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1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

This Technical Note has been prepared by Transport Planning Associates (“TPA”, “we” and/
or “our”) in accordance with the instructions received from SmithsonHill Limited
(“SmithsonHill” and/or the “Appellant”). It relates to the refusal of SmithsonHill’s outline
planning application1 to South Cambridgeshire District Council (the “District Council”) for:
“an AgriTech Park comprising 112,000m2 of gross employment floor space,
supporting infrastructure, amenities and landscape works including publicly
accessible informal space, enhancements to parkland vehicle and cycle
parking, bus and cycle interchange on land west of A1301/north of A505,
infrastructure works including vehicular access, highway improvement works,
pedestrian and cycle bridge and primary electricity sub station and associated
works” (the “proposed development”)

1.2

The application was supported by a Transport Assessment undertaken by Alan Baxter
Associates (“ABA”), but the application was refused by Notice dated 13 March 2018.

1.3

Nine reasons for refusal (“RfR”) are cited in the District Council’s Refusal of Planning
Permission [Appendix A]. Insofar as they relate to transport, the District Council’s principal
allegations are that:
the proposed low levels of car and cycle parking and non-car travel for the
development would not be sufficient to meet demand and would result in inappropriate
parking (RfR 7);
the road network in this locality is already congested (RfR 5 & 6);
there is insufficient information in the ABA Transport Assessment to demonstrate the
full extent of the development’s impact on the local highway network (RfR 5);
there is uncertainty as to the impacts of the development on the strategic highway
network (RfR 5); and that
the applicant has not demonstrated that the development would have a satisfactory
impact on the local highway network (RfR 5).
The Purpose of this Technical Note

1.4

1

This Technical Note responds to the “principal outstanding issues” as identified by the District
Council and Cambridgeshire County Council (“CCC”) in their letter of 24 December 2018
(Appendix B) with the aim of removing the holding objections previously made by CCC” and
Highways England (“HE”). The “principal outstanding issues” responded to in this Technical
Note are referenced as per that letter for ease.

Application Number S/4099/17/OL
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1.5

The “principal outstanding issues” are understood to be a summarised version of the
document dated 1 March 2018 prepared by the Transport Assessment Team at CCC, which
have been attached as Appendix C.

1.6

It will refer to and/ or extract data from:
the Transport Assessment (ref. 1736-001) (“ABA Transport Assessment”) prepared by
Alan Baxter Associates (“ABA”);
our Traffic Modelling Report (reference 1803-72/TN01, August 2018) (“Traffic
Modelling Report”) provided at Appendix 2 to the Appellant’s Statement of Case (23
August 2018);
the Transport Assessment (ref. 173279, dated December 2018) (“Wellcome Transport
Assessment”) of the Wellcome Genome Development Project (SCDC ref.
S/4329/18/OL) prepared by Vectos;
the Whittlesford Parkway Station Transport Masterplan Stage One Report: Baseline
Conditions and Initial Options (dated 30 October 2018) prepared by WYG on behalf of
the Greater Cambridge Partnership; and
the Whittlesford Parkway Station Transport Masterplan Stage Two Report: Plans and
Proposals (dated 18 December 2018) prepared by WYG on behalf of the Greater
Cambridge Partnership.

1.7

A series of meetings were held between the parties between January and early May 2019, to
discuss the outstanding issues:
1 – 7 January 2019 (“first meeting”);
2 – 21 January 2019 (“second meeting”);
3 – 12 February 2019 (“third meeting”);
4 – 7 March 2019 (“fourth meeting”);
5 – 1 April 2019 (“fifth meeting”);
6 – 25 April 2019 (“sixth meeting”); and
7 – 2 May 2019 (conference call) (“seventh meeting”).

1.8

This TN has been a “live” document, updated as a result of the discussions held at each
meeting and/or as a result of comments provided. CCC have received Draft versions of this
report and provided comments throughout the series of meetings.

1.9

This version of the TN represents the additional evidence at the time of writing (3 May 2019).
It also includes findings, modelling outputs and revised layouts that were illustrated in other
Technical Notes prepared by TPA and issued to CCC and HE in April 2019, namely:
TN06 – Station Road East;
TN08 – TPA Response to CCC Technical Note dated 5 April 2019 (which is included
here at Appendix D; and
TN09 – Response to HE Technical Note 01 (relating a DMRB review of the M11
Junction 10, i.e. our “Junction 1”, included here at Appendix E).
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2

TRIP GENERATION

2.1

The Trip Rate Information Computer System v7.3.4 (“TRICS”) database was used to ascertain
suitable trip rates for the proposed development. Based on the selected parameters for land
use B1 (business park) five sites were selected.

2.2

Given the variation in gross floor area (“GFA”) and number of employees for the selected
sites, trip rates per employee were chosen in order to provide the most comparative trip rate.
The resultant trip rates from the ABA Transport Assessment are provided in Table 2.1.
Table 2.1

Trip Rates per Employee – Land Use B1
Total Trip Rates (per employee)
Arrivals

Departures

Totals

AM 08:00-09:00

0.365

0.044

0.409

PM 17:00-18:00

0.036

0.289

0.325

Daily 07:00-19:00

1.204

1.174

2.378

Source:

2.3

Table 8.3 ABA Transport Assessment

The anticipated trip rates to be generated by the proposed development have been calculated
by applying the proposed maximum number of employees (4,000) to be accommodated at
the proposed development. Table 2.2 summarises the proposed Total Person Trip Rates.
Table 2.2

Total Person Trip Generation – Land Use B1
Total Person Trips
Arrivals

Departures

Totals

AM 08:00-09:00

1,460

176

1,636

PM 17:00-18:00

144

1,156

1,300

12HR 07:00-19:00

4,816

4,696

9,512

Source:

Table 8.5 ABA Transport Assessment

2.4

CCC suggested that the approach of using trip rates derived from the Business Park category
in TRICS did not correlate closely enough with the proposed development and requested that
a first principles approach be adopted. ABA therefore undertook a sensitivity test in paragraph
5.4 in the ABA Transport Assessment.

2.5

That sensitivity test, which broke down the employment components of the proposed
development into an indicative mix of different use classes, confirmed the AM period (08000900) being the critical peak. It produced similar, but lower, trip rates compared to those
produced assuming a standard TRICS 02/B Business Park use across the site.

2.6

ABA concluded that the initial trip generation exercise presented a robust worst case estimate
during the peak periods. This was based on accommodating up to 4,000 employees on site.
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We endorse this methodology and have therefore also adopted these trip rates for the purpose
of this report.
2.7

When further analysing the mode share ABA adopted two methodologies: a Target mode
share scenario of 50% car drivers, and a Business As Usual case (“BAU”) scenario assuming
a 79% car driver mode share (based on the 2011 Census). During the scoping of the ABA
Transport Assessment and for the purposes of analysing the operation of the proposed site
access arrangements and the potential off-site traffic impact, CCC requested that the BAU
scenario should be assessed in case the Target mode share wasn’t achieved. We have
therefore focused on the BAU scenario throughout this Technical Note in order to ensure a
robust assessment.
Table 2.3

Multi-Modal development trips BAU Scenario

Mode Split
(Primary Mode of travel)
Car Driver

79%

Car Passenger

5%

Rail

2%

Bus

7%

Cycle

5%

Pedestrian

3%

Total

100%

Arr
Dep
Tot
Arr
Dep
Tot
Arr
Dep
Tot
Arr
Dep
Tot
Arr
Dep
Tot
Arr
Dep
Tot
Arr
Dep
Tot

AM
08:00-09:00

PM
17:00-18:00

12Hr
07:00-19:00

1,156
139
1,295
67
8
75
24
3
27
103
12
115
65
8
73
42
5
47
1,460
176
1,636

114
915
1,029
7
53
59
2
19
21
10
81
91
6
52
58
4
33
38
144
1,156
1,300

3,813
3,718
7,532
220
214
434
79
77
156
338
330
668
215
210
426
139
136
275
4,816
4,696
9,512

County Council’s Issue 8

“Trip Rates: Insufficient evidence has been provided to justify the trip rates used.
Further evidence is required to ensure the trip assumptions are based on comparative
sites. It is recommended that where elements of the agri-tech park are currently in
existence elsewhere (in Cambridgeshire or further afield) that these be surveyed in
order to demonstrate the trip generation is representative. CCC requires ‘business as
usual’ mode share assumptions for the impact assessment”
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Suggested Action

“Further work required to identify suitable trip rates”
Our Response

2.8

The BAU mode share assumptions have been used in our Traffic Modelling Report, within
which we have demonstrated that off-site highway improvements are able to mitigate any
impact of the development proposals. .

2.9

With reference to the Wellcome Transport Assessment Appendix I (Trip Generation &
Distribution - Scoping Report), we note that the existing 487 vehicular arrivals during the AM
Peak Hour (08:00-09:00)2 for an existing employee population of 2,210 employees [or total
population of 2,508]3. That equates to trips rates of 0.220 vehicular trips per employee (487/
2,210) [or 0.194 vehicular trips per person (487/ 2,508)].

2.10

In our view, the existing vehicular arrival data collected at the Wellcome Campus represents
an excellent proxy for the proposed development due to the similarities between the working
practices of the bio-tech and agri-tech industries, the demographic of potential employees, as
well as the geographical proximity of the Wellcome Campus to the appeal site 4.

2.11

The trip generation and mode choice associated with the agri-tech and the bio-tech industries
are considered comparable (and in this specific case, considering the location, the best
possible proxy) in the light of:
likely similar research facilities, laboratories, office space, meeting rooms within the
site, albeit focussing on research on slightly different sectors;
similar demographics;
likely similar incomes of the future employees;
anticipated similar car ownership levels;
overall, anticipated similar travel behaviour and mode choice from the future
employees.

2.12

The aforementioned trip rates are considerably (33%) below the AM Peak Hour vehicular trip
rate of 0.289 trips per employee (1,156/ 4,000) employed in the BAU analysis contained in
the Traffic Modelling Report and are therefore deemed acceptable as a worst case scenario.

2

See Table 2.2 (on page 11)
See §2.5 (on page 11) [but note the note below Table 2.8 (on page 15) identifies an on-site person population of 2,508
including conference delegates, deliveries and visitors]
4 Noting that the existing Wellcome Campus is further from Whittlesford Parkway Station than the appeal site
3
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Conclusion

2.13

The CCC accepted this response and agreed at a meeting on 21 January 2019 that the BAU
trip rates are fit for the purpose of informing a robust assessment of the highway network.

2.14

CCC agreement was further confirmed in their Note at Appendix D.
County Council’s Issue 9

“Sensitivity Test: The TA refers to the ancillary uses not generating any traffic,
however as raised in the previous response, the site will not be gated and therefore
these uses could be used by people external to the site. It is not accepted that the
conference facilities will not attract externals to the site.”
Suggested Action

“External trips associated with these uses should be included in the assessment.”
Our Response

2.15

As previously noted in our response to issue 8 above; the existing vehicular trip rate observed
at Wellcome Campus includes conference delegates, deliveries and visitors and should be
comparable to what is being proposed at the proposed development site, yet the BAU
vehicular trip rate used for the assessment of the proposed development is over 49% higher.
This ought to provide CCC with significant confidence in the assessment.

2.16

Furthermore the conference facilities are primarily focused on the employee population. Whilst
that does not mean that external speakers as well as visitors are not to be expected, it would
not be competing with nearby large conference facilities. It is not a conference centre that is
being proposed, but purely an ancillary facility as previously explained in the ABA Transport
Assessment (see section 5).

2.17

With regards to all the ancillary uses in general, the ABA Transport Assessment considered
that they would not generate any traffic on their own merit, in consideration that they would
be in support of the staff ; i.e. ancillary, by definition. The intention of providing the uses is to
reduce external trips by the site occupiers, not to encourage new trips from the general public,
for which they won’t be available. A proposed condition in regards to the size of the ancillary
uses were included in the ABA TA:
8. No single area of floorspace within use class D1 (conference / training
facility) within the development shall be greater than 200sqm (gross
internal area).
9. No single area of floorspace within use class A3 (cafe) within the
development shall be greater than 650sqm floorspace (gross internal area).
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10. No single area of floorspace within use class A5 (hot food take away)
within the development shall be greater than 50sqm floorspace (gross
internal area).
2.18

A future car parking management plan dealt with through a condition can ensure that
appropriate commitment is made in regard to managing the ancillary uses and in combination
with a travel plan this can also encourage sustainable travel choices.

2.19

It is considered that the BAU assessment in combination with the above commitment and
evidence sufficiently address CCC concerns.
Conclusion

2.20

CCC accepted this response and agreed at the meeting on 21 January 2019 that the ancillary
uses are sufficiently accounted for within the BAU assessment and the overall vehicular trip
rates. The matter was discussed again at the 12 February 2019 meeting resulting in the further
reassurances and offer of conditions as per the above statements. The issue was resolved
and confirmed at the meeting on 7 March 2019.
County Council’s Issue 5

“Movement Profile: Raw data for figure 3.13 required. The origin location of trips by
other modes to the area should be used to demonstrate that travel by train would be a
viable option from where they live, if the work location was directly accessible by walk
or cycle.”
Suggested Action

“The number of trips and relative mode share for those that live and work in South
Cambridgeshire 017, should be included in the TA, as should the supporting raw data.
Sustainable mode origin information required”
Our Response

2.21

The requested Census data is included at Appendix F
Conclusion

2.22

CCC accepted this response at the meeting on 21 January 2019 and it was concluded that
the origins were viable for all modes of travel.
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County Council’s Issue 9a

“Land Use: The County Council requests that a worst case be presented of the
development mix. Table 5.7 employment does not consider the worst case of 4,000
employees, it is in effect 667 employees short”
Suggested Action

“Worst case development mix to be assessed (or development mix to be fixed by
condition). The assessment should assume a ‘worst case’ in terms of number of
employees.”
Our Response

2.23

Table 5.7 was presented for illustrative comparison only and the ABA Transport Assessment
went on to use a business park trip rate, applied to 4,000 employees. Table 2.4 below further
illustrates existing mode split of Wellcome employees (Campus Staff). In combination with our
response to Issue 8 above it has been demonstrated that the BAU scenario provides a
sufficiently robust assessment.
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2011 Census vs Existing Wellcome mode share

Source: Wellcome Campus planning application December 2018, Table 3.1 from Travel Plan

Conclusion

2.24

CCC accepted at the meeting on 21 January 2019 that this is a non-issue following the
resolution of Issue 8.
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3

TRIP DISTRIBUTION

3.1

Trip distribution has been calculated based on the Census Journey to Work (2011) data for
South Cambridgeshire MSOA 017. It was noted that in the ABA Transport Assessment
different sets of percentages were shown in the text and in the appendices. ABA confirmed
(and TPA has verified) that the correct ones, used in the assessment, are those included in
Appendix 6 of the ABA Transport Assessment, which are reproduced at Table 3.1 below.
Figure 3.1 identifies the location of travel and percentage of distribution.
Table 3.1

Vehicle Trip Distribution
Code

Direction

%

A

M11 North

23%

B

A1301 North

9%

C

A1307 North West

2%

D

A11 North

28%

E

A1307 South East

3%

F

Abington

0%

G

B184

6%

H

M11 South

9%

I

Chesterford

4%

J

Hinxton

0%

K

Whittlesford

1%

L

A505 West

15%

ALL

ALL

100%

Note – Rounded figures
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Figure 3.1

Vehicle Trip Distribution
D
28%

C
2%

E
3%

F
0%
K
1%
A
23%

B
9%

L
15%

J
0%

I
4%

G
6%

H
9%

Note – Rounded figures

3.2

In our view the distribution methodology adopted by ABA is fit for purpose and uses
conventional assumptions in regard to distribution.
County Council’s Issue 10

“Distribution and Assignment: The County Council require that Cambridge be
considered at MSOA level and the routing for each output area identified. A number of
fundamental issues with the distribution for local MSOAs and those further afield were
set out in the original response.”
Suggested Action

“Revisits the routing from all census origins (also including those further afield).
Comparison should be made with the Genome Campus and Granta Park. Distribution
and traffic flow diagrams should be clear and legible”
Our Response

3.3

The trip distribution was re-calculated and the results are reproduced at Appendix F. As can
be seen, the resultant variations in distribution are negligible.
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3.4

A comparison has also been made with Wellcome and as can be seen at Table 3.2 below the
differences here are negligible also.
Table 3.2

Trip Distribution comparison Wellcome - Agritech
Route

Wellcome %

Agritech %

Moorfield Road

0.40%

Duxford Road & North Road

1.40%

1%

B184 Walden Road (S)

8.90%

6%

B1383 Newmarket Road (S)

2.10%

4%

M11 (S)

9.70%

9%

A11 (N)

37.30%

33%

A505 (W) West of M11

9.30%

15%

M11 (N)

22.00%

23%

London Road (N)

1.90%

A1301 (N)

3.70%

A505 (E)

0.40%

Hunts Lane & Hinxton Road

2.30%

New Road & Ickleton Road

0.60%

9%

Conclusion

3.5

CCC accepted this response and agreed at the meeting on 21 January 2019 that the
difference in distribution (Table 3.1 compared to the figures at Appendix F and those at Table
3.2) is negligible and that the distribution as presented in Table 3.1 above is acceptable for
the purpose of assessment.
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IMPACT ASSESSMENTS

County Council’s Issue 11

“Multi-Modal Impact Assessment: It should be noted that the trip rates and
resulting trip generation is not agreed at this stage and therefore CCC are unable to
comment further on the potential development impacts.”
Suggested Action

“Address outstanding issues concerning inputs before outputs can be considered.”
Our Response

4.1

These have now been addressed as per section 2 and 3 above.
County Council’s Issue 11a

“Bus Shuttle: Evidence to be provided concerning the number of staff that will use
the bus shuttle service and the rationale for the evidence.”
Suggested Action

“Evidence to be provided of the number of likely shuttle bus users. The funding
towards improvements to existing bus services should be provided in a bus strategy
for the site along with details of funding needed and when the proposals become
selffinancing.”
Our Response

4.2

The Travel Plan for Wellcome Campus illustrates a significant proportion of use of the bus
shuttle service. It is therefore considered that a similar provision will result in a similar uptake
for Agritech. The funding for the bus service is dealt with in the planning obligations proposed
in the Statement of Common Ground for the purposes of the appeal.
County Council’s Issue 12

“Highway Impact Assessment: To be revised and assessed once acceptable inputs
are agreed.”
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Suggested Action

“To be revised and assessed once acceptable inputs are agreed. 2017 flow diagrams
to be made more clear and legible Geometric measurements to be provided for
junctions.”
Our Response

4.3

Development flow diagrams have been provided to CCC and are reproduced at Appendix G.

4.4

The geometric measurements for the proposed layouts were included in our TN01, Traffic
Modelling Report.

4.5

With regards to the geometric parameters of baseline modelling, in the absence of the original
measurements prepared by ABA, these were retaken and models adjusted, as requested at
the fourth meeting (7 March 2019). The new geometries are illustrated at Appendix I.
Conclusion

4.6

Geometric measurements for proposed priority junction layouts were agreed at the fourth
meeting. Signalled junction geometries were subsequently reviewed by CCC Signal team,
who did not raise any fundamental issue (Appendix D) and subsequent liaison confirmed
their appropriateness for the purpose of the assessment. The signal team have subsequently
also confirmed that they have no outstanding issues with the 2030 BAU assessments.

4.7

Geometric measurements for the baseline models were similarly found acceptable (Appendix
D).

4.8

In summary, all geometries have been agreed and the 2030 BAU assessments of the
signalled controlled junctions have been agreed.
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SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT - WALKING AND CYCLING

County Council’s Issue 1

“Walking: It is noted that the plan shows walking isochrones along rural roads
through settlements which do not have footways, It should be indicated on the
isochrone plan where this occurs.”
Suggested Action

“Walking isochrone plan to be updated.
Our Response

5.1

The plan has been updated and is illustrated as overleaf.
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Figure 5.1

Walking Isochrones from the Site

Walking routes with missing
sections of footways

Source: Based on Plan 5 of ABA TA

Conclusion

5.2

At the meeting on 7 March 2019 it was agreed that this matter is resolved following the above
response.
County Council’s Issue 1a

“Further information required on the origins of those that will walk to the site.”
Suggested Action

“Home locations should be extracted from the 2011 Census to demonstrate that all
local origins have been considered.
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Our Response

5.3

Home locations of those walking to the Site are illustrated at Appendix F which reveals that
the vast majority of the future employees walking to the Site are expected to live in the South
Cambridgeshire MSOAs 017 (64.5%) and 015 (8.6%).
Conclusion

5.4

At the meeting on 7 March 2019 it was agreed that this matter is resolved following the above
response.
County Council’s Issue 2

“Cycling: Further information required on the origins of those that will cycle to the
site.”
Suggested Action

“Home locations should be extracted from the 2011 Census to demonstrate that all
local origins have been considered.”
Our Response

5.5

Home locations of those cycling to the Site are illustrated at Appendix F and reveals that the
vast majority of the future employees cycling to the proposed development are expected to
live in South Cambridgeshire (61.2%) or Cambridge (28.8%).
Conclusion

5.6

At the meeting on 7 March 2019 it was agreed that this matter is resolved following the above
response.
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SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORT - RAIL

County Council’s Issue 3

“Rail: The County Council are still concerned whether there is capacity available to
accommodate staff travelling to the site with a bike, furthermore, whether there is
sufficient capacity on the trains for rail users. Is there any evidence to support the
assumption that most rail users will use a fold up bike?”
Suggested Action

“The level of use of the cycle parking available at Whittlesford Station during the day
and overnight should be detailed. A comparison should be provided of the proposed
trip generation for the site, how many are expected to travel by rail and demonstration
that there is available capacity on these services to accommodate the development
trips.”
Our Response

6.1

The majority of cycles would not require transporting on trains and are commonly left at the
station. Additional cycle storage facilities will be provided as per the Whittlesford Parkway
Station Transport Masterplan Stage Two Report: Plans and Proposals. This report also
provides a Risk Register at Appendix B, which illustrate that a higher than expected growth
and demand to use of the station is considered a low probability with a resulting low impact.
Conclusion

6.2

At the meeting on 7 March 2019 it was agreed that this matter is resolved following the above
response.
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PARKING

County Council’s Issue 4

“Parking: The control of parking on the Hinxton site could result in additional parking
on surrounding streets In terms of the potential for controlling on street car parking,
the implementation of a TRO will be difficult/impossible. A CPZ is also not a realistic
option. The TA refers to a Car Parking Management Plan being secured through
condition, however the principles of this Plan and maximum numbers should be
detailed and agreed at this stage.”
Suggested Action

“Requires further consideration in terms of parking demand. How will the car parking
spaces be allocated against the different uses?”
Our Response

7.1

The Wellcome Genome Campus currently has 1206 parking spaces with a further 139 spaces
split between storage and compound (therefore not available for general use). 2600 jobs on
site means there is a parking ratio of 0.46 spaces per member of staff, which is a lesser
proportion than the mode share of car drivers, however no issues arise in terms of overspill
at peak times.

7.2

The same mode split applied to Agritech, as demonstrated in the ABA Transport Assessment
which also illustrate a BAU mode split scenario, demonstrate that the parking provision is
predicted to be sufficient.

7.3

Previous advise from CCC on application S/2284/17/FL suggest that “the most effective way
to ensure that the single car driver mode share to the site meets targets is by providing a level
of car parking commensurate with the travel plan targets as an integral Travel Plan measure,
thereby addressing the supply of parking spaces”.
Conclusion

7.4

At the meeting on 7 March 2019 it was agreed that a skeleton Car Parking Management Plan
should be prepared to give comfort that the parking can be managed without impact on the
public highway.
County Council’s Issue 6d

“Cycle Parking: Links to trip generation, which has not yet been agreed.”
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Suggested Action

“Cycle parking to be revisited when trip rates are agreed”
Our Response

7.5

Parking provision in the Local Plan5 gives a minimum cycle parking standard of one space
per 30m2 GFA for land use class B1. The application of the minimum standard yields a
minimum cycle parking provision of 3,734 cycle parking spaces 6 (equivalent to 1,867 Sheffield
type stands), which is proposed to be provided on site.
Conclusion

7.6

5
6

At the meeting on 7 January 2019 it was agreed that cycle parking can be provided in line
with policy and conditioned accordingly.

Pages 231-234
Based on 112,000m2 GFA divided by 30
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INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS

County Council’s Issue 6

“Safety Audits – The County Council require all Road Safety Audits to be reviewed
by their internal audit team to maintain continuity across the County. At the time of the
application this process had not been completed. There is however, one fundamental
flaw with the applicant’s request for a RSA as the trip rates etc., have not been
agreed the form of the junction is at present unknown and therefore any design is
premature.”
Suggested Action

“Safety Audits to be reviewed by CCC once the assumptions about the development
impacts are agreed.”
Our Response

8.1

Safety audits have been undertaken on revised mitigation schemes as per our Traffic
Modelling Report.
County Council’s Issue 6a

“Adoption: The extent of any adoption of land by the Highway Authority should fall
outside the planning process as it will form part of either a Section 278 or Section 38
Agreement, and the Planning Authority have no control of these.”
Suggested Action

“It will ultimately need to be discussed and agreed with the County Council what
infrastructure will be adopt [sic], but this is outside the planning process.”
Our Response

8.2

Noted.
County Council’s Issue 6b

“The improvements proposed around Whittlesford Parkway should be discussed with
Network Rail and the outcomes documented in the TA, to provide reassurance that
the applicant is liaising with Network Rail and the Train Operating Company on this
issue. The County Council are concerned about the proximity of proposals to the
railway line and Overhead Line Equipment, and whether this will be acceptable to
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stakeholders. The County Council are also concerned whether the bridge restricts
what schemes could come forward as part of the A505 study, see earlier comments.”
Suggested Action

“Discussion required with Network Rail re proposed rail improvements. Discussion
required with bus operators and public transport officers re proposed bus
improvements. Also clarify land ownership in terms of proposed interchange. It should
be ensured that any bridge design is future proofed to address the outputs of the
A505 study.”
Our Response

8.3

It was agreed at our meeting on 7 January 2019 that a discussion with Network Rail was not
required.

8.4

Regarding consultation with bus operators; paragraph 5.57 in Whittlesford Parkway Station
Transport Masterplan Stage One Report together with the Risk Register at Appendix B in
Whittlesford Parkway Station Transport Masterplan Stage Two Report: Plans and Proposals
highlights the current views of the operators.

8.5

The bridge design comment is noted and further detail can be provided during the technical
approval stage.
County Council’s Issue 6c

“Mitigation measures are not agreed at this stage, as the development impacts have
not been agreed, and there is uncertainty concerning the measures proposed. All
mitigation measures will need to be agreed during the determination period and
secured through S106 or condition. It is not acceptable to agree mitigation post
planning.”
Suggested Action

“Development impacts and associated assumptions to be further developed and
agreed, as well as a package of mitigation measures.”
Our Response

8.6

The complete mitigation package was shown in our TN01, Traffic Modelling Report, and has
evolved in 2019 as a result of the further engagement with CCC and HE. The complete
mitigation package (including drawings that have not changed since TN01) is illustrated at
Appendix H.
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Conclusion

8.7

In consideration of the evidence provided in the ABA TA and further evidenced by the
additional material in our TN01 and TN04, CCC and HE will be able to conclude that no severe
impact is predicted as a result of the proposed development.

8.8

Noted that, at the time of writing, there are still some outstanding items before the mitigation
package can be considered agreed, we believe that these are not fundamental and can all be
resolved during the reserved matters application.
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PLANNING CONDITIONS AND OBLIGATIONS

County Council’s Issue 7

“Framework Travel Plan: Not yet reviewed”
Suggested Action

“To be assessed and agreed.”
Our Response

9.1

At our meeting 7 January 2019 it was discussed that a Travel Plan could (and would) be
conditioned.
Conclusion

9.2

In their Note (Appendix D), CCC advised that a S106 obligation might be more appropriate
than a planning condition.

9.3

This matter is being dealt with in a Statement of Common Ground, where a planning obligation
is proposed. All remaining planning obligations and conditions are also dealt with in this
chapter

1803-72/TN04
May 2019

Transport Planning Associates
Page 24 of 53

SmithsonHill Limited

10

A Park for AgriTech, HINXTON
Technical Note 04 – Further Evidence

UPDATED MODELLING

Geometries

10.1

As requested by CCC during the series of meeting held between February and April 2019,
the existing geometries for the existing junction models in our Traffic Modelling Report TN01
were verified, as these had been taken from the ABA TA.

10.2

As noted earlier in this TN, in the absence of the original drawings showing the geometric
parameters, as the Existing Junction Modelling was undertaken by ABA and submitted as part
of the original application, we decided to re-take all the measurements for the junctions
included in our TN01 and the models were subsequently updated to reflect the updated
geometries.

10.3

Our geometries are reproduced at Appendix I, while the modelling outputs at Appendix J.

10.4

As noted, the geometries are now all agreed with CCC.

10.5

Modelling results have been summarised in a Table (Appendix K), for ease of reference.
Flow profiles

10.6

At the fourth meeting (07 March 2019) CCC noted that their adopted guidelines to produce
Transport Assessments identifies Direct Input as the preferred profile to be used when
undertaking junction modelling. They however acknowledged that this requirement was not
specified to the appellant during any phase of the preparation of the Transport Assessment.

10.7

The above was noted in consideration of the fact that all the modelling (undertaken on
Junctions 9) was carried out using a “One Hour” 7 profile (formerly called ODTAB).

10.8

TPA believe that, in general, the One Hour profile chosen by ABA represents a better choice
when undertaking junction modelling. Transport Research Laboratory has been providing
TPA with advice in the past and it was in line with the indications included in the Junctions 9
manual8, which suggests a large amount of data would be needed to demonstrate that the
profile is different to “One Hour” and exactly as surveyed:
“If you have accurate data then DIRECT profiles can be the most accurate
method of entering flows. However, you should be careful to avoid simply
replicating noise in your data. Using one of the other profile types (e.g. ONE

7

The ODTAB (in more recent version of Junctions 9 called One Hour) profile shapes this demand into a ‘peak profile’, where
the demand for the first time segment starts off lower than the entered demand (about 75%), rises to a higher value and then
decreases again.
8 Junctions 9 User Guide (Issue C), para. 8.2.2
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HOUR) has the advantage of smoothing out any noise and generating a
smooth profile.
If you know that the traffic profile at the junction is unusual – for instance,
two distinct peaks within the modelled period – and that this pattern is
consistent and predictable from day to day - then you should use a DIRECT
profile. Please note a single set of traffic observations that happens to show
random variations from one time segment to the next would NOT fall into
this category.”
10.9

Notwithstanding the above, and upon further consideration of the actual network conditions,
TPA agree that the application of an ODTAB profile would overestimate the delays at the
junctions.

10.10

In the light of the above, and to offer the CCC the necessary reassurance that modelling was
adequately undertaken, a Flat9 profile was assessed. Modelling undertaken on Junctions 9
was therefore carried out twice, using an ODTAB as well as a Flat profile. Junctions in this
network are expected to perform at a level (in terms of RFCs, queues and delays) that is likely
to be between a Flat and ODTAB profile.

10.11

Both results are illustrated in the modelling outputs and in the summary table.
M11/A505 Roundabout (Junction 1)

10.12

The geometric parameters and the model were updated. It should be noted that the west
approach was found to be particularly different from the previous measurements, due to an
error that was identified in the OS base and that has now been corrected. For completeness,
Table 10.1 also shows the new intercept adjustments applied to the model compared with the
previous.
Table 10.1 Junction 1 Model – Updated Calibration

AM

PM

New Intercept
adjustments
(and previous)

North (M11
southbound off-slip)

18

17

East (A505)

26

South (M11
northbound off-slip)
West (A505)

Arm

Observed Queues

Modelled Queues
AM

PM

85.0 (85.0)

20

5

28

82.5 (72.5)

16

12

10

9

80.0 (80.0)

4

1

20

15

77.5 (82.5)

15

3

Source - Observed Queues: ABA TA, Modelled Queues: Junctions 9 v. 9.5.06896

9

In a FLAT profile, the demand is the same for each time segment.
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10.13

The updated Base Model results are illustrated as follows and demonstrate that the junction
currently operates at maximum capacity during the AM peak and close to maximum capacity
during the PM peak.
Table 10.2 Junction 1 Model – 2017 Base

Source: Junctions 9 v. 9.5.06896

10.14

The results comparing the 2030 Future Base with the mitigated BaU scenario (the signalised
option illustrated in our Traffic Modelling Report, TN01) are shown at Appendix K, which
demonstrate that our signalised scheme fully mitigates the impact at the junction and provides
a significant net benefit.

10.15

CCC have reviewed both models and raised no concerns. In conclusion we are demonstrating
a beneficial impact at this location in a 2030 BAU Scenario and the signal team at CCC have
confirmed they have no issues with the modelling. .
A505/Hunts Road Roundabout (Junction 2)

10.16

The geometries and the model were updated; consistently with the ABA approach and the
pre-app advice, Lane Simulation was used at this junction. For completeness, Table 10.3
shows the new intercept adjustments applied to the model compared with the previous.
Table 10.3 Junction 2 Model – Updated Calibration

AM

PM

New Intercept
adjustments
(and previous)

West (A505)

29

23

South (Hunts Road)

10

East (A505)

16

Arm

Observed Queues

Modelled Queues
AM

PM

120.0 (127.0)

23

33

10

95.0 (90.0)

5

11

13

110.0 (115.0)

13

9

Source - Observed Queues: ABA TA, Modelled Queues: Junctions 9 v. 9.5.06896

10.17

The updated Base Model results are illustrated as follows; as noted in our TN01, RFCs are
not shown as the analysis was carried out using Lane Simulation.
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Table 10.4 Junction 2 Model – 2017 Base

Source: Junctions 9 v. 9.5.06896

10.18

The results comparing the 2030 Future Base with the mitigated BaU scenario (the signalised
option illustrated in our Traffic Modelling Report, TN01) are shown at Appendix K, which
demonstrate that our signalised scheme mitigates the impact at the junction and is predicted
to provide a net benefit at this location.

10.19

CCC have reviewed both models and raised no concerns. In conclusion we are demonstrating
a beneficial impact at this location in a 2030 BAU Scenario and the signal team at CCC have
confirmed they have no issues with the modelling. .
A505/ Moorfield Road Junction (Junction 3)

10.20

The geometries and the model were updated. In the interest of consistency with the ABA
model, no intercept adjustment was undertaken at this junction. It must be noted that, in
consideration of the queues shown at Table 10.5, the absence of any calibration is likely to
result in an overestimation of the existing capacity at this junction, resulting in a robust
assessment of our mitigation at this location.
Table 10.5 Junction 3 Model – Calibration

Arm
North (Moorfield
Road Duxford)
East (A505)
South (Moorfield
Road)
West (A505)

AM

PM

New Intercept
adjustments
(and previous)

14

13

-

Observed Queues

Modelled Queues
AM

PM

- (-)

11

1

-

- (-)

1

1

17

17

- (-)

0

0

-

-

- (-)

0

0

Source - Observed Queues: ABA TA, Modelled Queues: Junctions 9 v. 9.5.06896

10.21

The updated Base Model results are illustrated as follows and demonstrate that the junction
currently operates at maximum capacity during the AM peak and within desirable capacity
during the PM peak.
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Table 10.6 Junction 3 Model – 2017 Base

Source: Junctions 9 v. 9.5.06896

10.22

The results comparing the 2030 Future Base with the mitigated BaU scenario (the signalised
option illustrated in our Traffic Modelling Report, TN01) are shown at Appendix K, which
demonstrate that our signalised scheme mitigates the impact at the junction. In conclusion we
are demonstrating a beneficial impact at this location in a 2030 BAU Scenario and the signal
team at CCC have confirmed they have no issues with the modelling.
A505/A1301 Roundabout (Junction 7)

10.23

The geometries and the model were updated. As requested by CCC, Lane Simulation was
used. For completeness, Table 10.7 shows the new intercept adjustments applied to the
model compared with the previous. We note that the introduction of Lane Simulation resulted
in very different calibration factors.
Table 10.7 Junction 7 Model – Updated Calibration

AM

PM

New Intercept
adjustments
(and previous)

East (A505)

26

28

South (A1301)

10

West (A505)
North (A1301)

Arm

Observed Queues

Modelled Queues
AM

PM

110.0 (72.5)

24

12

9

109.0 (80.0)

11

8

20

15

122.5 (82.5)

22

21

18

17

110.0 (85.0)

20

10

Source - Observed Queues: ABA TA, Modelled Queues: Junctions 9 v. 9.5.06896

10.24

The updated Base Model results are illustrated as follows and at Appendix K and
demonstrate that the junction currently operates at maximum capacity during the AM peak
and close to maximum capacity during the PM peak. Considering the PM calibration in Table
10.7, this is likely to be an underestimate of delay during PM peak period.
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Table 10.8 Junction 7 Model – 2017 Base

Source: Junctions 9 v. 9.5.06896

10.25

As requested by CCC at our sixth meeting (25 April 2019), Lane Simulation was also
introduced to model the proposed layout.

10.26

The results comparing the 2030 Future Base with the mitigated BaU scenario are shown at
Appendix K (together with all other scenarios), which demonstrate that our proposed scheme
fully mitigates the impact at the junction.

10.27

At the fourth meeting (07 March 2019), CCC noted that in the development scenario one of
the queues (the one on the south arm, during the PM peak) increased, compared to the Future
Base scenario; the updated geometries and baseline model do not change this conclusion.

10.28

As was noted at the meeting, while the number of vehicles queueing is predicted to increase,
the delay per vehicle actually decreases, which is a result of the extended flare and widened
approach; i.e., each driver will experience a smaller amount of delay at the junction.

10.29

Overall, it is considered that the proposed mitigation at this junction would represent a
significant improvement compared to an unmitigated Future Base scenario.
A1307/ A11 Roundabout (Junction 9)

10.30

The geometries and the model were updated. In the interest of consistency with the ABA
model, no intercept adjustment was undertaken at this junction.

10.31

Noted that there was some disagreement (Appendix D) between the parties on the calibration
(or lack of), we have considered the impact at this junction in greater detail.

10.32

It should be noted that the traffic increase at this junction is predicted to be between +1.1%
(Target) and +1.8% (BAU) during the AM and PM peak hours compared to the Future Base;
i.e. a negligible increase in traffic.

10.33

We believe that, in the light of the above and in the context of sub-section (c) of paragraph
108 of the National Planning Policy Framework (2019), junction modelling at this location
could have been considered out of the scope for the purpose of the TA because the traffic
impact of the appeal proposal cannot, in our view, be considered to be significant.
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10.34

Notwithstanding this, we have considered the modelling in greater detail.

10.35

We have tried to calibrate the model as requested by CCC with the aim to replicate the
observed queues (shown in the ABA TA) and we managed to do so in one peak applying very
high factors (up to 46% intercept adjustment) that then did not result in a similar match in the
other peak (with queues very dissimilar from the observed ones and RFCs up to 1.17, even
with the observed traffic flows).

10.36

This suggests to us that the calibration technique does not offer a suitable proxy to replicate
the actual operation of the junction.

10.37

It is reminded that this junction, in accordance with guidance, is modelled as a “Large
Roundabout”, in Junctions 9. In these models, one of the required inputs is the circulating
flow; on this matter, the manual clarifies that:
“This value represents a mean ‘historic’ value for the circulating flow, as
opposed to any ‘immediate’ value of the circulating flow at any time. It
represents an inherent ability of large roundabouts to cope with higher flows
than ‘normal’ roundabouts.
[…]
The observed value should be based on several days’ measurements. […]
If circulating flows cannot be measured, it is also possible to ESTIMATE
circulating flows automatically, given the current demand flows and turning
proportions.”

10.38

In the absence of historic data, we therefore estimated the circulating flows using the relevant
tool in the software.

10.39

Noted that there are no road markings in the circulatory carriageway, we believe the model
does not take into account factors like the inefficient usage of the circulatory carriageway
(which is wide enough to accommodate two lanes but in reality is likely to be used by one lane
of vehicles only) and that of the entries and, for this reason, the estimate of the circulating flow
at this location might not represent a suitable tool at this junction. Hence the difficulty to
calibrate the model to replicate the observed queues.

10.40

We have already offered, as part of the mitigation package (SK01A, Appendix H), to extend
the flare on the north arm to create a two lane approach; this will be likely to prevent the queue
on this arm to extend up to the A11 main line, which is otherwise predicted to occur even in
an unmitigated Future Base scenario (and this is shown with or without any calibration of the
model). We can also offer to improve the road markings in the circulatory carriageway, to
create a two-lane carriageway, with spiral markings where possible and suitable.

10.41

In the light of all the above, and the likely “new” driver behaviour that would result from the
introduction of the proposed improvements, we believe that the application of any calibration
in the mitigated layout would not be appropriate. Applying calibration factors to the unmitigated
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scenario to the base would only result in longer queues and, for the purpose of this
assessment, we suggest we do not undertake any (for the reasons outlines above). If
anything, this would only underestimate the queues in the unmitigated scenario and the
benefits of our improvements will be even larger.
10.42

In the light of the above, we propose to keep the original model as presented and we believe
this to be a suitable proxy to estimate the development impact at this junction on a like-forlike comparative basis.

10.43

Overall, conscious of the actual negligible increase in traffic, and noted the modelling results
presented at Appendix K, it is considered that the proposed mitigation scheme we are
offering at this junction would more than mitigate the development impact.
Summary

10.44

Updated junction modelling for the existing layouts was undertaken at all the junctions shown
in our Traffic Modelling Report TN01, taking into account a new set of modelling parameters.

10.45

All the conclusions reached in our TN01 with regards to the traffic impact of the development
remain valid and it is concluded that the off-site highway works offered as part of the proposals
fully mitigate the development impact even during a BaU scenario.

10.46

Results for the Target scenario are now included in these models too (Appendix J and
Appendix K). The model outputs (Appendix J) also show the results of the BaU impact onto
the existing layouts (without mitigation), for completeness (as requested by CCC).
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11

CUMULATIVE ASSESSMENT

11.1

CCC requested a cumulative assessment at the meeting on 12 February 2019 (our third
meeting), to take into account the recent Wellcome planning application including an
indication of the cumulative mitigation measures needed. It was agreed that as part of the
future year ‘with mitigation’ cumulative assessment it would be acceptable to consider the
impacts of travel planning / sustainable interventions, as long as it can be demonstrated that
the impacts of these measures can be fully justified.

11.2

As such, it was agreed that a further sensitivity test presenting the cumulative impact will be
undertaken applying the Target mode share for Agritech Park whilst utilising the trip
generation and distribution for Wellcome Genome as presented in the Traffic Modelling Report
and/or the Wellcome TA flows. The additional sensitivity test will be undertaken and presented
for Junction 7 (McDonalds Roundabout).

11.3

This was further discussed at the fourth meeting (held on the 7th March 2019), during which it
was agreed that:
TPA should use the information included in the TA prepared by Vectos, albeit not
formally agreed with CCC, and then discuss and agree with CCC any assumptions that
TPA would have to make in relation to assignment;
in addition to the model of Junction 7 (McDonald`s roundabout) TPA should present the
traffic flows at the junctions included in their Modelling Report TN01, comparing the
following sets of flows: “Agritech BaU” vs “Agritech Target + Wellcome (Vectos TA)”;
this will inform CCC on the cumulative impact at these key junctions, without the need
to rerun all the models with the cumulative impact.
Wellcome Genome Campus traffic flows

11.4

As noted above, we will use the data included in the TA10 (dated December 2018) prepared
by Vectos.

11.5

The information on Trip Generation and Distribution is included in an appendix – page 78 of
the Trip Generation Technical Note; here below for ease of reference.

10

SCDC ref. S/4329/18/OL
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Figure 11.1

Wellcome Genome Campus, extract from Vectos TA on trip Distribution

Page 78, Table 10.11 of Vectos Trip Generation Technical Note

11.6

We however noted that, later on, in the same TN (particularly at its Table 10.13), Vectos add
5% to the Commercial Uses trips – but no similar addition is made to the Distributed Trips that
was shown above.

11.7

We proposed to use the trips included in the table at our Figure 11.1 above, with the
distribution but increased proportionally so that the totals in each column matched the actual
“increased” Trip Generation (Vectos` Table 10.13).

11.8

In the absence of a flow diagram, in the Vectos` TA, showing the development traffic assigned
onto each link and resulting from the microsimulation model they used, we have had no other
choice but to make (reasonable) assumptions on the assignment – based on Vectos`
distribution.

11.9

With reference to our labels on the Trip Distribution (Figure 3.1), we therefore:
assumed that vehicles directed to the A11 would terminate at C, D and E
proportionally to our split (Vectos did not specify what route would they take, once
reached the A11);
rather than assigning all the traffic going to the A11 to the south (the quickest route
during either peaks and direction of travel), we assumed a 80/20% split, which is
supported by journey time information available online; i.e. 80% would choose
Junction 9a of the M11 and 20% to travel via the McDonald`s roundabout and the
A505 (which is a few minutes longer).

11.10

CCC confirmed (Appendix D) that the above approach was agreed as a suitable basis to
undertake the cumulative assessment.
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Flows comparison and Cumulative Assessment Modelling

11.11

As stated above, it was requested that a comparison was made between the Agritech BAU
flows with the total of Agritech Target flows and the Wellcome Genome flows. This was
undertaken in a series of traffic flow diagrams, which are reproduced within Appendix G.

11.12

It was then requested (Appendix D) that junction modelling with the requested Cumulative
Assessment was undertaken at all junctions covered in TN01.

11.13

This was therefore undertaken for information and should be treated as a Sensitivity Test only
for the benefit of CCC, considering that the Wellcome Genome application was not (and is
still not, at the time of writing) given planning permission and therefore cannot be considered
committed development.
Cumulative Assessment - Junction Modelling results

11.14

Based on the information above, junction modelling was undertaken at all the junctions (and
included in Appendix J).

11.15

As shown in the models and summarised at Appendix K, the proposed mitigation offered to
mitigate the BAU scenario is also able to mitigate the cumulative impact of the Target scenario
and the predicted Wellcome Genome Campus traffic. All junctions are predicted to perform
with less delay overall compared to the Future Base scenario.
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12

REVISED MITIGATION AT THE M11 JUNCTION 10

12.1

AECOM have reviewed, on behalf of Highways England, the proposed mitigation scheme at
Junction 10 of the M11 (our “Junction 1”), to check if it meets the requirements set out in the
Design Manual of Road and Bridges (DMRB). AECOM`s Note is reproduced at Appendix E.

12.2

This Chapter details the content of TN09 that was prepared in response to AECOM`s Note
and only deals with the elements highlighted by AECOM that require clarification, without
highlighting those that are acceptable or, in fact, agreed.

12.3

The layout reviewed by AECOM was PL01B, included in our TN01. The revised layout PL01C
can be found at Appendix H, while the relevant supporting drawings mentioned in our
response can be found at Appendix L.

12.4

Considering that the proposed layout was subject to an independent RSA followed by a
Designers` Response (both appended to our TN01), we have sought confirmation from the
original audit team at Alpha Consultants whether the changes changed any of the conclusions
of the audit or even potentially raised any concerns. Alpha Consultants confirmed that they
have “reviewed this latest design [PL01C] and I can confirm that we have no additional
issues to raise following our original Stage 1 Road Safety Audit” (Appendix M).

12.5

The following paragraphs in this Chapter were issued to both HE and CCC as Technical Note
09.
Swept Path Analysis

AECOM comment:

1. Vehicular swept path plots should be provided in support of the proposed
junction layout to demonstrate the ability of a maximum legal Heavy Goods
Vehicle to pass through the junction (para. 4.9);
TPA Response

12.6

Swept Path Analysis of a 16.5m long, Max Legal Articulated Vehicle is now shown at SP05,
which demonstrates that each lane can be used by large (max legal) vehicles.

1803-72/TN04
May 2019

Transport Planning Associates
Page 36 of 53

SmithsonHill Limited

A Park for AgriTech, HINXTON
Technical Note 04 – Further Evidence

Lane Widths in the Circulatory Carriageway

AECOM comment:

2. The lane widths proposed on the circulatory carriageway should be reviewed
with regard to the guidance set out in TD 42 (Table 7/2) (para. 4.15);
TPA Response

12.7

Lane markings in the circulatory carriageway have been amended in compliance with the
DMRB and reproduced here at Table 12.1, for ease of reference. In consideration of Inside
Corner Radii in the circulatory in the region of 55m – 57m, a carriageway width of 8.7m
(applicable to 50m radii) is being proposed around the bends.
Table 12.1 Minimum Corner and Curve Radii and Carriageway Widths

TD 42/95 Table 7/2: Minimum Corner and Curve Radii and Carriageway Widths

12.8

It could be argued that radii of approximately 56m would require a carriageway width along
the curve of between 8.0m (required for 75m radii) and 8.7m (for 50m radii).

12.9

We note that, based on the measurement taken on the OS mapping, the existing circulatory
carriageway appears to have a width, along its curved sections, comprised between 8.2m and
8.8m, approximately. Subject to the outcomes of a more accurate topographical survey, to be
undertaken for the purpose of the detailed design of the highway works, and mindful of the
aforementioned radii we believe that widening along the curve might not be necessary.

12.10

Notwithstanding the above, our revised drawing PL01C shows that widening in accordance
with the DMRB requirements for 50m radii is feasible, should it be deemed necessary.
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Lane Widths in the M11 southbound off-slip

AECOM comment:

3. Lane widths on the M11 Southbound Off-Slip approach should be reviewed
with regard to the guidance set out in TD 42 (Table 7/2) and supported by plots
illustrating the swept path of the Design Vehicle for all permitted movements
(para. 4.26);
TPA Response

12.11

As acknowledged by AECOM in their note (para. 4.26), lanes widths have been chosen
between 3.0m and 3.65m in accordance with TD50. [following: minor amendment to text
compared to TN09] Lane widths at the stop line have been slightly increased and Swept Path
Analysis demonstrates that the widths are acceptable.
AECOM comment:

4. The deliverability of carriageway widening to the off-side of the M11
Southbound Off-slip should be demonstrated. In the event that a solution
providing widening to the nearside becomes more feasible and/or preferable an
amended version of drawing 1803-72/PL01/B should be provided to enable a
DMRB review of revised alignment to be undertaken on behalf of Highways
England (para. 4.28);
TPA Response

12.12

The improvement scheme audited by AECOM was entirely within Public Highway. The
amended version PL01C will still be within Public Highway.

12.13

We presume that the comment refers to the presence of vegetation and/or embankments in
the vicinity of the proposed widening. This outline design is carried out on an OS base and,
as such, it is subject to refinement further to receipt of a topographical survey, relevant ground
investigation and detailed design. As we noted in the response to the RSA (and then reported
in the AECOM note), the widening of the carriageway to create the third lane may be carried
out on either side of the approach, rather than on the west side only, should such a solution
become more feasible or preferable subsequent to receipt of survey information.

12.14

For the purpose of this outline design, having considered the limited extent of the third lane
and the available verge that is apparent from a Street View audit, we believe that the proposed
works are deliverable.

12.15

The design will be reviewed again by HE during the S278 works and its compliance to the
DMRB standards will be reviewed again, should the geometries have changed.
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A505 (west) exit

AECOM comment:

5. The alignment and width of the A505 (West) exit should be reviewed in the
context of the guidance contained in TD 16 and TD 42 and supported by plots
illustrating the swept path of the Design Vehicle for all permitted movements
(para. 4.31);
TPA Response

12.16

Alignment and width were reviewed and amended.
AECOM comment:

6. Drawing 1803-72/PL01/B should be amended to reflect the current alignment
of the nearside kerb on the A505 (West) approach (para. 4.34);
TPA Response

12.17

The drawing now shows an amended version of the existing kerb line.
Non-Motorised User Audit

AECOM comment:

7. This proposal should be subject to a Walking, cycling and horse-riding
assessment and review (WCHAR) in accordance with HD42/17 (para 4.41).
TPA Response

12.18

We believe that a WCHAR can follow during detail design stage, if AECOM/HE require it.
However worth noting is that only a maximum of 5 pedestrians in one hour used the junction
during a survey that was undertaken in 2018, so we believe that any further assessment would
be unnecessary.
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Other issues

AECOM comment:

8. Sufficient forward visibility on the circulatory carriageway to the signal
controlled stop line should be illustrated on an updated version of drawing no.
1803-72/Pl01/B (para. 4.17);
TPA Response

12.19

Forward Visibility is shown at drawing VS02, which demonstrates that it is compliant to DMRB
standards.
AECOM comment:

9. The cross-sectional requirements the M11 Southbound Off-Slip should be
reviewed in consideration of the findings and recommendations of the
forthcoming junction capacity review (para 4.18);
TPA Response

12.20

Noted. Having received preliminary comments from CCC, it is considered that changes are
unlikely to be required.
AECOM comment:

10. The length of the additional lane proposed on the M11 Southbound Off-Slip
should be reviewed inconsideration of the findings and recommendations of
the forthcoming junction capacity review and any revisions to the modelled
outputs if/as required (para. 4.19);
TPA Response

12.21

Noted. Having received preliminary comments from CCC, it is considered that changes are
unlikely to be required.
AECOM comment:

11. Forward visibility from a distance of 295m to the primary signal heads for
each approach lane as these develop for the M11 Southbound Off-Slip
approach, should be illustrated in subsequent versions of drawing no. 180372/PL01/B and/or its successors in title and demonstrated to be achievable in
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both the vertical and horizontal planes, with the extent of any vegetation
clearance required clearly indicated (para 4.24);
TPA Response

12.22

The required Forward Visibility is shown at drawing VS03. Visibility on the vertical will be
illustrated during detailed design, for which a topographical survey will be undertaken. A
preliminary investigation, carried out using a Street View image adding a signal pole for
illustrative purposes (Figure 12.1), suggests that at least one of the two primary signals will
be visible from the required distance.
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Figure 12.1

Visibility to primary signal (Illustrative)

Proposed signal

AECOM comment:

12. The design and proposed provision of a pedestrian crossing on the M11
Southbound Off-Slip approach should be developed in accordance with the
guidance set out in TD 50 and TA 68 (para. 4.27);
TPA Response

12.23

Details of the pedestrian crossing will be provided in accordance with the mentioned guidance.

12.24

During detailed design it could be chosen to make it an uncontrolled crossing, considering
that pedestrians willing to cross will be able to do so safely during the red stage at the
southbound off-slip.
AECOM comment:

13. The assertion that sufficient weaving length is provided on the A505 (West)
exit link is justified with reference to the guidance set out in TD 22 for an urban
dual carriageway with a 50 mph speed limit. In addition it can be expected that
drivers leaving the roundabout will unknowingly find themselves within a
dedicated left turn lane when anticipating incorrectly this lane will continue
straight ahead. It therefore recommended that should the proposed layout be
retained that a comprehensive traffic sign strategy is introduced to inform
drivers of the appropriate lane for their intended destination (para. 4.32);
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TPA Response

12.25

An appropriate traffic sign strategy will be considered during detailed design stage, to avoid
drivers` confusion.
AECOM comment:

14. Appropriate destination signing, carriageway arrows and lane markings
should be identified and illustrated on subsequent versions of drawing 180372/PL01/B at the detailed design stage to enable drivers to manoeuvre into the
correct circulatory lane sufficiently in advance of the M11 Northbound On-slip
exit (para. 4.38);
TPA Response

12.26

As suggested, this will be illustrated at the detailed design stage.
AECOM comment:

15. The potential for an equivalent crossing provision should be investigated on
the M11 Northbound Onslip to the signalised pedestrian crossing proposed on
the M11 Southbound Off-slip to ensure a consistent provision for nonmotorised users travelling east-west across M11 Junction 10 (para. 4.40).
TPA Response

12.27

The provision of a signalised crossing on the off-slip was proposed in consideration of the
widening of the carriageway to provide a three-lane approach, which would have potentially
made the crossing more hazardous. No widening is proposed at the northbound exit and, as
such, it is considered that the provision of a signalised crossing at this location would be
unnecessary.

12.28

Notwithstanding the above, it is reminded that a dropped kerb will be provided at this location,
and therefore, the scheme would still constitute a benefit compared to the existing situation.
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13

STATION ROAD (EAST)

13.1

This Chapter (issued as Technical Note TN06 to CCC, in April 2019) deals with CCC
comments (Appendix D) made on the Station Road junction with the A505 (“Junction 5” in
our TN01/TN04):
“A review of the base modelling for this junction has not been provided for this
junction. The original ABA11 TA shows that Junction 5 is shown to operate within
capacity with an RFC of 0.79 during the AM peak 2031 baseline scenario.
However, the BAU ‘with development’ scenario results in an RFC of 2.46 and 45
vehicle queue. The development impact will need to be mitigated as part of the
proposals.
“The Whittlesford Parkway Station Masterplan identifies that this junction to be
signal controlled. Following the meeting on the 1st April, CCC have approached
GCP to understand whether the junction modelling is available for these
proposals. However, there is no junction model available for this improvement
and therefore suitable mitigation will need to be identified and modelled by the
appellant for this junction to mitigate the specific development impacts.”12 (our
emphasis)
The existing layout

13.2

Modelling has been carried using the latest version of Junctions 9 (v. 9.5.0.6896). The results
and the geometries are reproduced at Appendix J, while a summary of the results is provided
at Table 13.1 and Table 13.2, which show the results with an ODTAB profile and a Flat profile,
respectively (for the reasons explained in greater detail earlier in this TN), we believe that the
comparison between these two profiles will offer a suitable tool to CCC to gain an
understanding of how the junction might operate in the forecast scenarios.

13.3

In the model, labels “A”, “B” and “C” refer to the following arms.
Figure 13.1

11
12

Arm labelling convention in Junctions 9

Alan Baxter Associates, who prepared the original Transport Assessment in support of the planning application
Appendix D
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B
C

A
Source: © Openstreetmap contributors
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Table 13.1 Existing Layout Modelling results (ODTAB)

Junctions 9, version 9.5.0.6896; RFC = ratio of flow to capacity; LOS = level of service

Table 13.2 Existing Layout Modelling results (Flat profile)

Junctions 9, version 9.5.0.6896; RFC = ratio of flow to capacity; LOS = level of service
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13.4

In the PM peak, the junction is predicted to operate satisfactorily under any scenario and
modelling assumption.

13.5

In the AM peak, modelling shows that the junction operates within capacity in the 2017 Base
scenario (using either traffic flow profile). It also shows that the junction is predicted to operate
above theoretical capacity in the Future Base if an ODTAB profile is chosen, but still within
capacity if a Flat profile is chosen.

13.6

The junction is predicted to exceed theoretical capacity in both the BAU and Target scenarios
in the AM peak (using either profiles).
Development Impact on the existing layout

13.7

It is reminded that the proposed development is not predicted to add any vehicular movements
from/to Station Road; the impact at this junction is due to the increase in traffic along the A505
and the subsequent reduction of available gaps for vehicles approaching or leaving Station
Road.

13.8

It is noted that the Target scenario would operate with an RFC of 0.98 (i.e. less than 1.00
(100%) if modelled using a Flat profile.

13.9

It must be finally noted that PICADY does not take into account the “courtesy” behaviour that
has been observed at this location during the peak hours, i.e. drivers along the A505 leaving
gaps to let vehicles waiting to exit Station Road East, in practice observing the “yellow box”
or “Keep Clear” type of driver behaviour.

13.10

For that reason, we consider that the model overestimates the delay experienced on the
Station Road East approach to this junction and that it is not a suitable tool to quantify the
traffic impact of the proposed development.

13.11

CCC has suggested that mitigation at this junction is needed and therefore we have
considered possible mitigation measures.
Alternative Whittlesford Parkway Station Access Strategy

13.12

In the light of the outcomes of junction modelling undertaken on the existing junction layout,
we have adopted a different approach. The drawing of our alternative scheme, PL08A, is
included at Appendix H.

13.13

The scheme involves the creation of a left-in left-out junction, with physical segregation to
remove the risk of undesired illegal right turn movements. Vehicles wishing to reach the
station will be able to do so at the Moorfield junction (noted that there are two entrances and
associated parking facilities at the station); these extra vehicles have been added to the
Moorfield junction (Junction 3, in our modelling), which would still operate better than in an
unmitigated Future Base scenario.
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13.14

The proposal therefore comprises a free flowing exit from Station Road, which would solve
any capacity issues that would otherwise arise.

13.15

This is achieved via the removal of the footway currently provided to the east side of Station
Road and the north side of the A505, east to the junction; pedestrian/ cycle movements will
be diverted onto the new foot/cycle path connecting to the bus interchange, the footbridge
and the wider footway network further to the east. It is noted that there is no pedestrian
infrastructure on the A505 to the west of this junction.

13.16

The lane gain will continue up to the roundabout junction with the A1301.
Conclusion

13.17

We consider that our alternative scheme would represent a net benefit compared to any
unmitigated Future Base scenario and fully mitigate the proposed development.
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14

OTHER MATTERS

14.1

Other matters that were raised during the series of meetings held between January and March
2019 between SmithsonHill, TPA, CCC and HE are addressed in this section.
Perceived rat-running

14.2

We understand that there is some concern from the local residents that the proposed
development would encourage rat-running through the villages, i.e. avoiding the congested
A1301 and the A505. We believe that this would be highly unlikely to occur as the alternative
routes are characterised by very narrow roads, one lane wide in many instances, passing
bays, on-street parking, a ford over the river Cam and a railway level crossing.

14.3

In addition the most recent application submitted by Wellcome Trust confirms, in the Transport
Assessment that accompanies it, that “current evidence is that there is little rat running on
local roads connecting Duxford and Ickleton by Existing Campus staff”13; The location of the
appeal site, compared to the Wellcome Trust, would in addition make any rat-running more
unattractive.

14.4

Finally, the mitigation package offered by the appellant is predicted to provide a net-increase
in spare capacity along the A505 and A1301, reducing further the already low perceived risk
of rat-running.

14.5

At the meeting of the 7th March 2019, CCC suggested that a contribution towards mitigation
measures within Hinxton and/or ANPR systems to reduce the risk might be requested. A
Monitoring Strategy is now being proposed as a planning obligation and presented in the
Statement of Common Ground for the purposes of the appeal.
Changes to the Site Access roundabout

14.6

At the fourth meeting with CCC (07 March 2019), CCC asked to specify the changes made to
the design of the Site Access roundabout, compared to the one submitted as part of the
application. As advised at the meeting, the roundabout was redrawn in accordance with
DMRB guidelines, keeping its position and ICD. Particularly, it was ensured entry path
curvatures at the entries met the required standards (as demonstrated in our TN01). It should
be noted that access is a reserved matter and was not being applied for in the outline
application.

14.7

The figure below facilitates the visual comparison between the two designs.

13

Page 9 of the Vectos TA
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Figure 14.1

Site Access Roundabout – Previous and Current Designs

Note – black: TPA; faded red: ABA

14.8

CCC acknowledged the response above (Appendix D).
The need for signals

14.9

The off-site highway works offered to mitigate the development impact include the
signalisation of the M11 southbound slip (Junction 1), the Hunt`s Road junction (Junction 2)
and the Moorfield junction (Junction 3).

14.10

At the fourth meeting (07 March 2019) CCC noted that the appellant will be likely to be asked
to demonstrate that there were no viable alternatives to the signalisation of the junctions along
the A505, due to the inherent maintenance costs that the signals entail.

14.11

With regards to Junction 1, the only viable alternative is an upgraded version of the junction,
with widened approaches. This was tested in the ABA TA and HE identified some potential
non-compliances with the DMRB; also, the comparison with the results shown in our TN01
demonstrates that the junction operates better with signals.
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14.12

With regards to Junction 2, the only viable alternative would be an upgraded version of the
roundabout. This was tested in the ABA TA and the comparison with the results shown in our
TN01 demonstrate that the junction operates better with signals.

14.13

With regards to Junction 3, a potential roundabout option was considered during the
preparation of TN01, as an alternative to the currently proposed signalised solution. In addition
to the very constrained environment (which would result in an ICD of 40m, i.e. approximately
half of the one of the McDonald`s roundabout, and therefore unlikely to be able to cope with
the predicted levels of growth), the addition of delays along the A505 without any control over
the stream it is chosen to prioritise (differently from a signalised junction) have led to the
choice not to pursue this solution.

14.14

It is also noted that WYG, in their Whittlesford Parkway Station Transport Masterplan report
prepared on behalf of the Greater Cambridge Partnership, have also concluded that a
signalised solution at this junction would be the most suitable one at that location.

14.15

CCC acknowledged the response above (Appendix D) and further confirmed (2 May 2019)
that no issues remain regarding the proposed signalised layouts.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary

15.1

A series of meetings were held between January and May 2019 between TPA, the appellant,
CCC and HE to discuss the “principal outstanding issues”. This TN has recorded the progress
of these discussions through a number of issued Draft versions, thereby enabling further
evidence to be presented answering any questions by providing further analysis utilising the
ABA TA information.
Trip Generation and Distribution

15.2

The original Trip Generation and Distribution as shown in the ABA TA have now been agreed.
Baseline Modelling

15.3

Baseline Modelling was undertaken and is agreed.
Impact on Sustainable Travel

15.4

All the items raised by CCC regarding this matter have been resolved.
Proposed Highway Works

15.5

The proposed layouts have been scrutinised by CCC who did not raise any issues, subject to
the findings of the review of their Road Safety Audit team. It should be noted that the proposals
have been subject to an independent RSA as detailed in TN01 and confirmed again in this
TN.

15.6

Our mitigation scheme at the M11 junction was subject to a DMRB review undertaken by
AECOM on behalf of HE, which resulted in minor amendments to the lane widths in parts of
the scheme.
Proposed Layouts (with “Business as Usual” traffic) – Junction Modelling

15.7

Junction modelling has been reviewed by CCC. Geometries have been agreed for all the
junctions and the LinSig models (for signalised junctions) have been fully agreed.

15.8

The junction assessments have highlighted predicted net-benefits to the wider network as a
result of the proposed infrastructure improvement schemes proposed.
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Updated junction modelling for the existing layouts was undertaken at all the junctions shown
in TN01, taking into account a new set of modelling parameters informed by the further
consultation with CCC and HE, but all the conclusions reached in TN01 with regards to the
traffic impact of the development remain valid. It is therefore concluded that the off-site
highway works offered as part of the proposals fully mitigate the development impact even
during in a BAU scenario.
Cumulative Assessment with Wellcome Genome

15.10

CCC requested a further cumulative assessment to be undertaken with the Target scenario
and the Wellcome Genome Campus traffic. The results have been included in all the models
(Appendix J) for completeness.
Conclusion

15.11

Our discussions with CCC and HE, and the provision of further evidence have led to the
resolution of the vast majority of the “principal outstanding issues”. We believe that the few
outstanding items that have not formally been agreed, are capable of satisfactory resolution
when CCC has completed its review of the further evidence provided.

15.12

A tick list as requested by CCC has been provided at Appendix N illustrating the conclusions
to the “principal outstanding issues”.
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SOUTH CAMBRIDGESHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL
CAMBRIDGESHIRE

Form 5
Ref. S/4099/17/OL

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
REFUSAL OF PLANNING PERMISSION
Decision Date: 13 March 2018
_________________________________________________________________________________
Nick Guildford
Terence O'Rourke Ltd
Everdene House
Deansleigh Road
Bournemouth
BH7 7DU
The Council hereby refuses permission for Outline planning application (all matters reserved) for
development of an AgriTech technology park comprising up to 112,000 sqm (gross) employment
floorspace, supporting infrastructure, amenities and landscape works including publicly accessible
informal open space, enhancements to parkland; vehicle and cycle parking; service areas; bus /
cycle interchange on land west of the A1301 / north of A505; and infrastructure works including new
vehicular accesses, highway improvement works, pedestrian and cycle links with bridge crossings
over A1301 / A505 and River Cam, site re-profiling, drainage works, foul and water pumping
stations and primary electricity sub station; telecommunications infrastructure and other associated
works.
At:
For:

Land to the east of the A1301, south of the A505 near Hinxton and west of the
A1301, north of the A505 near Whittlesford
Emma Fletcher, SmithsonHill Limited

In accordance with your application dated 20 November 2017
for the following reasons:1. The proposal represents an unsustainable form of development located outside of the village
development framework and within the open countryside. The proposed site has not been
allocated or put forward for development in the current Local Development Framework or
emerging Local Plan. The development is therefore contrary to Policies DP/7 and ET/3 of the
South Cambridgeshire Development Control Policies DPD 2007, Policy S7/8 of the Core
Strategy DPD and Policies S/5, S/7, E/15 and E/16 of the draft South Cambridgeshire Local
Plan 2014.
2. The Council’s emerging Local Plan is at an advanced stage of preparation. The proposed site is
not allocated for any development in the current Local Development Framework or emerging
Local Plan. The scale of the proposal is such that, if permission were granted now, it would
undermine the plan-making process and sustainability of the Local Plan by predetermining
decisions about the scale, location and phasing of new development that are central to the
emerging Local Plan given its advanced stage. It is therefore considered the proposal is
premature in light of draft policies S/5 and S/6 of the submitted South Cambridgeshire Local
Plan, 2014 and Paragraph 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Paragraph: 014
Reference ID: 21b-014-20140306 of the National Planning Practice Guidance.
3. The proposed site for the bus/cycle interchange and the northernmost end of the foot, cycle and
equestrian bridge are located within the Cambridge Green Belt wherein there is a presumption
against development for purposes other than those categories specified in paragraphs 89 and
90 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2012.
The proposal is considered to fall outside of these specified categories and is inappropriate
development by definition. The location of the development would cause substantial and
irreversible harm to the openness of the Green Belt and would conflict with the following national
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Green Belt purpose (paragraph 80 of the NPPF) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment. Additionally, the proposal would conflict with the following local Green Belt
Purposes (Policy ST/1 of the Core Strategy DPD, 2007):
a) To maintain and enhance the quality of its setting;
The very special circumstances put forward by the Applicant are not considered to clearly
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt, and other harm (listed in the additional reasons for refusal
below). Consequently, the proposal is contrary to: paragraphs 7, 17, 80, 87, 88, 89 and 90 of the
National Planning Policy Framework 2012; Policy ST/1 of the South Cambridgeshire Core
Strategy DPD 2007 and Policies GB/1 and GB/2 of the South Cambridgeshire Development
Control Policies DPD 2007 and Policy NH/8 of the draft South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2014.
4. Insufficient information has been submitted as part of the assessment for the Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA). Notwithstanding the insufficient information submitted, the
proposal for the Agritech technology park by virtue of its location, scale, height, size, bulk and
mass together with the increase in land levels to the east would result in the introduction of
substantial incongruous built form into the rural countryside. The proposal would be excessively
prominent, resulting in the loss of open, rural countryside and harm to the visual amenity of the
area. The mitigation proposed would fail to overcome this harm. The proposed location of the
bus/cycle interchange development and the northernmost end of the foot, cycle and equestrian
bridge would harm the open, rural agricultural character of this site. The development would add
built form and an incongruous bridge structure into the open arable, rural landscape,
encroaching into the countryside. For these reasons, the development would fail to preserve or
enhance the local character of the area and would have an unacceptable adverse impact on the
countryside and landscape character. The development is therefore contrary to paragraphs 7
and 17 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012; Policies DP/1 (1p), DP/2 (1a), DP/3
(2m) and NE/4 of the South Cambridgeshire Development Control Policies DPD 2007 and
Policy HQ/1 of the draft South Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2014.
5. Motorists would access the proposed development via the A1301 and a single access junction.
The road network in this locality is already congested, as acknowledged in the submitted
Transport Assessment (TA). There is insufficient information in the Transport Assessment to
demonstrate the full extent of the development’s impact on the local highway network. This
information is fundamental to trip generation and distribution evidence base, and therefore there
is uncertainty on the impacts of the development on the strategic highway network.
Consequently, the application has not demonstrated it would have a satisfactory impact on the
local highway network and that it would amount to sustainable development. The application is
therefore contrary to: paragraphs 7, 17 and 32 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012
and policies DP/1 and DP/4 of the South Cambridgeshire Development Control Policies DPD
2007.
6. Motorists would access the proposed development via the A1301 and a single access junction.
The road network in this locality is already congested, as acknowledged in the submitted
Transport Assessment (TA). A stage 1/2 Road Safety Audit has not been carried out on all the
submitted drawings to allow the therefore be contrary to: paragraphs 7, 17 and 32 of the
National Planning Policy Framework 2012 and Policies DP/1, DP/3 (1b), DP/4 and TR/2 of the
South Cambridgeshire Development Control Policies DPD 2007.
7. Insufficient information has been submitted with the application to demonstrate that the
proposed low levels of car and cycle parking and non car travel for the development would be
sufficient to meet demand and would not result in inappropriate parking and demand on local
and surrounding streets, resulting in an unacceptable impact on highway safety. The application
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would therefore be contrary to: paragraphs 7, 17 and 32 of the National Planning Policy
Framework 2012 and Policies DP/1, DP/3 (1b), DP/4 and TR/2 of the South Cambridgeshire
Development Control Policies DPD 2007.
8. The proposed site lies adjacent to, and within the setting of the Grade II listed Hinxton Grange,
its Grade II listed stables and coach house, and designed landscape. The house dates from
c.1835 and is set within its own formal garden and parkland, with open views from Hinxton
Grange across the designed landscape, to the open countryside to the west. The proposal by
virtue of its size, scale, siting, location and proximity would result in harm to the setting and
significance of the designated and non-designated heritage assets (which would be less than
substantial). Any harm to the significance of a listed building requires a clear and convincing
justification in accordance with s.66(1) of the Planning and Listed Buildings Act (1990). The
application would therefore be contrary to paragraphs 7, 17 of the NPPF 2012, Policy CH/4 of
the South Cambridgeshire Local Development Framework, Development Control Policies DPD,
2007 and the Listed Buildings Supplementary Planning Document 2009, which states that
development proposals should ensure that all new development would preserve or enhance the
character and appearance of the listed building, s.66(1) of the Listed Buildings Act 1990. The
application would also be contrary to Policy CH/1 of the South Cambridgeshire Local
Development Framework. In Framework terms, the harm to the designated heritage assets
would be less than substantial therefore the test set out in Paragraph 134 of the National
Planning Policy Framework would apply. Paragraph 135 of NPPF requires the effect of an
application on the significance of a non-designated asset to be taken into account in determining
an application, and a balanced judgement formed.
9. The proposed development comprises 33 hectares of grade 2 ‘very good’ and 3a ‘good to
moderate’, and 38 hectares of grade 3b ‘moderate quality’ and grade 4 ‘poor quality’ agricultural
land. This would represent a significant loss of ‘the best and most versatile agricultural land’ as
defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The application does not
demonstrate that sustainability considerations and the need for development in this location are
sufficient to override the need to protect the agricultural value of the land. Consequently, the
development would cause significant and irreversible loss of agricultural land and farmland
biodiversity contrary to: paragraphs 7, 17 and 112 of the NPPF 2012; Policy NE/17 of the South
Cambridgeshire Development Control Policies DPD 2007; and Policy NH/3 of the draft South
Cambridgeshire Local Plan 2014.
Informatives
1. For the avoidance of doubt the following plans are refused: 235701B-LA-001 A0, 235701B-LA001 A3, 235701B-LA-PP101 Rev A, 235701B-LA-PP103, 235701B-LA-PP104, 235701B-LAPP105, Environmental Statement November 2017 & Environmental Statement Addendum
Feburary 2018.
General
1.

Statement as to how the Local Planning Authority (LPA) has worked with the
applicant in a positive and proactive manner on seeking solutions
The LPA positively encourages pre-application discussions. Details of this advice service
can be found on the Planning pages of the Council’s website www.scambs.gov.uk. If a
proposed development requires revisions to make it acceptable the LPA will provide an
opinion as to how this might be achieved. The LPA will work with the applicant to advise on
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what information is necessary for the submission of an application and what additional
information might help to minimise the need for planning conditions. When an application is
acceptable, but requires further details, conditions will be used to make a development
acceptable. Joint Listed Building and Planning decisions will be issued together. Where
applications are refused clear reasons for refusal will identify why a development is
unacceptable and will help the applicant to determine whether and how the proposal might
be revised to make it acceptable.
In relation to this application, it was considered and the process managed in accordance
with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
2.

A delegation report or committee report, setting out the basis of this decision, is available on
the Council’s website.

To help us enhance our service to you please click on the link and complete the customer service
questionnaire: www.surveymonkey.com/s/2S522FZ

Stephen Kelly
Joint Director for Planning and Economic Development for Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire

South Cambridgeshire Hall, Cambourne Business Park, Cambourne, Cambridge, CB23 6EA
SEE NOTES OVERLEAF
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NOTES
Appeals to the Secretary of State
If you are aggrieved by the decision of your Local Planning Authority to refuse permission for the
proposed development or to grant it subject to conditions, then you can appeal to the Secretary of
State for the Environment under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
If you want to appeal, then you must do so using a form which you can get from the Customer
Support Unit, Planning Inspectorate, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Temple Quay, Bristol BS1
6PN.
Alternatively, an online appeals service is available through the Appeals area of the Planning Portal see www.planningportal.gov.uk/pcs. The Planning Inspectorate will publish details of your appeal on
the internet. This may include a copy of the original planning application form and relevant supporting
documents supplied to the local authority, together with the completed appeal form and information
you submit to the Planning Inspectorate. Please ensure that you only provide information you are
happy will be made available to others in this way, including personal information belonging to you. If
you supply personal information belonging to a third party please ensure you have their permission to
do so. More detailed information about data protection and privacy matters is available on the
Planning Portal.
Fully completed appeal forms must be received by the Planning Inspectorate within six months of the
date of this decision notice except where the property is subject to an enforcement notice, where an
appeal must be received within 28 days.
The Secretary of State can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal, but he will not
normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special circumstances which excuse the
delay in giving the notice of appeal.
The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to him that the Local Planning
Authority could not have granted planning permission for the proposed development or could not
have granted it without the conditions it imposed, having regard to the statutory requirements, to the
provisions of any development order and to any directions given under a development order.
In practice, the Secretary of State does not refuse to consider appeals solely because the Local
Planning Authority based its decision on a direction given by him.
Purchase Notices
If either the Local Planning Authority or the Secretary of State for the Environment refuses permission
to develop land or grants it subject to conditions, the owner may claim that he can neither put the land
to a reasonable beneficial use in its existing state nor render the land capable of a reasonably
beneficial use by the carrying out of any development which has been or would be permitted.
In these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the District Council in whose area
the land is situated. This notice will require the Council to purchase his interest in the land in
accordance with the provisions of Part VI of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.
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South Cambridgeshire Hall
Cambourne Business Park
Cambourne
Cambridge,
CB23 6EA
www.scambs.gov.uk
0345 045 5215
Planning and New Communities
Contact: Toby Williams
DD Tel: 01223 457312
Email: Toby.Williams@cambridge.gov.uk
Our Ref: S/4099/17/OL
th

Date: 24 December 2018

Proposal: Appeal relating to Agritech Technology Park
Appeal Ref: APP/W0530/W/18/3210008
Location: Land to east of A1301, south of A505 near Hinxton and west of A1301, north
of A505 near Whittlesford, Hinxton
Appellant: SmithsonHill Limited
Dear Mr Rogers,
I write in respect of the above appeal and to the meeting that we have arranged for
the 7th January 2019 to discuss the transport, highways and accessibility matters.
With regards to the additional evidence provided by TPA, I attach a table setting out
a summary of the principal outstanding issues, as they currently are, taking into
account the originally submitted transport evidence. These are the main issues
which informed Cambridgeshire County Council’s (CCC’s) holding objection and
ultimate reason for refusal.
The District Council and CCC are keen to work with the appellant, to consider the
new evidence by TPA submitted through the appeal and the extent to which it
addresses these outstanding issues. Plainly, if further information is submitted in
response to these issues, then that information will be reviewed by CCC in the usual
way. The previous conclusion was that there was insufficient evidence to draw
conclusions as to the transport sustainability of the proposals. As the inputs to the
assessment were not agreed we could not meaningfully consider the outputs.
I suggest that these matters provide an agenda for the above meeting and look
forward to working through these issues with the appellant with a view to resolving as
many as possible.
Yours sincerely

Toby Williams
Toby Williams
Greater Cambridge Planning Service

The principal outstanding issues and the further information required are as follows:

1

TA
Ref
3.2

Issue

Requirement

Walking: It is noted that the plan
shows walking isochrones along
rural roads through settlements
which do not have footways, It
should be indicated on the
isochrone plan where this occurs.
Further information required on the
origins of those that will walk to the
site.

Walking
isochrone plan
to be updated.

1a

3.2

2

3.3

Cycling: Further information
required on the origins of those that
will cycle to the site.

3

3.4

Rail: The County Council are still
concerned whether there is capacity
available to accommodate staff
travelling to the site with a bike,
furthermore, whether there is
sufficient capacity on the trains for
rail users.
Is there any evidence to support the
assumption that most rail users will
use a fold up bike?

Home locations
should be
extracted from
the 2011 Census
to demonstrate
that all local
origins have
been
considered.
Home locations
should be
extracted from
the 2011 Census
to demonstrate
that all local
origins have
been
considered.
The level of use
of the cycle
parking
available at
Whittlesford
Station during
the day and
overnight
should be
detailed.
A comparison
should be
provided of the
proposed trip
generation for
the site, how
many are
expected to
travel by rail and
demonstration
that there is
available

Update

4

3.5

Parking: The control of parking on
the Hinxton site could result in
additional parking on surrounding
streets

capacity on
these services
to accommodate
the development
trips
Requires further
consideration in
terms of parking
demand.

In terms of the potential for
controlling on street car parking, the
implementation of a TRO will be
difficult/impossible. A CPZ is also
not a realistic option.

How will the car
parking spaces
be allocated
against the
different uses?

The TA refers to a Car Parking
Management Plan being secured
through condition, however the
principles of this Plan and maximum
numbers should be detailed and
agreed at this stage.
5

3.7

Movement Profile: Raw data for
figure 3.13 required.
The origin location of trips by other
modes to the area should be used
to demonstrate that travel by train
would be a viable option from where
they live, if the work location was
directly accessible by walk or cycle.

The number of
trips and relative
mode share for
those that live
and work in
South
Cambridgeshire
017, should be
included in the
TA, as should
the supporting
raw data.
Sustainable
mode origin
information
required

6

4.3

Safety Audits – The County
Council require all Road Safety
Audits to be reviewed by their
internal audit team to maintain
continuity across the County. At
the time of the application this
process had not been completed.
There is however, one
fundamental flaw with the
applicant’s request for a RSA as
the trip rates etc., have not been
agreed the form of the junction is

Safety Audits to
be reviewed by
CCC once the
assumptions
about the
development
impacts are
agreed.

6a

4.3

6b

4.3

6c

4.3

6d

4.3

at present unknown and
therefore any design is
premature.
Adoption: The extent of any
adoption of land by the Highway
Authority should fall outside the
planning process as it will form part
of either a Section 278 or Section
38 Agreement, and the Planning
Authority have no control of these.

The improvements proposed
around Whittlesford Parkway should
be discussed with Network Rail and
the outcomes documented in the
TA, to provide reassurance that the
applicant is liaising with Network
Rail and the Train Operating
Company on this issue. The County
Council are concerned about the
proximity of proposals to the railway
line and Overhead Line Equipment,
and whether this will be acceptable
to stakeholders. The County
Council are also concerned whether
the bridge restricts what schemes
could come forward as part of the
A505 study, see earlier comments.

Mitigation measures are not agreed
at this stage, as the development
impacts have not been agreed, and
there is uncertainty concerning the
measures proposed. All mitigation
measures will need to be agreed
during the determination period and
secured through S106 or condition.
It is not acceptable to agree
mitigation post planning.
Cycle Parking: Links to trip
generation, which has not yet been
agreed.

It will ultimately
need to be
discussed and
agreed with the
County Council
what
infrastructure
will be adopt,
but this is
outside the
planning
process.
Discussion
required with
Network Rail re
proposed rail
improvements.
Discussion
required with
bus operators
and public
transport
officers re
proposed bus
improvements.
Also clarify land
ownership in
terms of
proposed
interchange. It
should be
ensured that any
bridge design is
future proofed
to address the
outputs of the
A505 study.
Development
impacts and
associated
assumptions to
be further
developed and
agreed, as well
as a package of
mitigation
measures.
Cycle parking to
be revisited
when trip rates

7

5.0

8

5.1

Framework Travel Plan: Not yet
reviewed
Trip Rates: Insufficient evidence
has been provided to justify the
trip rates used. Further evidence
is required to ensure the trip
assumptions are based on
comparative sites.

are agreed.
To be assessed
and agreed.
Further work
required to
identify suitable
trip rates.

It is recommended that where
elements of the agri-tech park are
currently in existence elsewhere (in
Cambridgeshire or further afield)
that these be surveyed in order to
demonstrate the trip generation is
representative.

9

9a

5.4

5.4

CCC requires ‘business as usual’
mode share assumptions for the
impact assessment
Sensitivity Test: The TA refers to
the ancillary uses not generating
any traffic, however as raised in the
previous response, the site will not
be gated and therefore these uses
could be used by people external to
the site.
It is not accepted that the
conference facilities will not attract
externals to the site.
Land Use: The County Council
requests that a worst case be
presented of the development mix.
Table 5.7 employment does not
consider the worst case of 4,000
employees, it is in effect 667
employees short

10

5.5

Distribution and Assignment:
The County Council require that
Cambridge be considered at
MSOA level and the routing for
each output area identified.
A number of fundamental issues
with the distribution for local
MSOAs and those further afield

External trips
associated with
these uses
should be
included in the
assessment.

Worst case
development
mix to be
assessed (or
development
mix to be fixed
by condition).
The assessment
should assume
a ‘worst case’ in
terms of number
of employees.
Revisits the
routing from all
census origins
(also including
those further
afield).
Comparison
should be made

were set out in the original
response.

11

5.6

11a

5.6

Multi-Modal Impact Assessment:
It should be noted that the trip
rates and resulting trip
generation is not agreed at this
stage and therefore CCC are
unable to comment further on the
potential development impacts.
Bus Shuttle: Evidence to be
provided concerning the number of
staff that will use the bus shuttle
service and the rationale for the
evidence.

with the
Genome
Campus and
Granta Park.
Distribution and
traffic flow
diagrams should
be clear and
legible
Address
outstanding
issues
concerning
inputs before
outputs can be
considered.
Evidence to be
provided of the
number of likely
shuttle bus
users.
The funding
towards
improvements
to existing bus
services should
be provided in a
bus strategy for
the site along
with details of
funding needed
and when the
proposals
become selffinancing.

12

7.0

Highway Impact Assessment: To
be revised and assessed once
acceptable inputs are agreed

To be revised
and assessed
once acceptable
inputs are
agreed
2017 flow
diagrams to be
made more clear
and legible
Geometric
measurements
to be provided
for junctions.
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PREPARED BY: Transport Assessment Team
AUTHOR: Emily Butler/ David Allatt
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Summary
The County Council has had extensive pre-application discussions with the applicant in
the lead up to the application submission. It is therefore disappointing that the applicant
has not responded to a number of the issues raised by the County Council both at preapp and from the most recent TA review. The issues are considered to be fundamental
to the trip generation and distribution evidence base, and therefore we are unable to
comment with any certainty what the impacts of the development are on the highway
network at this stage. The Transport Assessment Team therefore recommend a
holding objection to the Local Planning Authority at this stage, and a need for further
information to be submitted.
The detailed review of the revised Transport Assessment is provided in the below
response.
Background
A Transport Assessment dated October 2017 was submitted as part of the
planning application, and the County Council provided a review dated 21st
December 2017.
This response reviews the revised Transport Assessment document dated
February 2018 which was submitted in response to the County Council’s
comments of December 2017.
2.0 Policy Context
A505 study
The A505 study has funding identified by the Combined Authority, although the
study has not been allocated at this stage. It is important that the development
and mitigation measures do not impact adversely on the A505 and the potential
improvements which may result from the A505 Study.
1

3.2

Walking

It is noted that the plan does show walking isochrones along rural roads through
settlements which do not have footways, is less than ideal and should be
indicated on the isochrone plan where this occurs.
It is understood that the applicant has made contact with Public Rights of Way
Team and the equestrian user group concerning the proposals, the outcomes of
these discussions are now included in the TA.
It has been assumed that the walking routes from Whittlesford Parkway and
surrounding villages are likely home locations of staff who would walk to the site.
Although most local connections appear to have been considered, home
locations should be extracted from the 2011 Census to demonstrate that all local
origins have been considered.

3.3

Cycling

It is noted that the isochrone plan includes cycling along non-strategic roads
which are not designated as cycle routes. This is less than ideal but provided the
on-road is suitable for cycling e.g. roads are not rural in nature and are not
subject to derestricted speed limits. It should be recognised that these types of
roads would only cater for the most confident of cyclists.
It has been assumed that the cycling routes from Whittlesford Parkway and
surrounding villages are likely home locations of staff who would cycle to the site.
Although most local connections appear to have been considered, home
locations should be extracted from the 2011 Census to demonstrate that all local
origins have been considered.
3.4

Public Transport

Rail
The TA does not recognise that cycles are not allowed on trains that stop at
Cambridge, Stratford and Liverpool Street during peak periods. The TA does
refer to trains only having capacity for 6 unfolded cycles which need to be
booked in advance. The County Council are still concerned whether there is
capacity available to accommodate staff travelling to the site with a bike. A
potential consequence of cycles not being allowed on trains would be additional
2

pedestrians to the site, or more cycles left at the whittlesford Parkway Station,
requiring more secure parking.
In addition, the level of use of the cycle parking available during the day should
be detailed, but perhaps more importantly for this development the overnight use
should be detailed.
3.5

Highways and Parking

The on-street parking available within 25 minute walk of the site are detailed on
plan 9. The plan shows that there is unrestricted parking within walking distance
of the site, therefore the control of parking on the Hinxton site could result in
additional parking on surrounding streets. This needs to be considered and
addressed by the applicant as part of the applicants mitigation measures.
3.6

Accident Analysis

The accident analysis is acceptable in principle subject to the trip generation and
distribution being agreed and for the development impacts being considered.
3.7

Movement profile

Figure 3.12 refers to method of travel to work in the area, while the raw data in
Appendix 3 indicates that this should refer to method of travel to work to the area.
The raw data for Figure 3.13 has not been included in Appendix 3 and therefore
the County Council are unable to verify the findings.
This section refers to the low number of train journeys at 2% currently being a
result of few employment destinations being beyond reasonable walking
distance. The origin location of trips by other modes to the area should be used
to demonstrate that travel by train would be a viable option from where they live,
if the work location was directly accessible by walk or cycle.
The number of trips and relative mode share for those that live and work in South
Cambridgeshire 017, should be included in the TA, as should the supporting raw
data.
3.8

Existing Travel Plan Measures

The ability to share these facilities between sites is dependent on whether these
sites can agree to work together and share bus shuttle services etc.

3

The applicant should be aware of the capacity available and provided by
sustainable modes in order to facilitate staff movements and for the car driver
mode share to be reduced.
4.0

Development proposals

The County Council will comment on each element of the proposals in later
sections of the TA where they are discussed in more detail.
4.2

Anticipated Construction Programme

A construction management plan would need to be secured as part of permission
for the site.
4.3

Access and Movement Strategies

The developer has provided a response to the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit,
however a response from the Safety Audit Team will follow. At this stage the
outcomes of this are unknown.
Walking
The Stage 1 Safety audit needs to be concluded in order for the County Council
to comment further on the proposals.
The trip generation needs to be agreed and the development impacts
demonstrated and a mitigation strategy needs to be agreed prior to determination
of the application. It is not acceptable to agree mitigation measures
retrospectively post planning. It needs to be demonstrated that the mitigation
measures are achievable and acceptable to the County Council.
The TA refers to the illustrative arrangement of the pedestrian/ cycle bridge not
impacting on any improvements to the A505/ A1301 roundabout, however the
County Council are concerned where the uprights for the bridge would need to
be located, as these would have the potential to impact on the roundabout and
A505 arrangement that could be brought forward in future e.g. if the A505 was to
become dual carriageway. It is not clear which condition the applicant is referring
to in Appendix 11.
It will need to be discussed and agreed with the County Council what
infrastructure will be adopted, it is not acceptable to assume that the County
Council will adopt infrastructure, particularly where this results in the County
Council taking on additional maintenance as a result.
4

Cycling
Further discussions will be needed concerning any improvements in and around
Whittlesford Parkway. It is understood that discussions have been held with
Network Rail concerning previous proposals to improve cycle links to the station,
although due to proximity to rail line these were not taken forward. The
improvements proposed around Whittlesford Parkway should be discussed with
Network Rail and the outcomes documented in the TA, to provide reassurance
that the applicant is liaising with Network Rail and the Train Operating Company
on this issue. The County Council are concerned about the proximity of
proposals to the railway line and Overhead Line Equipment, and whether this will
be acceptable to stakeholders. The County Council are also concerned whether
the bridge restricts what schemes could come forward as part of the A505 study,
see earlier comments.
The County Council require all mitigation to be provided via direct implementation
such as additional cycle parking at the station, the numbers should be indicated
at this stage. It should be indicated what is meant by high quality cycle parking
e.g. is this Sheffield stands or lockers?
Equestrian
It is understood that the applicant has had discussions with the equestrian user
group, the outcomes of these have been included in the TA.
Public Transport
Bus
The bus/ cycle improvements and connection to Whittlesford Station need to be
discussed with Public Transport Officers and Public Transport providers to
understand whether they are supportive of the proposals. It is understood that
some high level discussions have taken place, however further work is needed
by the applicant. The funding for the bus and shuttle services needs to be
identified and agreed with the County Council prior to committee, in order for it to
be secured through condition. CIL regulations require that mitigation measures
need to be reasonable in scale to the development and therefore the amounts
involved need to be agreed during the determination period.
It is understood that opportunities are being explored concerning the frequency of
the 7A service and changes to the Citi7 service but details of what this would
involve and details of the funding needed are required.
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Questions have also been raised concerning the delivery of the interchange and
whether it is located on land within the applicant’s control, this needs to be
demonstrated. Safety issues need to be addressed/ responded to through the
Stage 1 Safety Audit process, which has a number of outstanding issues at
present. The County Council are unable to comment further on the suitability of
the bus proposals at this stage.
The County Council support the principle of a private shuttle bus between the
railway station and the proposed development, however this would need to be
carefully planned to ensure that it doesn’t compete with other services. Similar
shuttle buses run to other business and research parks in the area from
Cambridge Station and we would encourage the applicant to investigate
opportunities for sharing of services.
Further discussions need to be held with Public Transport Officers concerning
the proposed improvements to the Citi 7 and 7a. A public transport strategy will
need to be provided as part of Transport Assessment for the site which details
how the service will be improved, what the patronage level is expected to be to/
from the development and a full financial assessment detailing level of pump
priming that is required and when the service will become financially viable.
The bus proposals need to be considered in the context of the additional trips
resulting from the proposals, where these trips are travelling to and from and
whether there is available capacity to accommodate these trips.
It should be detailed and secured as part of the application process what facilities
will be provided at local bus stops within and outside the site to encourage bus
travel.
Discussions will need to be held with the applicant concerning ownership of the
bus interchange should it be brought forward as part of this application.
Rail
It is encouraging that the applicant is identifying public transport mitigation
measures and improvements including rail as a way of reducing the development
impact on the adopted highway, the success of this will be heavily dependent on
where employees may travel from, whether there is available capacity on rail
services and whether there is a direct and convenient link to Whittlesford Station
available, which have not been demonstrated at this stage.
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It would be helpful if the applicant could identify what the public realm and
accessibility improvements are around Whittlesford Station? Have discussions
been held with Network Rail concerning any improvements at the station? Ideally
the Transport Assessment should clearly set out the development impacts and
how these are to be mitigated through the package of measures identified.
A comparison should be provided of the proposed trip generation for the site,
how many are expected to travel by rail and demonstration that there is available
capacity on these services to accommodate the development trips.
The measures are not agreed at this stage, as the development impacts have not
been agreed at this stage, and there is uncertainty concerning the measures
proposed. All mitigation measures will need to be agreed during the
determination period and secured through S106 or condition. It is not acceptable
to agree mitigation post planning.
Highway Access
The outcomes of the Stage One Safety Audit need to be concluded prior to the
County Council providing comments on the proposals.
Parking
The car parking standards and provision should be discussed and agreed with
South Cambridgeshire District Council.
The TA should evidence where the 28sqm GFA employee has been identified
from, and what reassurances there are that employment levels will not exceed
this ratio?
It should be demonstrated how the car parking provision compares to expected
demand through a car parking accumulation assessment. This is provided later in
the TA, and comment is provided later in this response.
The County Council needs reassurances to be provided that the car parking
levels on site will not result in inappropriate parking on local/ surrounding streets.
The TA refers to a Car Parking Management Plan being secured through
condition, however the principles and maximum numbers should be detailed and
agreed at this stage. How will the car parking spaces be allocated against the
different uses?
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Cycle Parking
The cycle parking provision proposed has been compared to proposed cycling
demand, although the trip generation is not agreed at this stage.
Adoption Strategy
The Adoption Strategy should be discussed and agreed with Highways
Development Management.
5.0

Framework Travel Plan

Due to the number of outstanding issues with the TA, the Travel Plan has not
been reviewed further at this stage. This will be reviewed once the outstanding
issues associated with the TA have been agreed and the development impacts
are known.
5.0

Trip Generation

It is noted that no existing site trips are considered or accounted for in the
assessment.
5.1 Person Trip Rates
It is noted that there are no other directly representative AgriTech parks in the
country to use as a comparator, however as discussed with the applicant at a
meeting in December 2017, there are some of the onsite operations such as crop
trials which would transfer to the Agritech park if it were to be granted
permission, therefore some on site uses do take place across the County
currently and other areas.
The County Council raised concerns during the pre-application discussions
concerning the trip rates extracted from TRICS, given that AM arrival trip rate of
0.441 and PM departure trip rate of 0.331 person trip rates result in 304 and 128
additional AM arrivals and PM departures respectively compared to those trip
rates used in the TA. The difference between the trip rates identified in the TA
compared to those detailed above is the inclusion of two TRICS sites. Insufficient
justification has been provided to demonstrate why these sites have been
included and why he lower trip rate is appropriate. It is not acceptable to include
these sites on the basis of the TRICS survey cut-off dates. It should be
considered and demonstrated whether these sites and the other business park
TRICS sites are representative of the site proposals, given the unique nature of
the proposals.
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The Cambridge Biomedical Campus which contains 129,000sqm B1(b)
development type, and used a 1 employee per 36sqm resulting in 2776 in total
but only 80% were assumed to be on site on any one day. This resulted in
person trip rates of 1368 arrivals and 104 departures in the AM Peak, and 70
arrivals and 1121 departures during the PM peak. If the trip generation per
employee is applied to the Agritech Park employees this would result in 1,527
arrivals and 116 departures during the AM Peak, and 78 arrivals and 1251
departures during the PM Peak.
The Cambridge Biomedical Campus Phase 2 assumed employee ratio of 1
employee per 21 sqm, as a result had higher trip rates. It would be preferable for
the AM arrivals and PM departures to match the trip rates referred to in the preapplication response or the CBC trip rates to assess a worst case.
It was discussed at the meeting 11th December that the development mix could
be restricted by condition, so in the event that a different development mix came
forward at the reserved matters stage that a variation of condition and additional
assessment would be required. Provided this could be secured the County
Council would be content this being the development mix used in the
assessment.
5.2 Mode split
Table 5.3 includes the Wellcome Trust mode share and parking numbers. More
up to date surveys have been provided for the site for 2017 which reveal a car
driver alone mode share of 65.79% car alone mode share and 10.99% car share.
The mode share for the Wellcome Trust in the TA has been updated to reflect the
staff levels of 1750 and 1030 car parking spaces referred to in the County
Council’s previous response, which referred to what was on site at the time of the
2014 reserved matters application. The mode share identified from the 2017
surveys show a worse car driver mode share than indicated previously.
It was noted in the County Council’s previous response that by 2020, the
Wellcome Trust is expected to have 2045 employees with 1313 car parking
spaces being provided across the campus, resulting in 0.64 spaces per
employee, again this does not correlate with Table 5.3 either.
The Science Park undertook trip surveys as part of a recent application
(S/2436/17) identified vehicular trip rates of 1.23 arrivals and 0.19 departures in
the AM Peak and 1.0 departures and 0.19 arrivals in the PM peak per 100sqm. If
applied to the GFA 112,000sqm would result in 1,378 arrivals and 232
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departures during the AM Peak and 1120 departures and 213 arrivals during the
PM peak. The science park is located closer to Cambridge than Hinxton, and has
access to the guided busway and Cambridge North station, but has only
achieved a car driver mode share of 58%, which is more than proposed by
Hinxton.
The Sawston Trade Park application did seek to reduce parking on site in order
to reduce car trips, however the application was approved based on 1 to 30sqm
car parking space ratio, this was in part due to concerns that the restricted
parking levels would result in parking by employees on residential streets and
concerns whether employees would use the sustainable modes available.
The County Council are supportive of car driver trips being reduced to a
development, as demonstrated in responses to Granta Park Phase 2 and
Sawston Business Park, but need demonstration that the car drive mode share
proposed is achievable and realistic. We would need details to be provided of
where staff will be travelling from, what alternative modes are available to them,
how many will travel by each mode during the peak periods and across the day.
Details should also be provided of what capacity is available for each mode, so it
is demonstrated that the 2000 employees travelling to the site by these modes
are catered for. Where existing capacity doesn’t exist at present, it should be
detailed what additional capacity the developer will fund. We also need it
demonstrated that car parking for the site is restricted to the site itself and
leakage is prevented onto local residential streets.
It is acknowledged that the Wellcome Trust has lower a car driver mode share
than the census, but not at the levels proposed by the Agri-tech Park. It should
also be noted that neither the Wellcome Trust nor Granta Park have the
employment numbers that are expected to work at the Agri-tech Park.
5.3 Trips Generated
See earlier comments concerning the trip rates used.
The County Council require the “business as usual” mode share to be used in the
impact assessment, to establish what the development impacts are likely to be in
the event the car driver mode share remains in line with the current local Census
mode share. The County Council have not accepted the “target” mode share at
this stage as there are a number of uncertainties whether this mode share can be
achieved.
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5.4 Sensitivity Test
The TA refers to the ancillary uses not generating any traffic, however as raised
in the previous response, the site will not be gated and therefore these uses
could be used by people external to the site and therefore these trips should be
included in the assessment.
It is not accepted that the conference facilities will not attract externals to the site.
The Wellcome Trust assessed their conference facilities to allow for externals
traveling to use these facilities on the site, this is needed in this instance also,
unless it can be demonstrated that the facilities will not be used by externals and
this is enforceable in the future.
The capacity of each of the ‘ancillary’ uses is detailed in the draft conditions in
Appendix 11 but the County Council would need advice from the Local Planning
Authority whether these are enforceable. The County Council have not been
provided with the reassurances and evidence needed to demonstrate that the
ancillary uses trips have been considered and fully accounted for in the
assessment, and therefore this section is not agreed.
It should be demonstrated how the development mix in Table 5.7 e.g. proportions
of different land uses have been identified. Should the development result in a
mix of development that results in additional trips over and above those
assessed as part of the TA, then additional assessments will be required. The
County Council request that a worst case be presented or the development mix
be secured through condition or S106, and any deviation from this, triggers the
need for additional assessment. This comment still stands as it is not agreed that
the sensitivity test presents a worst case and therefore the County Council
require further assurances that additional assessments will be secured in the
event the development is different from the proposed mix.
Table 5.7 employment does not consider the worst case of 4,000 employees, it is
in effect 667 employees short. The employment densities in most cases
represent those set out in the source document, although there are a few
instances where the average or lower density number has been chosen rather
than the worst case, with no explanation or the reasoning. This is not an
accepted approach.
The TRICS outputs should be appended to the Transport Assessment, for each
of the trip rates identified, at this time CCC are unable to verify the TRICS
outputs. The County Council require further assurances and suitable evidence to
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demonstrate that the trip generation identified in the sensitivity test is
representative of the proposals. It is recommended that where elements of the
agri-tech park are currently in existence elsewhere (in Cambridgeshire or further
afield) that these be surveyed in order to demonstrate the trip generation is
representative.
The 28sqm per employee needs to be evidenced.
There are a number of outstanding issues that remain from our pre-application
and application comments including the requests for additional supportive
evidence and justification in order to establish whether the first principles
approach is representative of the proposals and presents a worst case scenario.
The County Council are therefore unable agree the assessment at this stage.
5.5 Trip Distribution and Assignment
The trip distribution identifies trips from and to Cambridge splitting evenly
between route A and B, however trips would also be expected to travel via
A1307. The County Council require that Cambridge be considered at MSOA level
and the routing for each output area identified.
East Cambridgeshire should be considered at MSOA level also, it is not clear
how the split of 1.89% via the M11 and 4.41% via the A1307 has been identified.
Justification should be provided for all the MSOA splits undertaken as part of the
Census analysis including but not limited to: South Cambridgeshire 007, 010,
013, 014, 016, 019, 020,
Trips from South Cambridgeshire 002 (Cottenham) are routed via M11
South, this is in correct and should be revisited.
Trips for South Cambridgeshire 003 (Swavesey, Longstanton) are routed
via the A11 North, while we would expect most trips to travel via the M11
North.
Waterbeach (south Cambridgeshire 004) traffic travels via M11 and A11,
although it is not clear what justification has been used for the split of
traffic between the two routes.
Bar Hill (South Cambridgeshire 005) should travel via the M11, as should
South Cambridgeshire 006.
Trips from South Cambridgeshire 009 should travel via M11 north not M11
South.
Trips from Fulbourn (South Cambridgeshire 011) would be more likely to
travel via A1307, rather than the A1301.
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Trips from Barrington and Gamlingay (South Cambridgeshire 013)
wouldn’t be expected to use the routing shown, and needs revisiting.
Traffic from Sawston South Cambridgeshire 015 would be expected to use
the A1301 rather than M11.
The routing of South Cambridgeshire 017 and 020 need revisiting as they
appear to be incorrect given the location of the origin MSOA.
The above highlights a number of fundamental issues with the distribution for
local MSOAs, therefore the longer distance routing has not been considered in
detail at this stage. It is advisable that the applicant revisits the routing from all
census origins as some of the further afield routings appear to be incorrect also.
Comparison should be made to the Genome Campus and Granta Park. The
County Council are unable to comment further on the development impacts at
this stage until further information has been provided. This comment remains
from our pre-application response, and therefore the distribution is not agreed at
this stage.
The figure on the next page to the census routing, the table over leaf and the
traffic flow diagram are over complicated, and should be revisited. The
percentage of flow should be shown on a traffic flow diagram. The traffic flow
diagram needs to be printed on A3 to make it legible.
5.6 Multi-modal Impact Assessment
It should be noted that the trip rates and resulting trip generation is not agreed at
this stage and therefore CCC are unable to comment further on the potential
development impacts.
The scenario with restricted parking on site is not acceptable to the County
Council due to the outstanding issues referred to earlier in the response. It is not
clear what trip profile has been used for the parking accumulation, this should be
included. The parking accumulation demonstrates that the business as usual
scenario (although not agreed with the County Council) results in demand for 336
car parking spaces above the provision proposed, these cars have the potential
to park in surrounding residential streets.
The below comments were provided to the applicant at the time of the preapplication response, these have not been addressed in the revised TA and
therefore the County Council are unable to comment further at this stage.

13

For the “business as usual” scenario the County Council requires evidence to be
provided to demonstrate where staff and visitors will be travelling from, that the
services and facilities they are expected to use have available capacity and
whether there is any evidence that they will use these facilities instead of the
private car.
Rail
It should be demonstrated how the rail services at Whittlesford Parkways
compare to the work origins of the census 2011 Travel to Work data and which
services they might be using. It should also be demonstrated whether there is
available capacity on these services during peak periods to enable staff and
visitors to and from the site to use these services. This has been addressed for
rail to some degree, although it is assumed that most of the rail trips will come
from London and Cambridge, however this should be demonstrated with Census
2011 data. The 2007 Greater Anglian Route Utilisation Strategy is referred to in
order to identify available capacity, however this is in excess of 3 years old so not
reflective of current conditions.
Is there any evidence to support the assumption that most rail users will use a
fold up bike?
The County Council require evidence to be provided concerning the number of
staff that will use the shuttle service and what the basis is for this.
Bus/ Shuttle
It should be demonstrated where employees are travelling from using the home
locations of the census 2011 and whether this relates to the bus services
available.
Further information is needed concerning the proportion of staff using the shuttle
bus. It should be noted that the Wellcome Trust at the time of the 2014 reserved
matters had 900 seats available on their shuttle buses, in order to support the
Travel Plan target mode share, for fewer staff than proposed for the Agri-tech
Park. It is not detailed how many shuttle buses will be needed to accommodate
the staff levels referred to.
Further information is needed concerning the use of the bus and available
capacity. The funding towards improvements to existing bus services should be
provided in a bus strategy for the site along with details of funding needed and
when the proposals become self-financing.
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The above bus/ shuttle comments have not been addressed and therefore they
remain.
Cycling
The home origins of cyclists should be demonstrated and details of whether
suitable cycle routings exist or whether improvements need to be considered.
It should be demonstrated that there is sufficient capacity in the network to
facilitate the cycle trips identified using comfort level assessment, see the
Chisholm Trail and Chesterton Bridge Transport Assessments for examples of
how this has been carried out for pedestrians and cyclists.
It is questionable how 61 cyclists will travel by rail given that a number of on peak
services do not allow for cycles to be carried on trains stopping at Cambridge
between 7:45 and 8:45 on Mondays to Fridays. There is only capacity for 6
cycles per train in any event (https://www.greateranglia.co.uk/travelinformation/your-journey/cycling/bikes-on-trains). The TA assumes that those
that cycle will carry a fold up bike, although this should be evidenced.
The cycle origins should be evidenced, it is not clear where this information has
been taken from. The applicant has shown widths that would be acceptable for
particular flow but a comfort level score should be identified.
Walking
It is questionable whether 44 pedestrians will walk to the site, this should be
evidenced with census data. The comfort levels/ capacity on the new bridge and
infrastructure should consider the pedestrian and cycle trips being mixed.

7.0 Highway Impact Assessment
The pre-application comments provided for this section have not been addressed
and therefore the County Council have no further comment to make at this stage.
The assessment includes the 2033 Uttlesford Local Plan allocations, although it
has not been demonstrated what assumptions have been applied in these
instances, this information is needed.
The highway network in this area already experiences congested conditions at
peak times, with the A505 between Royston and the A11 one of the most heavily
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trafficked routes in Cambridgeshire. The A505 Study has been allocated funding
from the Combined Authority, but the work has yet to be commissioned and the
timescales ate not yet certain. In any event the mitigation measures identified
should not compromise or restrict potential improvements that could be brought
forward as part of the A505 study.

2017 Baseline (Observed Traffic Flows)
The Flow diagrams are difficult to follow, it is requested these be set out to be
easier to follow. What are the red percentage figures shown? The development
trips need to be shown on their own without background traffic, and further
information is needed concerning how these have been distributed on the
network.
The onsite observations are noted and are comparable with what has been
observed locally by the County Council.
Background Traffic Growth
-

-

The method used for calculating TEMPRO growth is acceptable.
The sites included as committed development appear to be reasonable,
although some trips are based on the original TA submitted rather than the
version agreed with the County Council. The applicant should discuss further
with the County Council to obtain the correct trip numbers.
The sites that have not been included are considered to be appropriate.

Uttlesford Sensitivity Test
-

The assumptions made will need to be discussed and agreed with the County
Council.

2030 Future Baseline without and with Development
-

This section has not been updated since CCC provided pre-application
comments and a review of the previous TA to the applicant, therefore our
comments still stand.

Junction Capacity Assessments
-

This section has not been updated to address comments provided by the
County Council during pre-application discussions and as part of our
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-

-

-

-

Transport Assessment review and therefore our comments still stand. It
should be noted that neither the BaU nor Target scenarios are agreed at this
stage.
Signalised junctions are at capacity for DoS of 90 or more.
The junction measuresment have not been reviewed at this time, as Appendix
10 does not contain figures with marked geometric measurements for each
junction.
The County Council are unable to comment on the model calibration at this
time as the above geometry measurements need to be provided, as these
can impact on the junction operation.
The County Council are unable to comment on the model outputs at this
stage given the outstanding issues above.
Further justification is needed concerning the Target sustainable mode trips
and where they will be travelling from, this is discussed earlier in the
response. The County Council need reassurance that the trips transferring to
sustainable modes from private car are travelling from somewhere that a
transference to different modes is a realistic option for these people and that
a blanket reduction in mode share has not been applied to all trips including
those that sustainable modes are not a realistic option.
Unequal lane usage should also be considered at this stage and where it is
shown to be occurring in reality and through standard practices in Junctions 8
not being reflected in the junction modelling. Entry lane simulation should be
used to model these junctions where this is occurring on the network.

There are a number of outstanding issues that need to be addressed prior to the
County Council being in a position to comment further. The comments provided
previously for each of the junction assessments and mitigation proposed still
stand.

Summary
Insufficient information has been provided at this stage for the County
Council to consider and respond on the acceptability of the Transport
Assessment. Fundamental aspects of the TA including Trip Generation,
and distribution are not agreed at this stage, and therefore the assessment
outcomes cannot be verified. It is disappointing that a number of these
points were raised by the County Council at the pre-application stage and
have not been addressed in the current submission. The County Council
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recommend a holding objection at this stage as insufficient information
has been provided.
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TPA have provided a Technical Note 04 dated March 2019, the County Council provide a
review of this document and others below:
Trip generation
The trip generation is agreed as it is broadly comparable to other business parks within the
local area.
Travel Plan
Technical Note 4 refers to the Travel Plan being secured through planning obligation. CCC
advise that a S106 obligation may be more appropriate than planning condition.
Ancillary uses
It was confirmed at the meeting on 7th March that the ancillary facilities would only be available
for use by those working on site, therefore no additional assessment is needed at this stage.
Issue 9 does not explicitly refer to the uses only being for the staff on site and the potential for
the conference facilities to attract speaker as will visitors from outside. The restriction in size of
the conference facilities to be no greater than 200sqm provides some reassurance that
conferences will not attract large numbers of visitors to the site. Comparing the provision to the
Wellcome Genome Trust application which identifies a conference facility of 4000 sqm for 400
delegates, if this ratio is applied to the 200sqm this results in approximately 20 users per facility.
Therefore, this is acceptable to CCC.
If the development was gated this would control the movements in and out of the development
to the ancillary uses and be more in keeping with Wellcome Trust, Granta Park and Babraham
Research Campus developments.
Impact Assessment
In response to paragraph 3.6 of the Traffic Modelling Report produced by TPA, it should be
noted that the County Council did not review the junction impact assessment previously as part
of the planning application review due to the fundamental issues raised in response to the
Transport Assessment.
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In response to paragraph 4.2 in Technical Note 4 the number of bus shuttles and supporting
financial information needs to be provided to ensure that adequate provision and funding is
secured to demonstrate that bus shuttles will be available for employees for the lifetime of the
development. The ABA TA previously referred to bus services being funded by the
development, financial information is also required for these purposes of extending or making
changes to the local bus services to identify the funding needed to support such facilities.
Paragraph 4.4 needs to be updated to refer to the measurements appended to the note.
Sustainable transport – rail
Paragraph 6.1 – Details need to be provided of the number of cycle parking spaces expected to
be used by employees at Whittlesford Parkway Station. The development needs to ensure that
suitable cycle parking is provided and secured through planning obligations if they are needed
by employees of the development. This may be through provision of additional cycle stands at
the Station or a contribution towards the provision associated with the Whittlesford Parkway
Station MasterPlan.
Parking
Paragraph 7.1-7.2 The car driver mode share needs to be reduced in line with the mode share
target to ensure sufficient car parking is provided on site for employees. This will need to be
achieved through implementation of the Travel Plan measures.
Paragraph 7.4 – the principle of securing a Car Parking Management Plan to manage car
parking on site without impacting the public highway is agreed. The final CPMP should be
agreed prior to first occupation. Comments on the framework draft will follow.
Infrastructure improvements
Paragraph 8.1 The Safety Audits needs to be reviewed by the County Council’s Road Safety
Audit Team.
Paragraph 8.2 – The County Council request that should the application be granted consent and
the A505 Study come forward within the build out of the development, that communication
between the appellant and the Combined Authority and the County Council should be on-going
to ensure that the design of the foot/ cycle bridge and other proposals along the A505 do not
impact on the proposed solution for the corridor.
Paragraph 8.6 – The mitigation package for infrastructure improvements are reviewed in the
next section with some issues being raised which will need to be addressed by the appellant.
The designs will also be subject to Stage One Safety Audit and review by the Highways
Development Management. Technical Note 4 does not make reference to the mitigation
package beyond the junction mitigation and provision of shuttle buses that was detailed in the
ABA TA. The ABA TA referred to the following:
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Make sustainable modes the most convenient way of getting to/from the park with:
Generous foot/cycle paths, away from busy roads, connecting the site to Whittlesford Parkway,
Sawston and Hinxton
·
·
·
·
·
·

A foot/cycle bridge crossing the A505/A1301 ‘McDonalds’ Roundabout
Two signalised crossings on the A1301, at Sawston and Hinxton
A bus/cycle interchange on land near Whittlesford Parkway with ample space for buses,
passengers and cycle parking, and with the A505 widened to accommodate a bus lane
A new shuttle bus service connecting Whittlesford Parkway to the site (and possibly othe
r employment/residential areas)
Enhancements to the Citi7 and 7a bus services to connect to the site
Contributing to improvements at Whittlesford Parkway Station

Discouraging driving to work by:
·
·
·

Restricting car parking provision (max 0.5 spaces per employee) and managing how this
is allocated
Prioritising parking for car sharers and electric vehicles
Regularly monitoring car usage and taking active steps through a Travel Plan to keep dri
ving to below 50% of trips

The mitigation package will need to be discussed and agreed with CCC.
Existing junction layouts
Measurements of the existing junctions were requested in order to demonstrate that the base
models, which the future year assessment are based upon, are representative of current
operation and performance of each junction. The base measurements and modelling are
reviewed for each junction in turn in the below section, along with comments on the impact
assessment and where relevant comments from signals.
As previously discussed CCC require a scenario of the BAU without mitigation the results
should be presented to show traffic flow, RFC, delay per vehicle and queue length.
M11/A505 junction
The base modelling geometries for the M11/A505 junctions are considered to be acceptable for
the purpose of this assessment.
The modelling of the M11/ A505 junction indicates that during the AM Peak and PM Peak 2030
Future Year scenarios the junction operates over capacity on both the M11 north and A505 east
arms, and the A505 west arm during the AM Peak only.
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The County Council are concerned by the proposed changes to the A505 west exit arm, which
will need to be considered as part of the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit Review and also by the
Development Management Engineer. Therefore, full comments will be provided once this
process has concluded.
Highways England will need to advise on the acceptability of the A505/ M11 junction
improvements.
Signals comments are provided below.
Hunts Road/ A505 Junction
The geometric measurements of the current junction layout are considered acceptable for the
purposes of modelling the junction. It should be noted that the design of the junction will be subject
to a Stage One Road Safety Audit review and will need to be considered by Highways
Development Management, full comments will be provided once this process has concluded.
The RFC values are not presented for the Hunts Road junction for the 2030 Future Base due to
the use of lane simulation mode, which is agreed to be most appropriate method of modelling this
junction in this instance. The RFCs are presented in the model outputs for each time segment for
both the 2017 Base and 2030 Future Base assessment year. The 2030 Future Year indicates a
worsening of junction performance with an RFC of 1.373 on the A505 west arm, 0.956 on the
Hunts Road arm and 0.966 on the A505 east during the AM Peak. The PM peak shows similar
worsening of performance compared to the base with RFCs of 1.170 on the A505 west arm,
0.977on the Hunts Road arm, and 0.931 on the A505 east arm.
Signals comments are provided below.
Junction 1 (A505/M11) and 2 (Hunts Road/A505) signals comments
The Future Base 2030 AM and PM Scenarios with signalisation are not relevant as the junction
improvements would only take place in the ‘with development’ (BAU) Scenario.
The modelled stage sequence needs to be revisited as it is not well thought through and in reality,
the junction would not run this way.
Evidence needs to be provided detailing the intergreen calculations in order for CCC to comment
on their suitability.
J2:1/1 and J2:1/2 have 520m radii rather than infinite.
Eastbound traffic at the Hunts Road junction is likely to regularly block the egress from the Hill
Farm Road junction.
There are a number of lanes that are very close to 100% saturation.
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The 2030 BAU Forecast AM has a PRC of 0.8%. Therefore, there is no spare capacity to cope
with fluctuations in traffic flows. The 2030 BAU Forecast PM has -9.4% PRC and therefore is over
capacity.
Drawing PL01 – M11 Junction 10 - The lane arrangement leaving the M11 looks confusing and
could lead to collisions on the exit of the slip road.
Drawing PL02 – Hunts Road - The phase G crossing should not have tactile paving on the island.
This will encourage pedestrians to stop on the island when the crossing is in fact one phase.
Junction 3 A505/ Moorfield Road junction
The geometric measurements of the current junction layout are considered acceptable for the
purposes of modelling the junction. It should be noted that the design of the junction will be subject
to a Road Safety Audit review and will need to be considered by Highways Development
Management, full comments will be provided once this process has concluded.
The revised base model for A505/Moorfield Road junction has not been calibrated in order to
remain consistent with the ABA TA approach. However, it should be noted that the County
Council did not approve this approach. The appellant is required to calibrate the junction or
provide a written justification which details why this does not impact the robustness of the
assessment.
Junction 3 signals comments
Evidence is required detailing the intergreen calculations in order for CCC to comment on their
suitability.
The junction has -12.6% PRC in the AM peak in the 2030 BAU Forecast, which demonstrates
the junction is over capacity and therefore CCC would be concerned with implementing new
signals on the A505 which do not work in capacity terms.
The signals stage sequence is double cycling but with only 5 stages running. This is at 240
second cycle time. This approach is not accepted by CCC, and it demonstrates that even with a
longer cycle time the junction operates over capacity. Moorfield Road will need to run every
cycle, it is not considered appropriate to double cycle this arm.
The Mean Max Queue eastbound in the AM peak is approximately 400m long and a little less in
the offside lane. This is also assuming that the split of vehicles in each lane is 50%. This is
unlikely as many drivers prefer the nearside lane and the offside lane tends to be used by more
confident drivers. There has been some study into this and the best estimate we have at the
moment is approximately 80% of drivers will use the nearside lane, while only 20% will use the
offside lane on a 2-1 merge.
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The phase G and F crossings could be converted into one crossing, straight across from the
southern footway to the central island. This could then be run as an early start stage, before the
main road starts up.
The 2030 BAU Forecast PM has -12.6% PRC, even with a long cycle time. Therefore, the
junction is unable to cope with the traffic flows in the PM peak.
Drawing PL03 – Moorfield Road - See above comments regarding combing the phase G and F
crossings into one crossing.
Junction 7 A505/A1301 junction
The A505/ A1301 junction base model and future year geometry measurements are considered
appropriate for the purposes of modelling this junction. However, it is unclear why lane
simulation has not been undertaken for this junction and therefore further information is needed
to demonstrate this is fit for purpose. The County Council are concerned that the modelling may
be overestimating the available capacity of the junction as a result.
Paragraph 10.15 refers to ‘signalised’ scheme which is assumed to be a typo.
The proposed design will need to be reviewed by Highways Development Management and will
require a Stage One Safety Audit, full comments will be provided once this process has been
concluded.
Junction 9 A11/A1307
The A1307/A11 junction 2017 Base model has not been calibrated in order to remain consistent
with the ABA TA. As mentioned earlier this was not an agreed approach and therefore CCC
request that the base model be calibrated to demonstrate it is representative of the junction
operation and a suitable base on which to apply the Future and BAU scenarios to.
The mitigation proposed at this junction is a change to the white lining for the north arm. The
existing entry width is measured as 6.2m and a flare length of 9m, which is altered to an entry
width of 7m and a flare length of 15m. It is difficult to see how the proposals compare to the
base scenario and therefore a drawing showing the existing layout and geometric
measurements is needed. The County Council are concerned that this change to the white
lining may overestimate the improved capacity to the junction. This is for Highways England to
comment as they are responsible for the slip roads at this junction.
Junction 11: (A1301/ site access)
The design needs to be reviewed by Design Management Engineers and Safety Audit before
full comments can be provided.
The junction has been redesigned so it operates within theoretical capacity. The 2030 BAU
scenario with TPA amends is shown to be over capacity with an RFC of 0.87 on the northern
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arm during the AM peak and an RFC of 0.86 for the Site Access during the PM peak, although
queuing maximum is 7 vehicles. This is an improvement from the 0.98 RFC modelled for the
BAU scenario previously as part of the Alan Baxter Transport Assessment.
Junction 5 (A505/ Station Road):
A review of the base modelling for this junction has not been provided for this junction. The
original ABA TA shows that Junction 5 is shown to operate within capacity with an RFC of 0.79
during the AM peak 2031 baseline scenario. However, the BAU ‘with development’ scenario
results in an RFC of 2.46 and 45 vehicle queue. The development impact will need to be
mitigated as part of the proposals.
The Whittlesford Parkway Station Masterplan identifies that this junction to be signal controlled.
Following the meeting on the 1st April, CCC have approached GCP to understand whether the
junction modelling is available for these proposals. However, there is no junction model
available for this improvement and therefore suitable mitigation will need to be identified and
modelled by the appellant for this junction to mitigate the specific development impacts.
Summary of Junction Assessments
There a number of issues that need to be addressed by the appellant concerning the junction
modelling. A number of the junctions are still over capacity with the proposed mitigation in place.
It would be preferable for the development to implement a scenario where the Travel Plan is
implemented and the flows are much lower than the BAU implies. It would be helpful to
understand what mitigation would be needed if the Travel Plan was successful in achieving the
target mode share.
Cumulative Assessment
The assumptions concerning trip generation and distribution are acceptable for the purposes of
this assessment given the information available at this present time for the Wellcome Genome
Campus development planning application. It should be noted that should more information
become available which results in notable changes to the Wellcome Genome Campus’s trip
generation and distribution, this assessment will need to be revisited by the appellant.
The County Council requested at the meeting on the 7th March that the cumulative assessment
be undertaken by distributing the Wellcome Trust development flows and the Agri-tech trip
generation with target mode share be distributed on the network. The total combined flows
should then be compared to the BAU flows assessed as part of the Traffic Modelling Note
produced by TPA to understand whether the BAU Scenario presents a worst-case scenario or
whether further assessment of other junctions beyond the A505/A1301 is needed.
During the AM Peak the combined flows are shown to result in approximately 50 additional trips
on the A505 (west of A505/ A1301 junction) and A1301 (north of Agri-tech access to the A505
junction) in each direction. The A11/A1301 junction experiences an increase of 205 vehicles for
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flows travelling from the A11 north which then exit on to the A1301 travelling northbound, and
33 vehicles travelling northbound from the A1301 south arm.
During the PM Peak there is shown to be a 90 vehicle increase on the A505 travelling
westbound and 46 travelling eastbound, west of the A505/A1301 junction. The section of A1301
north of the Agri-tech access experiences 150 additional vehicles travelling northbound.
Given the increases in trips on the A505, A1301 and A11 the County Council request that the
junctions (M11/A505, Hunts Road, Moorfields Road, A11/A301 and the Agri-tech site entrance)
be run with the cumulative impact scenario in order for CCC to understand how these junctions
perform should both sites be approved. CCC are concerned that these junctions and the site
access in particular could result in additional delay and queuing on the network which could be
considered to be severe.
The cumulative assessment of the A505/ A1301 junction indicates that should both the Agri-tech
Park and the Wellcome Trust application be given consent that the trip generation from both
developments would result in a worsening of performance of this junction compared to the BAU
scenario modelled. However, this is still shown to provide some improvement compared to the
2031 future base modelling scenario. This model should be run using lane simulation to
demonstrate how it operates with unequal lane usage, the County Council are concerned that
the modelling maybe overestimating capacity for the proposed junction improvement.
Perceived rat running
The County Council request that monitoring of rat running through local road be secured should
the site be consented at appeal, with a fund to implement measures should there be shown to
be an issue in the future. The monitoring should be undertaken at regular periods (to be agreed
with CCC) until at least 5 years following full occupation.
The applicant will be conditioned to agree with CCC an off-site monitoring strategy linked to a
fund for intervention, the applicant will implement that strategy accordingly. It shall capture the
principle that a monitoring strategy shall be agreed prior to first occupation and implemented by
the developer if the monitoring information identifies an issue there shall be a corresponding
S106 fund to deal with any impact.
Changes to the site access roundabout
The changes to the roundabout are noted. The geometries used in the modelling assessment
are considered reasonable. The design will be commented on in full upon once a review of the
Stage One Road Safety Audits has been undertaken.
Direct vs One Hour
The requirement for modelling direct input into Junctions 9 is stated in the Transport
Assessment Team Transport Assessment Guidance. One Hour input includes a synthesised
peak within the one-hour period which may not occur on an already congested network due to
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restricted flow, therefore direct input is considered most appropriate in this instance. This
question is whether the direct approach would result in a marked change to the outcomes
through use of one-hour input. The applicant is asked to use direct input or at the very least
provide a full written justification for why ODTAB does not impact the robustness of the
assessment.
The need for signals
The explanation for the need for signals at Junction 1, 2, and 3 are noted, see earlier comments
reviewing the signals assessments undertaken in earlier sections.
Route based delay results
A journey time route should be included for the A505 East via the A11/ A1301 junction.
Off-site car park
There is a need to monitor and control parking off site, this shall be dealt with through the site
monitoring strategy.
Car Park Management Plan
Having received a Draft Car Park Management Plan this will need to be signed off prior to
occupation and signed off by county. We are presently reviewing the detail of the draft and
comments will follow.
Statement of Common Ground
Comments will be provided separately for the Statement of Common Ground (including the
Heads of Terms).
Just to note that the proposed heads of terms refer to a number of mitigation measures that
were referred to in the ABA Transport Assessment but have not been discussed with CCC
during the appeal process. There is a need to discuss and agree the mitigation package for
junction improvements but also those related to cycle/ walking improvements, Public Bus
Services, Bus Shuttle, and Whittlesford Parkway Station. Where these mitigation measures
involve changes to the adopted highway network a Stage One Safety Audit will need to cover
these also. The need for financial information for buses has already been referred to earlier in
this response.
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Executive Summary
Following a DMRB technical review of drawing no. 1803-72/PL01/B submitted alongside the August 2018
Designer’s Response to Stage 1 Road Safety Audit: M11 Junction 10 prepared by Transport Planning
Associates (TPA), in support of the AgriTech Park, Hinxton proposals, AECOM make the following
recommendations.
Recommendations regarded as critical to the acceptability of this planning application:
1. Vehicular swept path plots should be provided in support of the proposed junction layout to
demonstrate the ability of a maximum legal Heavy Goods Vehicle to pass through the junction (para.
4.9);
2. The lane widths proposed on the circulatory carriageway should be reviewed with regard to the
guidance set out in TD 42 (Table 7/2) (para. 4.15);
3. Lane widths on the M11 Southbound Off-Slip approach should be reviewed with regard to the
guidance set out in TD 42 (Table 7/2) and supported by plots illustrating the swept path of the Design
Vehicle for all permitted movements (para. 4.26);
4. The deliverability of carriageway widening to the off-side of the M11 Southbound Off-slip should be
demonstrated. In the event that a solution providing widening to the nearside becomes more feasible
and/or preferable an amended version of drawing 1803-72/PL01/B should be provided to enable a
DMRB review of revised alignment to be undertaken on behalf of Highways England (para. 4.28);
5. The alignment and width of the A505 (West) exit should be reviewed in the context of the guidance
contained in TD 16 and TD 42 and supported by plots illustrating the swept path of the Design Vehicle
for all permitted movements (para. 4.31);
6. Drawing 1803-72/PL01/B should be amended to reflect the current alignment of the nearside kerb on
the A505 (West) approach (para. 4.34); and
7. This proposal should be subject to a Walking, cycling and horse-riding assessment and review
(WCHAR) in accordance with HD42/17 (para 4.41).
Recommendations regarded as important but not critical to the acceptability of this planning application:
8. Sufficient forward visibility on the circulatory carriageway to the signal controlled stop line should be
illustrated on an updated version of drawing no. 1803-72/Pl01/B (para. 4.17);
9. The cross-sectional requirements the M11 Southbound Off-Slip should be reviewed in consideration
of the findings and recommendations of the forthcoming junction capacity review (para 4.18);
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10. The length of the additional lane proposed on the M11 Southbound Off-Slip should be reviewed in
consideration of the findings and recommendations of the forthcoming junction capacity review and
any revisions to the modelled outputs if/as required (para. 4.19);
11. Forward visibility from a distance of 295m to the primary signal heads for each approach lane as these
develop for the M11 Southbound Off-Slip approach, should be illustrated in subsequent versions of
drawing no. 1803-72/PL01/B and/or its successors in title and demonstrated to be achievable in both
the vertical and horizontal planes, with the extent of any vegetation clearance required clearly
indicated (para 4.24);
12. The design and proposed provision of a pedestrian crossing on the M11 Southbound Off-Slip
approach should be developed in accordance with the guidance set out in TD 50 and TA 68 (para.
4.27);
13. The assertion that sufficient weaving length is provided on the A505 (West) exit link is justified with
reference to the guidance set out in TD 22 for an urban dual carriageway with a 50 mph speed limit.
In addition it can be expected that drivers leaving the roundabout will unknowingly find themselves
within a dedicated left turn lane when anticipating incorrectly this lane will continue straight ahead. It
therefore recommended that should the proposed layout be retained that a comprehensive traffic sign
strategy is introduced to inform drivers of the appropriate lane for their intended destination (para.
4.32);
14. Appropriate destination signing, carriageway arrows and lane markings should be identified and
illustrated on subsequent versions of drawing 1803-72/PL01/B at the detailed design stage to enable
drivers to manoeuvre into the correct circulatory lane sufficiently in advance of the M11 Northbound
On-slip exit (para. 4.38); and
15. The potential for an equivalent crossing provision should be investigated on the M11 Northbound Onslip to the signalised pedestrian crossing proposed on the M11 Southbound Off-slip to ensure a
consistent provision for non-motorised users travelling east-west across M11 Junction 10 (para. 4.40).
The recommendations set out above should be read alongside and considered in conjunction with the
results of the traffic forecasting and junction capacity modelling exercise currently being conducted by
Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) and any subsequent Briefing Note prepared by AECOM
commenting on the impact of the development on the SRN.
AECOM recommend that Highways England withhold judgement until such time as the recommendations
listed above have been addressed.
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