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1 Applicant’s comments on responses received at 
Deadline 2 to the Panel’s First Written Questions 

 This document provides the comments of Highways England (the Applicant) on 1.1.1
some of the responses by Interested Parties to the Examining Authority’s (ExA) 
first written questions submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on Deadline 2, 24 
June 2019. 

 The Applicant has sought to provide comments where it appeared to be helpful to 1.1.2
the Examination to do so, for instance where a response includes a request for 
further information or clarification from the Applicant or where the Applicant 
consider that it would be appropriate for the ExA to have the Applicant’s 
comments on a matter raised by an Interested Party in its response. 

 Where an issue raised within a response has been dealt with previously by the 1.1.3
Applicant, for instance in the Applicant’s own response to a question posed by 
the ExA in its first round of written questions or within one of the documents 
submitted to the Examination, a cross reference to that response or document is 
provided to avoid unnecessary duplication. The information provided in this 
document should, therefore, be read in conjunction with the material to which 
cross references are provided. 

 The Applicant has not provided comments on every response made by an 1.1.4
Interested Party to the questions raised. In some cases, no comments have been 
provided, for instance, because the response provided a short factual response, 
or because it reiterated previously expressed objections in principle to the 
scheme or expressions of opinion without supporting evidence. 

 For the avoidance of doubt, where the Applicant has chosen not to comment on 1.1.5
matters raised by Interested Parties this is not an indication that the Applicant 
agrees with the point or comment raised or opinion expressed in that response. 

 The comments are set out in Table 1-1 below. 1.1.6

 



 
 
  
M42 Junction 6 Development Consent Order 
Applicant’s comments on responses received at Deadline 2 to the Panel’s First Written Questions 

 

 
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010027 
Document Ref: 8.34 4 
 

Table 1-1: 

Applicant’s Comments on Third Party Responses to the ExA’s First Written Questions submitted for Deadline 2 

Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

1.0.10 In the absence of an MSA at junction 5a, would a junction designed along the lines indicated by Mr David Cuthbert 
[AS-018] be more efficient and represent something close to the optimum arrangement? 

Applegreen 
PLC 
Comment 

J5a is, for the purposes of the DCO project, required to perform one function, namely to provide egress from the northbound 
M42 to the new dual carriageway link road, which runs from J5a to the Clock Interchange; and to provide access from this 
link road back onto the M42 southbound. In short the J5a is characterised by one way (south) facing slip roads, connecting 
to a single road.  

As described subsequently, all such existing junctions identified in Applegreen’s review, have a free flow arrangement of a 
type similar to that provided by Mr Cuthbert (in AS-018). Such arrangements are demonstrably preferable and more efficient 
to a dumb-bell configuration (as proposed in the DCO scheme) as:  

• They do not introduce unnecessary delays whereas, with the dumb-bell arrangement all traffic is required to slow 
down at the point of give way despite there being very little if any circulating traffic. The presence of the roundabouts 
together with the need to give way is a less efficient arrangement as even without any conflicting traffic movements it will 
introduce an element of geometric delay.  

• They avoid negative environmental consequences in terms of impacts upon noise and air quality associated with 
traffic slowing down and then accelerating away from the give way line. With a free flow arrangements traffic would be more 
likely to maintain a constant speed when leaving or joining the motorway.  

• They avoid the junction being used to facilitate ‘U’ turns on the motorway, with such movements adding an element of 
delay for other vehicles using the junction.  

• The junction motorway overbridge need only cater for traffic travelling in a single direction and therefore can be less 
wide.  
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Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

• Roundabouts, with their requisite land take and lighting requirements etc. are not required.  

The junction design provided by Mr Cuthbert, whilst demonstrably preferable to the proposed dumb-bell arrangement, could 
be further optimised in that the northbound off slip road radii could be tightened to decrease the impact on the Ancient 
Woodland at Aspbury’s Copse. It could be materially further improved by way of moving the free flow junction further to the 
north. This would:  

• Avoid impacts on the Ancient Woodland altogether.  

• Avoid or reduce the substandard weaving length between J5 and the new J5a.  

In order to evidence the foregoing, a review has been undertaken of all the “M” roads in England including the M6 Toll 
Road. Motorway standard “A” roads have not been included in this review. All junctions where a single road connects to a 
motorway have been identified and categorised on the basis of whether they have one or two way facing slip roads and 
whether they take the form of a free flow junction or an interchange. In this case free flow is defined as when traffic can 
move between the motorway and the side road without passing through a give way or stop line. 

Applicant’s 
Comment 

In addition to the Applicant’s response to this question, the Applicant notes that there are a number of conventional design 
forms for which junctions can take shape; this is highlighted in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB) TD 22/06. 
The table provided by Applegreen is a reflection of this albeit without any context and background to the decisions which led 
to the development of these junctions. However, TD22/06 section 2.2 notes: 

“The design of junctions is affected by decisions taken on the degree of access to be provided on the scheme. It is 
important to consider from the outset how much access should be allowed. It may not be possible to cater for the full 
predicted demand. The fact that other roads are crossed, does not imply that a junction should be provided, or that if one is 
provided, it should be omni-directional”. 

In section 2.9, it states:  

“The location of a grade separated junction can have a significant effect on both its operational performance and 
environmental impact. Therefore, consideration of the major contributing issues should be undertaken at the initial design 
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Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

stage to produce the optimum design for comparison with other junction types”. 

The Applicant has taken into consideration the major contributing issues which it has highlighted in its response to this 
question, these factors are also identified in Section 5.4 of the DMRB TD 22/06. 

1.5.5 What is the County Archaeologist for Warwickshire’s view on the findings on the construction impacts and effects 
on known archaeological assets set out in Chapter 7 of the ES and any of the above archaeology related 
questions? 

Solihull 
Metropolitan 
Borough 
Council 
(County 
Archaeologist) 
Comment 

Chapter 7 of the Environmental Statement (ES) sets out the archaeological potential of the areas to be disturbed by this 
proposal. It states that ‘given the number of archaeological assets recorded within the 500m study area, potential exists for 
previously unrecorded buried archaeology to be present’ (para. 7.6.54), and that ‘the potential for the discovery of previously 
unrecorded prehistoric and Roman site is considered to be medium’ (para. 7.6.57)’. Paras. 7.9.12 and 7.9.13 present a 
summary of the predicted impacts and effects on both known and as yet unidentified archaeological features present, and 
concludes that, in relation to unrecorded archaeological deposits, ‘as total asset removal could occur, magnitude of impact 
of major adverse applies, resulting in a large adverse significance of effect’.  

Whilst I am pleased to note that the ES acknowledges the potential for as yet unidentified archaeological sites to survive 
across this area and that the proposal could result in their total removal, I am concerned that para. 7.9.13, states that it is 
assumed that ‘in the absence of the findings of the planned archaeological evaluation,…. Unrecorded archaeological 
deposits would have a heritage value of no greater than medium’ [emphasis mine]. I do not agree with this conclusion.  

At present there is insufficient information available to enable an assessment to be made of the significance (importance) of 
any as yet unidentified archaeological features which could be disturbed or destroyed by this proposal. It is therefore 
premature to assume that the significance of any heritage assets present will be ‘no greater than medium’ and to base the 
assessment of impacts on that assumption.  

There is a potential for archaeological features or deposits of greater than medium significance to survive across this site. 
This could include archaeological features or deposits of national importance whose loss, or substantial harm to, should be, 
as set out para. 194 and footnote 63, of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) be ‘wholly exceptional’. It further 
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Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

states that ‘any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset… should require clear and convincing 
justification’. Should any such archaeological features or deposits be present across the site, which has not yet been 
determined, it may be appropriate for the proposal to be amended to help ensure their conservation.  

This understating of the risk of heritage assets to be present which are of greater than medium significance and potentially 
worthy of conservation also occurs elsewhere in this chapter of the ES. For example, paras. 7.4.16 and 7.8.9 refer to 
mitigations measures to be implemented prior to, or in the early stages of construction, such as archaeological excavation, 
watching briefs etc, without referring to the potential need for the scheme to be modified in order to avoid or minimise 
impacting any archaeological features deemed worthy of conservation.  

As set out in para. 7.3.17 of the ES, this office was consulted on this proposal during the preparation of the ES. This office 
recommended that a programme of archaeological evaluation, including geophysical survey and trial trenching, be 
undertaken in order to help ensure that there was sufficient information available to enable an adequately informed planning 
decision to be made in respect of this proposal (see para. 7.3.19 of the ES). This advice was in accordance with paras. 189 
and 190 of the NPPF.  

The trial trenching had not been undertaken when the ES was published; the conclusions reached are therefore, as stated 
by para. 7.4.15 ‘based on the based on the findings of the desk study and geophysical survey’.  

The recommended geophysical survey has since been undertaken, and a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI, aka 
Project Design) produced for the trial trenching, the scope of which was agreed with this office (see paras. 7.3.19, 7.4.14). 
The ES states that the results of the trenching ‘shall supplement the information presented within this chapter, and shall be 
submitted during examination of the DCO application as more evidence to inform the development of specific mitigation 
measures to be implemented either prior to, or in the early stages of construction’ (para. 7.4.16).  

To date, approximately half of the trial trenching detailed in the WSI has been completed. Unfortunately the applicant has 
not been able to obtain access for their archaeological contractor to undertake the remainder of the trial trenching.  

I am of the opinion that the archaeological implications of this proposal cannot be adequately assessed on the basis of the 
available information.  

The full programme of archaeological trial trenching detailed in the Written Scheme of Investigation, including those 



 
 
  
M42 Junction 6 Development Consent Order 
Applicant’s comments on responses received at Deadline 2 to the Panel’s First Written Questions 

 

 
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010027 
Document Ref: 8.34 8 
 

Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

trenches proposed across the areas it has not yet been possible to access, should be undertaken at the earliest opportunity. 
This will help to define the character, extent, state of preservation and importance of any archaeological remains present, 
and will also provide information useful for identifying potential options for minimising or avoiding damage to them.  

The results should be provided before the close of examination so that an informed and reasonable planning decision can 
be reached, and the application modified if appropriate.  

We would request that we are given opportunity to provide comment on the results of the archaeological evaluation in 
advance of the close of examination.  

This recommendation conforms with the approach detailed in the National Planning Policy Framework. 

Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant acknowledges the response from the County Archaeologist for Warwickshire and can confirm that the results 
of the ongoing archaeological evaluation trenching will be reported and disseminated when available.  

A re-evaluation of the heritage value of the previously unidentified archaeological sites will be undertaken in addition to an 
update of the significance as noted within paragraph 7.4.15 of Chapter 7 – Cultural Heritage [APP-052/Volume 6.1]. 

Further stages of appropriate evaluation and mitigation will be developed in consultation with the County Archaeologist for 
Warwickshire, following a review of the evaluation trenching results. 

1.5.6 Table 7.1 of the ES apportions a high asset value to Grade I and Grade II* listed buildings as well as to 
conservation areas containing very important buildings. Conservation areas with important buildings are 
categorised as having a medium asset value. On this basis, the Applicant, LPAs and EH are asked whether there is 
a contradiction between the medium heritage value afforded to both Hampton in Arden Conservation Area and 
Bickenhill Conservation Area, insofar as the former contains one Grade I listed building and two Grade II* listed 
buildings, whilst the latter contains one Grade I listed building? If so, how would this affect the significance of 
effects for both of these heritage assets? 
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Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

Solihull 
Metropolitan 
Borough 
Council 
Comment 

The methodology to assess impacts on Cultural Heritage using Table 7.1 from DMRB is appropriate. The Council considers 
that Bickenhill and Hampton Conservation Areas qualify as High value with grade 1 listed churches, and at Hampton a 
Scheduled Monument and grade 2* Hampton Manor Clock Tower and Moat House. ES Chapter 7 paragraph 7.3.20 refers 
to a request for information from the Council at the Scoping Opinion consultation stage. SMBC asked for significantly more 
than the assessment of impacts upon Bickenhill Conservation Area and St. Peter’s church.  

Two important views from Hampton in Arden Conservation Area are from the church tower and Hampton Manor clock 
tower. Although not freely available views they are an important experience of a tower alongside their significance looking 
towards them. The clock tower is a richly decorated high status feature, with views out across picturesque English parkland. 
ES Chapter 7 paragraph 7.6.72 does not take full account of this when considering views out from Hampton Manor and its 
formal gardens, across the manors former parkland to the scheme and land beyond. 7.9.19 concludes that the significance 
of the clock tower derives from its link to the house. As a grade 2* listed structure the significance of the tower is clearly 
derived from more. The house is the reason that the tower was commissioned, but does not define its significance. The 
construction and operation of the scheme would impact upon the significance of Hampton Manor and its terrace, walls and 
steps (all Grade 2 listed). The Council considers that both would adversely affect the significance of the grade 2* listed clock 
tower. The ES notes that visual intrusion into the setting of Hampton Manor would affect its significance, and that of its listed 
garden terrace, walls and steps; it must also affect the setting of the clock tower.  

ES Chapter 7 paragraph 7.6.77 considers the views of the church of St. Peter within the village and from the scheme, with 
arable or grazed fields and domestic buildings as foreground and often background. These emphasise the character of the 
ancient settlement focussed around the important parish church on high ground near historic tracks. Its spire is glimpsed 
from some footpaths to the north east, south east and west towards Castle Hills, a notable contrast to 20th century 
infrastructure such as the airport and A45, and a key landscape feature. An important view of the church looking into the 
conservation area is gained from the B4102, emphasising its higher position. Vegetation is considered impermanent in a 
setting such as these spire glimpses, as plants grow, can be reduced, and ultimately fail.  

Chapter 7 of the E.S. contains Table 7.2 reporting the Impact Magnitude. A Minor impact gives a change to the setting of an 
historic building such that it is noticeably changed. A Moderate impact produces a change to the setting of an historic 
building such that it is signficantly modified. Table 7.7  gives a summary of construction impacts and effects on historic 
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Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

buildings and the Council disagrees with its conclusion.  

Hampton in Arden Conservation Area value is considered by the Council to be High rather than the stated Medium; 
Magnitude of Impact is considered Moderate Adverse not Minor; the Significance of effect is therefore Moderate/ Large 
Adverse (not the reported Slight) elevated by the High value of the Conservation Area. Taking into account the scheme 
extent, topography, M42 impact, and distance to Hampton Manor and clock tower this tends towards Moderate rather than 
Large.  

Bickenhill Conservation Area value is considered by the Council to be High rather than the stated Medium; the Magnitude of 
Impact is considered Moderate/ Large rather than Moderate; the Significance of effect is therefore Moderate/ Large Adverse 
(not Moderate) elevated by the High value of the Conservation Area. It would tend towards Large given the truncation of the 
Conservation Area, proximity to the grade 1 church, elevated sections of road and new lighting and noise.  

Impacts of Operation  

ES Chapter 7 paragraph 7.9.34 concludes that the impact of lighting visible in the setting of Hampton in Arden Conservation 
Area would produce a Minor Adverse impact upon its significance. Because the Conservation Area contains very important 
buildings and is of High (not Medium) value, the Significance of Effect would be Moderate/ Slight (not Slight adverse at 
Table 7.7). The combined operational impacts of vehicle and junction lights, moving vehicles and additional noise would 
give an impact tending towards Moderate rather than Slight.  

Paragraphs 7.9.35 and 7.9.36 then note a Minor Adverse impact upon the setting of the garden terrace, walls and steps and 
Hampton Manor. The Council considers that the impact upon the setting of the grade 2* Clock Tower should also be 
reported as Minor but with a Significance of Effect of Moderate.  

The outlook from the manor is somewhat adversely affected by M42 light overspill partially in cutting and partially at grade; 
vehicles and carriageway lights are visible from the manor. The contrast between this band of light to dark farmland flanking 
the M42 emphasises the rural nature of the landscape. Solihull Road and the B4102 are unlit apart from at Barbers Coppice 
roundabout and north of Bickenhill. The scheme lighting at roundabouts would extend contrasting visible light upwards and 
eastward. Airport lighting intrudes less than expected, tempered by a wider conurbation sky glow. A night visit revealed a 
visible but contained dome of light greater than that from urban areas that does not impact greatly upon the dark and rural 
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Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

nature of most of the scheme area.  

ES Chapter 7 paragraph 7.9.39 notes the erosion of setting for Grange Farmhouse (grade 2) and a Minor Adverse 
Magnitude of Impact. It is further from the scheme than the church of St. Peter, supporting the view that the Significance of 
Effect upon the church will exceed Minor Adverse. 

The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant can confirm that the Cultural Heritage assessment reported in Chapter 7 of Volume 1 of the Environmental 
Statement [APP-052] considered both the Clock Tower and St Peter’s Church as assets in their own right.  

With regard to the Clock Tower, the Applicant agrees that views from the tower are important and accordingly these were 
considered alongside views of the tower within the landscape. Whilst the Scheme will be visible from the tower, the effect on 
the relationship with the parkland was felt to be more important. As noted in paragraph 7.6.72 in Chapter 7 of Volume 1 of 
the Environmental Statement [APP-052], given the presence of the existing M42 motorway it was not considered that views 

from the tower would be significantly affected.  

With regard to St Peter’s Church, the Applicant acknowledges that the relationship between the church and its landscape 
setting is important; however, the Applicant believes that the minor impact appropriately reflects the change to the asset’s 
setting. The Scheme would affect one aspect of the setting, which has already been influenced and affected by modern 
intervention. Accordingly, the Applicant does not believe that the change introduced by the Scheme constitutes a significant 
modification.  

Whilst both Hampton in Arden and Bickenhill Conservation Areas do contain Grade I and Grade II* listed buildings, these 
are not considered to define the special interest of the designated areas. In accordance with DMRB methodology, they do 
not raise the value of the conservation area. 

The minor adverse impact on Grange Farmhouse reflects the loss of agricultural land surrounding the asset. The setting of 
St Peter’s Church is considered to be more extensive than that of the farmhouse; therefore, it is considered able to absorb 
greater change and this is reflected in the declared impact.  



 
 
  
M42 Junction 6 Development Consent Order 
Applicant’s comments on responses received at Deadline 2 to the Panel’s First Written Questions 

 

 
Planning Inspectorate Scheme Ref: TR010027 
Document Ref: 8.34 12 
 

Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

1.5.7 Is there a discrepancy between the moderate adverse construction effects on Bickenhill Conservation Area set out 
in Table 7.7 with the large adverse construction effects predicted for Viewpoint J set out in Table 8.5 and large 
adverse effects on Landscape Character Area 2 (LCA2) set out in paragraph 8.9.10 of the ES?  

Solihull 
Metropolitan 
Borough 
Council 
Comment 

The Council considers that there is a discrepancy here in light of Question 1 and the High Value of Bickenhill Conservation 
Area.  

ES Chapter 7 paragraph From Table 7.7 about Bickenhill Conservation Area  

Heritage Value - Medium (the Council considers this High) ; Magnitude of Impact - Moderate adverse (the Council considers 
this Major Adverse as comprehensive change to the setting) Significance of Effect - Moderate adverse(the Council 
considers this Large when considered against existing impacts)  

ES Chapter 8 paragraph From Table 8.5  

Viewpoint J – St Peters Lane in conservation area; Receptor Type - Residential; Sensitivity - High  

Magnitude of Impact - Major adverse; Significance of Effect - Large adverse  

At Landscape 8.9.4 it reports: ‘Within these LCAs, there would be a loss of established trees and hedgerows. the removal of 
which would change the balance of character-forming features and…open new views towards construction compounds…, 
construction working areas and associated activity.’  

8.9.6 notes earthworks operations and materials stockpiles as temporary new features in the landscape, with visual impacts 
offset against existing landform and character-forming features. Of significant concern is 8.9.7 which notes a main site 
compound located immediately south east of Clock Interchange as a new feature in the landscape with localised changes at 
the locations of satellite compounds to serve Junction 5A works. 8.9.8 explains that the agricultural landscape character 
means that new activity and larger construction infrastructure elements would adversely impact local landscape character, 
particularly around Bickenhill. 8.9.10 concludes that impacts and effects on landscape character during construction will 
arise through the loss of distinctive features, the introduction of uncharacteristic and conspicuous features within the 
landscape, and the duration of works:  
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Question 
No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

b. LCA 2 would be subjected to a temporary large adverse effect, as the character area is highly sensitive to change and 
would experience a major adverse magnitude of impact.  

The SMBC Scoping Opinion response commented that:  

‘The most significant permanent adverse single impact of the scheme is almost inevitably that upon the setting and 
therefore the significance of the grade 1 listed church of St. Peter at Bickenhill. .. the noise and lighting impacts of 
construction…will all impact upon the grade 1 church.’  

The Council agrees that ‘Impacts of Construction’ at 7.9.20 would adversely impact Bickenhill Conservation Area. The link 
road would occupy land within the designation at its western extreme, closer to listed buildings including the Grade I Church 
of St Peter than the existing, narrower B4102. Some new road would be on embankments up to 3 metres high. The field 
provides continuity in the setting of the Bickenhill Conservation Area and St. Peter, maintaining the foreground of a rural 
village landscape seen from Catherine de Barnes Lane. The weight given to existing influences upon their significances 
seems excessive, particularly as the M42 is not in principle views of and from Bickenhill Conservation Area. Those transport 
issues are significant, but views towards Bickenhill Conservation Area are clearly of a settlement with pre-Norman origins 
and an important church with spire.  

Construction activity stockpiles, compounds, lighting, hoarding and cabins, fences, plant movement and presence, noise 
and dust would temporarily adversely affect the setting of Bickenhill and Hampton in Arden Conservation Areas, St. Peter’s 
church, Grange Farm and Hampton Manor.  

Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Cultural Heritage assessment in Chapter 7 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement [APP-052] has identified 
impacts on St Peter’s Church and the Bickenhill Conservation Area. The Applicant considers that the declared impacts and 
effects adequately reflect the level of change that would result from the Scheme. These take into account the effects of the 
existing M42 motorway and its erosion of the rural landscape, and acknowledge that the M42 motorway forms only part of 
the setting of the asset.  

The Applicant accepts that there would be a temporary effect from construction activities; however, this is not considered to 
be significant. 
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No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

1.5.8 Similarly, could the Applicant explain any perceived inconsistencies between the prediction of a neutral 
significance operational effect on Bickenhill Conservation Area as set out in Table 7.8 with the large adverse 
effects on visual amenity predicted for Viewpoint J in Table 8.6, both in year one and year 15 as well as the large 
adverse effect predicted for LCA2 in year 1, reducing to moderate adverse in year 15? 

Solihull 
Metropolitan 
Borough 
Council 
Comment 

The Council is concerned that the adverse impact of operation upon Bickenhill Conservation Area would be greater than 
7.9.21 of the ES reports. It states that the church of St. Peter would suffer only a Minor Adverse impact on the appreciation 
of its significance. As a grade 1 building the Council suggests that the impact would be greater. Views from roads are 
reported as non-historic views, but several routes are on historic alignments so views represent continuity in the setting and 
appreciation of DHAs. Views from the church would be adversely affected, by light overspill from the road and new 
roundabout and possibly by views of infrastructure and vehicles.  

At 7.9.37 Impacts of operation Bickenhill Conservation Area is reported to experience No Change during operation because 
the link is in cutting. The Council does not agree; the scheme cuts into Bickenhill Conservation Area and rises from cutting 
through grade to low embankment. Clock Interchange widens to three lanes, with lighting impacts. The impact must be 
Moderate/ Slight or Moderate/ Large. Operation will produce increased traffic, noise and lighting overspill. The Major 
Adverse Impact and Large Adverse significance of effect in Landscape (chapter 8) contrasts with chapter 7 conclusions, 
and supports the Council’s contention that impacts upon Bickenhill Conservation Area would be greater. Furthermore, 
5.3.46 in the Planning Statement and National Policy Statement Accordance Table states that Bickenhill Conservation Area 
will suffer a significant effect but not substantial harm (5.3.47). 

The road position within Bickenhill Conservation Area would remove part of a field and introduce the link, roundabout, 
cutting, lighting and barriers as adverse change harming its setting.  

In Landscape at 8.3.6 it states that the type and location of road lighting means that night time visual effects would not be 
significant due to distances between receptors and lights. M42, NEC and airport lighting are reported as the principal light 
spillage in views. Night time visual effects of road lighting were surprisingly scoped out of the assessment.  

The Council is concerned that an assessment of the area at night reveals lighting at major sites and infrastructure with less 
adverse impact than expected. Topography and vegetation limit views of lighting, and the scheme area is relatively dark, 
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No./ Party 

Question/Response/Comments (and drafting example where relevant) 

except between St. Peter’s Lane north and the A45. This latter part is affected by light overspill from the B4102, A45 and 
elevated airport link, and the close proximity of airport and other commercial site lighting. Views of the new lighting would 
adversely affect the setting of both Conservation Areas and heritage assets within them.  

ES paragraph 7.9.38 suggests that understanding the significance of the church of St. Peter would suffer only a Minor 
Adverse impact because views are from modern roads. The Council strongly disagrees as views of the highly significant 
DHA within a Conservation Area and the contrast between the historic village with church spire and the point from which 
they are viewed arguably emphasises the antiquity and significance of those interrelated heritage assets. Viewing heritage 
assets from a modern road means that the viewer is not standing in an aesthetically pleasing position, but views of the 
heritage assets and surrounding fields, trees and hedgerows allows the appreciation of their individual and combined 
significances regardless of the viewing position. The current roads detract slightly from the pre-1980 setting but not from 
individual and combined significances of heritage assets within and forming the Conservation Area.  

The Council contend that the Value of the asset is High and the Magnitude of Impact would be Moderate, and so the 
Significance of Effect is actually Large from the Moderate/ large selection.  

ES 7.9.39 states that Grange Farmhouse (grade 2) would suffer a Minor Adverse Magnitude of Impact in operation due to 
light and noise impacts upon its rural setting and sense of place. This Medium value DHA is further from the road than the 
High Value St. Peter. At 7.9.40 the ES addresses undesignated heritage assets within Bickenhill Conservation Area, some 
further from the scheme than St. Peter’s or Grange Farm but reported to suffer the same Minor Adverse Magnitude of 
Impacts. This supports the view that impacts on the church will be greater than Minor Adverse, as the value of the church is 
High and of the undesignated assets Low. The conclusion that both suffer Minor Adverse Impact is illogical.  

Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Cultural Heritage assessment in Chapter 7 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement [APP-052] takes into 
consideration all aspects that combine to make up an asset’s setting. The visual impacts are considered to form only part of 
an asset’s setting, and this is reflected in the effect ascribed on the asset as a whole.  

The Applicant does not consider it appropriate to compare the level of impacts between St Peter’s Church and Grange 
Farmhouse, and the Cultural Heritage assessment has taken account of the different reasons for their designation.  

The significance of Grange Farmhouse lies in its function as a farm with associated farmland setting. In contrast, the church 
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has significance as a landmark within the village, with a wider influence within the surrounding landscape. The impacts have 
been assessed in accordance with this differing significance; therefore, it is not appropriate to compare them based on their 
distance from the Scheme.  

1.5.9 Given that the Scheme would result in the loss of several historic field boundaries of medieval origins, and the 
partial loss of medieval and post-medieval landscape as well as ancient woodland, could the Applicant provide 
further justification to the conclusion within the ES of a slight adverse effect on the historic landscape during the 
construction phase? 

Solihull 
Metropolitan 
Borough 
Council 
Comment 

The Scoping Opinion of October 2017 stated at 6.7.9 that:  

’With regard to the historic landscape, the proposed scheme would introduce new earthworks and structures within a rural 
area which has undergone little change since the 18th Century.’  

Under ‘Potential impacts – Construction’ paragraph 7.7.2 notes ‘(g) physical impacts on historic landscape associated with 
the loss of key landscape components as a consequence of construction.’  

At 7.9.27 it elaborates that the historic landscape would be physically impacted during construction,   

particularly as the link would remove several historic field boundaries, some potentially of medieval origin. 7.9.28 confirms 
that construction would remove some medieval and post-medieval enclosed landscape, but suggests that ‘areas of the 
wider surrounding landscape to the east and west of the mainline link road would be preserved and this landscape has 
capacity to absorb change.’  

7.9.29 goes on to conclude that:  

‘As the landscape has capacity to absorb change, and only retains limited elements of historic legibility in the form of field 
boundaries, the magnitude of impact on the historic landscape is considered to be no more than minor adverse.’  

7.9.30 then suggests that:  

‘Due to the extent of physical alteration that would occur as a consequence of Scheme construction, the assessment has 
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concluded that this would result in a slight adverse effect on the historic landscape.’  

Chapter 8 for Landscape varies at 8.6.17, stating that ‘This LCA is a settled rural landscape surrounded and dissected by 
major development and transport corridors. Despite pressures, it remains functional and intact with relatively few areas 
where components break down or transition towards more diverse and conflicting land uses typical of urban fringes.’  

At 8.6.18 it concludes that: ‘Overall this LCA comprises a good quality rural landscape which resists, but remains vulnerable 
to, the pressures of urban fringe development. Accordingly, this LCA is considered to be Moderate value with a Moderate 
susceptibility. Sensitivity towards change is assessed as being Moderate.’  

The Council is concerned that 7.9.26 gives only a Low Value to historic landscape, and concludes that a Minor Adverse 
Impact and a Slight Adverse Effect would result. The rating of Low value because it is common to the area remains to be 
tested further and seems at odds with Chapter 8 rating the value as at least the lower end of Moderate.  

The Minor Adverse impact and Slight magnitude of effect appears to be based upon the statement that ‘the landscape has 
capacity to absorb change…’. This view that undeveloped land is available in which a road can be physically built does not 
in itself show that such change would be absorbed without harm to historic landscape character. The Council considers that 
the historic landscape is actually of Medium Value in which construction would create a Moderate adverse impact giving a 
Magnitude of Significance of Effect of Moderate.  

Table 7.1 from Chapter 7 states:  

High value historic landscape: Designated and non-designated historic landscapes of outstanding interest of high quality 
and importance, and of demonstrable national value.  

Medium value historic landscape: Designated special historic landscapes and non-designated landscapes that would justify 
special historic landscape designation, landscapes of regional value.  

Low value historic landscape: Undesignated historic landscapes; Historic landscapes with importance to local interest 
group.  
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The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The historic landscape is considered to have historic significance and low heritage value as it is a robust fieldscape which, 
whilst it has its origins in the medieval period, has been subjected to further field sub-division in the 19th century.   

The wider landscape is already dominated by linear features, including the M42 motorway; the A45; Catherine-de-Barnes 
Lane; the London and Birmingham railway; and Birmingham Airport.  When assessed against the extant historic landscape, 
it is considered that the Scheme would result in the partial loss of limited, individual elements of this wider landscape such 
as field boundaries and woodland. Due to the nature and extent of the wider landscape, and the design of the Scheme 
being in scale with other elements of the landscape, the change would be absorbed.  

Following the methodology detailed in section 7.3 in Chapter 7 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement [APP-052], 

when considering the extent of physical alteration that would occur as a consequence of Scheme construction, the 
assessment concluded that this would result in a slight adverse effect on the historic landscape. 

Whilst the Cultural Heritage assessment in Chapter 7 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement [APP-052] and the 
Landscape assessment in Chapter 8 of Volume 1 of the Environmental Statement [APP-053] both consider the wider 

historic landscape, the nature of the two assessments varies.  The heritage assessment focuses on impacts to the 
understanding and appreciation of the historic development of the landscape and how this is revealed within the historic 
elements.  

1.5.10 Paragraphs 7.8.2 – 7.8.4 of the ES states that the Scheme has been designed, as far as possible, to avoid and 
minimise impacts and effects on cultural heritage through the process of design development, and by embedding 
measures into the design of the Scheme. A number of standard measures have been identified, which would be 
implemented by the contractor to reduce the impacts and effects that construction of the Scheme would have on 
cultural heritage receptors. No compensation or enhancement measures have been identified as being required. 
The Applicant, LPAs and EH are requested to comment further on this position, having regard to paragraph 5.137 
of the NNNPS, which states that applicants should look for opportunities for new development within the setting of 
heritage assets to enhance or better reveal their significance.  
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Solihull 
Metropolitan 
Borough 
Council 
Comment 

At present 7.8.3 states that ‘No compensation or enhancement measures have been identified as being required’ without 
explaining that conclusion. Whilst the wider ES should explain, a summary of why compensation or enhancement measures 
are not considered necessary is desirable. This issue should be re-assessed once the issue of significance and magnitude 
of impacts has been reconsidered. This is necessary as the Council’s view that the values of the Conservation Areas of 
Bickenhill and Hampton in Arden are High, not Medium. In light of these higher asset values and consequent greater 
magnitudes of impacts upon them, a need for compensation and enhancement measures will arise.  

In considering opportunities to enhance or better reveal heritage asset significances, the Council notes land east of the 
eastern dumbbell at junction 5a, north of the western dumbbell, and north, north west and outside of Bickenhill Conservation 
Area. These appear to be grazing or arable and may be temporary acquisitions. As permanent acquisitions they could 
accommodate appropriate Arden species planting to filter some views of the scheme from Hampton in Arden and Bickenhill 
Conservation Areas. Views of new infrastructure for footpath users might be reduced too. Filtering effects would vary with 
leaf fall. The planting scheme would add value through positive contributions to landscape character and biodiversity, and 
might filter some effects of existing light from the M42 and A45. Other planting opportunities may be available. This view is 
supported by the illustration in the Tree Location Plan (Figure 8.4, Chapter 8). It shows the loss of three groups of trees at 
junction 5a, and a belt of trees at Clock Interchange. The latter currently filter views of infrastructure looking from Bickenhill 
Conservation Area.  

The planting of appropriate and agreed trees and scrub to reflect Arden Parkland character could be agreed with BIA to 
avoid increasing bird strike hazards. A scheme might remove areas where the crop or grazed grass is already a seasonal 
hazard encouraging certain species. Further enhancement could include hedgerow planting and ‘gapping up’ with 
landscape character and biodiversity benefits. This could include planting on land temporarily acquired with owner 
agreements to long term retention taking into account farming needs. This could be particularly beneficial in the zone of 
enhancement including Bickenhill village and the northern half of the scheme.  

Whilst new planting might restrict some views of heritage assets beneficial filtering of views of new infrastructure, traffic 
movements and lighting should outweigh lost views and enhance or better reveal the significance of heritage assets. An 
example might be woodland blocks reducing views of fields north of Solihull Road from Hampton Manor and its grounds and 
clock tower, where reduced views of the road, roundabouts, lighting and vehicles on the scheme above the M42 would be 
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preferable. These blocks could restore Arden Parkland character. New lighting will permanently adversely impact upon the 
setting of Conservation Areas and significant listed buildings within them. Carefully specified and located tree and other 
planting could help to reduce adverse impacts, although the height of the roundabouts and link road above the fields east of 
the M42 will limit the possibility of seasonally filtering views of light sources. Effectiveness will vary with seasonal leaf loss. 

The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant notes the suggestions made in respect of potential additional planting in proximity to Bickenhill Conservation 
Area and surrounding the proposed M42 Junction 5A. 

The landscaping proposals incorporated into the design of the Scheme form an integral component of the Environmental 
Masterplan illustrated on Figure 8.8 within Volume 2 of the Environmental Statement [APP-095].  These proposals have 

been developed within the constraints imposed by the aerodrome safeguarding zone, which have limited the location, types 
and extents of planting proposed to visually screen and integrate the Scheme into the receiving environment. 

1.6.14 Viewpoint DD – Are the Canal and River Trust satisfied that Viewpoint DD has been scoped out for further 
consideration in the assessment on the basis of the reasons set out in paragraph 8.3.32 of the ES? 

Canal & River 
Trust 
Comment 

Our comments on the scoping opinion do not specify where the viewpoints should be, and we note that there is a 
substantial length of canal from which views of the proposed road works are likely to be visible in the wider landscape. 
Viewpoint DD is at the northern most end of the stretch of canal where there is potential for visual impacts. This length of 
canal is highlighted in our deadline 1 representation in relation to proposed locations for the accompanied site inspection 
and includes points south of DD where the canal is not in a cutting and from which wider views across the landscape 
towards the M42 and the order limits are available.  We therefore consider that at least one further viewpoint should be 
selected and fully assessed on this basis. 

Selecting Viewpoint DD within the canal cutting does not assess these matters thoroughly and further consideration should 
be given to potential visual and landscape impacts on users of the canal network. Whilst we appreciate that DD has been 
scoped out, we consider that other viewpoints would be more appropriate and less likely to be scoped out. See map below 
for assistance. 
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The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant refers the ExA to the response provided at Deadline 3 [Doc 8.33] to the Canal & River Trust’s Written 
Representation [REP1-009], which responds to concerns over the potential visibility of the Scheme from other viewpoints 

along the Grand Union Canal south of Viewpoint DD. 

1.7.15 ES para 9.9.102 [APP-054] notes that pre-construction checks, as detailed in the OEMP, would be undertaken pre- 
construction to confirm the status of otter activity on the watercourses within the Order Limits, and appropriate 
avoidance measures would be implemented in the event that they were found to be present.   

Examples of the avoidance measures have not been provided.   

Please can the Applicant provide examples of measures that may be implemented in this event, explain how they 
are secured, and indicate if any relevant statutory body, eg NE, would have any role in agreeing the measures and 
ensuring they are implemented, where required? 

Natural 
England 
comment 

Natural England is the licensing authority and, therefore, could potentially issue a licence if it were required although this 
would be determined via the licensing process.  

It is for the applicant to suggest the avoidance measures. If they can come up with ways of avoiding impacts they shouldn’t 
need a licence.  

The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant refers the ExA to the response provided by the Applicant within Document 8.6 Response to the Examining 
authorities First Round of Written Questions [REP2-007]. 
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1.7.16 It is noted that in relation to Bickenhill Meadows SSSI, dipwell monitoring, in order to record water table levels, is 
ongoing and is intended to continue for two years post-submission of the DCO application, the outcomes of which 
will be shared with NE. Further monitoring would be undertaken during construction (period to be agreed with NE) 
and the first five operational years of the Proposed Development, and would include hydrological and vegetation 
monitoring to determine the success of the mitigation solution. It is not indicated where this is secured in the DCO 
or other legally binding document, or what action would be taken in the event that the mitigation was found not to 
be effective. Please can the Applicant provide this information?  

Natural 
England 
comment 

Natural England welcomes the continuation of monitoring for two years post DCO submission and will need to have sight of 
the findings.   

We also welcome further monitoring during construction (period to be agreed) and the first 5 years of the proposed 
development. We will require this to be formally secured.  

We have also discussed with the applicant the need to more clearly define what prior provision will be made in the event, 
once operational, the passive solution indicated that insufficient water was being fed into the SSSI Unit. The applicants 
agreed to consider the installation of ‘ghost infrastructure’ for this purpose. We are awaiting further details.  

The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant can confirm that data collected as part of the monitoring of the SE SSSI Unit will be provided to Natural 
England. Monitoring of the SSSI will be secured by Requirement 4 of the dDCO. 

The Applicant is continuing to consider the installation of infrastructure that may be required in the unlikely event that 
insufficient water is fed into the SE SSSI Unit.  The Applicant will continue to engage with Natural England to determine 
what, if any, pumped solution in the dDCO is required to be implemented. 
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1.7.17 In respect of Aspbury’s Copse pLWS, it is explained in the ES that the effectiveness of the compensation measures 
would be evaluated through post-construction monitoring and that, where necessary, the data would inform the 
prescriptions for its future management, although it does not indicate what these could be. Please could the 
Applicant provide examples of management measures that could be implemented, and indicate if any relevant 
statutory body, eg NE, would have any role in agreeing the measures and ensuring they are implemented, 
where required? 

Natural 
England 
comment 

Natural England would recommend consultation with the Forestry Commission over the woodland management plan. NE 
would expect to be consulted on the management plan, particularly on the detail of the monitoring plan, including arising 
management actions. 

The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant will discuss with Natural England further the need to include the Forestry Commission over a woodland 
management plan.   

The Applicant can confirm that management plans produced that are associated within the Aspbury’s Copse will be shared 
with Natural England.  

1.7.20 ES paragraph 9.9.30 states that the loss of ancient woodland from Aspbury’s Copse totals 0.46ha. 

ES Appendix 9.2, Appendix 1, Figure 1 depicts the anticipated loss of ancient woodland as 0.58ha. 

NE, in their response of 2 October 2018 to the Applicant, state the loss would be 0.33ha in total. Please could the 
Applicant and NE address these discrepancies? 

Natural 
England 
comment 

Natural England understands that this discrepancy has likely arisen as a result of both parties using different calculations for 
ancient woodland. Natural England has based the figure on the loss of Aspbury’s Copse ancient woodland in respect of the 
Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI) post removal of the ‘highly disturbed land’ (HDL) in 2018. This HDL was a result of the 
original development of the motorway.  
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The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant agrees with Natural England that the discrepancy has likely arisen as a result of both parties using different 
calculations for ancient woodland.  

In relation to habitat loss, Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement concludes correctly that there will be a loss of 0.46 ha 
of ancient woodland. In relation to the ‘loss’ of 0.33 ha ancient woodland that is referred to in Paragraph 7.3.4 of Natural 
England’s representation, the Applicant wishes to clarify that this is not a habitat loss resulting from the Scheme, rather this 
represents the area of de-designated ancient woodland. This information formed part of the baseline of the assessment and 
is therefore included within the biodiversity assessment. 

The Figure in Appendix 9.2 [APP-130/Volume 6.3] shows that prior to the re-designation, 0.578 ha of ancient woodland 

would have been lost to the Scheme. The re-designation meant that 0.214 ha was no longer considered to be ancient 
woodland and, subsequently, the loss of ancient woodland to the Scheme was 0.364 ha. However, after this technical note 
was produced [APP-130/Volume 6.3], the Limits of Deviation for the Scheme were calculated, increasing the possible total 
area of ancient woodland loss to 0.46 ha, as stated in Chapter 9: Biodiversity of the Environmental Statement [APP-
054/Volume 6.1]. 

1.7.25 The Applicant, NE and the Woodland Trust are asked how the success of the new woodland planting and 
translocation of ancient woodland soils and habitat might be affected by the proposed area being adjacent to the 
eastern boundary of the M42 motorway and new slip road? 

Woodland 
Trust 
comment 

It is unlikely that the translocated soils will be further impacted by the proposed development, as it is the Trust’s opinion that 
the damage to the ancient woodland has already occurred and many of the characteristics of the soil will have already been 
lost or harmed.   

One of the key issues that arise where areas of woodland and new planting are sited next to roads or motorways is the 
inevitable impact from high levels of nitrous oxide and other pollutants by motorway traffic1.   

Such vehicle emissions can impact on vegetation both directly through deposition into the surrounding habitat, or indirectly 
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by atmospheric chemical reactions2. 

Where new areas of planting are established, increasing nitrogen can alter the outcome of competitive interactions, 
changing the character of woodland vegetation3 and affecting species composition.  

The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant is unclear which characteristics of the soil the Trust feels will be lost or harmed, so any response can be 
considered with regards to the soil translocation methodology.   

Notwithstanding the above, the Applicant is committed to protect the characteristics of disturbed soil as much as practicable 
by implementing a soil translocation methodology. This method covers the removal, storage and relocation of the soil from 
Aspbury’s Copse to the compensation planting area and will form part of the CEMP. Natural England has stated it does not 
oppose the approach as set out within Annex F: Ancient Woodland Translocation Technical Note V.1 of Appendix 9.2 Phase 
1 & Phase 2 Habitat Survey Report [APP-130/Volume 6.3].  

For the matters relating to vehicle emissions, the Applicant wishes to direct the ExA to the response provided on Question 
1.7.25 in the first set of written questions [Volume 8.6] where these matters are discussed further.  

The Applicant can confirm it will identify the most suitable location for the translocated soils within the compensation area. 
This location is likely to be located away from the new slip roads and centrally within compensation area.  

1.7.34 It is not stated in the NSER whether the European sites and features to be included in the HRA and the 
methodology that was used were agreed with the statutory nature conservation body (SNCB) and/or other relevant 
body. 

i. Please can the NE confirm whether they are satisfied that the correct sites and features have been assessed
in the NSER?

Please can the Applicant set out the extent of agreement with relevant consultees to the approach taken to 
undertaking the assessment? 

Natural 
England 

(i)Natural England confirms it is satisfied with the European sites and features included the HRA as well as the methodology
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comment utilised in the ‘No Significant Effects Report’ (NSER). 

We confirm we had sight of the NSER prior to DCO submission in draft form HE551485- ACM-LSI-ZZ_SW_ZZ_ZZ-RP-DC-
0608 AECOM (Version 1 – Issued for comment – September 2018).  

Further, Natural England has reviewed the Habitat Regulations Assessment – ‘No Significant Effects Report’ submitted as 
part of the DCO and has concluded there is no potential for Likely Significant Effects (LSE) or ‘Adverse Effects’ on the 
Integrity of any European Sites. 

The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant acknowledges the conclusion made by Natural England. 

1.7.40 It is noted in NSER Section 6 Tables 6- 1 to 6-4 that no formal consultation had yet been undertaken with the 
relevant statutory bodies. Please can the Applicant state whether subsequent consultation has taken place, 
particularly with NE, and indicate the extent of any agreement with the conclusions of the HRA? 

Natural 
England 
Comment 

See response to 1.7.34.  

Further, in our Section 42 response dated 2 October 2018 we stated: 

‘European sites are afforded protection under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, as amended (the 
‘Habitats Regulations’). The application site is located in excess of 15km of the following (i.e. it’s closest) European 
designated sites (also commonly referred to as Natura 2000 sites):  

Ensor’s Pool SAC

Fens Pools SAC

Cannock Extension Canal SAC

The River Mease SAC
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Natural England has reviewed the evidence contained in the applicant’s draft (shadow) Habitat Regulations Assessment – 
No Significant Effects Report. The HRA screening exercise has concluded that there is no potential for Likely Significant 
Effects or Adverse Effects on the Integrity of any of the sites in question, either as a result of the scheme, either alone or in 
combination with other plans or projects. Given the intervening distance and the lack of specific environmental pathways 
between the application site and the designated sites in question, NE concurs with its conclusions.   

In summary, Natural England advises that there will be no need for the Secretary of State for Transport to progress 
the assessment to Appropriate Assessment stage.’  

The 
Applicant’s 
Comment 

The Applicant acknowledges the summary statement made by Natural England. 

1.11.7 A feature of the traffic at Junction 6 on the M42 is its variability, both at peak times and over the year in response to 
exhibitions, events and holidays etc. Moreover, this variability appears to significantly affect congestion. In the TA 
this variability is addressed by the year of parking and traffic data obtained from the NEC and the resulting traffic 
flow on South Way for 2017 [APP-174, Figures 6.4-6.6]. However, the 2016 peak hour modelled flows of 782 AM and 
762 PM [APP-174, Figure 6.2], reflect the average actually observed (600-800). It is therefore inevitable (not just 
possible) that flows higher than the modelled flows will occur quite frequently (and from the daily distribution, 
APP-174 Figure 6.4) on about 37% of days. The traffic modelling would thus appear to effectively ignore much of 
the variability identified, some of which is substantial. Is that a fair assessment? And, if not, why not? 

Genting 
Solihull 
Limited 
Comment 

The data provided in the Traffic Assessment (APP-174) appears to be out of date based on when the information was 
originally obtained. Our vehicle numbers increased in 2017 by circa 164,000 vehicles compared to 2016, and our vehicle 
numbers increased again in 2018 by circa 47,000 vehicles compared to 2017. 2019 is already showing another increase of 
circa 37,000 vehicles compared to 2018. We would welcome an assurance or confirmation that the traffic modelling has 
taken into account, or will take into account, the increased figures. 
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The 
Applicant's
Comment 

Figures 7.3 and 7.4 of the DCO Transport Assessment Report [APP-174/Volume 7.2] show the average annual daily traffic 
(AADT) for the Do Minimum (without the scheme) and Do Something (with the scheme) respectively for the years 2016, 
2021 and 2041.  For South Way, the AADT volumes increase by around 95% from the 2016 to 2041.  The modelling has 
therefore assumed an almost doubling in the daily traffic using South Way. 


