH simply makes blanket statements of less 
than substantial harm. For example:  


‘Less than substantial harm is anticipated to affect designated and non-designated assets, 
including those within the WHS and this is considered below as per NPSNN Paragraph 5.134. 
The Scheme does not identify any instance of ‘substantial harm’ or total loss of significance 
to a designated asset.’ (APP-294, p.A-95, ref. NPSNN para. [5.]132).’” 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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2.3.6. Our following paragraphs 2.4-2.6 in the same document remain particularly relevant to the 
present case, notably in view of NH’s failure to adjust its HIA to take into account the findings of the 
Secretary of State concerning the impact of the Scheme on the WHS, its OUV attributes, Integrity 
and Authenticity (as has been set out above).  


2.3.7. Furthermore, we note with concern that NH has not submitted, for IPs or the Secretary of 
State to consider, the “immersive virtual reality tool” prepared for presentation to the latest 
ICOMOS/World Heritage Centre Advisory Mission (cf. our para. 2.12 in SA Response to Env. Info 
Review, p. 63 of 109). Given this evidence is available and clearly pertinent to the impact of the 
proposal there is no good reason why it should be withheld from the Secretary of State or Interested 
Parties. 


 


2.4. Environmental Information Review – other topics (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.21-22) 


2.4.1. With reference to NH R4.1., para 3.3.21, concerning Landscape and Visual aspects of the road 
scheme, we disagree with NH and stand by our submissions at SA Response to Env. Info Review on 
Assessment of Setting: paras 2.7–2.10, pp. 62-63 of 109; and Landscape and Visual: paras. 3.1–3.13, 
pp. 64-67 of 109. 


2.4.2. With reference to NH R4.1, para. 3.3.22, concerning Noise and Vibration, we refer the 
Secretary of State to our paragraphs 5.2-5.10 at pp. 71-74 of 109 of SA Response to Env. Info Review, 
where we point to the present lack of any method for dealing with potential impacts of vibration 
from tunnelling on archaeological deposits and features. We reiterate our opinion that, having no 
expertise on the matter and in view of its earlier statements in its report, the ExA was irrational to 
assume that Wiltshire Council, Historic England and HMAG could devise a reliable method for 
dealing with such impacts without prior experience or known precedents. We stand by our view on 
this matter and see no reason to have confidence in these bodies’ ability to devise a method of 
protecting archaeological remains from the effects of vibration that would be wholly effective in the 
peculiarly sensitive circumstances of this case.  Please see also our parallel submission by Dr George 
Reeves on Geology and Soils, Noise and Vibration, and Adverse Impacts of Tunnelling Through Chalk. 


2.4.3. We note that, e.g., for the Cut and Cover tunnel extension, it is suggested that  


“Significant impacts upon archaeological monuments and deposits due to construction 
vibration are not anticipated. The possibility of physical and other effects on heritage assets 
positioned above the tunnel would be managed through the placement and operation of 
ground movement monitoring stations during construction works.” (NH R4.4, para. 6.1.5)  


Monitoring stations do not, however, “manage” physical effects of vibration and no information is 
supplied on how any damaging effects would be prevented. 


 


2.5. Alternatives (ref. NH R4.1, paras. 3.3.23-28) 


2.5.1. In response to NH’s claims in its paras. 3.3.23-26 of NH R4.1, we would refer the Secretary of 
State to paras. 3.2-3.8 of SA Response to Env. Info Review at pp. 83-85 of 109, which refute 
assertions now made by NH and by which we stand. 


2.5.2. The incomplete information which has been provided by NH on new longer tunnel alternatives 
is addressed at our Section 3, below. The alternatives assessment in relation to those options that 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

mailto:https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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avoid the WHS (a) non-road engineering alternatives and (b) a WHS bypass continues to be 
materially deficient. These are both obviously material alternatives on the basis of the evidence 
available. This is because (a) they would obviate the permanent, major and irreversible harm which 
the current proposal would cause to the WHS and other heritage assets and they would not risk the 
WHS being de-listed; (b) they are both significantly cheaper than the current proposal: this is 
particularly relevant in circumstances where NH argues that cost is a reason to reject longer tunnel 
alternatives; and (c) they would not result in the harm which tunnelling will very likely lead to (as has 
been repeatedly stated by the Stonehenge Alliance and as is set out in the paper accompanying this 
submission by Dr George Reeves on Geology and Soils, Noise and Vibration, and Adverse Impacts of 
Tunnelling Through Chalk.  


2.5.3. Concerning non-road engineering alternatives, mentioned in NH R4.1, para. 3.3.28, NH has 
neglected to consider traffic management measures and the potential for road user charging in 
future, both of which we had referred to and could provide alternatives to new road building at a 
time when reduction in road traffic is necessary to address zero carbon targets and inevitable owing 
to rises in fuel prices. This is more pertinent now since the Net Zero judgment1 and the judge’s 
emphasis on the importance of the advice from the Climate Change Committee which has 
highlighted the need for traffic reduction. Please see our submissions on this matter in SA Response 
to Env. Info Review, ‘Non-Expressway Alternatives’ at Section 6, paras. 6.1-6.9 (and especially para. 
6.9), on pp. 95-97 of 109; and on ‘Transport, Carbon and Economic Issues’ summarised at Section 7, 
notably paras. 7.2 and 7.5 (second para under this number) on pp. 42-43 of 109. Please also see our 
separate submission to this stage of the consultation on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business 
Case, Cumulative Impacts and Alternatives.   
 
2.5.4. NH’s response in relation to a bypass is wholly inadequate. Paragraph 3.3.23 of Document 4.1 
makes clear that NH continues to rely upon its rejection of this option during the options appraisal 
(in 2017). This was five years ago. The information contained in the document signposted by NH 
(Technical Appraisal Report Appendices G and H) amounts to five paragraphs which are said to cover 
all of the relevant environmental impacts. Further, that assessment was conducted at a time when 
NH was asserting (as it still does) that its preferred option was beneficial in heritage terms. That 
position is untenable following the recommendation of the ExA and the Secretary of State’s decision. 
It can also be noted that no consideration has been given to the relative carbon impacts (including 
the embodied carbon in a concrete tunnel structure) of the tunnel proposal vs a surface route.  


2.5.5. Paragraph 3.3.25 of NHR4.1 states that the information it is relying upon ‘was a level of 
assessment appropriate for the early project development stage of options appraisal’. Whether or 
not that is the case, it is clearly not adequate in circumstances where (a) the High Court has stated 
that alternatives are an obviously material consideration to be taken into account in the decision as 
a result of the major and permanent irreversible harm of the proposed scheme; (b) the Secretary of 
State has explicitly asked for additional evidence on alternatives (not limited to the tunnel options); 
and (c) the F010 surface bypass presents an option which, prima facie (i) is cheaper than the 
proposed scheme, (ii) would take the A303 entirely away from the heart of the WHS, removing the 
sight and sound of traffic, (iii) is clearly beneficial in heritage terms as it would not involve any loss of 
fabric to the WHS and its heritage assets and would have limited impact upon its setting, (iv) would 
allow greater re-connection of the northern and southern parts of the WHS, (v) would improve 
biodiversity within the WHS and ensure better protection for Annex I protected bird species; (vi) will 
not risk the WHS from being de-listed, (vii) meets NH’s aim of relieving congestion on the A303, and 
(viii) may have a lower carbon impact overall than the proposed scheme. 


 
1 R(oao Friends of the Earth Ltd) v SSBEIS [2022] EWHC 1841 (Admin) 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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2.5.6. In circumstances where the proposed scheme would cause major permanent adverse harm to 
the WHS and risks it being de-listed by the World Heritage Committee it would be irrational for the 
Secretary of State not to consider the southern bypass option in more detail.  


 


2.6. Secretary of State’s Question 4 


“The Secretary of State notes that Stonehenge Alliance has identified that biodiversity 
baseline surveys and reports and issues relating to adverse impacts of tunnelling through 
chalk bedrock have not been provided. The Applicant is asked to respond on the accuracy of 
this statement, and if the statement is correct, the Applicant is asked to provide the Secretary 
of State with all relevant information, surveys and reports on this matter.” 


2.6.1. Biodiversity (NH R4.1, Section 4, paras. 4.2.1-21, pp. 56-61 of 81) 


Biodiversity baseline surveys and reports (ref. NH R4.1, para 4.2.1) 


2.6.1.1. The Alliance has raised concerns about two baseline surveys submitted by NH, on Butterflies 
and Great Crested Newts, both of which were unfit for purpose for the reasons we set out in our 
response in SA Response to Env. Info Review, Section 4, pp. 67-71 of 109, and by which we stand.  


2.6.1.2. At NH R4.1, para. 4.2.1, 


“National Highways maintain that the surveys for butterflies and great crested newts are 
fully adequate for the purposes of the 2018 Environmental Statement, which was robust and 
sufficient to allow the Secretary of State to determine the Scheme”.  


This is clearly not the case, since no butterfly survey was undertaken prior to the 2018 ES and survey 
data obtained for Great Crested Newt in 2017-18 differed markedly from that obtained in 2021.  


2.6.1.3. In the case of the Great Crested Newt population at waterbody 1, we highlighted NH’s 
statement that  


“Some changes in routing a water pipeline and change in the population size mean that a 
European Protected Species licence will be required, for the temporary site clearance in the 
Till valley . . .” (NH R1.4, para 5.3.32). 


2.6.1.4. We suggested that,  


“In view of the intended changes in preliminary works, it is necessary to know precisely 
where these works would take place in relation to waterbody 1, what they are and what 
potential disturbance they would cause to this apparently significant protected newt 
population. This is environmental information which should have been supplied to all 
interested parties for independent consideration, along with any potential licencing 
conditions that might be required.” (SA Response to Env. Info Review, para. 4.9, p.70 of 109) 


We note that NH has not yet provided any of this important information and that the HRA may need 
to be amended accordingly. 


2.6.1.5. We have not had the resources to investigate all the biodiversity baseline surveys but 
inadequacies identified in scrutiny of those mentioned above clearly undermines confidence in the 
acceptability of other biodiversity baseline surveys.  



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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2.6.2. Issues relating to adverse impacts of tunnelling through chalk bedrock (ref. NH R4.1, Section 
4.3, paras. 4.3.1-4.3.14, pp.61-64/81). Please see our separate submission by Dr George Reeves at 
this stage of the consultation.  


 


2.7. Secretary of State’s Question 5 


“The Secretary of State notes that Wiltshire Council has sought clarification as to how the 
Applicant reached its conclusion that the updated baseline assessment does not alter the 
outcome of the 2018 cultural heritage assessment within the Environmental Statement. The 
Applicant is asked to provide further information on the methodology of approach that was 
applied to the newly assessed assets so as to allow interested parties the opportunity to 
consider and provide further responses on whether the outcome of the assessment set out in 
the 2018 Environmental Statement on heritage matters has changed. The Applicant is asked 
to provide any additional evidence and documents that are relevant to fully understand any 
change in the assessment of heritage assets.” 


2.7.1. Environmental Statement on heritage matters (NH R4.1, Section 5, paras. 5.1.1-5.2.9, pp.65-
67 of 81, and tables) 


2.7.1.1. The Alliance notes that notwithstanding the inclusion of newly-assessed assets in the 
updated baseline Archaeological Gazetteer, NH’s overall conclusions on the impacts of the Scheme 
as being slight beneficial remain unchanged, as does the method of heritage impact assessment. No 
adjustment in assessments has been made to reflect the overall assessment of the Secretary of State 
that the Scheme would have a significantly adverse impact on the WHS, its OUV, Integrity and 
Authenticity. Thus the 2018 and subsequent heritage impact assessments by NH are not fit for 
purpose and do not properly assist the Secretary of State in his decision-making.  


2.7.1.2. Furthermore, Historic England, English Heritage, Wiltshire Council and the National Trust 
have similarly failed to offer adjustments to their assessments of the impacts of the Scheme to assist 
the SoS in his redetermination. 


2.7.1.3. Also, as set out in the submission by the Consortium of Archaeologists, NH continues to fail 
to recognise three archaeological assets as being of equivalent significance to scheduled 
monuments: the remains of a large Beaker-period settlement with burials, a probable Neolithic 
settlement to the west of it and a probable Neolithic settlement at the eastern portal. Large parts of 
these sites will be destroyed by the proposed scheme and therefore, undoubtedly, suffer substantial 
harm. The failure to recognise this amounts to a material failure in NH’s assessments.  


 


3. Secretary of State’s Question 2 relating to longer tunnel alternatives (ref. NH R4.2-8) 


“The Secretary of State notes that a number of consultees have raised the issue that it is not 
clear how the Applicant has arrived at the conclusion that the alternative tunnel routes 
would only have minimal additional heritage benefits over the Development. The Applicant is 
asked to explain fully the basis on which they reached this conclusion. The explanation should 
include full detail of reasoning, the matters considered and any methodology that was used 
and, where applicable, be cross referenced to the examination material or subsequent 
information provided to the Secretary of State. The Applicant should also provide any 
additional documents that are relevant to understand the conclusion that the Applicant 
reached on this matter. The Applicant is also asked to confirm whether the assessment of the 
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heritage impact of alternative routes has been updated to take into account the 7 additional 
monuments that were added to the heritage baseline and provide any additional documents 
that are relevant.” 


3.1. The Secretary of State’s question is in two parts: the first relates to tunnel alternatives and the 
second to alternative routes. NH has only attempted to answer the first part of this question in its 
responses to the Secretary of State. We therefore assume that its paras. 1.2.1 and 1.5.2 of NH R4.2, 
indicate that NH’s (summary) assessments of the heritage impact of alternative routes apart from 
tunnel alternatives remain unchanged from the DCO application stage. 


3.2. Furthermore, it is not entirely correct for NH to state (NH R4.3, para. 1.1.5 and NH R4.6, para. 
1.2.1) that “One of the two grounds of [the 2021 legal] challenge upheld was that the Secretary of 
State was legally obliged to consider the merits of alternatives to the proposed western cutting”. 


3.3. The Judgment highlights that “it has been accepted in this case that alternatives should be 
considered in accordance with paragraphs 4.26 and 4.27 of the NPSNN” (Judgment, para. 285); and 


“The decision cited by Mr Taylor QC in First Secretary of State v Sainsbury’s Supermarkets 
Limited [2007] EWCA Civ 1083 is entirely consistent with the principles set out above. In that 
case, the Secretary of State did in fact take the alternative scheme promoted by Sainsbury’s 
into account. He did not treat it as irrelevant. He decided that it should be given little weight, 
which was a matter of judgment and not irrational ([30 and 32]). Accordingly, that was not a 
case, like the present one [f.n.][3], where the error of law under consideration fell within the 
second of the two categories identified by Carnwath LJ in Derbyshire Dales District Council 
(see [272] above).  


“ [f.n.][3] Which is to do with a failure to assess the relative merits of identified 
alternatives.” (Judgment, para. 275; our emphasis)  


3.4. The “specific obligation in the circumstances of this case to compare the relative merits of the 
alternative tunnel options” (Judgment, para. 287) arises since 


“there is no dispute that the tunnel alternatives are located within the application site for the 
DCO. They involve the use of essentially the same route and certainly not a completely 
different site or route. Accordingly, as Sullivan LJ pointed out in Langley Park (see [246] 
above), the second principle in Trusthouse Forte applies with equal, if not greater force.” 
(judgment, para. 286). 


3.5. The judgment did not, however, preclude the consideration of other alternatives. These should 
still be considered as they are patently obviously material to the Secretary of State’s decision, 
especially those that would lead to a better outcome than an extended tunnel for the protection of 
the WHS, its OUV, Integrity and Authenticity, along with other benefits. (See our response at our 
Section 2.5, above). Indeed, the Secretary of State’s Statement of Matters (30.11.21) clearly 
indicated that the Secretary of State requested representations on all alternatives addressed at 
section 5.4 of the ExA’s report. This includes non-tunnel options. There is simply no basis for limiting 
the consideration of alternatives only to tunnel options. 


3.6. This is particularly so given the fact that NH now relies (to a significant extent) upon the cost of 
longer tunnel options as providing a reason for their rejection, it would be irrational for the 
Secretary of State not to consider cheaper options which would avoid such major harm to the WHS 
and not risk it being de-listed. These include the southern bypass (as set out above).  



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003636-A303.4.2.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.Overarching%20response.Redetermination-4.2.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003637-A303.4.3.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.HIA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.3.20220711%20.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003631-A303.4.6.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20(heritage)%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.6.202207011.pdf

https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Save-Stonehenge-v-SST-judgment.pdf
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3.7. We trust that the Secretary of State will take into account our submission commenting on NH’s 
earlier response on Alternatives (SA Response to Env. Info Review, “Alternatives”, pp. 75-99 of 109).  


Concerning longer tunnel alternatives 


Introduction 


3.8. We note, at NH R4.2, para. 1.2.2-3, that NH stated to the ExA that longer tunnel options were  


“rejected on the basis of a balanced appraisal of operational performance, safety and 
maintenance, engineering and buildability, cost, environmental impacts and heritage impacts. 
Consequently, a full Heritage Impact Assessment was not undertaken for this option”; that 


“There is no evidence that the additional investment required to extend the tunnel length would 
deliver meaningful additional benefits to the WHS that would justify the additional cost”; and 


“in respect of heritage benefits, they were “assessed as slightly more beneficial than the 
Scheme”. 


3.9. In providing further detail on HIAs for longer tunnel options, NH has not adjusted its assessment 
methodology to reflect the finding of the Secretary of State that the DCO Scheme applied for would 
have a significantly adverse effect overall on the WHS, its OUV, Integrity and Authenticity. Thus, the 
Outline HIAs undertaken for the new tunnel alternatives only just made available to us offer the 
Secretary of State assessments that are incompatible with his findings and therefore unfit for 
purpose. In particular, the conclusion that the options are only ‘slightly more beneficial’ is not 
credible when the options are set against the findings of the ExA and the Secretary of State which 
have been set out in the Stonehenge Alliance’s previous submissions.  
 
3.10. If a tunnel option were to be supported by the Secretary of State it is obvious that the bored 
tunnel extension would be materially less harmful to the WHS than the proposed scheme. It would 
involve much less loss of the physical fabric of the WHS. This would: (a) avoid the destruction of 
hugely significant archaeology including the Beaker Settlement which ought to be treated as a 
designated asset for the purposes of the NPSNN (see submission of the Consortium of 
Archaeologists), (b) avoid the most significant interruption of the spatial relationship between 
scheduled monuments in the western portion of the WHS, (c) allow the Longbarrow junction to be 
moved further west, reducing its harmful impact on the WHS.  
 
3.11. The cut-and-cover option would be marginally less harmful than the proposed scheme, 
reducing noise pollution and allowing the WHS to be reconnected visually and physically once 
completed. It would, however, still involve the destruction of hugely significant archaeology 
including remains of the Beaker settlement and have significantly adverse visual and noise impacts 
during the construction period. 
 
3.12. Given the fact that the proposed scheme will result in such major harm to the Stonehenge 
WHS such that it risks being de-listed, the increase in cost of the longer bored tunnel option would 
be a small price to pay. The permanent and irreversible harm which would be caused by the 
proposed scheme represents an enormous cost to this and future generations.  
 
Siting of the western portals for the tunnel alternatives – heritage impact 
 
3.13. The tunnel extension alternatives have been “refined” since they were considered at the 
Examination. NH states that this is largely for reasons related to engineering and operational 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003361-Stonehenge%20Alliance.pdf
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considerations.  The Stonehenge Alliance sees these as substantial changes and more than a 
refinement: rather, as new options. That they are being produced after the event and the draft DCO 
Examination, suggests that National Highways has been anything but thorough in its pursuit of 
alternatives that would minimise harm to the World Heritage Site.  
 
3.14. NH has chosen to site the western portals of both the Bored and Cut and Cover tunnel 
extensions c.80m west of the WHS boundary. It is unclear why NH has discounted placing the portals 
further from the boundary as this would clearly be beneficial to the setting of the WHS. In any event, 
the placing of the portals outside the WHS is evidently far less harmful than the proposed scheme 
which involves the physical destruction of a huge swathe of the WHS at the western end of the road. 
The physical destruction of part of the WHS is permanent and irreversible involving destruction of 
part of the asset itself.  


3.15. By contrast, an option such as the bored tunnel, which does not involve physical destruction of 
the western end of the WHS but whose harm at that end of the WHS is limited to harm to the setting 
of the asset would not be permanent and irreversible. The setting could, potentially, be restored in 
the future.  
 
3.16. With regard to visual impact, NH claims that:   
 


“Visual impacts of the Bored Tunnel Extension are therefore likely to be at least comparable 
to the DCO Scheme for visual receptors within the WHS.” (NH R4.7, para. 5.2.15) 


 
This is clearly wrong. The visual impact of a significant stretch of road in cutting and a tunnel portal 
within the WHS would patently be much more harmful in visual impact terms to those within the 
WHS than a portal which is sited outside the WHS itself. NH’s assessment is simply not reasonable, 
as NH R4.7, paras. 5.2.12 and 5.2.14 indicate.  
 
Longbarrow Junction  
 
3.17. The new longer tunnel options involve siting the Longbarrow Junction in a more westerly 
location. NH states that this would lead to new significant adverse impacts in terms of its visual 
impact (see Table 4 and Table 6 of NH R4.2). However, this has failed to engage with the findings of 
the ExA and the Secretary of State in relation to the current proposal. The following paragraphs of 
the ExAR (in the landscape and visual impact reasoning) are particularly pertinent: 
 


‘5.12.112. The removal of the A303 as a surface road, and of the Longbarrow roundabout, 
would benefit the existing landscape character and appearance. However, its replacement, 
the Longbarrow Junction, cutting and portal, would represent a significant alien intrusion 
into this part of the landscape because of its vast scale, its disruption of the landform, and 
the reflection of its layout within the land surface.   
 
5.12.113. It would far outsize any other element within the WHS and its setting, altering the 
landform radically, through the depth and width of excavation exposed. This would be so 
despite the presence of Green Bridge 3, which would span the main excavation for the 
Longbarrow Junction, despite Green Bridge 4 with its extended width, which would span the 
approach cutting to the tunnel, and despite the cut and cover element of the tunnel. The 
overall layout of the Longbarrow Junction would be transposed onto the land surface 
through the shallow cuttings and continuous hedgerows either side, intended to mask the 
sight of vehicles, which would trace the widely arcing geometry and scale of the junction 
onto the surface.  
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5.12.114. The result would be entirely at odds with the existing landscape character. This 
character comprises continuous land surfaces of small dry valleys or open hillsides, into 
which landscape elements such as field boundaries, byways, and clumps of trees settle 
according to the topography, in an informal rectilinear or forking arrangement. Moreover, 
the increased scale of the road layout, and its increased capacity, would adversely affect 
tranquillity. 
 
5.12.116. The visual impact would also lessen to an extent over time but would remain 
severe. . .  
 
5.12.119. Overall, the effect on landscape character and visual amenity within this section of 
the Proposed Development would be significantly harmful.’ 


 
3.18. The fact that NH has wholly failed to engage with the findings of the ExA in relation to the 
current proposal’s visual impact of the Longbarrow Junction (which rejected NH’s original 
assessments) means that its conclusion that the alternative would bring new significant adverse 
visual effects cannot be accepted.  
 
3.19. Further, NH notes some heritage benefits over and above those of the proposed scheme (see 
e.g, para. 1.8.8 of NH R4.2). However, the assessment of these relative benefits and impacts is 
compared with its original DCO application HIA assessments. This demonstrates how the failure to 
engage with the findings of the ExA and Secretary of State undermine its conclusions on the relative 
benefits and impacts of the alternatives. The findings of the ExA and Secretary of State in relation to 
the heritage impact of the Longbarrow Junction included the following:  
 


a. ‘The Longbarrow Junction would fall firmly within the settings of the WHS as a whole and 


of [Asset Groups] AG12 and AG13’ (ExAR 5.7.241). Seen from above, the Longbarrow 


Junction would ‘dwarf all other individual features, including the Stones’ (ExAR 5.7.243 


and adopted by SoS at DL[10]). Further, its broad geometric outlines would be evident at 


surface level and would ‘appear at odds with the surrounding smaller scale morphology 


of rectilinear fields and small groupings of traditional buildings’ (ExAR 5.7.244 and 


adopted by SoS at DL[10]) 


 
b. ‘The Junction, together with the cutting leading to the western portal, represents a 


single, very large, continuous civil engineering undertaking, spanning the western 


boundary of the WHS. Given the arbitrary nature of the boundary and the underling 


expansive and unified character of the cultural landscape, the junction would have 


effects on the OUV similar to those described for the cutting and western portal.’ (ExAR 


5.7.245 and adopted by SoS at DL[10]) 


 
c. ‘The harm [caused by the Longbarrow Junction] reflects that caused by the cutting on 


the OUV, including a continuation of the harm to the Wilsford/Normanton dry valley. 


Also, the harm to the overall assembly of monuments, sites, and landscape through 


major excavations and civil engineering works, of a scale not seen before at Stonehenge. 


Whilst the existing roads could be removed at any time, should a satisfactory scheme be 


put forward, leaving little permanent effect on the cultural heritage of the Stonehenge 


landscape, the effects of the proposed junction would be irreversible.’ (ExAR 5.7.247 and 


adopted by SoS at DL[10]) 
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3.20. Clearly, moving the Longbarrow Junction further west would be beneficial to the WHS in both 
landscape and visual and heritage terms, although the proximity of the tunnel portal to the western 
WHS boundary would bring some visual intrusion, notably with light spill at night, noise of traffic and 
permanent damage to archaeological remains within the WHS’s setting. This would, in any event, be 
obviously better than the proposed scheme which sites a large road and the portal within the WHS 
itself. 
 
Cost  
 
3.21. The most significant reason NH argues that the longer tunnel routes should be rejected is cost. 
It can be noted that the figures provided by NH in relation to cost are opaque and have not been 
justified by the provision of any detail.  
 
3.22. Further, NH claims that the additional expenditure would only achieve a ‘slight increase in 
heritage benefits’. For the reasons set out above this is clearly nonsense and is unsustainable in light 
of the views of the ExA and the SoS on the proposed scheme. It is further unsustainable in light of 
comments by the World Heritage Committee that the proposed scheme may result in the WHS being 
placed on the list of WH in danger. This is a preliminary step prior to the de-listing of a World 
Heritage Site. When weighing up costs, the Secretary of State must consider the value of the WHS to 
this and future generations. This is not only in monetary terms (through visitor numbers) which 
would undoubtedly be affected by the Site’s de-listing, it is also in terms of (a) research value to this 
and future generations, (b) the cultural importance of the WHS to the United Kingdom itself and to 
future generations of the whole world, (c) the emblematic value of Stonehenge being a WHS which 
is renowned around the world, and (d) the reputation of the United Kingdom in demonstrating to 
the World that it cares for its WHSs and respects its obligations as signatory to the WH Convention. 
If cost is to be factored into the Secretary of State’s decision, then all of these considerations must 
play a part in that assessment.  
 
3.23. NH continues to build its business case on the basis that its scheme is beneficial in heritage 
terms. The updated business case at 3.3.13 of NH R4.1 relies upon a figure of £955,000,0000 for the 
‘value of removing road from WHS’. Such an approach is untenable given the findings of the 
Secretary of State that the proposal would result in overall harm to the WHS (even where the 
benefits are taken into account). In truth, the CBR for the proposed scheme is strongly negative. 
That may not be the case with a scheme which does not cause such major permanent and 
irreversible harm to the WHS even if it is more expensive than the current proposal. Please see the 
Stonehenge Alliance’s parallel submission on the business case (in Section 4 of our parallel response 
on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business Case, Cumulative Impacts and Alternatives) which sets 
out our concerns over the economic case underlying the proposed scheme in more detail.  


A360/A303 junction 


3.24. Despite the potential for a tunnel portal some 600m west of the WHS boundary, NH now 
rejects this (earlier) suggestion on the grounds that a lower capacity junction would be required 
“which would not be compliant with standards for the volumes of traffic which would be using the 
A303” (NH R4.2, paras. 1.3.9-10). NH’s traffic volume predictions are over-inflated and as such, the 
assertion that the western tunnel portal cannot be located further away from the WHS boundary is 
not robust. Please see our response on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business Case, Cumulative 
Impacts and Alternatives for further detail in regard to this. 


3.25. The setting of the Winterbourne Stoke barrow group would improve by realignment of the 
A360. It is suggested that realignment of the A360 would result in additional traffic on local roads 
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(NH R4.2, para. 1.3.12-13, 1.8.16, 1.9.17 and 1.10.6) but such activity could easily be discouraged 
using traffic management measures.  


Impacts on the eastern side of the WHS 


3.26. The tunnel portals and other elements of the Scheme on the eastern side of the tunnel would 
remain as for the DCO application.  NH R4.4, para 8.3.79, which is applicable to all tunnel 
suggestions, states: 


“. . . adverse impacts would persist with the Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension, as with the DCO 
Scheme, in the eastern part of the WHS landscape, in the vicinity of the Eastern Portal, 
eastern approach road, and the Countess roundabout and flyover.” 


3.27. NH emphasises that these works would have an adverse impact on integrity (NH R4.4, para. 
8.3.66) and Authenticity (NH R4.4, para. 8.3.73). Similarly adverse impacts would arise from the DCO 
Scheme and the Cut and Cover tunnel extension on the western side of the WHS. It is particularly 
relevant that the 2021 World Heritage Committee Decision (item 7) drew attention to the adverse 
impacts on the OUV and Integrity of the WHS of both eastern and western cuttings: 


“ . . . as previously advised by the Committee and identified in the 2018 mission report, the 
part of the A303 improvement scheme within the property retains substantial exposed dual 
carriageway sections, particularly those at the western end of the property, which would 
impact adversely the Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the property, especially affecting 
its integrity” (WHC Decision (2021), Item 7). 


3.28. Therefore, although the bored tunnel extension would result in improvements for the western 
portion of the WHS it is important not to forget the eastern portion of the WHS which would still be 
subject to significant physical destruction and harm. This lends further weight to the need to 
consider options which would also obviate this harm such as the southern bypass.  


Overall Conclusion on the longer tunnel alternatives 
 
3.29. It is clear that all of the tunnel options, including the present scheme, will bring some harm to 
the WHS, notably, physical destruction within the eastern portion of the WHS. This militates in 
favour of considering options which do not involve tunnelling, including the southern bypass (a case 
for which has been made above). However, of all of the tunnel options the proposed scheme is 
materially more harmful than either of the alternatives posited by NH. It involves major, permanent 
and irreversible harm to the WHS at its western and eastern ends and risks its designation as a WHS.  
 
3.30. The bored tunnel extension would avoid significant loss of the fabric of the WHS at the western 
end. This is clearly a preferable option in heritage terms. It also involves siting the Longbarrow 
Junction further west which would be beneficial in terms of its heritage and landscape and visual 
impact. The additional cost could be considered a small price to pay given the disastrous implications 
which the proposed scheme has for the WHS.  


3.31. NH’s continued support for the proposed scheme is blinkered and NH has wilfully blinded itself 
to the findings of the ExA and the Secretary of State. It states: 


“The DCO application Heritage Impact Assessment [APP-195] for the DCO Scheme concluded 
that ‘Overall, the Scheme is assessed to have a Slight Beneficial effect on the OUV of the 
WHS as a whole’ (paragraph 12.4.5). Compared to the DCO Scheme, the Bored Tunnel 
Extension and the Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension alternatives would offer potential 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003629-A303.4.4.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.HIA%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.4.20220711.pdf

https://whc.unesco.org/en/decisions/7778
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additional benefits for cultural heritage assets and Asset Groups (see the Environmental 
Appraisal (Heritage) for each alternative, Re-determination 4.5 and 4.6). The overall 
assessment of the Outline Heritage Impact Assessment for the Bored Tunnel Extension (Re-
determination 4.3) is that its impacts would be Moderate beneficial. The overall assessment 
of the Outline Heritage Impact Assessment for the Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension (Re-
determination 4.4) is that its impacts would be Slight/moderate beneficial. Therefore, the 
difference in impact between the DCO Scheme and each of the tunnel extension alternatives, 
in heritage terms, remains that the alternatives are slightly more beneficial than the DCO 
Scheme.” (NH R4.2, para. 1.10.4) 


And concludes: 


“In conclusion, this response to question 2 of the Secretary of State’s 20 June 2022 letter 
demonstrates that the DCO Scheme remains the preferred scheme to deliver the benefits, 
and to resolve the large adverse effect of the existing A303 on the OUV of the WHS. In 
carrying out a balanced appraisal of the benefits and disbenefits relating to heritage, 
environment, traffic, programme and cost, we conclude that the additional cost of each 
alternative over and above the DCO Scheme would not deliver meaningful additional benefits 
to the WHS that would justify either alternative being taken forward.” (NH R4.2, para. 1.10.9)  


3.32. This conclusion is based upon a refusal to accept the findings of the ExA and Secretary of State. 
As Mr Justice Holgate stated in the High Court judgment: 


“ . . . this is not a case where no harm would be caused to heritage assets (see Bramshill at 
[78]). The SST proceeded on the basis that the heritage benefits of the scheme, in particular 
the benefits to the OUV of the WHS, did not outweigh the harm that would be caused to 
heritage assets. The scheme would not produce an overall net benefit for the WHS. In that 
sense, it is not acceptable per se. The acceptability of the scheme depended upon the SST 
deciding that the heritage harm (and in the overall balancing exercise all disbenefits) were 
outweighed by the need for the new road and all its other benefits . . .”. (Judgment, para 282) 


3.33. The refusal of NH to engage with the fact that its claim that its proposal would be beneficial in 
heritage terms has been rejected by the ExA and SoS means that its conclusions on the relative 
benefits/disbenefits of alternatives (including the bored tunnel alternative) cannot be relied upon.  
 


3.34. Traffic Appraisal – Bored Tunnel and Cut and Cover Extension (NH R4.2, Section 8)  
Please see our response on Carbon, Traffic Modelling, the Business Case, Cumulative Impacts and 
Alternatives. 
 
 


4. In conclusion 
 
4.1. The Alliance continues to object to the current DCO application, for the reasons given in our 
earlier submissions.  
 
4.2. We await the report of the latest (2022) Advisory Mission to Stonehenge which will inevitably 
have implications for the DCO application and alternatives to it. Our submissions are necessarily 
incomplete without sight of this report. We would request the opportunity to comment upon that 
report once it becomes available.  
 



https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/Save-Stonehenge-v-SST-judgment.pdf
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4.3. We find NH’s continued support for the DCO application is blinkered and wilfully blind to the 
findings of the ExA and the Secretary of State. Once the permanent, major and irreversible harm of 
the proposed scheme is understood it is clear that there are a number of preferable alternatives. 
Foremost amongst these are those which do not involve loss of the physical fabric of the WHS. The 
southern bypass is an obvious contender and is also cheaper than the proposed scheme. Despite 
this, NH has simply refused to assess it more fully. Even if the consideration of alternatives could be 
limited to tunnel options (which is not accepted for the reasons set out above) then the bored 
tunnel extension is clearly a preferable alternative as it would avoid the loss of the fabric of the 
western part of the WHS. The cut and cover extension, albeit more harmful than the bored tunnel 
extension, would still be preferable to the proposal which is promoted by NH.   
 
4.4. We continue to hold the view that a new Examination is needed for any redetermination of the 
A303 to Berwick Down Improvement Scheme, so that fully qualified independent advice may be 
given to the Secretary of State on the mass of new information that has come forward since the 
Scheme Examination in 2019 and his decision in 2020. 
 
 


Appendix 


Documents provided by NH in response to the Secretary of State’s 20 June 2022 letter  


Document name       Document reference  
 
Q1, Q3–Q6 – Response document     Redetermination 4.1  
Q5 - Environmental Statement on heritage matters - Figures  Redetermination 4.1 Figures  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes – Overarching response  Redetermination 4.2  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Outline Heritage Impact  


Assessment – Bored Tunnel Extension    Redetermination 4.3  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Outline Heritage Impact  


Assessment – Bored Tunnel Extension - Figures   Redetermination 4.3 Figures 
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Outline Heritage Impact  


Assessment – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension   Redetermination 4.4  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Outline Heritage Impact  


Assessment – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension – Figures Redetermination 4.4 Figures  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental     
 Appraisal (Heritage) – Bored Tunnel Extension   Redetermination 4.5 
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental  


Appraisal (Heritage) – Bored Tunnel Extension – Figures  Redetermination 4.5 Figures  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental  


Appraisal (Heritage) – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension  Redetermination 4.6  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental Appraisal  


(Heritage) – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension – Figures  Redetermination 4.6 Figures  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental  


Appraisal – Bored Tunnel Extension    Redetermination 4.7  
Q2 - Conclusion on alternative routes Environmental Appraisal 


 – Cut and Cover Tunnel Extension    Redetermination 4.8 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003635-A303.4.1.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Response%20to%20questions.Redetermination-4.1.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003638-A303.4.1%20Figures.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Response%20to%20questions.Redetermination-4.1.20220711%20%5bArchaeological%20Assets%20within%20the%20500m%20and%201km%20Study%20Areas%5d.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003636-A303.4.2.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.Overarching%20response.Redetermination-4.2.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003637-A303.4.3.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.HIA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.3.20220711%20.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003639-A303_4.3_Outline%20Heritage%20Impact%20Assessment%20Figures%20%E2%80%93%20Bored%20Tunnel%20extension.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003629-A303.4.4.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.HIA%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.4.20220711.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003642-A303_4.4_Outline%20Heritage%20Impact%20Assessment%20Figures%20%E2%80%93%20Cut%20and%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003630-A303.4.5.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20(heritage)%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.5.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003640-A303_4.5_Environmental%20Appraisal%20(Heritage)%20Figures%20%E2%80%93%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003631-A303.4.6.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20(heritage)%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.6.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003641-A303_4.6_Environmental%20Appraisal%20(Heritage)%20Figures%20%E2%80%93%20Cut%20and%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003632-A303.4.7.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Bored%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.7.202207011.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010025/TR010025-003633-A303.4.8.SoS%20letter%2020%20June%202022.Q2.EA%20Cut%20&%20Cover%20Tunnel%20Extension.Redetermination-4.8.202207011.pdf






