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Virtual Meeting 

      

 

AGENDA 

Open to Public and Press 

  
1. GOVERNANCE ITEMS       

1.1 Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest       

1.2 Minutes - 4th November 2020 5 - 16 

1.3 Forward Plan - 3 December 2020 17 - 50 

1.4 Public Questions and Petitions       
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2. DELIVERY       

2.1 Budget and Performance Update 51 - 58 

2.2 A16 Norwood Improvements 59 - 156 

2.3 A141 Huntingdon Strategic Outline Business Case 157 - 160 

2.4 Cambridge South East Transport Better Public Transport and 

Active Travel Consultation 

161 - 168 

2.5 GCP Consultations (Waterbeach to Cambridge and Eastern 

Access 

169 - 176 

2.6 Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro Update 177 - 182 

2.7 London Luton Airport Air Space (Stack) Consultation 183 - 188 

2.8 A605 Kings Dyke Project Update 189 - 192 

2.9 Buses Strategy Update 193 - 196 

2.10 Soham Station Update 197 - 200 

3. Date of next meeting: 

Wednesday 10 March 2021. 

      

 

  

The Transport & Infrastructure Committee comprises the following members:  

Mayor  James  Palmer  

Councillor  Ian Bates  

Councillor  Peter Hiller  

Councillor Nicky  Massey  

Councillor  Jon Neish  

Cllr Joshua Schumann  

Cllr Chris Seaton  

Councillor Aidan Van de Weyer  
 

 
 
For more information about this meeting, including access arrangements and facilities for people 

with disabilities, please contact 
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Clerk Name: Daniel Snowdon 

Clerk Telephone: 01223 699177 

Clerk Email: Daniel.Snowdon@cambridgeshire.gov.uk 
 

 

The Combined Authority is committed to open government and members of the public are 

welcome to attend Committee meetings.  It supports the principle of transparency and encourages 

filming, recording and taking photographs at meetings that are open to the public.  It also 

welcomes the use of social networking and micro-blogging websites (such as Twitter and 

Facebook) to communicate with people about what is happening, as it happens. 
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 1 

 
Agenda Item 1.2 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority Transport and 
Infrastructure Committee: Minutes 
 
Date: Wednesday 4th November 2020 
 

Time: 10.00am – 12.43pm 
 
Present: James Palmer (Mayor and Chairman), Councillors Ian Bates, Peter Hiller, 

Jon Neish, Nicky Massey, Chris Seaton and Aidan Van de Weyer 
 
Apologies: Councillor Joshua Schumann   
 
 
 

112. Apologies and declarations of interest 
 

Apologies were received from Councillor Joshua Shumann.  There were no declarations 
of interest.  

 

113. Minutes – 9th September 2020 
 

The minutes of the meeting on 9th September 2020 were approved as an accurate 
record.  A copy would be signed by the Mayor when it was practical to do so.  

 

114. Combined authority forward plan 
 

The Combined Authority Forward Plan was noted. 
 

115. Public questions 
 
 Two public questions were accepted.  The questions and responses can be found here 
 

There were no petitions 
  
 

116. Budget and performance update 
 

The Committee received the monthly budget and performance update.  The presenting 
officers drew members’ attention to the performance area of the report that included a 
range of transport specific metrics that had been previously requested.  With regard to 
the revenue budget, new additions that had been included were highlighted to the 
Committee.  
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With regard to the capital budget there had been one addition made following approval 
from the Combined Authority Board which was the A10 Dualling Outline Business Case.  
There were also a number of projects that were due to complete that would provide 
savings in coming months.  
 
It was resolved to: 
 
Note the November budget and performance monitoring update. 
 

 

117. Local transport plan CAM sub-strategy 
 

The Committee received a report that presented an update regarding the Local 
Transport Plan CAM sub-strategy.  Following its presentation to the Committee at its 
March 2020 meeting, a 12-week public consultation was undertaken.  The responses to 
the consultation were broadly supportive of the objectives set out in the sub-strategy 
with only 10% of respondents disagreeing with the objectives and sub-objectives of the 
strategy.       
 
During discussion of the report officers explained that feedback from the Greater 
Cambridge Partnership (GCP) referenced at paragraph 2.12 of the report was 
contained in Appendix 3 of the report.  The responses had been anonymised in 
compliance with data protection legislation, however, officers undertook to provide the 
response and demonstrate how the feedback had been incorporated following the 
meeting. ACTION  
 
In response to a question from Councillor Massey, the Deputy Monitoring Officer 
confirmed that with regard to paragraph 4.2 of the report, specifically the following 
sentence - The Greater Cambridge Partnership, as a joint committee of the County 
Council, Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council, derives its 
authority to exercise transport functions from the transport delegation granted to the 
County Council by the Combined Authority should be deleted from the report.  
Councillor Massey requested the sentence be deleted and recorded in the minutes of 
the meeting.  
 
It was proposed by Mayor Palmer and seconded by Councillor Neish that the 
recommendations be put to the vote.  
  
It was unanimously resolved to: 
 

(a) Note the consultation responses to the Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro 

(CAM): Local Transport Plan (LTP) sub-strategy; 

 
(b) Agree the amendments made to the CAM: LTP sub-strategy in light of the 

consultation responses;  

 
(c) Note that the CAM LTP sub-strategy sets out the vision for CAM, against 

which, schemes contributing to the CAM will be considered; and 

 

Page 6 of 200



 3 

(d) Recommend the approval of the CAM: LTP sub-strategy by the Combined 

Authority Board. 

 
 

118. Cambridge south-east transport better public transport and active travel 
consultation 

 

The Committee received a report that provided an outline to the Combined Authority’s 
approach in responding to the Greater Cambridge Partnership’s (GCP) Cambridge 
South East Transport (CSET) Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) consultation and 
receive a presentation (attached at Appendix A to these minutes) from GCP officers on 
the aims, objectives and purpose of the consultation.  
 
The Mayor informed the Committee of a minor procedural amendment to 
recommendation c) of the report that requested the Committee recommend to the 
Combined Authority Board that it makes the required delegation. 
 

The Mayor welcomed Peter Blake, Transport Director and Andrew Munro, Principal 
Transport Officer with the GCP to the meeting and make their presentation.  
 

During the course of discussion Members: 
 

- Drew attention to the concern of local residents around Stapleford and Shelford and 
sought further information regarding the former rail line and the work undertaken 
regarding its viability as a potential route.  Officers explained that work had been 
undertaken in 2016 and in 2017 in partnership with the Local Liaison Forum regarding 
potential routes, of which one potential option was the former Haverhill branch line.  The 
railway line originally terminated at Shelford and there was no track bed north of 
Shelford station and there was now a business park and residential area.  It became 
clear at an early stage of the process that the route would have to pass through the 
residential area which did not appear feasible or desirable.  Following further 
consultations on variations of the proposed route, two further reports concluded that the 
former Haverhill branch line route was not desirable as there would be a requirement 
for the compulsory purchase and demolition of residential properties, gardens and 
parking which would have added an additional £29m to the cost of the scheme.   
Officers were mindful that the proposed stops were some distance from the 
communities, however, they did provide an option for people that were not in similar 
reach of the railway station.  The proposed route wold cause minor to moderate harm to 
the green belt following a green belt assessment, the majority of which was caused by 
the hub rather than the track.  Officers commented that if the former railway line was a 
viable option then it would have been the preferred option. 
  

- Confirmed there was provision for up to 2,500 car parking spaces at the proposed A11 
park and ride site that was based on demand forecasts including development of 
locations.  Not all the space may be required, however, a site that had potential to be 
expanded if and when necessary was required.  
 

- Noted that the proposed route did not go to Babraham or Granta Park and questioned 
whether a route could be developed to include those locations as the aspiration of CAM 
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was to link both areas.  Officers explained that future mobility connections were being 
explored and that the hub was not viewed as the end terminus as it was expected that 
journeys would continue along the existing network.  Consultation had been undertaken 
with both sites and they were content with the proposals.  They were both secure sites 
and therefore access was difficult and the land south of Babraham was protected park 
land that presented additional challenges.  

 

- Noted that the formal response would come from the Combined Authority Board 
following presentation to them.  
 

- Commented that some of the proposed stops appeared quite remote from the localities 
they were meant to serve and highlighted the links with Local Plans and proposed 
development for the area.  
 

- Drew attention to the work of the Local Liaison Forum.  Originally there were no bus 
stops at the proposed locations.  Further explanation may be required for the Babraham 
route due to how it was displayed on the map.   
 

It was proposed by the Mayor and seconded by Councillor Bates that the 
recommendation be put to the vote.  
   
It was resolved unanimously to: 

 

(a) Note the Greater Cambridge Partnership’s Cambridge South East Transport 
(CSET) consultation; 

 
(b) Agree the process by which the Combined Authority will respond to the 

GCP’s consultation, set out in paragraphs 2.10-2.11; and 
 
(c) Recommend the Combined Authority delegate responsibility to the Director 

of Delivery and Strategy to respond to the consultation on behalf of the 
Combined Authority in consultation with the Chair of the Transport & 
Infrastructure Committee. 

 

 

119. Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro Programme Update 
 

Members received a report that informed the Committee of the latest developments of 
the Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro (CAM) programme and the establishment of a 
Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) that would deliver the programme.  The report also 
sought to provide details of alternative general areas for the Cambridge to Cambourne 
(C2C) route.     
 
Officers informed the Committee that the CAM SPV, One CAM Ltd had been 
established Company has been established and set up.  Lord Robert Mair, a renowned 
tunnelling expert had joined as Chairman of the Board.  Recruitment of key leadership 
roles was advancing including non-executive directors.   
 
The scheme was reliant on good joint working with the Greater Cambridge Partnership 
and have conducted officer meetings with GCP colleagues.  A steering group had been 
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established with the GCP that would embed the single network approach and officers 
had been proactive in highlighting it to the Department for Transport. 
 
There was recognition for the need for greater cooperation at a political level and 
officers drew attention to recommendation b) that would provide opportunity for the 
Transport and Infrastructure Committee to provide views on the CAM and other 
schemes that would be relayed to the GCP by the Mayor at its Board meetings as a 
non-voting member.    
 
Attention was drawn to the alternative route proposed for the C2C route that was 
attached at Appendix 2 of the report.  The Chief Executive of the GCP had expressed 
concerns about how the views of the GCP had been represented in the report, in 
particular the quote regarding further investigations on the northern route that implied a 
level of acceptance of the northern route that did not yet exist. The view of the GCP was 
that they had raised concerns regarding the validity of the route because it was more 
expensive.  It was the view of officers that Jacobs had been working well with the GCP 
an initial appraisal was undertaken in 4 weeks and in 3 out of the 9 criteria the proposed 
alternative route was less favourable.  Consideration of the East West Rail interchange 
location required consideration.  There had only been preliminary conversations with 
key stakeholders such as the American Cemetery which had been positive.  It was the 
view of officers that further consideration be given to the alternative route.   
 
In order for the proposed alternative route to be put forward to the GCP Board at its 

December meeting an additional recommendation c) would be required that; 

 

c) Subject to recommendation (b) being approved by the Combined Authority, propose 

that the alternative northern route for the C2C (as proposed in appendix 2 to this 

report) be proposed for consideration by the GCP Executive Board in December to 

be adopted in preference to the southern C2C route. 

During discussion of the report: 
 

- Attention was drawn by a Member who also expressed concern regarding the timelines 
of the overall project.  He recalled discussions that Outline Business Cases (OBC) were 
due to be produced in 2021.  Given the extensive resources at the disposal of the 
Combined Authority timelines would have been expected to form part of the report.  In 
response the Mayor, explained that there was clarity regarding the process of a 
business case for a one-system solution.  The approach allowed for individual business 
cases to come forward.  It was possible to work as an integrated programme without 
impeding the ability of individual schemes and business cases to be brought forward. 
The process was acceptable to HM Treasury.  
 

- A Member emphasised the urgency of the C2C route commenting that while it was 
accepted that the alternative route had only been developed over the previous 4 weeks, 
there was no clear direction for it.  The Mayor responded by drawing attention to new 
bus routes that had recently become operational.  The route was broad area of work 
that required collaboration to find a solution to.  The intention was to work together in 
order to decide how the route would develop into the best solution for Cambridgeshire.  
There were significant issues with public transport along the St Neots to Cambridge 
corridor.  It was imperative the correct solution be found and it was essential that the 
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views of the public be listened to.  Working collaboratively with the GCP was also 
essential in order that the best solution was delivered.   

 

- It was welcomed that the issues were being looked at.  However, it was essential that it 
was carried out openly and transparently  

 

- Concern was expressed by a Member regarding the proposed governance 
arrangements that appeared to allow the Transport and Infrastructure Committee to 
make decisions on GCP schemes in advance of the CGP Board and for that reason 
would not support the recommendations set out in the report.   

 

- Clarity was sought by a Member regarding when the OBC would be published and the 
CAM delivered.  Officers explained that work on the OBC was underway and would be 
available in spring 2021.  It was essential that prioritisation be given to getting the 
scheme right for the area over tying the scheme to specific dates and milestones. The 
Combined Authority had been working with the GCP during that time to determine the 
scheme.     

 

- Concern was expressed by a Member regarding the delivery of the Local Plan and the 
need for confidence that the scheme would be delivered in accordance with the Local 
Plan.  In response the Mayor drew attention to the additional bus routes that had been 
established to alleviate pressure until 2027.  It was essential that the right scheme be 
delivered.   

 
- In drawing attention to East West Rail a Member questioned whether consultation 

would be undertaken on proposed locations for a northern and southern station.   The 
Committee was informed that there was now a formal alternative to the southern 
station.  Up to now only a southern station had been published and it was anticipated 
there would be consultation on both.   
 

- A Member questioned what alternative route corridors had been considered.   Officers 
explained that several had been considered and there were some sub-options that 
could be considered.  All routes provided their own unique challenges, impacts and 
consequences.   
 

- With regard to an Environmental Impact Assessment of the American Cemetery, a 
Member questioned whether it had yet been undertaken together with other sensitive 
locations such as Madingley Hall and 800 Wood.   Officers explained that a desktop 
exercise had been undertaken and would require forma assessment.  Results had been 
shared with GCP officers and officers undertook to share the technical work with the 
Committee. ACTION  
 

- A Member requested that the technical work be presented to the Committee and the 
GCP Board and sought further clarity on route options that have been considered.   
Officers undertook to share all relevant documentation as it was developed.  The GCP 
had been presented the technical reports.  Initial environmental mitigations had been 
costed.   The purpose of the report was to put forward the route as a suggestion for 
work with the GCP.  
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- Clarity was sought regarding GCP response to the Jacobs review and questioned that 
as the GCP had provided a robust response to the Jacobs review how officers intended 
to respond to it.   It was explained that the response had been noted but not accepted, 
and therefore an alternative route was being put forward and it was essential that the 
Combined Authority was not only delivering the southern section of the CAM.  
 

- Clarity was sought by a Member regarding the potential tunnelling options around 
Cambridge and questioned whether there was opportunity to amend the southern route 
with additional tunnelling.  Officers explained tunnelling had not been discussed with the 
GCP at any great length.  There were potential benefits that could be realised through 
tunnelling such as mitigating the impact on Coton and other villages, however, it would 
come at significant financial cost.    
 
The Mayor proposed the following additional recommendation: 
 

c) Subject to recommendation (b) being approved by the Combined Authority, 

propose that the alternative northern route for the C2C (as proposed in appendix 2 

to this report) be proposed for consideration by the GCP Executive Board in 

December to be adopted in preference to the southern C2C route. 

 
There was no seconder for the proposal, and therefore the additional recommendation 
fell and was not put to the vote.  
 

- A Member sought clarity regarding what was being requested of the GCP.  It was 
explained that it was recommended to request that the Combined Authority Board 
amend the terms of reference of the Transport and Infrastructure Committee to enable it 
to comment and consider key items of the GCP Board in order that the Mayor could 
effectively represent the views of the Committee at the GCP Board.  The alternative 
route proposed contained at Appendix 2 of the report was an alternative and it was 
requested that the GCP considered it as an alternative route with a view that it 
eventually became the preferred route.   
 

It was proposed by the Mayor that the recommendation be put to the vote.  No seconder 
was found and therefore the recommendations were not approved.  

 
It was resolved to: 
 

d) Note the updates set out in this report. 
 
e) Support the Mayor in his representative role on the Greater Cambridge 

Partnership Executive Board by recommending that the Combined Authority 
expand the Terms of Reference of the Transport and Infrastructure 
Committee to enable it to consider and comment on key business items for 
the Greater Cambridge Partnership (GCP) related to CAM schemes by 
amending Chapter 8 of the CPCA Constitution (Transport and Infrastructure 
Committee), Section 3, to include: 

 
3.2.13 Review matters related to the CAM scheme prepared by the Greater 
Cambridge Partnership and make representations to the GCP Executive 
Board related to CAM matters. 
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120. Fenland stations regeneration  
 

Members received a report that provided an update regarding the Outline Business 
Case progress for the Fenland Stations regeneration project.  The report also provided 
information on the changes to the delivery programme for each station improvement.   
 
During discussion of the report: 
 
- A Member thanked officers for the work that had been undertaken to date and the 

progress made.   
 

- A Member queried how the COVID-19 pandemic had affected the design of station 
improvements, such as waiting shelters.  The presenting officer advised that station 
shelters had been installed prior to the first national lock-down.  COVID-19 safe risk 
registers had been provided.  Timescales had not been severely impacted as most 
design houses continued working during lock-down.   

 
- The presenting officer noted the comments of a Member regarding COVID-19 

adaptions and welcomed further information that could be provided.  
 

 

It was proposed by Councillor Seaton and seconded by Councillor Bates that the 
recommendation be put to the vote.  
 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

Note the progress of this project. 

 
 

 

121. March Area Transport Study 
 

The Committee received a report that summarised the work undertaken on the Quick 
Wins programme as part of the March Area Transport Study, including construction 
timescales and requested release of funding for the remaining schemes.  
 
Programme of quick wins a full list came out.  Improving pedestrian crossing footways 
signage etc. Since March and July target costs and designs have progressed.  In terms 
of the list of quick wins there are 2 that are already being delivered 15 and 16.   
 
During discussion: 
 
- The presenting officer noted the comments regarding Quick Win 16, Improve 

signage for HGV drivers to reduce poor route choice and the request of Councillor 
Bates, representing Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) on the Committee to 
engage with CCC officers on the proposed Quick Win.  
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It was proposed by Councillor Bates and seconded by Councillor Seaton that the 
recommendation be put to the vote.  
 
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

a) Note this progress report;  
  
b) Note the updated Quick Wins programme;   
  
c) Agree the commencement of construction of the remaining Quick Win schemes, 

subject to the Board agreeing (d) below;  
  
d) Recommend to the CPCA Board that it approve the drawdown of £900,000 for 

construction of the remaining Quick Win Schemes.  
 

 

122. A47 dualling 
 

The Committee received a report that provided an update on discussions that had taken 
place with Highways England on the project to dual the A47 and outline the proposed 
next steps.   
 

During the course of discussion: 
 
- A meeting of the A47 Alliance that was held recently was highlighted to the 

Committee, at which considerable concern and anger was raised regarding the 
project not being included in the RIS programme when it was anticipated it would do 
so.  Modifications to the roundabout at Guyhirn would do little to improve traffic flow.   
Dualling of the A17 was vital to the area and the A47 Alliance would be contacting 
the Mayor to seek his continued support in providing a solution.  
 

- A Member sought further information regarding the Highways England scheme, 
Wansford to Sutton.  The presenting officer undertook to provide the information 
following the meeting. ACTION 

 

It was proposed by Councillor Seaton and seconded by Councillor Neish that the 
recommendation be put to the vote.  
   
It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

Note the contents of the report and proposed next steps. 
 

 

123. Coldhams Lane roundabout 
 

The Committee received a report that summarised the assessment of partner funding 
and the outcome of the independent review of the construction costs since the 
presentation of the scheme at the 29 April Transport and Infrastructure Committee.  
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The presenting officer informed the Committee that no further funding partners were 
forthcoming.  Cambridgeshire County Council (CCC) commissioned an independent 
review of the scheme and concluded that the cost estimates were robust for the 
current stage of the project. The value for money scores of each design option for the 
roundabout were highlighted to Members.  
 
During the course of discussion Members: 

 
- Drew attention to the Transforming Cities Fund and question what impact there 

would be on that fund.  The primary point of the fund was to increase sustainable 
journeys including cycling and walking.  It appeared that the budget had been set 
prior to the scoping work.  The links with works on Cherry Hinton Road and the 
impact on Fendon Road and questioned what the impact would be on Chery Hinton 
Road.  The Mayor commented that when the scheme was proposed there was a 
significant number of residents that were of the view that a more expensive scheme 
was required in order to get it right.  The commitment to the scheme remained and it 
would be taken forward when fully financed following the spending review.  
 

It was proposed by Councillor Seaton and seconded by Councillor Hiller that the 
recommendation be put to the vote.  
  
It was resolved by majority [5 in favour: 0 Against: 2 Abstentions] to: 
 

a) Note this progress update on the potential for additional contributions from 

partners other than the Combined Authority 

 

b) Authorise pausing the project until the Comprehensive Spending Review has 
been concluded and the value for money report is reviewed as part of the 
Combined Authority’s assurance processes.   

 

 

124. New Peterborough bus service and other bus projects 
 

The Committee received a report that provided information regarding a new bus route 
for Peterborough funded by the Department for Transport (DfT) and updated the 
Committee on the initial bus trails funded through the Combined Authority’s bus reform 
budget.   
 
During discussion Members: 
 

- Noted that the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic was being taken into account and 
ensuring the safety of passengers was paramount.  
 

- Requested that officers remained mindful of embracing technology as it could be 
detrimental to certain groups.   

 

It was proposed by Councillor Hiller and seconded by Councillor Neish that the 
recommendation be put to the vote.  
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It was resolved unanimously to: 
 

 

a)  Note and comment on the proposed Mayoral decision to fund a new bus 
service in Peterborough 
 

b) Note and comment on the proposed Mayoral decisions on trialling new ways to 
achieve public transport integration. 

 
 

125. Date of next meeting 
 

It was resolved to note the date of the next meeting of the Combined Authority 
Transport and Infrastructure Committee – Wednesday 6th January 2021 
 

 
Mayor 
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Purpose 

The Forward Plan sets out all of the decisions which the Combined Authority Board and Executive Committees will be taking in the 
coming months.  This makes sure that local residents and organisations know what decisions are due to be taken and when. 
 
The Forward Plan is a live document which is updated regularly and published on the Combined Authority website (click the 
Forward Plan’ button to view). At least 28 clear days’ notice will be given of any key decisions to be taken.  

What is a key decision? 

A key decision is one which, in the view of the Overview and Scrutiny Committee, is likely to:  
 

i. result in the Combined Authority spending or saving a significant amount, compared with the budget for the service or 
function the decision relates to (usually £500,000 or more); or 

ii. have a significant effect on communities living or working in an area made up of two or more wards or electoral divisions in 
the area. 

Non-key decisions and update reports 

For transparency, the Forward Plan also includes all non-key decisions and update reports to be considered by the Combined 
Authority Board and Executive Committees. 
 

Access to reports 
A report will be available to view online one week before a decision is taken. You are entitled to view any documents listed on the 
Forward Plan after publication, or obtain extracts from any documents listed, subject to any restrictions on disclosure.  There is no 
charge for viewing the documents, although charges may be made for photocopying or postage.  Documents listed on this notice 
can be requested from Robert Parkin, Chief Legal Officer and Monitoring Officer for the Combined Authority at 
Robert.Parkin@cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk . 
 
The Forward Plan will state if any reports or appendices are likely to be exempt from publication or confidential and may be 
discussed in private.  If you want to make representations that a decision which it is proposed will be taken in private should instead 
be taken in public please contact Robert Parkin, Chief Legal Officer and Monitoring Officer at 
Robert.Parkin@cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk  at least five working days before the decision is due to be made. 
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Notice of decisions 

Notice of the Combined Authority Board’s decisions and Executive Committee decisions will be published online within three days 
of a public meeting taking place.  

Standing items at Executive Committee meetings 

The following reports are standing items and will be considered by at each meeting of the relevant committee. The most recently 
published Forward Plan will also be included on the agenda for each Executive Committee meeting: 
 

Housing and Communities Committee 
1. £100m Affordable Housing Programme Update 
2. £70m Cambridge City Council Affordable Housing Programme: Update 
3. £100k Homes and Community Land Trusts Update 

 
Skills Committee 
1. Budget and Performance Report 
2. Employment and Skills Board Update 

 
Transport and Infrastructure Committee 
1. Budget Monitor Update  
2. Performance Report  
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Transport and Infrastructure Committee 6 January 2021 
 Title of report Decision 

maker 
Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

1. A16 Norwood 
Improvements 
 

Transport 
and 
Infrastructure 
Committee 
 

6 January 
2021 

Decision  To provide a 
summary of the 
outcomes of the 
Strategic Outline 
Business Case and 
seek the approval of 
the Combined 
Authority Board to 
proceed to Outline 
Business Case. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 
Delivery 
and 
Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

2. Soham Railway 
Station progress 
update to 
November 2020 
 

Transport 
and 
Infrastructure 
Committee 
 

6 January 
2021 

Decision To update the 
Transport and 
Infrastructure 
Committee with 
progress of the 
Soham Railway 
Station projects 
progress to 
November 2021. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 
Delivery 
and 
Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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 Title of report Decision 
maker 

Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

3. London Luton 
Airport Arrivals 
Consultation 
 

 

Transport 
and 
Infrastructure 
Committee 
 

6 January 
2021 

Decision To agree the 
Authority’s response 
to the changes to 
the flight arrivals at 
London Luton 
Airport (stacking 
over South 
Cambridgeshire and 
Huntingdonshire) 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 
Delivery 
and 
Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

4. Cambridge 
South East 
Transport 
 
 

 

Transport 
and 
Infrastructure 
Committee 
 

6 January 
2021 

Decision To update the 
Committee on the 
Authority’s response 
to the Greater 
Cambridge 
Partnership’s 
Cambridge South 
East Transport 
consultation 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 
Delivery 
and 
Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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 Title of report Decision 
maker 

Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

5. Fenland Bus 
Service 
 
 

Transport 
and 
Infrastructure 
Committee 
 

6 January 
2021 

Decision To update the 
committee on bus 
issues, and report 
back upon the 
spending of the 
£1.2m released for 
bus trial projects. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 
Delivery 
and 
Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

6. A141 
Huntingdon 
Strategic 
Outline 
Business Case 
 
 

Transport 
and 
Infrastructure 
Committee 
 

6 January 
2021 

Decision The report will 
update the 
Committee on the 
scope and aims of 
the Strategic Outline 
Business Case.  
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 
Delivery 
and 
Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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 Title of report Decision 
maker 

Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

7. A605 Kings 
Dyke Project 
Update 
 
 

Transport 
and 
Infrastructure 
Committee 
 

6 January 
2021 

Decision To provide an 
update on 
construction 
progress on the 
project. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 
Delivery 
and 
Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

 

Housing and Communities Committee 11 January 2021 
 Title of report Decision 

maker 
Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

8. £100M 
Affordable 
Housing 
Programme 
Scheme 

Housing and 
Communities 
Committee  

11 
January 
2021  

Key 
Decision 
2020/083 

To consider and 
approve allocations 
to new schemes 
within the £100m 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Roger 

Thompson, 

Director of 

Councillor 
Chris 
Boden 
 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
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 Title of report Decision 
maker 

Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

Approvals 
January 2021  
 

Affordable House 
Programme 

Housing and 

Development  

Lead 
Member 
for 
Housing  

report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published 
 

9. The role of the 
Housing & 
Communities 
Committee in 
relation to 
tourism 
 
 

 

Housing and 
Communities 
Committee  

11 
January 
2021  

Decision  To clarify the role of 
the Committee in 
relation to tourism. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Roger 

Thompson 

Director of 

Housing and 

Development  

Councillor 
Chris 
Boden 
 
Lead 
Member 
for 
Housing  
 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 
 

10. Community 
Land Trust 
Business 
Case 
 
 

Housing and 
Communities 
Committee  

11 
January 
2021  

Decision  To consider the 
business plan which 
sets out the benefit, 
process and 
interventions that 
enable Community 
Led Development 
across 
Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough as per 
the commitment in 
the Devolution Deal, 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Kim Sawyer 

Chief 

Executive  

Councillor 
Chris 
Boden 
 
Lead 
Member 
for 
Housing  
 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 
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 Title of report Decision 
maker 

Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

and make 
recommendations to 
the Combined 
Authority Board.  
 

Skills Committee 11 January 2021 
 Title of report Decision 

maker 
Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead Member Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to the 
decision maker 
 

11. University of 
Peterborough 
Phase 2: 
Incorporation 
of PropCo2 
 
[May contain 
exempt 
appendices] 
 
 

Skills 
Committee 

11 January 
2021 

Decision  To note the 
incorporation of 
PropCo2 for the 
University of 
Peterborough, 
including the 
business plan 
and approach to 
the commercial 
operator. 
 
 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 
Business 
and Skills 

Councillor 
John Holdich 
 
Lead Member 
for Economic 
Growth & 
Lead Member 
for Skills 
 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be any 
documents other 
than the report 
and relevant 
appendices to be 
published. 
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 Title of report Decision 
maker 

Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead Member Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to the 
decision maker 
 

12. Adult 
Education 
Budget 2019-
20 Statutory 
Annual Return 
 

 

Skills 
Committee 

11 January 
2021 

Decision  To review and 
approve the Adult 
Education Budget 
2019-20 Statutory 
Annual Return. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 
Business 
and Skills 

Councillor 
John Holdich 
Lead Member 
for Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be any 
documents other 
than the report 
and relevant 
appendices to be 
published. 
 

 

Combined Authority Board – 27 January 2021 

Governance items  
 Title of report Decision maker Date of 

decision 
Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

13. Minutes of the 
meeting on 27 
November 
2020  

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 

27 January 
2021 

Decision  To approve 
the minutes of 
the previous 
meeting.  

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Richenda 
Greenhill, 
Democratic 
Services 
Officer  

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

relevant 
appendices. 
 

14. Forward Plan  Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

27 January 
2021 

Decision  To approve 
the latest 
version of the 
forward plan. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Robert 
Parkin 
Chief Legal 
Officer and 
Monitoring 
Officer 
 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices. 
 

15. Appointment 
of Chief 
Executive of 
OneCAM Ltd 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

27 January 
2021 

Decision  To appoint 
the Chief 
Executive of 
OneCAM Ltd 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders  

John Hill 

Chief 

Executive 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices. 
 
 

16. Budget 
Monitor 
Update  

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

27 January 
2021 

Decision  To provide an 
update on the 
revenue and 
capital 
budgets for 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Jon Alsop 

Section 73 
Chief 
Finance 
Officer 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

 
 

the year to 
date 

report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 
 

17. Performance 
Report 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Decision  To provide 
performance 
reporting 
updates. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 

Delivery and 

Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  
 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 
 
 

18. Mayor’s 
Budget 
2021/22 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/070 

To request 
the Combined 
Authority 
approve the 
Mayor’s draft 
budget for 
2021-22. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Jon Alsop 

Section 73 

Chief 

Finance 

Officer 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

19. 2021-22 
Budget and 
Medium Term 
Financial Plan 
to 2024-25 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision  
2020/071 

To approve 
the revenue 
budget for 
2021/22 and 
the Medium-
Term 
Financial Plan 
to 2024/25 
and approve 
the capital 
programme 
2021/22 to 
2024/25 

 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Jon Alsop 

Section 73 

Chief 

Finance 

Officer 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 

20. Transport 
Levy for 
2021/22 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/089 

To set the 
level of the 
2021-22 
Transport 
Levy on local 
highways 
authorities. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Jon Alsop 

Section 73 

Chief 

Finance 

Officer 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

21. Mayoral 
Election 2021 
 
 

 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Decision Update on the 
budget for the 
May 2021 
Mayoral 
Elections  
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John Hill 

Chief 

Executive 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 
 

22. Combined 
Authority 
Business Plan 
2021/22 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Decision To secure 
Board 
agreement to 
the 2021/22 
Combined 
Authority 
Business 
Plan. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 

Delivery and 

Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  
 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
appendices to 
be published. 
 

23. Monitoring and 
Evaluation 
Framework 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Decision To seek the 
Board’s 
approval of 
the refreshed 
Monitoring 
and 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 

Delivery and 

Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  
 

It is not 
anticipated that 
there will be 
any documents 
other than the 
report and 
relevant 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to the 
decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

Evaluation 
Framework. 
  

appendices to 
be published. 
 
 

 

Combined Authority Decisions  
 Title of report Decision maker Date of 

decision 
Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

24. CAM Update  
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/091 

Procurement 
and CAM 
Update from 
One CAM Ltd  
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Kim Sawyer 

Chief 

Executive 

Mayor James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

25. Market Towns 
Programme 
Investment 
Prospectus – 
Approval of 
Third Tranche 
of 
Recommended 
Projects 
 

[May contain 
exempt 
appendices] 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/084 

To approve 
the second 
tranche of 
recommended 
projects under 
the Market 
Towns 
Programme 
Investment 
Prospectus. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 

Business and 

Skills 

Mayor James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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By recommendation to the Combined Authority 

Recommendations from the Transport and Infrastructure Committee 
 Title of report Decision maker Date of 

decision 
Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

26. A16 Norwood 
Improvements 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/091 

To provide a 
summary of the 
outcomes of the 
Strategic Outline 
Business Case and 
seek approval to 
proceed to Outline 
Business Case. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Paul 

Raynes 

Director of 

Delivery 

and 

Strategy 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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Recommendations from the Housing and Communities Committee 
 Title of report Decision maker Date of 

decision 
Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

27. Community 
Land Trust 
Business Case 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

27 January 
2021 

Decision  To approve the 
business plan 
which sets out the 
benefit, process 
and interventions 
that enable 
Community Led 
Development 
across 
Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough 
as per the 
commitment in the 
Devolution Deal.  
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Kim 

Sawyer 

Chief 

Executive  

Councillor 
Chris 
Boden 
 
Lead 
Member 
for 
Housing  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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Recommendations from the Business Board  
 Title of report Decision maker Date of 

decision 
Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

28. Local Growth 
Fund 
Programme 
Management 
Review 
January 2021 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/077 

To review the 
Local Growth Fund 
Programme 
delivery including 
spend against 
budget and amend 
as required 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 
including 
Skills 
Committee 

John T 

Hill, 

Director of 

Business 

& Skills 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Economic 
Growth  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published 
 

29. University of 
Peterborough 
Phase 2 
Manufacturing 
and Materials 
Research & 
Development 
Centre Project 
 
[May contain 
exempt 
appendices] 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/086 

To approve an 
increase in 
investment funding 
from the joint 
venture partner for 
the Peterborough 
University Phase 2 
Manufacturing and 
Materials 
Research & 
Development 
Centre Project. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders  

John T 

Hill, 

Director of 

Business 

& Skills 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Economic 
Growth  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of report Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

30. Local 
Enterprise 
Partnership 
Partnering 
Strategy  
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

27 January 
2021 

Decision  To approve the 
Local Enterprise 
Partnership 
Partnering 
Strategy  

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T 

Hill, 

Director of 

Business 

& Skills 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Economic 
Growth  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published 
 

31. University of 
Peterborough 
Phase 2: 
Incorporation 
of PropCo2 
 
[May contain 
exempt 
appendices] 
 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 January 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/076 

To note the 
incorporation of 
PropCo2 for the 
University of 
Peterborough and 
approve the 
business plan and 
approach to the 
commercial 
operator. 
 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 

Business 

and Skills 

Councillor 
John Holdich 
 
Lead 
Member for 
Economic 
Growth & 
Lead 
Member for 
Skills 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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Skills Committee – 15 March 2021 
 Title of report Decision 

maker 
Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

32. Sector-Based 
Work 
Academies 
and High 
Value Courses 
Update 
 
 

 

Skills 
Committee 

15 March 
2021 

Decision  To update 
Members on 

Sector-Based 
Work 
Academies and 
High Value 
Courses. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 

Business 

and Skills 

Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member 
for Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

33. National 
Retraining 
Scheme Pilot  
 
 

Skills 
Committee 

15 March 
2021 

Decision  To update 
Members on 
progress with 
the National 
Retraining 
Scheme Pilot. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 
Business 
and Skills 

Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member 
for Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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 Title of report Decision 
maker 

Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

34. University of 
Peterborough 
Update 
 
 

 

Skills 
Committee 

15 March  
2021 

Decision  To provide an 
update on 
progress on the 
University of 
Peterborough. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 
Business 
and Skills 

Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member 
for Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

35. Business 
Growth 
Service - Skills 
Brokerage 
Mobilisation 
Update  
 
 

Skills 
Committee 

15 March 
2021 

Decision  To update 
Members on 
progress made 
with mobilising 
the Business 
Growth Service. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 
Business 
and Skills 

Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member 
for Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

36. Local 
Economic 
Recovery 

Skills 
Committee 

15 March 
2021 

Decision  To update 
Members on the 
latest version of 

Relevant 
internal and 

John T Hill, 
Director of 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
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 Title of report Decision 
maker 

Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead 
officer 

Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

Strategy: 
Updated 
refresh 
 

the Local 
Economic 
Recovery 
Strategy 
following further 
evidence-based 
insight.  

external 
stakeholders 

Business & 
Skills 

the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member 
for 
Economic 
Growth  
 

will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published 
 

37. Adult 
Education 
Budget Annual 
Review 
(Academic 
Year 2019/20) 
Update 
 
 
 

Skills 
Committee 

11 January 
2021 

Decision  To update 
Members 
following the 
first year of local 
delivery of the 
Adult Education 
Budget. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 
Business 
and Skills 

Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member 
for Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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Housing and Communities Committee 
 Title of report Decision 

maker 
Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

38. Cambridge 
Northern 
Fringe East – 
Progress 
Report 
 
 

Housing and 
Communities 
Committee  

15 March 
2021  

Decision  To note 
progress on the 
Cambridge 
Northern Fringe 
East 
development. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Roger 

Thompson 

Director of 

Housing and 

Development  

Councillor 
Chris 
Boden 
 
Lead 
Member 
for 
Housing  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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Combined Authority Board - 31 March 2020 

Governance items 
 Title of report Decision maker Date of 

decision 
Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

39. Minutes of the 
meeting on 27 
January 2020  

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To approve the 
minutes of the 
previous 
meeting.  

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Richenda 
Greenhill, 
Democratic 
Services 
Officer  

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices. 
 

40. Forward Plan  Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To approve the 
latest version of 
the forward 
plan. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Robert 
Parkin 
Chief Legal 
Officer and 
Monitoring 
Officer 
 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices. 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

41. Budget 
Monitor 
Update  

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

31 March 
2031 

Decision  To provide an 
update on the 
revenue and 
capital budgets 
for the year to 
date 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Jon Alsop 

Section 73 
Chief 
Finance 
Officer 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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Combined Authority Decisions  

 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

42. £100m 
Affordable 
Housing 
Programme 
(Non-grant) 
March 2020  
 

 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

31 March 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/087 

To request 
Board approval 
of scheme/s 
that form a part 
of and will 
require an 
investment from 
the £40m 
revolving fund. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Roger 

Thompson 

Director of 

Housing 

and 

Delivery  

Councillor 
Chris 
Boden 
 
Lead 
Member for 
Housing  

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

43. Proposed Loan  
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

27 
January 
2021 

Key 
Decision  
2020/072 

To consider 
granting a loan 
of up to £10M. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Roger 

Thompson 

Director of 

Housing 

and 

Delivery  

 

 

Councillor 
Chris 
Boden 
 
Lead 
Member for 
Housing 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

44. CAM Update  
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 
 
 

31 March 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/092 

Procurement 
and CAM 
Update from 
One CAM Ltd 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

Kim Sawyer 

Chief 

Executive 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

45. Market Towns 
Programme 
Investment 
Prospectus – 
Approval of 
Final Tranche 
of 
Recommended 
Projects 
 
 

 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/088  

To approve the 
final tranche of 
recommended 
projects to 
under the 
Market Towns 
Programme 
Investment 
Prospectus 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 

Business 

and Skills 

Mayor 
James 
Palmer 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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Recommendations from the Skills Committee 

 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted 
to the 
decision 
maker 
 

46. University of 
Peterborough 
Update 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To provide an 
update on 
progress on the 
University of 
Peterborough. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 

Business and 

Skills 

Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
 

47. Sector-Based 
Work 
Academies 
and High 
Value Courses 
Update 
 

 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To update 
Members on 

Sector-Based 
Work 
Academies and 
High Value 
Courses. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 

Business and 

Skills 

Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted 
to the 
decision 
maker 
 

48. National 
Retraining 
Scheme Pilot  
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To update 
Members on 
progress with 
the National 
Retraining 
Scheme Pilot. 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill 
Director of 
Business and 
Skills 

Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Skills  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published. 
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Recommendations from the Business Board 

 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

49. Local Growth 
Fund 
Programme 
Management 
Review March 
2021 
 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Key 
Decision 
2020/0085 

To review the 
Local Growth 
Fund 
Programme 
delivery 
including spend 
against budget 
and amend as 
required 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 
including 
Skills 
Committee 

John T Hill, 

Director of 

Business & 

Skills 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Economic 
Growth  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published 
 

50. Local 
Economic 
Recovery 
Strategy: 
Updated 
refresh 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To approve the 
updated refresh 
of the Local 
Economic 
Recovery 
Strategy for 
Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 
including 
Skills 
Committee 

John T Hill, 

Director of 

Business & 

Skills 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

Economic 
Growth  
 

 

51. Coterminous 
and Strategic 
Partnership 
Agreements 
Update 
 
 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To approve 
Memorandums 
of 
Understanding 
with the 
remaining 
seven 
neighbouring 
Local Enterprise 
Partnerships. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill, 

Director of 

Business & 

Skills 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Economic 
Growth  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published 
 

52. Annual 
Performance 
Review 
Update 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To update the 
Board on the 
end of year 
Annual 
Performance 
Review 
(2020/21) with 
the Department 
for Business, 
Energy and 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 

John T Hill, 

Director of 

Business & 

Skills 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John 
Holdich 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
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 Title of report Decision maker Date of 
decision 

Decision 
required 

Purpose of 
report 

Consultation Lead officer Lead 
Member 

Documents 
relevant to 
the decision 
submitted to 
the decision 
maker 
 

Industrial 
Strategy (BEIS) 
 

Lead 
Member for 
Economic 
Growth  
 

to be 
published 
 

53. Local 
Assurance 
Framework 
Annual Review 

Cambridgeshire 
and 
Peterborough 
Combined 
Authority Board 

31 March 
2021 

Decision  To approve 
updates to the 
Local 
Assurance 
Framework. 
 

Relevant 
internal and 
external 
stakeholders 
including 
Skills 
Committee 
and Audit 
and 
Governance 
Committee 

John T Hill, 

Director of 

Business & 

Skills 

Austen 
Adams, 
Chair of the 
Business 
Board  
 
Councillor 
John 
Holdich 
Lead 
Member for 
Economic 
Growth  
 

It is not 
anticipated 
that there 
will be any 
documents 
other than 
the report 
and 
relevant 
appendices 
to be 
published 
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Comments or queries about the Forward Plan to Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough Combined Authority 
 

Please send your comments or queries to Robert Parkin, Chief Legal Officer and 
Monitoring Officer, at Robert.Parkin@cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk . We need to 
know: 

1. Your comment or query: 

2. How can we contact you with a response (please include your name, a telephone 
number and your email address). 

3. Who you would like to respond to your query. 
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Agenda Item No: 2.1  

Report title: Budget and Performance Update  
 
To:    Transport & Infrastructure Committee meeting  
 
Meeting Date:  06 January 2021 
 
Public report: Yes 
 
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Paul Raynes, Director of Delivery and Strategy  
 
Key decision:    No 
 
Forward Plan ref:  n/a 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport & infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
a) Note the January Budget and Performance Monitoring Update  
 
Voting arrangements: Simple majority  
 

 
 
1. Purpose 
 
1.1  This report provides the regular budget and performance reporting to the Transport and 

Infrastructure Committee. 
 
2.  Background 
 
2.1 The Combined Authority Board has decided that budget and performance reporting should 

be seen in the round.  
 
2.2 At its January 2020 meeting, the Combined Authority Board approved a new Business 

Plan and Medium-Term Financial Plan (MTFP), including Revenue and Capital projects for 
2020/21. This report presents the progress made against these budgets along with any 
changes in line with subsequent Executive Committee and Board decisions. 
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3. Budget 
 
Revenue Budget 

 
3.1 The Revenue position for the Transport programme, for the 8-month period to 30th 

November 2020, is set out in the table below:   
 

 
 
3.2. A10 Dualling (SOBC) - £112,000 saving fr om the budget was made possible bec ause the 

project was procured and has b een managed internally by CPCA, thus saving on external 
project management costs. 
 

3.3. A141 Huntingdon (SOBC) - £350,000 was approved by the Board at its August meeting. It is 
expected to complete in Summer 2021 and therefore the budget will be split between the two 
financial years. The procurem ent exercise has been completed and Atkins have been 
appointed and work has commenced. 

 
3.4. Bus Review Implementation - £1,200,000 was approved by the Board in September to fund 

short term innovation trials to inform subsequent reform proposals. The bus reform project is 
identifying ways to deliver im proved bus services within the Authority’s area, has launc hed 
two new bus services, will shortly launch two more and is commissioning a new Demand 
Responsive Transport (DRT) scheme covering 360 sq km of West Huntingdonshire.  

 
As these services are commencing late in the financial year, inevitably a lot of the budget 
money is rolling forwards into 2021-22. The Covid-19 crisis has had a very significant impact 
on the bus market and on 9 September 2020 t he Transport and Infrastructure Committee 
approved proposals to amend the Bus Reform Task Force programme milestones to reflect 
the pace of recovery of the bus market  whilst commencing ongoing dialogue with DfT 
concerning the possibility of fast tracking a partnership or franchising scheme. 

 
 

Delivery and Strategy
 Nov 

Budget 
 

Adjustments 
 Revised 
Budget   Actuals 

 Forecast 
Outturn 

 Change 
in FO 

 FO 
Variance 

A10 Dualling SOBC 297.1 297.1 180.5 185.1 ‐            ‐112.0
A141 Huntingdon SOBC 350.0 350.0 26.0 146.0 ‐104.0 ‐204.0
Additional Home to School Transport Grants 1,055.5 1,055.5 ‐                  1,055.5 ‐            ‐           
Bus Review Implementation 1,844.0 1,844.0 274.1 600.0 ‐1,244.0 ‐1,244.0
Bus Service Subsidisation 245.0 245.0 ‐                  245.0 ‐            ‐           
CAM Metro OBC 1,356.4 1,356.4 1,339.0 1,356.4 ‐            ‐           
CAM Innovation Company 6,915.2 6,915.2 3,935.1 6,915.2 ‐            ‐           
COVID Bus Service Support Grant 439.5 439.5 374.0 439.5 ‐           
Schemes and Studies 100.0 100.0 27.5 100.0 ‐            ‐           
Sustainable Travel 150.0 150.0 60.9 150.0 ‐            ‐           
Transport Levy 12,347.6 12,347.6 8,232.0 12,347.6 ‐            ‐           
Total Transport 25,100.3 ‐                 25,100.3 14,448.9 23,540.3 (1,348.0 ) (1,560.0 )

YTD Whole YearBudget
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Capital Budget 
 
3.5. The capital position for Transport for the 8-month period to 30th November 2020, is set out 

in the table below.   
 

 
 

3.6. A1260 Nene Parkway Junction 15 and Junctions 32/3 – The Full Business Case (FBC) 
stages are experiencing delays with the FBC surveys now taking place later than planned. 
The cause of the delay was due to a knock-on delay from supply chain, as sub-contractors 
planned work programmes (and resource) was impacted by national lockdown earlier in the 
year.  
 

3.7. A141 Capacity Enhancements – This project is now being delivered by CPCA directly and is 
reported with the Revenue Budget. 

 
3.8. A505 Corridor – The Pre-SOBC stage has been nearly completed and there is an expected 

saving against the current budget. 
 

3.9. Coldhams Lane – At the November Transport Committee, it was agreed that this project 
would be paused whilst further is being sought. 
 

3.10. Fengate Access Study Phase 1 – The SOBC stage has now completed independently 
reviewed with a saving of £270,000. The increase in forecast reflects the Additional funding 
approved by the CPCA Board in November to pursue the OBC stage. 

 
3.11. King’s Dyke – The project is progressing ahead of schedule and therefore the forecast has 

been increased to reflect the acceleration of project. It is anticipated that the project will 
complete within the overall budget. 
 

Nov Budget Adjustments Revised Budget Actuals Forecast Outturn Change in FO FO Variance
Delivery and Strategy £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000 £'000

A10 Dualling 500.0 500.0 ‐                  500.0 ‐                     ‐                  
A1260 Nene Parkway Junction 15 653.8 653.8 35.3 445.8 (208.0 ) (208.0 )
A1260 Nene Parkway Junction 32/3 517.0 517.0 65.3 411.8 (105.2 ) (105.2 )
A141 capacity enhancements 978.0 978.0 137.9 150.0 (828.0 ) (828.0 )
A16 Norwood Dualling 61.0 61.0 58.5 61.0 ‐                     ‐                  
A47 Dualling 40.0 40.0 53.4 53.4 ‐                     13.4

A505 Corridor 422.0 422.0 243.1 250.0 (22.0 ) (172.0 )
A605 Oundle Rd Widening ‐ Alwalton‐Lynch Wood 792.5 792.5 780.8 780.6 (11.9 ) (11.9 )
A605 Stanground ‐ Whittlesea 1,110.2 1,110.2 113.3 1,110.2 ‐                     ‐                  
Active Travel Grant payments to Highways Authorities 2,942.4 2,942.4 2,942.4 2,942.4 ‐                     ‐                  
CAM Innovation Company Set up 1,995.0 1,995.0 ‐                  1,995.0 ‐                     ‐                  
Cambridge South Station 385.3 385.3 ‐                  385.3 ‐                     ‐                  
Coldhams Lane roundabout improvements 409.1 409.1 142.7 150.1 (259.0 ) (259.0 )
Ely Area Capacity Enhancements 2,163.3 2,163.3 554.6 2,163.3 ‐                     ‐                  
Fengate Access Study ‐ Eastern Industries Access ‐ Phase 1 614.1 614.1 53.2 614.1 540.0 ‐                  
Fengate Access Study ‐ Eastern Industries Access ‐ Phase 2 146.6 146.6 144.0 146.6 ‐                     ‐                  
Highways Maintenance (with PCC and CCC) 23,080.0 23,080.0 23,080.0 23,080.0 ‐                     ‐                  
King's Dyke 8,619.8 8,619.8 5,225.8 10,399.4 1,039.1 1,779.6

Lancaster Way 2,633.5 2,633.5 633.3 2,633.5 ‐                     ‐                  
March Junction Improvements 2,636.8 2,636.8 227.2 1,100.0 (636.8 ) (1,536.8 )
Pothole and Challenge Funds 12,554.0 12,554.0 12,554.0 ‐                     ‐                  
Regeneration of Fenland Railway Stations 2,907.5 2,907.5 415.0 930.0 (777.5 ) (1,977.5 )
Soham Station 5,736.7 5,736.7 2,979.8 5,599.7 (19.7 ) (137.0 )
Wisbech Access Strategy 5,494.5 5,494.5 582.8 3,800.0 (1,694.5 ) (1,694.5 )
Wisbech Rail 341.4 341.4 323.3 341.4 ‐                     ‐                  
Transport Total 77,734.6 ‐                     77,734.6 38,791.7 72,597.6 (2,983.5 ) (5,137.0 )

Budget Year to‐date Whole Year
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Soham Station – This project is also progressing ahead of timeline and is expected to be delivered earlier 
than planned. Whilst efficiencies have been identified the budget will need to be carried forward into the 
future years until the project is complete. 

 
4. Performance Reporting 
 
4.1 The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Devolution Deal is about delivering better economic 

outcomes for the people of our area and commits us to specific results. The Combined 
Authority needs to monitor how well it is doing that. 
 

4.2. Appendix 1 shows the Transport Performance Dashboard. It includes an update on delivery 
against the following growth outcomes set by the Devolution Deal, which are reported to the 
Combined Authority Board: 

 
 Prosperity (measured by Gross Value Added (GVA)) 
 Housing 
 Jobs  
 

The appendix also includes indicators relating to the Transport progra mme chosen by the 
Committee, to supplement the corporate headline indicators.  

 
4.3. Also provided is the RAG status of projects within the Transport portfo lio. These are based 

on the December reporting month. 

 
5. Financial Implications 
 
5.1 There are no other financial implications other than those included in the main body of the 

report. 

 
6. Legal Implications  
 
6.1  Adopting a Business Plan alongside the budget is good practice but not a legal obligation. 

The recommendation accords with the Combined Authority’s Constitution (September 2019) 
Chapter 4 para.2(b) and powers under Part 4 Article 11 of the Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough Combined Authority Order 2017 (SI 2017/251).  

 
7. Other Significant Implications 
 
7.1  None not mentioned above. 
 
8. Appendices 
 
8.1  Appendix 1 – Transport Performance Dashboard  
 
9. Background Papers 
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Appendix 1  

TRANSPORT AND INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE 

COMBINED AUTHORITY PERFORMANCE DASHBOARD 

DEVOLUTION DEAL TRAJECTORY 

GVA TARGET V BASELINE JOBS TRAJECTORY V BASELINE HOUSING PERFORMANCE (*cumulative figures) 

    

 

Combined Authority Transport Project Profile 
 

 
 

 

Transport Key Project Breakdown 

Project name  RAG status 

A141 Bypass Green 

A47 Dualling  Green 

Cambridge South Station Green 

King’s Dyke Level Crossing Green 

Regeneration of Fenland Stations  Green 

Soham Station  Green 

Wisbech Rail Green 

  

A10 OBC Amber 

Bus Reform Task Force Amber  

Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro (CAM) Amber 
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Agenda Item No: 2.2 

Report title:   A16 Norwood Improvements  
 
To:    Transport and Infrastructure Committee   
 
Meeting Date:  06 J  2021 
 
Public report: Yes 
 
 
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Paul Raynes, Delivery and Strategy Director 

Key decision:    Yes  

Forward Plan ref:  Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport and Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
a) Approve the Strategic Outline Business Case 
b) Recommend to the Combined Authority Board the drawdown of 

£630,000 from the Medium Term Financial Plan to produce the 
Outline Business Case. This includes £320,000 carry forward from 
the current financial year subject to approval budget. 
 

Voting arrangements:  For Item (a), a simple majority of all Members  
 
For Item (b) A vote in favour by at least two thirds of all Members (or 
their Substitute Members) appointed by the Constituent Councils, to 
include the Members appointed by Cambridgeshire County Council or 
Peterborough City Council, or their Substitute Members  
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  To provide a summary of the outcome of the Strategic Outline Business Case (SOBC) and 

request approval to proceed to Outline Business Case (OBC) for the A16 Norwood 
Improvement.  

 

2.  Background 

 
2.1 The Peterborough Local Plan (adopted July 2019) sets out the overall vision, priorities, and 

objectives for Peterborough up to 2036. The updated strategy identifies the required 
delivery of 19,440 new homes and 17,600 new jobs by 2036. 

 
2.2 The 80-hectare Norwood site will provide 2,000 dwellings, a local centre and primary 

school. The delivery of the development has been split into two phases. 
 

2.3 The first phase of development (2019 – 2031) is known as the land off Newborough Road 

(Leeds Farm Development), which includes up to 870 dwellings and auxiliary uses, 

including a primary school and local centre, and would initially be accessed via 

Newborough Road. 

2.4 The second phase of development (2026 – 2031) will complete the build of the Norwood 

site, and will include the remaining dwellings. 

2.5 Adjacent to the Norwood site (to the west of Newborough Road) is the Paston Reserve 

Urban Extension. Development at this site has begun, with 87 dwellings now complete, and 

the site will eventually include 945 dwellings, a local centre, a primary school and a 

secondary school with space for 900 pupils.  

2.6 The SOBC for A16 Norwood was commissioned by the Transport and Infrastructure 
Committee in November 2019, following approval by the Combined Authority Board in 
March 2018 of a pipeline of projects outlined in the Transport Delivery 2018/19 report.   

 

3 Outcome of the Strategic Outline Business Case 
 
3.1 The SOBC sets out the case for transport improvements in the A16 Norwood area. It has 

assessed a number of options against the project’s primary objectives: 
  

 Tackle congestion and improve journey times along the A16 and on the primary 
approaches to the A16/A47/Welland Road Roundabout; 

 Support Peterborough’s growth agenda to ensure that the planned employment and 
housing growth at Norwood can be realised; 

 Limit impact on the local environment and improve biodiversity. 
 

3.2 The SOBC concludes that a package of interventions is needed to improve congestion, 
safety and enable growth in the area. The package includes: 

 

 Closure of Newborough Road access onto A47; 

 Dualling of A16 between the A16/A47/Welland Road Roundabout and the Norwood 
Development Access; 

 Signalisation of A16/A47/Welland Road Roundabout on the A16 southbound 
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approach; 

 A 50-metre flare added to the A47 westbound approach to provide additional 
capacity for left turning traffic to Welland Road; 

 Dedicated Left Turn Lane (LTL) from the A47 eastbound to the A16 northbound.  
 
 

3.3 This package of works will be further developed at OBC. The SOBC reports that the 
package has a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of 3.2, which demonstrates high value for money. 
The financial case estimates the construction cost at approximately £6,615,466 including a 
20% risk allowance. Further work will be undertaken to refine the cost estimating further 
through the business case stages. 

 
3.4 The project is interdependent with the development of the sites. Improvements along the 

A16 corridor are required as part of planning applications at the Norwood Urban Extension 
to accommodate new housing. The developer is expected to provide a new access 
roundabout with the A16 and a new access priority junction with Newborough Road. It is 
currently understood that the two points of access will be connected by an internal road, 
providing all residents with direct access to the A16. 

 
3.5 These improvements are considered necessary for traffic from the development to be able 

to access the wider network as planned. Engagement with officers at Peterborough City 
Council will continue at OBC to ensure the recommended option remains appropriate.  

 
3.6 The recommended option has been discussed with Highways England who agree in 

principle to the proposed interventions. Engagement with Highways England will continue 
throughout the project development and delivery.  

 
3.7 The business case also details the management and commercial considerations for 

progressing the project and concludes that Peterborough City Council should manage the 
project, reporting to a project board, and it is proposed to use their Peterborough Highways 
Contract to deliver the project, but this will be confirmed at OBC.  

 
3.8 The SOBC has undergone the independent third party review who have confirmed that the 

BCR and report have been appropriately developed.  
 
 
 

4 Next Steps 
 
4.1 The next phase of the project will be for the OBC to be undertaken to develop the 

recommended option further. This phase will also include a number of surveys and a public 
consultation to ensure that the Full Business Case (FBC) scope is better defined. An outline 
programme for the OBC and beyond is detailed in the table below: 

 

Timing  Milestone Activity  

April 2021 – March 2022 Outline Business Case produced and Preliminary Design 
undertaken. 

April 2022 – May 2022 Review and approval for OBC and progression to FBC. 

June 2022 – May 2023 Detailed Design undertaken and Full Business Case produced 
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2024 Closure of Newborough Road Access to A47 delivered in 
conjunction with Developer schemes including Norwood 
internal access road and A16 Norwood Developer 
Roundabout. 

2027 Construction of the remaining schemes, including A16 Dualling 
and A16/A47/Welland Road Roundabout improvements. 

 
4.2 The OBC has been costed at £630,000 comprising surveys, traffic modelling, staff time and 

a third party independent review. The OBC is expected to take approximately a year to 
complete.  

 

5. Financial Implications 

 
5.1 The recommended option has a high value for money BCR of 3.2. 
 
5.2 The OBC has been costed at £630,000 comprising, surveys, modelling, staff time and a 

third party independent review. Spend will take place in the 2021/22 financial year.  
 
5.3 The Medium Term Financial Plan provides £320,000 subject to approval in 2020-21 and a 

further £730,000 subject to approval in 2021-22. There is sufficient allocation for both the 
OBC and the FBC expected cost within the remaining budget, however the budget profile in 
the Medium Term Financial Plan requires revision to reflect the current programme from the 
SOBC.  

 
5.4 A construction budget is included as a “subject to approval” line within the Medium Term 

Financial Plan in the 2023/24 financial year.  
 

6. Legal Implications  
 
6.1 The recommendations accord with CPCA’s powers under Part 3 of the Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough Combined Authority Order 2017 (SI 2017/251). 
 
6.2 The meeting shall be conducted in accordance with Parts 2 and 3 of the Local Authorities 

and Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus)(Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and 
Crime Panel Meetings)(England and Wales) Regulations 2020.See Appendix 2 for 
guidance.  

 

7. Other Significant Implications 
 
7.1 None at this time  
 

8. Appendices 
 
8.1 Appendix 1 – A16 Norwood Improvement Strategic Outline Business Case  
 

9. Background Papers 
 

9.1 7 November 2019 Transport and Infrastructure Committee Paper  
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I 

 

Executive Summary 
This Strategic Outline Business Case makes a strong strategic and economic case for the A16 Norwood 

Improvement scheme, which will return High Value for Money. 

The package of schemes will add capacity to the highway network, addressing existing problems of peak 

hour congestion, and help to facilitate planned residential growth within Norwood. 

The Peterborough Local Plan (adopted July 2019) sets out the overall vision, priorities and objectives for 

Peterborough up to 2036. The updated strategy identifies the required delivery of 19,440 new homes and 

17,600 new jobs by 2036. 

The study area encompasses the Norwood and Paston Reserve Urban Extension sites, which are bordered 

to the west by the A15 Paston Parkway, to the east by the A16 and to the south by the A47, and intersected 

by Newborough Road.  

The Norwood and Paston Reserve urban extensions, shown below are key areas of residential growth for 

Peterborough and have been allocated for development within the Peterborough Local Plan 2016 to 2036  

(Adopted on 24th July 2019), generating a combined total of 2,945 dwellings in the study area. 

Norwood Access Study Area 
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II 

 

The Strategic Outline Business Case is set out in compliance with the Department for Transport’s (DfT) Five 

Case Business Model. 

Strategic Case 

The Strategic Case has considered the policy context in which a scheme for this location has been developed. 

As well as policy, the need for intervention is explained, which includes the following issues that 

compromise local growth aspirations: 

 Extensive queues and delays on the A16 

 Queueing on the A47 

 High accident rate at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout. 

The policy review and data of existing issues has been used to identify scheme objectives, and a long list of 

potential improvement options have been assessed against these objectives using the DfT’s Early 

Assessment Sifting Tool (EAST). The scheme objectives are set out beneath. 

Primary objectives include: 

 Tackle congestion and improve journey times: Tackle congestion and reduce delay along the A16 

and on the primary approaches to the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout 

 Support Peterborough’s growth agenda: Ensure that the planned employment and housing 

growth at Norwood can be realised 

 Limit impact on the local environment and improve biodiversity: Fully mitigate any adverse 

environmental impacts of a scheme, and ensure a biodiversity net gain within the study area. 

In addition to the primary objectives, several secondary objectives were identified: 

 Positively impact traffic conditions on the wider network: Positively impact the performance of 

local routes impacted by the traffic and congestion in and around the A16 corridor, such as the 

A47, A15 Paston Parkway, A1139 Eye Road and Newborough Road. 

 Improve road safety: Reduce accidents and improve personal security for all travellers within the 

study area. 

 Improve sustainable transport infrastructure: Ensure that the scheme provides a comprehensive 

network of pedestrian and cycling routes where needed. 

The Strategic Case concludes with details of the preferred package of schemes (Package 1) which is the 

subject of this Business Case. Full details of the modelling and assessment work undertaken to identify the 

preferred package of schemes can be found in the Norwood Option Assessment Report (OAR).  
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III 

 

The Preferred Option (‘the scheme’) includes: 

 Closure of Newborough Road access onto A47 

 Dualling of A16 between A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout and the Norwood Development 

Access 

 Partial signalisation of A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout (A16 southbound approach) 

 A 50 metre flare added to the A47 westbound approach to provide additional capacity for left 

turning traffic to Welland Road 

 Dedicated Left Turn Lane (LDL) from the A47 eastbound to the A16 northbound. 

Economic Case 

The Economic Case demonstrates the scheme (Package 1a) achieves a Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) of 3.182, 

and offers High Value for Money based on transport user benefits alone. A breakdown of the scheme BCR 

is provided beneath. 

A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme BCR 

Value (£’000s) 2010 prices, benefits discounted to 2010 

Benefits 

Greenhouse Gases -1 

Consumer Users (Commuting) 4,168 

Consumer Users (Other) 5,442 

Business Users/Providers 5,476 

Indirect Taxes 53 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 15,138 
Costs 

Broad Transport Budget 4,757 
Present Value of Costs (PVC) 4,757 

Net Benefit / BCR Impact 
Net Present Value (NPV) 10,381 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (BCR) 3.182 

The Present Value of Benefits used in the assessment have been derived from the SATURN-based 

Peterborough Transportation Model (PTM3) used to assess the impact of the scheme in future years. Results 

from this modelling were then assessed using the Transport User Benefits Appraisal (TUBA, 1.9.14) tool to 

calculate a scheme BCR. The Present Value of Benefits for the scheme are £15,138,000 in 2010 prices.  

The Present Value of Costs used in the Economic Assessment is based upon a robust scheme cost estimate 

and has been calculated in line with WebTAG guidance over a 60 year appraisal period. The Present Value 

of Costs for the scheme are £4,757,000 in 2010 prices. 
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IV 

 

Qualitative assessments have also been undertaken for the following areas: 

 Landscape 

 Heritage 

 Arboriculture 

 Ecology 

 Noise. 

These assessments did not identify any significant concerns, and will be considered in more detail during the 

Detailed Design process.  

Financial Case 

The Financial Case demonstrates that the scheme has been robustly costed in line with WebTAG guidance. 

This Scheme Outturn Cost (including risk and inflation) is £6,615,466. This includes a 20% Risk Allowance, 

which is comprised of 10% construction Risk and 10%COVID-19 related risk. 

The initial scheme cost estimates are presented in the table beneath. 

Financial Case Scheme Cost Estimates 

 

It is anticipated that the full scheme Outturn Cost of £6,615,466 will be funded by the CPCA from the Single 

Investment Fund. 

Peterborough City Council request that the Design Cost of £620,000 is released in advance of the funds 

required for construction, in order to undertake the Preliminary Design and produce an OBC. This work is 

provisionally programmed to be undertaken between April 2021 and March 2022, with a view to 

construction commencing on site in 2024 (closure of Newborough Road).  

Cost Stage Cost (£)

4,294,790

Risk Adjusted Base Cost 4,950,733

Risk Adjusted Base Cost with Construction Industry Inflation 
(Outturn Cost) 6,615,466

Base Investment Cost
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 Commercial Case 

The Commercial Case demonstrates that the scheme can be reliably procured and implemented through 

existing channels whilst ensuring value for money in delivery of the scheme.  

All phases of the scheme, including detailed design, construction and site supervision will be delivered in 

house by Peterborough Highway Services (PHS), who have been responsible for all planning and design 

work undertaken on the A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme to date.  

The scheme will be procured using a Target Cost payment mechanism. This incentivises both parties to work 

together to reduce cost through a pain / gain mechanism. To ensure that the procurement remains 

commercial competitive and offers value for money, all subcontract packages will be subject to competitive 

tendering.  

Procuring the scheme directly through the PHS contract enables Peterborough City Council to appoint a 

contractor in an efficient manner. Using PHS’ in-house delivery capability offers the following benefits over 

alternative procurement routes. 

 PHS is reliable and has a proven track record of delivering major schemes successfully, and this 

serves as a positive indicator of future performance. 

 The scheme can be procured far quicker than would be the case with alternative procurement 

routes. As well as reducing the procurement costs for the procuring authority, the project benefits 

will be realised sooner. 

 The integrated delivery model creates a single point of responsibility and encourages more 

effective collaboration between client, designer and contractor to reduce costs. As the scheme has 

been identified, planned and designed within PHS, continuity can be assured through to 

construction, and any issues identified on site can be quickly resolved by the design team. 

 A well-established supply chain is already in place which provides Value for Money. All subcontract 

packages will be competitively tendered to ensure best value, and will be put to a minimum of three 

tenderers where possible. 

 Strong performance is highly incentivised as all schemes delivered within the PHS contract 

contribute to a suite of KPIs which impacts on the term of the contract. Consistent good 

performance is rewarded with contract term extensions whereas consistently poor performance 

would see a reduction in the contract term. 

 The contract duration and strong collaborative relationship encourages both parties to work 

towards long term gain rather than short term commercial gain. 
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Management Case 

The Management Case demonstrates that Peterborough City Council, through the PHS Framework, has the 

necessary experience and governance structure to successfully manage the delivery of the scheme.  

The Council, through PHS, have successfully delivered the following highway improvement schemes in 

recent years:  

 Junction 20 Improvement Scheme (A47 Soke Parkway / A15 Paston Parkway) - £5.7m 

 Junction 17 – Junction 2 Improvement Scheme (A1139 Fletton Parkway) - £18m. 

 

Junction 20 Improvement (post scheme) 

The scheme will be delivered by a Project Team led by a Peterborough City Council Project Manager, and 

consisting of all the key project delivery partners. The Project Team will be responsible for the daily running 

of the project, coordinating with all key stakeholders, and managing the delivery programme. 

The existing PHS Project Board will be used to oversee the continued development and delivery of the 

scheme by the Project Team, and to make key decisions relating to the delivery of the project. The Project 

Board will be supported by technical specialists, and key stakeholders will be invited to attend as necessary. 

Every month the Project Manager will also submit a highlight report to the CPCA recording what progress 

has been made and whether there are any new risks that could impact the scheme.  
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Key project milestones for progressing to scheme delivery are outlined in the Table beneath: 

Timescale Milestone Activity 

November 2020 
Strategic Outline Business Case and Option Assessment Report 
Submitted. 

January 2021 
Strategic Outline Business Case reviewed by CPCA and approval sought 
from CPCA board for the release of funding to undertake an Outline 
Business Case and Preliminary Design. 

April  2021 – March 
2022  

Outline Business Case produced and Preliminary Design undertaken. 

April 2022 
Outline Business reviewed by CPCA and approval sought from CPCA 
board for the release of funding to undertake Detailed Design and 
produce a Full Business Case. 

June 2022 – May 2023 Detailed Design undertaken and Full Business Case produced. 

2024 
Closure of Newborough Road Access to A47 delivered in conjuction 
with Developer schemes including Norwood internal access road and 
A16 Norwood Developer Roundabout. 

2027 
Construction of the remaining schemes, including A16 Dualling and A16 
/ A47 / Welland Road Roundabout improvements. 

An online public and stakeholder consultation exercise on the final scheme will be undertaken following 

approval of the OBC, and prior to completion of the Detailed Design. No residents are directly affected by 

this scheme. All other communication with key stakeholders and the public will be coordinated by a 

designated Project Liaison Officer who will be based with the project delivery team. 

A Risk Register was produced during project initiation to identify potential risks and to evaluate factors that 

could have a detrimental effect on the project. The Risk Register is a live document and is reviewed regularly 

at progress meetings and updates are reported to the CPCA through the monthly Highlight Reports.  

Details about how the scheme will be monitored and evaluated against the objectives are shown within the 

Management Case, and include a range of quantitative and qualitative data collection methods that will be 

undertaken at one, three and five years post scheme opening. 

Summary 

This Strategic Outline Business Case makes a strong strategic and economic case for the A16 Norwood 

Improvement Scheme, which will return High Value for Money.  

The Business Case demonstrates that the scheme has been carefully costed on the information available, 

can be efficiently procured through existing commercial channels whilst providing value for money, and 

that the necessary mechanisms are in place to ensure that the delivery of the scheme can be successfully 

managed on behalf of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority.  
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1. Introduction 
This document sets out the Business Case for transport improvements in the A16 Norwood Improvement 

Scheme study area in Peterborough. The scheme will address future congestion and delay along the A16 

corridor that would compromise the operational efficiency of the surrounding road network, including the 

Strategic A47 route. By addressing existing and future issues, and building in additional capacity, 

improvements will assist with delivering growth aspirations across Peterborough, and specifically at the 

Norwood site. 

This Strategic Outline Business Case is the first stage of the decision making process using the format as set 

out in “The Transport Business Cases” document published by the Department for Transport (DfT) in 

January 2013. 

The level of detail provided within the Business Case continually builds as the project progresses from 

Strategic Outline Business Case (SOBC) to Outline Business Case (OBC), and then onto Full Business Case 

(FBC). This reflects the greater level of detail that becomes available as the list of potential schemes is 

refined, and preferred schemes are identified for increasingly thorough consideration.  

The primary purpose of the SOBC is to: 

 Confirm the need for change and the policy fit of a scheme at this location  

 Demonstrate that a range of options have been considered, and that a preferred option has been 

 identified that meets the scheme objectives 

 Evidence that the preferred option offers value for money, and has been robustly costed based on 

 all information available 

 Explain how the scheme will be procured, and how delivery of the project will be managed. 

1.1. Study Area 

The study area encompasses the Norwood and Paston Reserve Urban Extension sites, which are bordered 

to the west by the A15 Paston Parkway, to the east by the A16 and to the south by the A47, and intersected 

by Newborough Road.  

The Norwood and Paston Reserve urban extensions, shown below in Figure 1.1, are key areas of residential 

growth for Peterborough and have been allocated for development within the Peterborough Local Plan 

2016 to 2036  (Adopted on 24th July 2019), generating a combined total of 2,945 dwellings in the study area.  
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Figure 1.1: A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme Study Area 

The principal road network within the study area is shown in Figure 1.2 beneath. 

Page 79 of 200



 

3 

 

 

Figure 1.2: A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme Study Area Road Network 

The A16 is a 125 km principal road connecting Grimsby (Lincolnshire) and Peterborough, along with other 

primary destinations such as Boston and Spalding.  The southern section of the A16 ends in Peterborough 

at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout, which is operating over capacity with significant queueing 

and delays during the AM peak hour.  

The A47 is a 309 km east-west trunk road linking Birmingham to Lowestoft and passes through 

Peterborough. The significant queueing and delays along the A47 approach of the A16 / A47 / Welland Road 

Roundabout in Peterborough consequently encourages vehicles to rat-run via the A1139 Eye Road and 

increase queueing and delays at the A15 / A1139 / Parnwell Way signalised roundabout (Junction 8).  
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1.2. Growth Context 

The population of Peterborough has grown considerably over recent years, increasing by 29% from 156,061 

to 201,041 residents between 2001 and 2018 (based on Office for National Statistics estimates). 

Peterborough’s population is the 33rd fastest growing out of 382 local authorities between 2013 and 2018.  

To date Peterborough’s transport network, which was fundamentally redesigned in the 1970s to 

accommodate the then “Peterborough New Town”, has served the city well. However, as a consequence 

of recent and planned housing and employment growth, capacity issues are now emerging on the road 

network, resulting in congestion and delay. As congestion increases on the strategic network, and queues 

form at key junctions, the potential for delivering new homes and jobs in the area will become increasingly 

constrained. Peterborough City Council are committed to addressing these highway constraints to ensure 

that its full growth aspirations can be realised. 

The Peterborough Local Plan 2016 to 2036 (Adopted on 24th July 2019) sets out the overall vision, priorities 

and objectives for Peterborough for the period up to 2036. The strategy identifies the required delivery of 

approximately 19,440 dwellings and 17,600 jobs between 2016 and 2036. It is estimated that urban 

extensions would account for approximately 59% of all residential growth in Peterborough. 

The Norwood and Paston Reserve urban extensions, shown previously in Figure 1.1, have been allocated for 

development within the Peterborough Local Plan 2016 to 2036 (Adopted on 24th July 2019).  The 80 hectare 

Norwood site will provide 2,000 dwellings, a local centre and primary school. The delivery of the 

development has been split into two phases. 

The first phase of development (2019 – 2031) is known as the Land off Newborough Road (Leeds Farm 

Development), which includes up to 870 dwellings and auxiliary uses, including a primary school and local 

centre, and would initially be accessed via Newborough Road.  

The second phase of development (2026 – 2031) will complete the build out the Norwood site, and will 

include the remaining dwellings.   

It is expected that the entire Norwood site will ultimately have a primary point of access onto the A16 via a 

developer funded / built roundabout, with the secondary point of access being via Newborough Road. It is 

currently understood that the two points of access will be connected by an internal road, providing all 

residents with direct access to the A16. 

Adjacent to the Norwood site (to the west of Newborough Road) is the Paston Reserve Urban Extension. 

Development at this site has begun, with 87 dwellings now complete, and the site will eventually include 

945 dwellings, a local centre, a primary school and a secondary school with space for 900 pupils.  Primary 

access to the Paston Reserve site is currently via Manor Drive and Junction 21 of the A15 Paston Parkway, 

with secondary access provided by Newborough Road and the A47. 
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The current access points for the Norwood site are the: 

 A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout 

 A47 / Newborough Road priority junction. 

Alternative access points are located to the north and are limited to: 

 B1443 / Guntons Road / Willow Drove priority junction 

 A16 / B1443 Roundabout. 

The A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout and A47 / Newborough Road priority junction accommodate a 

large number of peak hour commuter trips between Peterborough, Newborough, Crowland, Spalding, Eye, 

Thorney, March and Wisbech, and as a result suffers from severe peak period congestion and delays. This is 

exacerbated by a high number of u-turning vehicles, coming from Newborough Road, which has an adverse 

impact on the capacity of the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout. 

The Norwood study area is identified as a key residential growth area in the Peterborough Local Plan. 

However, the local transport network is likely to constrain the amount of development that can take place 

at this location and limit its full potential.  

This Business Case demonstrates the need for, and value of, investing in schemes that together will provide 

the necessary increase in highway capacity to unlock congestion and significantly reduce delay along the 

A16 corridor. This will help to support the growth at Norwood, and Paston Reserve, as well as providing 

wider network benefits. 

1.3. Document Structure 

Based on the context outlined above, the remainder of this report will consist of the following sections, with 

the aim of providing a thorough picture of baseline transport and development conditions across the study 

area, and the need for, and value in, investment to enable growth: 

 Chapter 2: The Strategic Case identifies the need for an improvement at this location, considers 

an initial long list of options, and how these perform against CPCA, Peterborough City Council 

and the scheme objectives. 

 Chapter 3: The Economic Case demonstrates that the preferred option offers value for money, 

and details the quantitative and qualitative Economic Assessment undertaken to date on the 

scheme. 

 Chapter 4: The Financial Case shows how the scheme has been costed, and the expected funding 

arrangement for delivering the scheme. 

 Chapter 5: The Commercial Case sets out how Peterborough City Council will procure in a way 

that delivers value for money. 

 Chapter 6: The Management Case explains how successful delivery of the scheme will be 

managed. 
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2. Strategic Case 

2.1. Introduction 

This chapter sets out the strategic case for the A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme package of 

improvements. It demonstrates why improvements are needed at this location, and considers how the 

package of schemes fit with local, regional and national policy, assisting Peterborough to deliver its planned 

growth. 

2.2. Business Strategy 

The Government’s strategy for facilitating further economic growth requires continued investment in 

transport infrastructure to enable businesses to invest in job creation and the provision of new residential 

developments. Achieving economic growth, increasing living standards and the provision of new housing 

are key Government objectives at national, regional and local level. This section details how highway 

improvements within the Norwood area will contribute to achieving these strategic aims and polices. 

Department for Transport Single Departmental Plan 

The Single Departmental Plan published in June 20191 sets out the DfT’s objectives and the plans for 

achieving them. 

The objectives are: 

 Support the creation of a stronger, cleaner, more productive economy 

 Help to connect people and places, balancing investment across the country 

 Make journeys easier, modern and reliable 

 Make sure transport is safe, secure and sustainable 

 Prepare the transport system for technological progress and a prosperous future outside the EU 

 Promote a culture of efficiency and productivity in everything they do. 

An improvement scheme along the A16 corridor, and within the general study area, has the potential to 

reduce congestion and improve journey time reliability. The delivery of these benefits will support housing 

and economic growth, As such, delivery of a scheme will provide benefits aligned to delivering the main 

objectives of the DfT’s Single Departmental Plan. 

                                                                    
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/department-for-transport-single-departmental-plan 
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Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority  

The CPCA was formed in 2017, as a Mayoral Combined Authority. It is made of seven local authorities 

(Cambridgeshire County Council, Peterborough City Council, Huntingdonshire District Council, East 

Cambridgeshire District Council, Fenland District Council, Cambridge City Council and South 

Cambridgeshire District Council) and the Business Board (Local Enterprise Partnership).  

The focus of the CPCA is on strategic issues (such as housing, transport and infrastructure demand) which 

cross council borders and span the entire Cambridgeshire and Peterborough area. The Devolution Deal for 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough runs for 30 years and sets out key ambitions for the CPCA as well as 

including a list of specific projects, which the CPCA and its member councils will support over that time. 

To help achieve these ambitions and provide the requisite support, the CPCA has set out a short-term 

business plan2 that is aimed at giving a clear pathway to deliver on their ambitious and transformational 

agenda for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough. Figure 2.1 sets out the CPCA Policy Framework. 

 

Figure 2.1: CPCA Policy Framework 

The CPCA Mayor’s Growth Ambition Strategy sets out the area’s priorities for achieving ambitious levels of 

inclusive growth and meeting the commitments of the Devolution Deal. The Strategy is based upon 

significant work undertaken by the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Independent Economic Review 

(CPIER). 

The CPIER3 was commissioned by the Combined Authority and other local partners to provide a robust and 

independent assessment of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Economy and its potential for growth. 

The assessment makes a number of recommendations for the CPCA to take forward over the short, medium 

and long-term. 

                                                                    
2 https://cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk/assets/Uploads/CPCA-Business-Plan-2019-20-dps.pdf 
 

CPIER Growth Ambition 
Strategy

Local Industrial 
Strategy

Local Transport 
Plan
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The success of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough as a project of national importance is highlighted in the 

CPIER. This is because the area contains some of the most important companies and institutions in the 

country, much of the country’s high value agricultural land, and the cities and towns that continue to 

support both. 

The CPIER identifies Peterborough as a city with a dynamic business environment, built on its history of 

industry including brickmaking and manufacturing. It is an attractive place for business due to its position 

on the A1 and East Coast Main Line, as well as for aspirational workers who want easy access to London, 

the Midlands and the North. However it also states that it has a lower proportion of high-level skills than 

elsewhere in the area, and educational and health outcomes in Peterborough are relatively poor. The CPIER 

believes a strong focus on these issues is needed to improve productivity and well-being, which should also 

include new higher education provision. 

The Local Industrial Strategy4 sets out the economic strategy for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough, taking 

a lead role in implementing the business growth, productivity and skills elements of the Growth Ambitions 

Strategy. The Local Industrial Strategy is focussed around five key foundations of productivity established in 

the UK Industrial Strategy: 

 People 

 Ideas 

 Business Environment 

 Infrastructure 

 Place. 

It is a core principle of the Local Industrial Strategy that the fifth foundation of place reflects the findings of 

the CPIER, responding to the three sub-economies identified: 

 Greater Cambridge 

 Greater Peterborough 

 The Fens. 

The CPCA Assurance Framework states that investments will only be made if they can demonstrate that 

they will support the delivery of the Growth Ambitions Statement and the Local Industrial Strategies, as well 

as the more detailed place and sector strategies. 

                                                                    
3 https://www.cpier.org.uk 
 
4 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/818886
/Cambridge_SINGLE_PAGE.pdf 
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In January 2020, the CPCA adopted a Local Transport Plan for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough5 and it 

replaces the interim Local Transport Plan published in 2017. The plan describes how transport interventions 

can be used to address current and future challenges and opportunities for Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough, and sets out the policies and strategies needed to secure growth and ensure that planned 

large-scale development can take place in the county in a sustainable way. 

The Local Transport Plan is split in to two main parts: The ‘Local Transport Plan’ which sets out the vision, 

goals and objectives and the policies designed to deliver the objectives, and the ‘Transport Delivery Plan’ 

(2019 to 2035) which explains how the Local Transport Plan strategy will be delivered. It details programmes 

for delivery of improvements to the transport network and for its day to day management and 

maintenance. 

The development of the Local Transport Plan was undertaken concurrently with the CPIER and the Growth 

Ambition Strategy which enabled the challenges and opportunities detailed in these documents to be 

reflected within the Local Transport Pan. The Local Transport Plan completes the suite of documents which 

articulates the Combined Authority’s response to the CPIER. 

The vision for the Local Transport Plan is: 

‘To deliver a world-class transport network for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough that supports sustainable 

growth and opportunity for all’. 

The goals of the Local Transport Plan outline the wider outcomes the transport network in Cambridgeshire 

and Peterborough will aim to achieve. They are: 

 Economy – Deliver economic growth and opportunity for all communities 

 Society – Provide an accessible transport system to ensure everyone can thrive and be healthy 

 Environment – Protect and enhance our environment and tackle climate change together. 

The objectives of the Local Transport Plan underpin the delivery of the goals for an improvement within the 

A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme study area, and form the basis against which scheme, initiatives and 

policies will be assessed. The initial scheme objectives for an A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme were 

devised at the beginning of the study and pre-date the objectives of the Local Transport Plan. Since the 

introduction of the CPCA’s Local Transport Plan, these initial scheme objectives have been refined to ensure 

they meet those objectives both locally (for Peterborough) and regionally (for the CPCA). The scheme 

objectives for an A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme are set out later in this chapter.  

                                                                    
5 https://cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk/assets/Transport/Draft-LTP.pdf 
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The objectives of the CPCA Local Transport Plan are: 

 Housing – support new housing and development to accommodate a growing population and 

workforce 

 Employment – connect all new and existing communities so all residents can easily access jobs 

within 30 minutes by public transport 

 Business and Tourism – Ensure all of our region’s businesses and tourist attractions are connected 

sustainably to our main transport hubs, ports and airports 

 Resilience – build a transport network that is resilient and adaptive to human and environmental 

disruption, improving journey time reliability 

 Safety – embed a safe systems approach in to all planning and transport operations to achieve 

Vision Zero (zero fatalities or serious injuries) 

 Accessibility – promote social inclusion through the provision of a sustainable transport network 

that is affordable and accessible for all 

 Health and Well-being – provide ‘healthy streets’ and high quality public realm that puts people 

first and promotes active lifestyles 

 Air Quality – ensure transport initiatives improve air quality across the region to exceed good 

practice standards 

 Environment – deliver a transport network that protects and enhances our natural, historic and 

built environments 

 Climate Change – reduce emissions to as close to zero as possible to minimise the impact of 

transport and travel on climate change. 

The A16 is identified within the Local Transport Plan as a corridor in need of improvement to relieve 

congestion and support the development at Norwood.  

2.3. Fit with the Wider Policy Context 

The wider policy context is set out in Table 2.1 overleaf. Each policy document is set out alongside its 

objectives and how the proposed scheme will support and facilitate the objectives of each policy document. 

Appendix A details other local policies that are relevant to improvements in the A16 Norwood Improvement 

Scheme study area. 
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Table 2.1: Wider Policy Context and Impact of Delivering Improvements within the A16 Study Area 

Policy Framework Policy Function Objectives Study Impact 

Department for 

Transport Single 

Departmental Plan 

Sets out the DfT’s objectives and the plans for achieving them 

 Support the creation of stronger, cleaner, more productive economy 

 Help to connect people and places, balancing investment across the country 

 Make journeys easier, modern and reliable 

 Make sure transport is safe secure and sustainable 

 Prepare the transport system for technological progress and a prosperous future 

outside the EU 

 Promote a culture of efficiency and productivity in everything we do. 

Improvements within the A16 study area will: 

 Support the housing and economic growth ambitions of the city 

 Improve reliability for drivers on this section of the city’s road network 

 

Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough 

Combined Authority 

Local Transport Plan 

Describes how transport interventions can be used to address 

current and future challenges and opportunities. Sets out 

policies and strategies needed to secure growth and ensure 

planned large scale development can take place in the county in 

a sustainable way. The Local Transport Plan completes the suite 

of documents which articulates the Combined Authority’s 

response to the CPIER 

 Housing – support new housing and development to accommodate a growing 

population and workforce 

 Employment – connect all new and existing communities so all residents can easily 

access jobs within 30 minutes by public transport 

 Business and Tourism – Ensure all of our region’s businesses and tourist attractions 

are connected sustainably to our main transport hubs, ports and airports 

 Resilience – build a transport network that is resilient and adaptive to human and 

environmental disruption, improving journey time reliability 

 Safety – embed a safe systems approach in to all planning and transport operations 

to achieve Vision Zero (zero fatalities or serious injuries) 

 Accessibility – promote social inclusion through the provision of a sustainable 

transport network that is affordable and accessible for all 

 Health and Well-being – provide ‘healthy streets’ and high quality public realm that 

puts people first and promotes active lifestyles 

 Air quality – ensure transport initiatives improve air quality across the region to 

exceed good practice standards 

 Environment – deliver a transport network that protects and enhances our natural, 

historic and built environments 

 Climate Change – reduce emissions to as close to zero as possible to minimise the 

impact of transport and travel on climate change. 

Improvements within the A16 study area will: 

 Support the housing and economic growth ambitions of the city 

 Improve journey time reliability for drivers on this section of the city’s 

road network 

 Reduce the number of accidents. 

Peterborough City 

Council Strategic 

Priorities 

The Council’s priorities to help meet its vision to 

‘create and bigger and better Peterborough that grows the right 

way, and through truly sustainable growth 

 

 Drive growth, regeneration and economic development 

 Improve educational attainment and skills 

 Safeguard vulnerable children and adults 

 Implement the Environment Capital Agenda 

 Support Peterborough’s culture and leisure trust Vivacity 

 Keep all our communities safe, cohesive and healthy 

 Achieve the best health and wellbeing for the city 

Improvements within the A16 study area will: 

 Support the housing and economic growth ambitions of the city 

 Improve journey time reliability for drivers on this section of the city’s 

road network 

 Reduce the number of accidents.  

 

Peterborough City 
Council Local Plan 

Updates the 2011 Core Strategy and looks to deliver 21,315 
homes and 17,600 jobs by 2036 
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2.4. The Need for Change 

There is a very clear and compelling case for change within the A16 Norwood corridor. The Local Plan has 

allocated Norwood as a residential urban extension along with further residential development on the 

neighbouring site at Paston Reserve, totalling over 2,500 new homes. 

Evidence of existing and future condition of the highway network within the study area demonstrate that 

there are already congestion issues during the peak hours. If the transport infrastructure is not improved 

and increased transport capacity is not provided, it will impact the delivery of the proposed development. 

These challenges are documented in the Option Assessment Repot (OAR) and are set out beneath in the 

following themes: 

 Peak Hour Congestion and Delay (particularly on the A47 and A16) 

 U-turning traffic from Newborough Road 

 High accident rate. 

 Proposed growth at the Norwood site is forecast to exacerbate these existing issues.  

If not resolved, these factors will compromise the city’s growth aspirations as well as the Council’s objectives 

to keep Peterborough a pleasant place to live and work. 

Congestion and Delay 

Figure 2.2 and Figure 2.3 overleaf show the typical delays at 08:00 and 17:30 on a neutral weekday to the 

east of Peterborough. There is significant delay in both the AM and PM peak periods at the following 

junctions: 

 A16 / A47 / Welland Road roundabout 

 A47 / A1139 roundabout 

 A1139 / Peterborough Road roundabout 

 A15 / A1139 / Parnwell Way signalised roundabout (Junction 8) 

 A47 / Crowland Road roundabout 

 A15 / Gunthorpe Road / Manor Drive roundabout (Junction 21). 
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Figure 2.2: AM Peak Hour (Snapshot at 08:00) Delay to the East of Peterborough 

Figure 2.2 shows delay along the A16 southbound and A47 westbound on the approach to the A16 / A47 / 

Welland Road Roundabout. This is due to the volume of traffic and tidal nature of trips into Peterborough 

during the AM peak hour. Two significant inbound traffic flows (A16 and A47) merge at the A16 / A47 / 

Welland Road Roundabout, and capacity at the junction is compromised by a high proportion of u-turning 

traffic from Newborough Road. 
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Figure 2.3: PM Peak Hour (Snapshot at 17:30) Delay to the East of Peterborough 

The tidal nature of delay is evident again in the PM peak hour, as delay forms on the A47 eastbound and 

Welland Road approaches to the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout as vehicles depart Peterborough 

to the east at the end of the day. 

Satellite Navigation data (2018) has been used to better investigate journey times and delay within the study 

area. Figure 2.4 overleaf shows the journey times for the Free Flow period (FF, 00:00 – 05:00), AM peak hour 

(08:00 – 09:00), Inter peak hour (14:00 – 15:00) and PM peak hour (17:00 – 18:00) within the study area for 

weekdays in October 2018. 
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Figure 2.4: Average Trafficmaster Journey Time (secs – Free Flow, AM, Inter and PM peak hour)
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There are some significant increases in journey times in the AM peak hour when compared to the free flow 

period, including a 20 second increase per vehicle on the A16 southbound. There is also an increase in 

journey time on the A47 westbound towards the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout of 17 seconds per 

vehicle in the AM peak when compared to the free flow period.  

It should be noted that not enough trips were recorded along Newborough Road in the free flow period for 

a journey time record to be ascertained.  

As with the AM peak hour, the Inter peak hour experiences an increase in average journey time (25 seconds 

per vehicle) along the A16 southbound compared to the free flow period. The majority of other journey 

times are similar to those in the free flow period.  

In the PM peak hour there are increases in average journey time compared to the free flow period along the 

A16 southbound (13 seconds per vehicle), A16 northbound (19 seconds per vehicle) and the A47 eastbound 

exit from the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout (20 seconds per vehicle). 

U-turning Traffic 

Part of the capacity constraint at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout is caused by u-turning traffic 

from Newborough Road. The A47 / Newborough Road junction is a left in / left out only junction, and so 

any vehicle from Newborough Road destined for Peterborough must u-turn at the roundabout, as shown 

in Figure 2.5 below. 

 

Figure 2.5: U-turning Traffic Route from Newborough Road 

Vehicles on the busier A16 and A47 westbound movements (AM peak hour) must stop and give–way to 

every u-turning vehicle from Newborough Road. If not resolved, this issue will be exacerbated in future with 

the development of Paston Reserve and Norwood both having direct access to Newborough Road, and 

existing developer proposals to formalise this movement through the provision of a traffic signal controlled 

junction.  
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High Accident Rate 

Figure 2.6 overleaf shows the incident density weighted by severity along the A16 and at the A16 / A47 / 

Welland Road Roundabout compared to the wider area to the east of Peterborough (2016 – 2019).  

 

Figure 2.6: Accident Density Weighted by Severity (2016 – 2019) 

Figure 2.6 shows that the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout has a higher density of accidents than 

other junctions along the A47 to the east of Peterborough. Only Junction 8 (A15 Paston Parkway / A1139 

Frank Perkins Parkway / Parnwell Way Roundabout) to the south-east of the study area has a higher density 

of accidents. 

Nearly all of the accidents have happened on either the circulatory or the approaches close to the give way 

line of the roundabout, with most being a result of either failing to look properly or misjudging the speed 

of the other vehicle. All recorded serious accidents occur on the A47 (eastbound and westbound) and 

Welland Road approaches close to the give way line.  
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2.5. Impact of Not Changing 

As highlighted above, Norwood and Paston reserve are identified as an area of growth in the Peterborough 

Local Plan, with residential expected to come forward before 2036. 

Without intervention, the existing issues of peak hour delay and congestion along the A16 and A47 will 

deteriorate further. This will impact on the operational performance of the highway network across the 

study area, and compromise the viability of local growth aspirations within the Norwood area. 

The Peterborough Transportation Model (PTM3) model has been used to assess conditions within the 

Norwood study area in future years should the growth occur without any highway improvements (Do 

Minimum (DM) Scenario). 

PTM3 was developed using SATURN (v11.4.07H), which is a suite of network analysis programs. SATURN 

allows the user to model baseline and future year traffic conditions, such as traffic volumes, capacities and 

delays, at a strategic level and analyse the impact of potential road-investment schemes.  

PTM3 has been constructed to represent the morning (08:00 - 09:00), Inter (14:00 - 15:00) and evening 

(17:00 - 18:00) peak hours, to reflect the most congested time periods across Peterborough’s network, and 

it models cars, LGVs, HGVs and buses. The base model was validated using traffic count and travel time data 

from 2019. 

The PTM3 forecast models use the base model and applies traffic growth sourced from the Department for 

Transport's Trip End Model Presentation Program (TEMPro), National Road Traffic Forecasts (NRTF) and trip 

rates for local developments. Forecast growth has been calculated for 2026, 2031 and 2036 to align with 

the Local Plan.  

Figure 2.7 shows delay (seconds per vehicle) in the AM peak hour across the study area in the 2036 DM 

scenario. 
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Figure 2.7: AM Peak Hour Delay (seconds per vehicle) 2036 Do Minimum Scenario (PTM3) 

Figure 2.7 shows that without intervention there is expected to be significant levels of delay on both the 

A16 southbound approach (197 seconds per vehicle) and the A47 westbound approach (270 seconds) at the 

A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout. 

There is also expected to be 85 seconds of delay (per vehicle) on the Development Access onto Newborough 

Road. 

Figure 2.8 shows delay (seconds per vehicle) in the PM peak hour across the study area in the 2036 DM 

scenario. 
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Figure 2.8: PM Peak Hour Delay (seconds per vehicle) 2036 Do Minimum Scenario (PTM3) 

Figure 2.8 suggests that delay is less pronounced in the PM peak hour, however delay is evident on the A47 

eastbound in several places. Existing and future issues of delay are expected to be at their worst during the 

AM peak hour. This is as a result of the tidal nature of traffic entering Peterborough during the morning 

peak hour, when more vehicles use the A16 southbound and A47 westbound approaches towards 

Peterborough.  

Likelihood Accidents will Increase 

There is an increasing likelihood that accidents at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road roundabout will rise. As 

shown above, the forecast increase in delay and travel time is expected to rise which will entail more 

stopping and starting on approach to the roundabout.  

Attractiveness of Norwood as a place to live and Peterborough as a place to work will decrease 

The A16 corridor provides a main access point to the east of Peterborough, which contains many businesses 

and developments that will be affected by its operation. As traffic, queueing and delays increase, it is likely 

the area will become more congested in peak times. Businesses and their employees in the east of 

Peterborough will increasingly become frustrated with the difficulty of accessing and exiting their premises 

and may look to relocate or work elsewhere.  

A16 
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Newborough 
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This may also have a detrimental impact on the Council’s objective for Peterborough to be an attractive 

place to live and work. If residents and employees experience increased journey times around the city when 

accessing employment opportunities, they may choose to work elsewhere. In addition, companies looking 

to relocate to the city may instead consider other towns and cities with better transport conditions. 

The location of Norwood by the A47 and A16, and the impact of delay and congestion along the A16 and 

at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout (often encouraging commuters to reroute via the A1139 Eye 

Road during the peak periods) means that issues at this location have an impact across the east of 

Peterborough, and also on strategic long distance trips that have no suitable alternatives for east-west 

travel.  

2.6. Internal Drivers for Change 

Internal drivers for change are the factors that are driving the need for change, and come from the scheme 

promoter. Examples include aspirations for growth, or increasing network resilience. In this instance, the 

scheme promoters are the CPCA and Peterborough City Council. 

The internal drivers for improvements along come from local growth aspirations, and the structured 

framework of support provided by the CPCA to enable this growth to be realised. 

Local Growth Aspirations  

Peterborough is forecast to experience significant employment and population growth over the next few 

decades, reflecting a continuation of past trends. Peterborough is one of the fastest growing cities in 

England, with 19,440 new homes required between 2016 and 2036. This level of growth will in turn 

strengthen the city’s economy, contribute to regional growth, and increase the demand for travel on the 

local network. 

Peterborough strives to become a “destination of choice”, and to be continually recognised as a regional 

centre. With the attractiveness of the city set to increase as a place to live, work, and travel, this in turn 

creates pressure related to housing and employment growth. The consequence of this is increased strain on 

the cities’ transport infrastructure. Improving the existing infrastructure to enable Peterborough’s strong 

history of growth to continue is the primary internal driver for change within the A16 Norwood area. 

It is acknowledged by the Council that if no changes are made to existing congestion and delay on major 

routes across the city, then growth aspirations will be compromised. The Local Transport Plan identifies the 

major infrastructure requirements that are needed to address existing capacity constraints on the network, 

and those that are required to enable the travel demand to increase in accordance with the city’s growth 

aspirations. Longer-term highway improvements along the A16, such as partial dualling at the southern 

end, are considered key to the CPCA’s Local Strategy for Peterborough. 
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Combined Authority Support 

The CPCA has identified a number of strategic projects which it believes will provide transformational 

benefits for the area. This feasibility study for highway improvements along the A16 corridor is one of the 

studies shortlisted as a priority and was begun in the 2017 / 2018 financial year. 

The CPCA recognises that the development of a wider, multi-year pipeline of transport schemes can also 

contribute towards its objectives. The benefits of such a pipeline include: 

 The provision of a steady flow of transport improvements over the short, medium, and long term 

including potential strategic projects of the future 

 Greater opportunity to consider local issues and spread investment around the Combined Authority 

area 

 Early investment in the development of schemes places the Combined Authority in a strong position 

to bid for and secure additional funding as alternative sources become available. 

In order to facilitate the pipeline of work, the process includes initially exploring the feasibility of schemes, 

and then developing business cases. These are essential steps in defining an improvement and securing 

funding for its realisation. 

In October 2017 the CPCA methodology was set out for prioritising investment, which was based on the 

criteria shown in Table 2.2 below. 

Table 2.2: Combined Authority Criteria 

Case Criteria 

Strategic  Reduce congestion 
 Unlock housing and jobs 

Economic  Scale of impact  
 Value for money 

Financial  Other funding sources / contributors 

Management 
 Delivery certainty 
 Project risks 
 Stakeholder support 

The A16 corridor has been prioritised for investment by the CPCA, and the CPCA’s investment strategy is 

another internal driver for change, and an enabler for a scheme to be developed at this location. 
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2.7. External Drivers for Change 

External drivers for change are factors that are driving the need for change, that are outside of the scheme 

promoter’s organisation. Examples include public opinion, legislative changes, or response from other 

events. 

The A47 Alliance 

The A47 Alliance is an campaign group consisting of 19 organisations including Local Authorities, Local 

Enterprise Partnerships, Chambers of Commerce and the RAC Foundation, with wider support from 

businesses and stakeholders along the A47. Its primary objective is to campaign for full dualling along the 

A47, which will: 

 Boost the regional economy as a result of new employment 

 Unlock housing developments planned along the route 

 Reduce additional costs to businesses from as a result of delays along the A47 

 Improve productivity. 

Improvements at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout will be necessary in order to: 

 Boost the attractiveness of the east of Peterborough as an employment area through reducing 

 delays and queueing along the A47 

 Unlock planned growth in the Norwood area 

 Reduce additional costs to businesses in the east of Peterborough through reducing delays and 

 queueing along the A47. 

Improvements at the junction at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout will be considerate of future 

aspirations for dualling from this junction to the east. 
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2.8. Scheme Objectives 

A transport scheme can have both primary and secondary objectives. The primary objectives are the 

fundamental outputs required from the scheme and therefore must be achieved. Secondary objectives are 

other outputs that are achieved along the way, but are not necessary to the success of the scheme. The 

secondary objectives tend to be delivered as a consequence of delivering the primary objectives. 

The primary objectives therefore represent the transport outcomes required by the scheme. 

The objectives of for A16 Norwood improvement scheme were developed ahead of the Option 

Development Workshop to provide a framework against which to score potential options. The objectives 

are based on the goals and outcomes from local policy documents such as the Peterborough Local Plan.  

Although some of these objectives pre-date those of the CPCA, all closely align to, or match existing CPCA 

objectives: 

Primary objectives include: 

 Tackle congestion and improve journey times: Tackle congestion and reduce delay along the A16 

and on the primary approaches to the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout 

 Support Peterborough’s growth agenda: Ensure that the planned employment and housing 

growth at Norwood can be realised 

 Limit impact on the local environment and improve biodiversity: Fully mitigate any adverse 

environmental impacts of a scheme, and ensure a biodiversity net gain within the study area. 

Secondary objectives include: 

 Positively impact traffic conditions on the wider network: Positively impact the performance of 

local routes impacted by the traffic and congestion in and around the A16 corridor, such as the 

A47, A15 Paston Parkway, A1139 Eye Road and Newborough Road. 

 Improve road safety: Reduce accidents and improve personal security for all travellers within the 

study area. 

 Improve sustainable transport infrastructure: Ensure that the scheme provides a comprehensive 

network of pedestrian and cycling routes where needed. 

Any schemes developed for the A16 Norwood Improvement study will need to satisfy all of the primary 

objectives, and as many of the secondary objectives as possible. 

Both the CPCA and Peterborough City Council have committed to combatting climate change and moving 

towards net zero carbon emission in communities and economies, as well as to protect and increase 

biodiversity. Any transport scheme must take this into account and work towards these objectives.  
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Any scheme identified for the A16 Norwood study area will look to mitigate any carbon emission and 

biodiversity issues throughout the design stage in a number of ways, including but not limited to: 

 Tree planting 

 Improvements to localised sustainable transport routes 

 Use of sustainable material in construction 

 Improved ways of working. 

All Peterborough City Council decisions require a Carbon Impact Assessment to be undertaken prior to a 

project being given the go ahead. This is one of the governance steps the council has set up in relation to it 

declaring a climate emergency (net zero by 2030), which details what benefits and implications there could 

be and mitigation measures. 

The scheme objectives were compared and aligned to the CPCA objectives and the Council’s strategic 

priorities (also shared by the Council’s Core Strategy, Local Plan and the CPCA Local Transport Plan), and is 

illustrated in Table 2.3 below. 
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2.9. Measures of Success 

Table 2.3 beneath sets out the measures for success against which any potential improvements should be 

monitored. The primary objectives are shown in white and the secondary objectives are shown in blue. 

Table 2.3: Study Objectives and Measures of Success 

Objective Scheme Outcome 

Tackle congestion and improve 
journey times 

 Reduced congestion and delay on the approaches to the A16 / 
A47 / Welland Road Roundabout. 

Support Peterborough’s growth 
agenda 

 Ensure successful delivery of committed and statutory 
development at Norwood, through increasing capacity on the 
road network, in order to cater for existing and future traffic 
demand. 

Limit impact on the local 
environment and improve 

biodiversity 

 Mitigate and offset any detrimental environmental impacts of a 
scheme, and enhance natural and historic features around the 
scheme at all opportunities. 

Positively impact traffic 
conditions on the wider 

network 

 Positively impact the interaction the A16, A47 and A1139, and 
reduce delay within the wider area.  

Improve road safety  Reduce accidents across all modes of transport.  

Improve sustainable transport 
infrastructure 

 Provide increased pedestrian and cycling connectivity within the 
local area.  
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2.10. Constraints 

The following constraints have been identified: 

 Funding: The cost of the scheme will need to compete with other transport infrastructure funding 

priorities which may exceed the CPCA’s core transport investment budget allocation 

 Environmental: Land to the east of the A16 is identified as a being a Site of Special Scientific 

Interest, as shown below in Figure 2.9 (below), and is an important wildlife site. Scheme design will 

need to be mindful of this. 

 Structural / Highway Boundary: Improvements will need to be achievable within the land 

available. 

 HE Agreement and Permissions: Essential improvements that form part of the preferred package 

are located along the A47. HE agreement and permissions will be essential to deliver the scheme, 

and early engagement will be undertaken as a priority.  

 Disapproval from the Public or Stakeholders: The scheme should not be considered controversial, 

and should be capable of gaining support during stakeholder and public consultation 

 COVID-19: it is not yet known what long term impact the COVID-19 pandemic will have on how the 

general public will interact with transport systems moving forward. Data collection from the 

Peterborough area demonstrates that peak hour road traffic is currently back to approximately 

90% of pre COVID-19 levels, and this will continue to be monitored as further work is undertaken 

to develop the scheme. Specific COVID-19 sensitivity tests will be undertaken as part of the 

Economic Assessment reported at OBC. 

 

Figure 2.9: Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) within the A16 Norwood Study Area 

Page 104 of 200



 

28 

 

2.11. Interdependencies 

Improvements along the A16 corridor are required as part of planning applications at the Norwood Urban 

Extension, to accommodate new housing. The developer is required to make the following improvements:  

 New access roundabout with the A16 

 New access priority junction with Newborough Road. 

These improvements are being considered as part of the wider option development and assessment, and 

are considered necessary for traffic from the development to be able to access and interact with the wider 

network as planned. 

2.12. Key Risks 

The scheme is considered to be low risk in construction terms. However, the COVID-19 pandemic saw a 

significant drop in highway usage during the national lock-down earlier in the year. It is not yet known what 

long term impact the COVID-19 pandemic will have on how the general public will interact with transport 

systems moving forward.  

Data collection from the Peterborough area demonstrates that peak hour road traffic is currently back to 

approximately 90% of pre COVID-19 levels, and this will continue to be monitored as further work is 

undertaken to develop the scheme. A low growth scenario sensitivity test has been undertaken to measure 

the scheme benefits against a scenario where traffic growth doesn’t match pre-COVID-19 levels. 

Other key strategic risks identified include: 

 Delay to decision on scope of scheme 

 Project progress on hold 

 Delay in obtaining approval to commence the next stage 

 Delay in sign off of grant agreement 

 Delay to project 

 Not coming to an agreement with developer 

 Delay to delivery of the development 

Appendix C contains the Project Key Risk Register which identifies each of these risks and considers 

mitigation. The Risk Register is a live document which is managed by Peterborough City Council and 

reviewed regularly by the CPCA. 

Page 105 of 200



 

29 

 

2.13. Stakeholders 

The key stakeholders are considered to be: 

 Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority (CPCA) 

 Peterborough City Council (The Council) 

 Highways England 

 Norwood Developers 

 Ward Councillors and local residents, including those along Newborough Road 

 English Heritage 

 Emergency Services 

 Land owners and Businesses affected by the scheme.  

Engagement and communication with key stakeholders is an essential element of the planning process for 

major transport schemes. Stakeholder’s needs and requirements should be considered as part of the final 

scheme design. 

The CPCA and Peterborough City Council are directly involved in developing the scheme. Public consultation 

will be undertaken at the next stage of the scheme development, and results from the exercise will be 

reported in the OBC. 

Stakeholder engagement with the HE has begun as part of the SOBC, and within the context of the Leeds 

Farm Planning Application (part of the Norwood Development). Peterborough City Council are also in the 

process of formally engaging with the different land owners within the Norwood site about the proposed 

scheme. 

2.14. Powers and Consents 

Peterborough City Council is the local highway authority and have all the necessary powers under the 

Highways Act 1980 to undertake the works within their highway boundary. These powers extend to Skanska 

under the PHS contract, which was granted following a full competitive tendering process. 

Any improvement works on the A47 will require consent from Highways England, and early dialogue has 

started with representatives from Highways England to look at all scheme improvements. 

2.15. Option Development and Assessment 

An option development workshop was held on the 24th February 2020 and attended by representatives 

from Skanska and Peterborough City Council. The workshop reviewed the existing conditions and issues 

within the A16 Norwood improvement scheme study area, explored its relationship with the surrounding 

road network and various constraints, and discussed planned growth at the site. The purpose of the 

workshop was to develop potential improvement options to be considered within this study.  
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A total of nine options were devised, with potential schemes ranging in estimated cost and potential level 

of impact on the network. These nine options form the ‘Long List’, and are summarised in Table 2.4.  

Table 2.4: Long List of Options for A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme Study 

A47 / Newborough Road Priority Junction  

Signalisation of A47 / Newborough Road Junction to make it all movement 

Creation of a roundabout at the A47 / Newborough Road Junction 

Tunnel Newborough Road under the A47 

Closure of Newborough Road between the A47 and Norwood Lane 

A16 

Roundabout on the A16 at Norwood eastern development access 

Dual A16 between A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout and Norwood Development Access 

A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout 

Full signalisation of A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout 

Expand existing roundabout and create a ‘Hamburger’ style junction 

Dedicated left turn from A47 to A16 

EAST Assessment  

The DfT’s Early Assessment and Sifting Tool (EAST) was used to assess the Long List of options against 

objectives to discount any schemes that are not considered to meet the fundamental scheme objectives. 

The objectives used in the EAST assessment were formulated to reflect CPCA, Peterborough City Council 

and scheme objectives, as well as other factors which can influence the deliverability of a scheme (such as 

likely public and stakeholder support). Scores were based on the discussion and collective opinion of the 

workshop delegates. The objectives used are outlined in Table 2.5 beneath. 
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Table 2.5: Scheme Objectives 

Strategic Objectives 

Ability to reduce congestion/ improve journey times 

Making the best use of existing infrastructure 

Ability to make Safety Improvements 

Ability to support the local growth agenda, including housing and employment growth 

Economic Objectives 

Affordability (Value for Money) 

Scale of impact on local environment (ecology, noise, air) 

Management / Deliverability Objectives 

Land Acquisition and CPO 

Scheme Risk / Buildability 

Stakeholder Support and public acceptability 

The EAST scoring assessment is reported within the OAR. Scores were given in relation to the proportion of 

the expected impact on the entire junction and not just the section of road it occurs on.  A neutral score was 

given when the score against an objective is uncertain, or there is a comparable negative and a positive 

element associated with the scheme. 

2.16. Shortlisting Summary  

Table 2.6 summarises the EAST assessment and identifies which options were shortlisted for inclusion within 

the traffic modelling. Following the Option Development Workshop, discussions between Peterborough 

City Council and developers confirmed that Option 5 (Roundabout on the A16 at Norwood eastern 

development access) would be delivered by the developer as part of their planning obligation. Consequently 

this has been removed from the option testing and included within the DM scenario.  

 

.

Page 108 of 200



 

32 

 

Table 2.6: Option Shortlisting Summary 

Option Option Description  EAST Score Shortlisted 

1 Signalisation of A47 / Newborough Road Junction to make it all movement 10 

2 Creation of a roundabout at the A47 / Newborough Road Junction 3 

3 Tunnel Newborough Road under the A47 -1 

4 Closure of Newborough Road between the A47 and Norwood Lane 16 

5 Roundabout on the A16 at Norwood eastern development access 7 

6 Dual A16 between A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout and Norwood Development Access 11 

7 Full signalisation of A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout 11 

8 Expand existing roundabout and create a ‘Hamburger’ style junction 0 

9 Dedicated left turn from A47 to A16 7 
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Technical and Economic Assessment (Shortlisting) 

The technical assessment of shortlisted options has been undertaken using the PTM3 model, and is reported 

in the A16 Norwood OAR. Note that the improvements discussed within this chapter are highway 

improvements, but that further design work will also identify sustainable transport improvements to 

compliment the internal layout of the Norwood Development (once known). These will provide pedestrians 

and cyclists with a high standard of connectivity between the development and the wider transport 

network. 

PTM3 has been developed using SATURN (Version 11.4.07), a traffic and assignment model which can be 

used to evaluate potential traffic schemes. Saturn focuses on whether a defined network can cope with a 

defined vehicle demand in a defined period of time.  

The Saturn traffic model has been constructed to represent the morning (AM) peak hour from 08:00 to 

09:00, and an evening (PM) peak hour from 17:00 to 18:00, in order to represent the most congested time 

periods. In addition, an Inter-Peak (14:00 to 15:00) model has also been constructed to understand the 

impact of any improvements outside of the congested periods of the day. 

PTM3 has a 2019 baseline, and the model is validated and calibrated to ensure it represents the traffic 

conditions experienced on the network during the survey period. 

To understand traffic conditions in future years, growth factors have been derived from the DfT’s Trip End 

Model Presentation Program (TEMPro) from the appropriate National Trip Ends Model (NTEM) zone for 

each traffic input zone to the network in the forecast years 2026, 2031 and 2036.  Local growth of LGV and 

HGV traffic has been estimated using 2015 Road Traffic Forecast data produced from the National Transport 

Model (NTM).  

Do-Minimum (DM) models for 2026, 2031 and 2036 have been produced to enable an assessment of the 

options and a comparison to what would happen if no transport intervention(s) were delivered. 

The technical assessment undertaken at this stage of the Norwood Access Study has concentrated on the 

2036 future year to capture the full impact of the Local Plan growth. 

Package Development 

Two packages of options were developed to address the existing and future issues identified within the 

study area, and were based on options considered within the Option Development Workshop. The Packages 

differ in the improvements proposed for the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout.  

Each of the packages build from a common starting point, which has been broken down into a series of 

stages that are discussed below. 
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Stage 1 

Based on the observations from existing conditions, and the DM modelling, the first stage in the package 

development was to close Newborough Road’s access onto the A47, effectively removing this junction from 

the Strategic Network. As a result of this closure, access to the Norwood area (and beyond) is provided via 

the following locations: 

 A16 and Developer Roundabout (predominantly for Norwood) 

 Junction 21 (A15 Paston Parkway) and Manor Drive (predominantly for Paston Reserve) 

 A16 / A15 and B1443 (predominantly for Newborough). 

Stage 2 

To address the delay caused by an increase in traffic flow from the Norwood site, the 500m section of the 

A16 between the developer roundabout the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout was then dualled (in 

both directions). 

This option successfully removed the link delay along the A16 between the two roundabouts, and 

expectedly increased the level of delay on the A16 southbound approach to the A16 / A47 / Welland Road 

Roundabout as reduced congestion on the A16 meant that vehicles were moved more efficiently along the 

link.  

Stage 3 

Having addressed the distribution and routing issues created by the Newborough Road access onto the A47, 

different options were considered to reduce delay at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout. It is at this 

point that the two packages emerged, each containing the interventions discussed above, but differing in 

their approach to addressing delay at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout. The different packages 

were based on: 

 Package 1: Partial signalisation of the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout (at-grade 

improvements) 

 Package 2:  New Grade Separated Junction (grade separated improvements) 

Each package was developed iteratively, with different components added to address specific issues 

identified by the transport modelling. For example, partial signalisation of the A16 / A47 / Welland Road 

Roundabout led to an increase in delay during the PM peak hour on the A47 eastbound approach, with left 

turning vehicles (towards A16 northbound) disproportionately affected. Consequently a Left Dedicated 

Lane (LDL) from the A47 to the A16 was incorporated into the package, which removed the delay.  

The packages in full consisted of the following schemes. 

Package 1: 

 Closure of Newborough Road access onto A47 
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 Dualling of A16 between A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout and the Norwood Development 

Access 

 Partial signalisation of A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout on the A16 southbound approach 

 A 50 metre flare added to the A47 westbound approach to provide additional capacity for left 

turning traffic to Welland Road 

 Dedicated Left Turn Lane (LDL) from the A47 eastbound to the A16 northbound. 

Package 2: 

 Closure of Newborough Road access onto A47 

 Dualling of A16 between A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout and the Norwood Development 

Access 

 Creation of a Grade-separated junction at the existing A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout. 

The technical and economic assessment of both options identified that Package 1 was the preferred option. 

These assessments are reported in full in the OAR, and are summarised beneath. 

Technical Assessment 

Figure 2.10 below shows the change in delay (per vehicle) between the 2036 DM scenario and Package 1 

during the AM peak hour. Note that blue denotes a decrease in delay as a result of Package 1, and green an 

increase in delay. 
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Figure 2.10: 2036 AM Peak Hour Change in Total Delay (seconds per vehicle) – Package 1 impact on DM 
Scenario 

Figure 2.10 shows that Package 1 is expected to have a significant improvement to the level of delay 

experienced on the A16 southbound approach to the A16 / A47 /Welland Road Roundabout, with delay 

reduced by 180 seconds per vehicle compared to the DM scenario. 

The A47 westbound approach also demonstrates a decrease in delay of 256 seconds per vehicle compared 

to the DM Scenario.  

Figure 2.11 below shows the change in traffic demand flow between the DM scenario and Package 1 in the 

AM peak hour. 

 

Figure 2.11: 2036 AM Peak Hour Change in Demand Flow – Package 1 impact on DM Scenario 

Figure 2.11 demonstrates that the measures contained within the package successfully remove trips from 

Newborough Road, including u-turning traffic at the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout. As these trips 

re-route, there is an increase in traffic flow along the A16, however delay along this route is significantly 

reduced as demonstrated in Figure 2.10. 
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Package 1: 2036 PM Peak Hour Results 

Figure 2.12 below shows the change in delay (per vehicle) between the 2036 DM scenario and Package 1 

during the PM peak hour. Note that blue denotes a decrease in delay as a result of Package 1, and green an 

increase in delay. 

 

 

 

Figure 2.12: 2036 PM Peak Hour Change in Total Delay (seconds per vehicle) – Package 1 impact on DM 
Scenario 

Figure 2.12 shows that Package 1 has a negligible impact on delay during the PM peak hour as the issue of 

congestion is less pronounced in this time period. There is a 15 second increase on the northern circulatory 

of the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout which is transient delay associated with the installation of 

traffic signals. 

Economic Assessment 

The Economic Assessment undertaken as part of the Option Assessment Report calculated a Benefit to Cost 

Ratio (BCR) for Package 1 (including a sensitivity test) and Package 2. The sensitivity test considered the 

impact of operating the partial signalisation of the A47 / A16 in Package 1 on a part time basis (i.e. signals 

switched off outside of peak hours, and the junction reverts back to priority rules). From this point on the 
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scenario in which the Package 1 traffic signals operate full time is named Package 1a, and the scenario in 

which the traffic signals operate on a part time basis is named Package 1b. 

A comparison of the results from this assessment are presented in Table 2.7 beneath.  

Table 2.7: Economic Assessment AMCB Comparison 

 

The Economic Assessment within the OAR demonstrated that Package 1 (both 1a and 1b) will provide High 

Value for Money. Package 2 is expected to provide Poor value for money, due to the significantly higher 

cost compared to Package 1.  

2.17. Option Assessment Summary 

The Option Assessment identified two packages of options to remove u-turning trips from Newborough 

Road and address existing and future delay on the A16 southbound and A47 westbound approach to the 

A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout.  

Both packages of options performed quite similarly within the technical assessment, and successfully 

resulted in transferring trips from Newborough Road onto the A16, and reducing delay on the two 

approaches where significant delay is forecast in the DM scenario. 

An Economic Assessment was undertaken on the two packages, as reported in the OAR, and identified that 

Package 1 is the preferred option as it returned a positive value for money (in both the 1a and 1b tests). 

Further details of the Package 1 Economic Assessment are reported in the Economic Case in the following 

chapter. 

Value (£’000s) 2010 prices, 
benefits discounted to 2010

Package 1a
(Full Time Signals)

Package 1b 
(Part Time Signals) Package 2

Greenhouse Gases -1 13 -17
Consumer Users (Commuting) 4,168 4,531 1,521

Consumer Users (Other) 5,442 7,657 5,144
Business Users/Providers 5,476 6,656 6,601

Indirect Taxes 53 23 56
Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 15,138 18,880 13,305

Broad Transport Budget 4,757 4,757 22,035
Present Value of Costs (PVC) 4,757 4,757 22,035

Net Present Value (NPV) 10,381 14,123 -8,730
Benefit/Cost Ratio (BCR) 3.182 3.969 0.604

Value for Money Statement High High Poor

Benefits

Costs

Net Benefit / BCR Impact
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3. The Economic Case 

3.1. Introduction 

This section sets out the approach taken to assess the economic case for the A16 Norwood improvement 

scheme, and demonstrates that the proposed scheme would offer High Value for Money. 

The scheme appraisal focuses on the aspects of scheme performance that are relevant to the nature of the 

intervention and uses the latest WebTAG guidance (July 2020). These impacts are not limited to those 

directly impacting on the economy or those which can be monetised. The economic, environmental, social 

and distributional impacts of the proposal are all examined, using qualitative, quantitative and monetised 

information where appropriate. 

3.2. Options Appraised 

Details of the option development and assessment process are summarised in the Strategic Case and full 

details are provided in the OAR.   

The technical assessment documented in the OAR has identified that both packages assessed within the 

modelling offered network wide benefits and performed similarly, and so an Economic Assessment was 

undertaken for each package. The Economic Assessment concluded that only Package 1 would return a 

positive value for money. The Economic Assessment for Package 1 is reported throughout this chapter, and 

details of the Economic Assessment undertaken for Package 2 (which offered Poor Value for Money) are 

contained within the OAR. 

For reference, Package 1 consisted of the following components: 

 Closure of Newborough Road access onto A47 

 Dualling of A16 between A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout and the Norwood Development 

Access 

 Partial signalisation of A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout on the A16 southbound approach 

 A 50 metre flare added to the A47 westbound approach to provide additional capacity for left 

turning traffic to Welland Road 

 Dedicated Left Turn Lane (LDL) from the A47 eastbound to the A16 northbound. 

Note that two variants of Package 1 have been tested. The first is Package 1a which operates the A47 / A16 

Welland Road traffic signals on full time, and the second is Package 1b which operates these signals during 

the peak hours only, beyond which the junction reverts to priority rules. 
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3.3. Economic Assessment 

Approach to Appraisal 

Given the nature of the scheme, which consists of highway improvements to existing road infrastructure, 

the Economic Case is focused on the following aspects: 

 Assessing the monetised direct, localised and economic efficiency benefits of the scheme 

 Qualitative appraisal of wider scheme benefits, such as an environmental, noise, and 

enablement  of planned development 

 Offsetting identified benefits against the scheme costs to provide a Benefit to Cost (BCR) ratio. 

Details regarding the benefits and costs are presented beneath. 

The transport benefits of the scheme were assessed using the SATURN based PTM3. The model / appraisal 

forecast years developed in the SATURN model are 2021, 2026 and 2031, which have been used to appraise 

the impacts of the core scenario.  

Full details relating to the calibration and validation of the model can be found in the Local Model Validation 

Report (LMVR), and details about the forecasting procedure can be found in the Forecasting Report. 

The key objective of the SATURN model is to forecast, accurately, the likely transport impacts that the 

proposed schemes would have on highway users of the surrounding road network. User benefits can be 

calculated by modelling the highway network, in various years, and comparing with / without scheme 

scenarios to determine how introducing a scheme will impact on travel behaviour and patterns. 

The model analysis provided in the OAR demonstrates that Package 1 will reduce congestion, leading to 

less delay and travel time. The difference between the DM and Package 1 scenario demonstrates the 

benefits of implementing the scheme. 

The model output files were then entered into the Transport User Benefits Appraisal (TUBA, 1.9.13) 

software to undertake the Economic Assessment and calculate a BCR. The annualisation factors shown 

below in Table 3.1 were specified within TUBA to calculate the likely annual transport user benefits for the 

AM, Inter and PM peak hours and have been derived from nearby Highways England WebTRIS data. It was 

found that the 07:00 – 08:00 and 16:00 – 17:00 hour flows closely resembled the total flows observed within 

the modelled AM and PM peak hours. AM and PM annualisation factors have therefore been calculated 

that convert the single peak hour demand to annual peak period demand. 
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Table 3.1: Annualisation Factors 

A proportionate approach focused on transport user benefits (Transport Economic Efficiency, TEE) has been 

undertaken to demonstrate the value for money that can be expected from the scheme. 

Package Phasing  

The technical and economic assessment undertaken in the OAR identified the need to phase delivery of the 

various components within Package 1. This determined that Package 1 should include the closure of the 

Newborough Road access onto the A47 by 2026, and the remaining schemes within the package from 2031 

onwards (built between 2026 – 2031), as shown in Table 3.2 beneath. 

Table 3.2: Package Phasing within Strategic Modelling 

Assessment Year Package 1 

2026  Closure of Newborough Road access onto A47. 

2031 & 2036 

 Closure of Newborough Road access onto A47 

 Dualling of A16 between A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout and the Norwood 

Development Access 

 Partial signalisation of A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout on the A16 southbound 

approach 

 A 50 metre flare added to the A47 westbound approach to provide additional capacity for 

left turning traffic to Welland Road 

 Dedicated left turn lane from the A47 eastbound to the A16 northbound. 

 

Table 3.3 shows the cost profile used within the Economic Assessment for Package 1, which is derived from 

the broader project programme.   

Time Slice Duration (min) Annualisation Period Description 

1 60 488 1 
Convert from 08:00 – 09:00 to annual 

07:00 – 09:00 period 

2 60 525 2 
Convert from 17:00 – 18:00 to annual 

16:00 – 18:00 period 

3 60 1,624 3 
Convert from 14:00 – 15:00 to annual 

10:00 – 16:00 period 
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Table 3.3: Package 1 Cost Profiles 

 

The activities shown in Table 3.3 include: 

 2021 – Preliminary Design and Outline Business Case 

 2022 / 2023 – Detailed Design and Full Business Case 

 2024 – Construction / Supervision of Closure of Newborough Road 

 2027 – Construction / Supervision of Remaining Schemes (Package 1) 

 2028 – Construction complete and scheme open for use. 

Present Value Costs 

A scheme cost estimate has been produced. The Base Investment Costs are detailed in Table 3.4 below, and 

the subsequent steps taken to calculate the Present Value Costs (PVC) are described beneath. 

The Economic Assessment has undertaken for a 60 year assessment period (2020 to 2080). 

The Base Investment Cost is the capital cost required to construct the scheme in current year (2020) prices, 

without a risk allowance. This is derived from the scheme cost estimate based on initial design information. 

All Sunk Costs (those already incurred) have been omitted from the Economic Assessment. 

Table 3.4 shows the Base Investment Cost profiled over calendar years, and broken down into Construction, 

Land, Design and Supervision costs.  

Calendar Year Preparation Costs (%) Construction Costs (%) Supervision Costs 

2021 57%   

2022 33%   

2023 10%   

2024  10% 9% 

2025    

2026    

2027  90% 91% 
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Table 3.4: Base Investment Cost (2020 Prices) 

 

Note that there are not expected to be any land or property costs associated with the scheme at this stage, 

and that the Preparation and Supervision Costs include Business Case development, all design work 

including site surveys and supervision during the construction phases. 

The PVC for use in the Economic Assessment has been calculated using the following steps: 

 Real Cost increases were calculated based on the Base Investment Cost spend profile. The Base Cost 

adjustment factor was calculated by dividing the Construction Industry Inflation Rate (5%) by the 

Annual GDP Factor derived from the TAG Databook (July 2020) for each of the years within the 

assessment period. The inflation rate of 5% was derived from construction output price indices as 

well as knowledge of costs associated with past schemes in Peterborough. Peterborough Highways 

Services works is measured using BCIS indices, Table 3.5 shows the categories and price increase 

(%) for 2019-2020. 

Table 3.5: Inflation increases on Construction Costs 2019-2020 

 

 
 A Risk Allowance of 20% (10% Construction Risk, 10% COVID-19 working practices) was then 

applied during the years of construction. The total cost of the Risk Allowance is £655,943. The risk 

associated with post-COVID19 includes altered working practices that meet social distancing 

requirements, such as additional welfare facilities on site and increased site compound size. 

Calendar Year Construction 
Costs (£)

Land & 
Property 
Costs (£)

Preparation / 
Supervision 

Costs (£) 
Total (£)

2021 0 0 465,000 465,000
2022 0 0 264,684 264,684
2023 0 0 78,346 78,346
2024 350,000 0 21,000 371,000
2025 0 0 0 0
2026 0 0 0 0
2027 2,929,714 0 186,046 3,115,760
Total 3,279,714 0 1,015,076 4,294,790

Category Price increase 2019-2020
WC10/ 1 Routine, Cyclic and Time Charge Works 3.25%
WC10/ 2 Renewals and Construction Works 1.81%
WC10/ 3 Professional Services 3.62%
WC10/ 4 Machine Surfacing 4.23%
WC10/ 5 Hand Surfacing/Patching 3.04%
WC10/ 6 Surface Dressing 5.38%
WC10/ 7 Road Markings 1.76%
WC10/ 8 Street Lighting 1.56%
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 Optimism Bias was then applied in line with guidance provided in TAG unit A1.2 (July 2017). An 

Optimism Bias of 44% was applied to represent the maturity of the design. The total Optimism Bias 

applied was £2,564,308. 

 Costs were then rebased back to 2010 using factors derived from the TAG Databook (July 2020) 

GDP Deflator. 

 Costs were then discounted to 2010 in line with guidance provided in TAG unit A1.2 (July 2017). 

 Finally, costs were converted to 2010 Market Prices using a factor of 1.19. 

Table 3.6 beneath shows the costs described above. 

Table 3.6: Economic Case Scheme Cost Estimates 

 

Present Value Benefits 

The transport benefits of the scheme were assessed using the SATURN based PTM3 (built in v11.4.07H).  

Full details relating to the calibration and validation of the model can be found in the Local Model Validation 

Report (LMVR), and details about the forecasting procedure can be found in the Forecasting Report. 

Two core network scenarios were developed for the Economic Assessment, these were the Do Minimum 

(DM) and Do Something (DS) scenarios. The DM scenario represents future growth without highway 

intervention (without scheme), and the DS scenario includes the package of schemes within the model 

network (with scheme) with the same level of future traffic growth. 

Description of Cost Type Cost (£)

Risk Adjusted Base Cost with Real Cost Increases and Optimism Bias 8,392,279

Base Investment Cost 4,294,790

Base Cost with Real Cost Increases 5,172,029

Risk Adjusted Base Cost with Real Cost Increases 5,827,972

Rebased to 2021 Price Year

Discounted to 2010 Prices

Adjusted to Market Prices

7,057,681

4,087,731

4,864,399
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The difference between the DM and DS scenarios demonstrate the benefits of implementing the scheme. 

These benefits are measured using: 

 Network assignment statistics 

 Link flow changes 

 Journey times 

 Journey routing. 

The Model output files were then entered into the Transport User Benefits Appraisal (TUBA, 1.9.14) 

software to undertake the Economic Assessment and calculate a BCR. 

TUBA produces figures for a number of benefits, including Greenhouse Gases, Transport User benefits, and 

Indirect Taxation. Indirect taxation often provides a negative benefit figure. This is a result of the reduced 

fuel being purchased as journeys become more efficient with the improvements. This in turn reduces the 

money the government receives in fuel taxes.  

This identifies the Present Value Benefits (PVB) to be £15,138,000. A breakdown of these benefits are shown 

in Table 3.6 beneath. 

Benefit Cost Ratio 

The Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) is the ratio of PVB to PVC. Table 3.7 beneath summarises the BCR for the 

scheme (Package 1a) as calculated using TUBA. 

Table 3.7: A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme AMCB Table (Package 1a) 

Value (£’000s) 2010 prices, benefits discounted to 2010 

Benefits 

Greenhouse Gases -1 

Consumer Users (Commuting) 4,168 

Consumer Users (Other) 5,442 

Business Users/Providers 5,476 

Indirect Taxes 53 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 15,138 
Costs 

Broad Transport Budget 4,757 
Present Value of Costs (PVC) 4,757 

Net Benefit / BCR Impact 
Net Present Value (NPV) 10,381 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (BCR) 3.182 
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The DfT uses the following thresholds to determine the Value for Money statement associated with a BCR:  

 Poor Value for Money if BCR < 1.0 

 Low Value for Money if BCR = 1.0 to 1.5 

 Medium Value for Money if BCR = 1.5 to 2.0 

 High Value for Money if BCR = 2.0 to 4.0 

 Very High Value for Money if BCR > 4.0. 

Based on transport user benefits alone, this scheme will provide High Value for Money.  

A sensitivity test undertaken on Package 1a to determine the impact of operating the partial signalisation 

of the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout on a part time basis (peak hour only) identified that this would 

increase the PVB to £18,880,000, generating a BCR of 3.969. The results from this Sensitivity Test, named 

Package 1b, are provided beneath, and further details are provided in the OAR. 

Table 3.8: A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme AMCB Table (Package 1b - Part Time Signals) 

Value (£’000s) 2010 prices, benefits discounted to 2010 

Benefits 

Greenhouse Gases 13 
Consumer Users (Commuting) 4,531 

Consumer Users (Other) 7,657 

Business Users/Providers 6,656 
Indirect Taxes 23 

Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 18,880 
Costs 

Broad Transport Budget 4,757 
Present Value of Costs (PVC) 4,757 

Net Benefit / BCR Impact 
Net Present Value (NPV) 14,123 
Benefit/Cost Ratio (BCR) 3.969 

Whilst the sensitivity test shows that part-time signals provide a higher BCR than full-time signals, the 

implementation of full-time signals would be preferable from an operational point of view and would still 

provide high value for money. Part-time signals, such as those on the A1 / A47 Wansford Junction, could 

lead to increased driver confusion.  
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Spread of Benefits 

The TUBA results include a detailed breakdown of the scheme benefits including (but not limited to) benefits 

by time saving and benefits by distance. These benefits are broken down by vehicle type and journey 

purpose to better understand how different user types will benefit from the scheme. Table 3.9 below shows 

the time benefits saving by vehicle type. 

Table 3.9: Non-monetised Time Benefits by Time Saving 

 

Table 3.9 shows that car users experience the greatest time benefit from the implementation of the scheme 

and that within car users, those that are undertaking other journeys (not for business or commuting) 

experience the greatest impact, which is in keeping with the composition of trip types across the model. 

Table 3.10 below shows the journey time benefits by distance. 

Table 3.10: Non-monetised Time Benefits by Distance 

 

The table shows that those making trips of between 10km - 25km and 25km – 50km benefit most from the 

proposed scheme. As with the time savings, car users experience the greatest level of benefit, and these 

apply mostly to those who commute or travel for other purposes. 

Table 3.11 below shows that the scheme benefits are greater in the AM peak hour than in the PM peak 

hour, but that both peak hours have benefits. 

Table 3.11: User Benefits by Time Period 

 

Vehicle Type Purpose Type < -5 mins -5 to -2 mins -2 to 0 mins 0 to 2 mins 2 to 5 mins > 5 mins
Car Business 0 -61 -515 692 85 1
Car Commuting 0 -306 -2091 2890 428 0
Car Other -2 -477 -6076 8136 1119 0

LGV Freight -1 -71 -650 998 208 1
OGV1 -7 -51 -290 459 157 7

NON MONETISED TIME BENEFITS BY TIME SAVING
Time benefits (thousands of person hours) by size of time saving

Vehicle Type Purpose Type < 1 km 1 to 5 kms 5 to 10 kms 10 to 25 kms 25 to 50 kms 50 to 100 kms 100 to 200 kms > 200 kms
Car Business 4 6 1 86 79 13 -1 14
Car Commuting 16 -3 13 449 406 22 9 9
Car Other 50 55 16 1146 816 244 61 311

LGV Freight 1 4 27 188 238 1 10 16
OGV1 0 -4 -4 30 50 6 68 129

NON MONETISED TIME BENEFITS BY DISTANCE
Time benefits (thousands of person hours) by distance

Vehicle Type User Time
AM 11,378
PM 1,838

User Benefits and Changes in Revenues (£'000s)
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3.4. Additional Qualitative Appraisal 

The scheme appraisal has focussed on the impacts directly impacting on the economy or those which can 

be monetised. An initial qualitative analysis has been undertaken for environmental, social and 

distributional impacts of the proposed scheme, and input in to an Appraisal Summary Table (AST) in 

Appendix B.  

The additional appraisal elements are detailed in Table 3.12 overleaf, along with the proposed assessment 

approach for the next stage of the Business Case process. 
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Table 3.12: Additional Appraisal Elements 

Element Approach to Assessment at OBC Comments 

Road Safety 

(Social) 

Safe design and qualitative 

assessment 

A qualitative assessment will be undertaken at OBC to 

provide an assessment of the likely impact that the 

scheme will have on Road Safety (which is listed as an 

objective). 

Noise 

(Environmental) 

Quantitative assessment made 

using the SATURN model outputs 

A quantified assessment of the impact of the scheme 

on Noise will be undertaken at OBC using outputs 

from the PTM3 model. 

Air Quality 

(Environmental) 

A quantified assessment of the impact of the scheme 

on Air Quality will be undertaken at OBC using 

outputs from the PTM3 model. 

Landscape, 

Townscape, 

Historic 

Environment, 

Ecology and Water 

Environment 

Qualitative assessment to be 

undertaken at OBC stage to inform 

the design process 

The scheme is not expected to have any detrimental 

impact on any of these elements, and provides the 

opportunity to enhance the landscape and 

biodiversity. 

Physical Activity 

(Social) 
Qualitative The scheme will include improvements to pedestrian 

and cycle infrastructure to improve provision and 

increase connectivity. A qualitative assessment of 

these will be undertaken at OBC. Access/Severance Qualitative 

Due to the nature of the scheme, the appraisal and Value for Money statement has focused on TEE benefits 

at this stage of the assessment. 

3.5. Key Risks, Sensitivities and Uncertainties 

The scheme is considered to be low risk in construction terms, especially since the required land is within 

ownership of Peterborough City Council or Highways England.  

As the benefits of the scheme largely relate to reducing delay to existing and future traffic, a lower than 

anticipated future growth in traffic levels, or a delay / reduction to the growth at Norwood, is considered to 

be the greatest risk to the scheme. Sensitivity tests considering the impact of these scenarios on the Business 

Case have been undertaken using the low growth methodology outlined within WebTAG Unit M4. 
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Table 3.13 below summarises the results of the low growth economic assessment for Packages 1a and 1b. 

Table 3.13: Low Growth Economic Assessment AMCB Comparison 

 

The COVID-19 pandemic resulted in a significant drop in highway usage as part of the national lockdown. 

Although it is not yet know what the long term impact of this will be, Peterborough has seen a steady 

increase in traffic levels since restrictions were eased over the summer months and peak hour traffic flow 

on the strategic network within Peterborough has returned to approximately 90% (October 2020) of pre-

pandemic levels. Monitoring of the impacts of COVID-19 will continue across Peterborough. It is considered 

that the low growth scenario most closely resembles the impact of COVID-19 on local traffic. 

3.6. Value for Money Statement 

VFM Category 

Based on the Economic Assessment reported within the Economic Case, it is considered reasonable that the 

proposed A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme will achieve High Value for Money. 

Value (£’000s) 2010 prices, 
benefits discounted to 2010

Package 1a
(Full Time Signals)

Package 1b 
(Part Time Signals)

Greenhouse Gases -42 -53
Consumer Users (Commuting) 4,185 4,529

Consumer Users (Other) -82 2,526
Business Users/Providers 2,529 3,886

Indirect Taxes 151 162
Present Value of Benefits (PVB) 6,741 11,050

Broad Transport Budget 4,757 4,757
Present Value of Costs (PVC) 4,757 4,757

Net Present Value (NPV) 1,984 6,293
Benefit/Cost Ratio (BCR) 1.417 2.323

Value for Money Statement Low High

Benefits

Costs

Net Benefit / BCR Impact
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4. The Financial Case 

4.1. Introduction 

This section presents the Financial Case for the A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme. It concentrates on the 

affordability of the proposal and its funding arrangements.  

4.2. Scheme Costing 

The scheme cost estimates for the Financial Case have been prepared in line with WebTAG guidance set out 

in TAG Unit A1-2 Scheme Costs (DfT, May 2019). Each of the steps taken to produce the cost estimates are 

explained beneath. The estimate has been costed based on high level design information, and include a 

20% Risk Allowance which includes COVID-19 related construction risk costs. 

The scheme costs have been prepared using the parameters shown in Table 4.1 beneath. 

Table 4.1: Scheme Costing Parameters 

 

 

DfT Base Year 2010
Scheme Cost Estimate Year 2020
Present Year (Assessment Year) 2020
Scheme Start Year 2021
Scheme Year of Opening 2028
Analysis Period (Years) 60

Market Price Factor (Indirect Taxation) 1.19
Normal Inflation Rate 1.025
Construction Inflation Rate 1.05

Risk Allowance £655,943
Optimism Bias Total £2,564,308
Optimism Bias Rate - Highways 44%
Optimism Bias Rate - Structures 66%
Optimism Bias Rate - Maintenance 0%

Input

Years

Economic Values

Risk & Optimism Bias
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The initial scheme cost estimates are presented in Table 4.2 beneath, and each is explained in further detail 

beneath. Note that Optimism Bias is not included within the Financial Case. 

Table 4.2: Financial Case Scheme Cost Estimates 

 

Base Investment Cost 

The Base Investment Cost is the capital cost required to design and construct the scheme in current year 

(2020) prices, without a risk allowance or inflation. This is the scheme cost estimate based on the initial 

design estimates. 

Table 4.3 shows the Base Investment Cost broken down into Construction, Land, Design and Supervision 

costs (note that there are no ‘Land’ or ‘Other’ costs). 

Table 4.3: Base Investment Cost (2020 Prices) 

 

The scheme Base Investment Cost in 2020 prices is £4,294,790. This includes £3,279,714 of Construction 

related costs and £1,015,076 of Design and Supervision costs (£808,030 Design and Surveys / £207,046 

Supervision). The Design costs include all necessary surveys required to undertake Preliminary and Detailed 

Designs. 

Cost Stage Cost (£)

4,294,790

Risk Adjusted Base Cost 4,950,733

Risk Adjusted Base Cost with Construction Industry Inflation 
(Outturn Cost) 6,615,466

Base Investment Cost

Calendar Year
Construction 

Costs (Highways)
(£) 

Preparation and 
Supervision Costs 

(£) 

Total Base 
Investment Cost 

(£) 

2021 -                           465,000                465,000               
2022 -                           264,684                264,684               
2023 -                           78,346                  78,346                
2024 350,000                21,000                  371,000               
2025 -                           -                           -                         
2026 -                           -                           -                         
2027 2,929,714              186,046                3,115,760            
Total 3,279,714              1,015,076              4,294,790            
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The cost profile assumes the following: 

 2021 – Preliminary Design and Outline Business Case 

 2022 / 2023 – Detailed Design and Full Business Case 

 2024 – Construction / Supervision of Closure of Newborough Road 

 2027 – Construction / Supervision of Remaining Schemes (Package 1). 

There are no land or property costs associated with this scheme, as all the required land is within the 

Council’s ownership, or that of Highways England. 

Risk Adjusted Base Cost 

The Risk Adjusted Base Cost includes a component for risk. A 20% Risk Allowance has been included within 

the cost estimate, which includes 10% for construction risk and 10% for COVID-19 related risk.  

Table 4.4: Risk Adjusted Base Costs (2020 Prices) 

 

The addition of the Risk Allowance (£655,943) takes the Risk Adjusted Base Cost to £4,950,733.  

Inflated Risk Adjusted Cost (Outturn Cost) 

The Inflated Risk Adjusted Cost, or Outturn Cost, is the Risk Adjusted Base Cost with construction industry 

inflation applied.  An inflation rate of 5% per annum has been used based on the Office for National 

Statistics (ONS) Construction Output Price Indices6 (2019 / Q4) for ‘New Work / Infrastructure’. The inflation 

rate of 5%, as well as being derived from Construction Output Price Indices, has been derived using 

knowledge of costs associated with recent schemes in Peterborough. Peterborough Highways Services 

works are measured using BCIS indices. 

Inflation has been applied in line with the construction profile assumed within the scheme costing and the 

Economic Assessment, and the cost of this is presented beneath in Table 4.5. 

                                                                    
6 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/constructionindustry/datasets/interimconstructionoutp
utpriceindices 
 

Calendar Year
Construction 

Costs (Highways)
(£) 

Preparation and 
Supervision Costs 

(£) 
Risk Allowance       

(£) 

Risk Adjusted 
Base Cost (£) 

2021 -                           465,000                -                         465,000               
2022 -                           264,684                -                         264,684               
2023 -                           78,346                  -                         78,346                
2024 350,000                21,000                  70,000                441,000               
2025 -                           -                           -                         -                         
2026 -                           -                           -                         -                         
2027 2,929,714              186,046                585,943               3,701,703            
Total 3,279,714              1,015,076              655,943               4,950,733            
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Table 4.5: Inflated Risk Adjusted Cost (2020 Prices) 

 

The cost of inflation is £1,664,732, which brings Scheme Outturn Cost to £6,615,466. The Outturn Cost 

represents the amount required by Peterborough City Council to deliver the scheme. 

Maintenance 

Future maintenance costs have not been included for the scheme. All maintenance costs associated with 

the existing infrastructure will continue to occur separate to the Norwood scheme, and so have not been 

included within the assessment. 

The addition of new infrastructure, such as the new lanes on the A16, is considered to be offset by the 

closure of Newborough Road. Newborough Road is considered to be a significant maintenance liability, like 

many of the Fen roads in the area. The single carriageway is built on a soft soil embankment flanked by 

drainage ditches. Subsidence is common on these roads as a result of ground conditions in the Fens, and 

movement caused by the regular rise and fall of the water table. This subsidence causes the road haunches 

to fail more often than on other roads, and regularly require expensive maintenance. The A16 and A47 by 

contrast, are built on wider embankments with offset drains, meaning that the damage caused by 

subsidence (and subsequent maintenance) is much less of a concern on routes where the new infrastructure 

will be provided. 

Further Cost Estimate Refinement 

The scheme cost estimate will be revaluated based on more mature design information, including site 

surveys, Preliminary Designs and a Quantified Risk Assessment, as the preferred scheme is carried forward 

to OBC. The scheme cost will then be used to identify and secure funding, and to undertake further 

economic assessment using the Transport User Benefit Appraisal package (TUBA) at the OBC stage to re-

determine value for money.  

Future maintenance costs / works associated with the schemes will also be considered and added to the 

maintenance inventory and funded from the Council’s maintenance budgets. However, it is anticipated that 

the provision of new or upgraded assets will not significantly impact upon future maintenance liabilities. 

Calendar Year Risk Adjusted 
Base Cost (£) 

Cost of 
Inflation (£) 

Total with
Inflation (£) 

2021 465,000                23,250                  488,250                
2022 264,684                27,130                  291,815                
2023 78,346                  12,349                  90,695                  
2024 441,000                95,038                  536,038                
2025 -                           -                           -                           
2026 -                           -                           -                           
2027 3,701,703              1,506,965              5,208,668              
Total 4,950,733              1,664,732              6,615,466              
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4.3. Budgets and Funding Cover  

Funding Cover 

It is anticipated that the full scheme Outturn Cost of £6,615,466 will be funded by the CPCA from the Single 

Investment Fund.  

The CPCA have an infrastructure delivery budget of £20 million per year, allocated for the next 30 years. 

This funding will be invested into the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Single Investment Fund, in order 

to boost growth within the region. The CPCA have committed to providing £16 million of funding within its 

first four years, to complete major highway improvements that decrease congestion and support local 

growth. No local or developer contribution have yet been confirmed to support this scheme, although 

developer funded commitments, including the Norwood internal access road and the new A16 Norwood 

Development Roundabout, will support the delivery of this package. 

There are not known to be any financial constraints beyond the availability of funding from the CPCA Single 

Investment Fund.  

Completion of the Business Case  

Subject to acceptance of the SOBC, Peterborough City Council intend to move to Preliminary Design and 

production of an OBC.  

Costs for the further design and Business Case tasks are included within the scheme costs reported within 

this chapter and the Value for Money assessment undertaken within the Economic Case, however funding 

to progress the Preliminary Design and OBC needs to be secured to enable this work to progress. 

Peterborough City Council request that the design cost of £620,000 is released in advance of the funds 

required for construction, in order to undertake the Preliminary Design and produce an OBC.  
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5. The Commercial Case 

5.1. Introduction 

The Commercial Case demonstrates that the scheme can be reliably procured and implemented through 

existing channels whilst ensuring value for money in delivery of the scheme.  

5.2. Output Based Specification 

The A16 Norwood Option Assessment Report (OAR) details the work undertaken to develop multiple 

improvement options at this location, and the modelling undertaken to identify the preferred scheme.  

The OAR discusses the process through which the preferred scheme has been identified. The scheme will 

include the following outputs: 

 Closure of Newborough Road Junction with A47 

 Dualling of the A16 between the Norwood Development Roundabout and the A16 / A47 / Welland 

Road Roundabout 

 Partial Signalisation of the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout (A16 approach) 

 Creation of a flare to provide a third lane on the A47 westbound approach 

 Creation of a Left Dedicated Left (LDL) from the A47 eastbound approach to the A16 northbound 

exit. 

The scheme will meet all of the primary scheme objectives outlined in the Strategic Case. Details of how the 

scheme will be measured against these objectives are discussed within the Management Case.  

5.3. Procurement Strategy 

All phases of the scheme, including Design, Construction and Site Supervision will be delivered in house by 

Peterborough Highway Services (PHS).  

PHS is a ten-year NEC3 Term Service Contract between Peterborough City Council and Skanska, with 

responsibility for improving and maintaining Peterborough’s highway network. The collaboration began in 

2013 and runs to 2023, with the possibility of a further ten-year extension. 

The contract is built upon a collaborative and multi-disciplined team capable of developing schemes from 

policy concept right through to design and construction, and then maintaining them. 
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Market Maturity 

The team has successfully developed and delivered multiple highway schemes around Peterborough since 

the beginning of the contract in 2013, including several schemes on behalf of the CPCA. PHS has been 

responsible for all planning and design work undertaken on the A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme to 

date. All skills and competencies to deliver this scheme are available within the local PHS contract.  

To ensure that the procurement remains commercially competitive and offers value for money, all 

subcontract packages will be subject to competitive tendering.  

5.4. Risk Allocation and Transfer 

Because the PHS contract is already established there is limited opportunity to modify the allocation of risk, 

however the contract does include inherent features that encourage effective risk management and 

mitigation, such as: 

 Each party is required notify each other of any matter which could affect the cost, completion, 

progress or quality of the project through Early Warning Notices. This is to promote early 

intervention which could reduce the impact of any potential risk 

 In the case of Option C (Target Price) both parties are incentivised to reduced cost through the pain 

/ gain mechanism.  

The above will also be supplemented with good project management practices during the delivery of the 

scheme. Both parties will maintain a shared Risk Register, which will be reviewed regularly at project 

progress meetings. Further details on the management of risk are provided in the Management Case. 

Detail about the allocation of project risk between the CPCA and PCC, and the responsibilities for managing 

this, can be found within Chapter 6 of the CPCA’s Assurance Framework.  

However, in summary, risk is allocated to the CPCA by default, but the CPCA reserve the right to reallocate 

this risk to PCC in the event that the risk has not been managed appropriately. The signed Funding 

Agreement, and Project Initiation Document, will be used to determine whether PCC has managed the 

project risk appropriately, and therefore where the risk should be allocated. 
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6. The Management Case 

6.1. Introduction 

The Management Case explains how the scheme promoter will successfully manage delivery of the 

proposed scheme and achieve the expected outcomes. 

6.2. Evidence of Similar Projects 

Peterborough has a long history of significant growth spanning back to its designation as a New Town in 

1967, and consequently the City is used to managing and delivering large highway infrastructure projects. 

The Council, through PHS, has completed the following highway improvement schemes in recent years. 

Both of these schemes are located on the Parkway Network at strategically sensitive locations, and 

demonstrate PHS’ ability to successfully manage and deliver highway schemes of this scale. 

Junction 20 Improvement Scheme (A47 Soke Parkway / A15 Paston Parkway) - £5.7m 

This scheme was constructed between summer 2016 and spring 2017, and involved fully signalising a grade 

separated roundabout and adding significant capacity through the creation of additional lanes on the 

approaches and the circulatory of the roundabout. The scheme was required to relieve congestion and to 

enable nearby housing growth.  

Since completion, the scheme has met its objectives and reduced congestion and improved journey times at 

a crucial section of the network. It has also provided additional network capacity, enabling the initial phase 

of development at Paston Reserve to be progressed, which will ultimately include 945 homes and a 

secondary school.  

Junction 20 is a major interchange on Peterborough’s network, located approximately 500 metres to the 

west of the A16, and at the time of construction up to 4,500 vehicles an hour passed through it. With such 

a high traffic demand, the careful planning and implementation of the traffic management required to 

construct the scheme was crucial. Close collaboration between all delivery partners meant that this was 

achieved with limited disruption to the highway network. 

The Junction 20 scheme was completed on time and within the £5.7m budget. Funding for the scheme was 

secured from the Greater Cambridgeshire and Greater Peterborough Local Enterprise Partnership. 
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Figure 6.1: Junction 20 Improvement (Post Scheme) 

Junction 17 – Junction 2 Improvement Scheme (A1139 Fletton Parkway) - £18m 

This scheme was constructed between spring 2014 and summer 2015 and consisted of the widening of the 

A1139 Fletton Parkway from two to three lanes between the A1 (M) and Junction 2 in Peterborough to 

provide significant and critically needed capacity improvements. The total cost of the scheme was £18 

million, funded through the Greater Cambridgeshire and Greater Peterborough Local Enterprise 

Partnership, Developer Funding and Council Capital Funding. 

The scheme successfully delivered a major upgrade to Peterborough’s Parkway network. Despite extensive 

ground investigations during the design phase, abnormally high levels of soil contamination were 

discovered during construction throughout the site, and significant volumes of soil had to be sent for 

specialist treatment and disposal. However, through careful management and collaborative working 

amongst all partners, there was a minimal impact on the scheme delivery programme, and additional 

funding was provided by the DfT due to the severity of the contamination which had not been detected 

despite all of the industry standard Waste and Contamination (WAC) tests being undertaken. 
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Figure 6.2: Junction 17 (A1M) Improvement (Post Scheme) 

6.3. Programme / Project Dependencies 

The scheme programme will need to consider the following key dependencies: 

 Norwood Development: The proposed package is intended to facilitate growth at the Norwood 

site, and beyond. The Local Plan currently expects this growth to occur between 2019 (Local Plan 

adoption year) and 2036, however the Business Case and scheme programme will need to adjust if 

the development programme changes. 

 Programme Constraints: the construction programme will need to carefully consider any other 

infrastructure works that may be underway on the highway network during the same period. The 

programme will be planned to avoid works that may compound the disruption caused to road users 

as a result of the A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme, although this will be limited through the 

careful planning of traffic management arrangements. Careful liaison with Highways England will 

be necessary to ensure that the scheme does not conflict with any planned works that they have 

along this section of the route. 

 Construction Disruption: The Council have significant recent experience of undertaking 

maintenance and delivering improvements on its highway network, particularly on strategic routes, 

and is proficient in mitigating the impact of this. 
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6.4. Governance, Organisational Structures, and Roles 

The CPCA are the organisation ultimately responsible for the delivery of the A16 Norwood Improvement 

Scheme, and the Council are nominated as the delivery partner. 

Delivery of the scheme will be managed by a Project Team led by a Peterborough City Council Project 

Manager, and consisting of all the key project delivery partners. The Project Team will be responsible for the 

daily running of the project, coordinating with all key stakeholders, and managing the delivery programme. 

The existing PHS Project Board will be used to oversee the continued development and delivery of the 

scheme by the Project Team, and to make key decisions relating to the delivery of the project. The Project 

Board will be supported by technical specialists, and key stakeholders will be invited to attend as necessary. 

Project Management Team 

The Project Management Team will report to the Project Board and ultimately to the CPCA Board. 

The Project Management Team will be responsible for delivery and day-to-day management of the 

consultants and contractors. They will co-ordinate inputs from technical advisors responsible for the delivery 

of key work streams within an agreed programme, including: 

 Stakeholder Engagement 

 Design Development 

 Transport Modelling 

 Environmental Assessment 

 Business Case Development 

 Early Contractor Involvement (ECI) and Scheme delivery. 

The key roles and lines of accountability for the development and delivery of the scheme are shown beneath 

in Figure 6.3. 

The team has successfully developed and delivered multiple highway schemes around Peterborough since 

the beginning of the contract in 2013, including several CPCA schemes. PHS has been responsible for all 

planning and design work undertaken on the A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme to date. All skills and 

competencies to deliver this scheme are available within the local PHS contract.
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Figure 6.3: Key Project Roles and Responsibilities

Combined Authority Combined Authority Project Board Responsibilities include:
- To support Peterborough City Council in the development of the 
scheme
- To undertake a Technical Review of the Business Case
- To make recommendations to the CPCA Board on future stages of 
the Project

Lead Cabinet Member Cabinet Member for Strategic Planning and Commercial 
Strategy and Investments 

Responsibilities include:
- To review and approve recommendations made by the Project 
Board

Project Board Senior Responsible Officers:
Contract Manager
Transport Planning Lead
Design Team Lead
Project Programme Lead
Engineering Lead
Major Schemes Delivery Lead

Responsibilities include:
- To hold monthly meetings to discuss progress and issues
- To review, and if required, approve recommendations made by 
the Project Team

Project Team Responsible Officers:
Transport Planning Officers
Project Engineers

Responsibilities include:
- Manage and review day-to-day project issues
- Monitor progress against key project milestones
- Report issues that require discussion / approval by Project Board
- Report project progress to Project Board
- Engage with stakeholders

Delivery Team Responsible Officers:
Transport Planning
Highway Design
Environment
Drainage
Network Manager
Street Works Co-ordinator

Responsibilities include:
- Technical delivery of scheme
- Highlighting risk
- Identifying options for reducing cost
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6.5. Programme / Project Reporting 

The Project Manager will report how the project is performing against the project objectives / key 

milestones. This will be completed using established finance and programme management tools such as 

Verto and reported on a regular basis to the Project Board.   

Every month the Project Manager will also submit a highlight report to the CPCA recording what progress 

has been made and whether there are any new risks that could impact the scheme. Financial progress will 

be reported to the PHS Dashboard, which monitors the progress of work delivered through the PHS 

contract, and approval for any key decisions is made by the Project Board.  

Regular Project Progress Meetings will be held throughout the duration of the scheme to allow key staff to 

discuss important issues that could affect the delivery of the scheme. 

Delivery of the scheme through the PHS Framework contract ensures that all stages of work are conducted 

in-house, ensuring a smooth transition of information and communication between the different delivery 

teams.  

6.6. Programme / Project Plan 

Key project milestones for progressing to scheme delivery are outlined in Table 6.1 overleaf.  

Table 6.1: Key Project Milestones 

Timescale Milestone Activity 

November 2020 Strategic Outline Business Case and Option Assessment Report 
Submitted. 

January 2021 
Strategic Outline Business Case reviewed by CPCA and approval sought 
from CPCA board for the release of funding to undertake an Outline 
Business Case and Preliminary Design. 

April  2021 – March 
2022  Outline Business Case produced and Preliminary Design undertaken. 

April 2022 
Outline Business reviewed by CPCA and approval sought from CPCA 
board for the release of funding to undertake Detailed Design and 
produce a Full Business Case. 

June 2022 – May 2023 Detailed Design undertaken and Full Business Case produced. 

2024 
Closure of Newborough Road Access to A47 delivered in conjuction 
with Developer schemes inluding Norwood internal access road and 
A16 Norwood Developer Roundabout. 

2027 Construction of the remaining schemes, including A16 Dualling and A16 
/ A47 / Welland Road Roundabout improvements. 

These dates are indicative only and assume that funding will be available to progress each of the stages. The 

milestones shown above may change as the scheme evolves, or to reflect changes in external factors, such 

as the Norwood development programme. 
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6.7. Assurance and Approvals Plan 

The Council will manage the project in line with their existing assurance and approvals process. The Project 

Manager will be responsible for the daily running of the project, and any approvals required will be provided 

by the Project Board. 

The Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority Assurance Framework sets out the 

fundamental principles in relation to the use and administration of the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough 

Investment and outlines a culture underpinned by processes, practices and procedures. The Assurance 

Framework sits alongside a number of other Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority 

documents including the Constitution and Devolution Deal.  

Further to the above the Combined Authority has developed the 10 Point Guide which outlines project 

management governance requirements which should be followed throughout the life cycle of the project. 

It details the requirements at project initiation including, establishing a Project Board with the Combined 

Authority and delivery partners. The purpose of the Project Board is to provide oversight to the project, 

ensure appropriate governance, risk management and to provide assurance in accordance with the scope, 

budget and programme.  

The Project board is to be held monthly and should be attended by the Combined Authority’s head of 

Transport and Transport Programme Manager alongside Peterborough City Council’s Project manager and 

by Group Manager for Highways and Transport.  The project board should also establish a RACI chart, a 

copy of the RACI template is in the Combined Authority’s 10 Point Guide. 

6.8. Communications and Stakeholder Management 

Communication and Stakeholder engagement will consist of: 

 Providing regular updates on delivery progress and key activities for the local community, 

businesses, and key stakeholder 

 Engaging with the local community, businesses, and key stakeholders regarding delivery. This is to 

ensure local needs are taken into account throughout the duration of the project 

 Ensuring information is shared using appropriate methods of communication to all sectors of the 

community, business, and key stakeholders. 

Project Liaison Officer 

A designated Project Liaison Officer (PLO) will be assigned to the scheme throughout the public consultation 

period and during construction and act as a single point of contact for outgoing and incoming 

communication. The PLO will be attached to the scheme delivery team and their responsibilities will include 

issuing progress updates via email and social media in the lead up to, and during construction, and 

coordinating responses to members of the public and key stakeholders when queries are raised.  
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Stakeholder Consultation 

Stakeholder consultation will be undertaken by the Project Team as part of the Outline Business Case and 

Preliminary Design. This consultation will enable feedback from key stakeholders to be taken into 

consideration ahead of the Detailed Design stage.  

The key stakeholders identified for this consultation event include: 

 Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority (CPCA) 

 Peterborough City Council (The Council) 

 Highways England 

 Norwood Developers 

 Ward Councillors and local residents, including those along Newborough Road 

 English Heritage 

 Emergency Services 

 Land owners and Businesses affected by the scheme.  

All key Stakeholders will be consulted via email for comments. Key Stakeholders will also be communicated 

to regularly throughout the construction phase by the PLO.  

Stakeholder engagement with Highways England has begun as part of the SOBC, and within the context of 

the Leeds Farm Planning Application (part of the Norwood Development). Peterborough City Council are 

also in the process of formally engaging with the different land owners within the Norwood site about the 

proposed scheme. 

Public Consultation 

Public consultation on the concept of a scheme at this location has already been undertaken as part of the 

CPCA Local Transport Plan7 that was adopted in January 2020. 

An online consultation exercise will be undertaken at the next stage of scheme development, and results 

from this consultation will be reported in the OBC and used to inform future Detailed Design., and ahead 

of the Detailed Design. Subject to Covid-19 restrictions, it is anticipated that a public consultation event will 

be held ahead of construction. 

6.9. Risk Management Strategy 

A Risk Register was produced during project initiation to identify potential risks and to evaluate factors that 

could have a detrimental effect on the project. The Risk Register identifies potential risks, considers the 

impact they may have, the likelihood of them occurring, and the measures that will be taken to mitigate 

these.  

                                                                    
7 https://cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk/assets/Transport/Draft-LTP.pdf 
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The Risk Register is a live document and is reviewed regularly at progress meetings and updates are reported 

to the CPCA through the monthly Highlight Reports. A copy of the Risk Register has been provided in 

Appendix C. 

6.10. Scheme Evaluation Plan (Benefits Realisation and Monitoring) 

This Scheme Evaluation Plan for the A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme will be prepared prior to scheme 

construction to set out guidance detailing how this scheme’s effects should be evaluated following 

implementation of the scheme. 

The Scheme Evaluation Plan comprises the Benefits Realisation Plan and the Monitoring and Evaluation 

Plan. 

The purpose of the Scheme Evaluation Plan is to clearly set out which indicators should be monitored to 

verify that the scheme achieves its objectives. Post monitoring is important for determining that the scheme 

has been successful. 

Expected Benefits 

The scheme objectives, outputs and outcomes are summarised below. These objectives are described within 

the Strategic Case and explain what the scheme is expected to deliver.  

Primary objectives include: 

 Tackle congestion and improve journey times: Tackle congestion and reduce delay along the A16 

and on the primary approaches to the A16 / A47 / Welland Road Roundabout 

 Support Peterborough’s growth agenda: Ensure that the planned employment and housing 

growth at Norwood can be realised 

 Limit impact on the local environment and improve biodiversity: Fully mitigate any adverse 

environmental impacts of a scheme, and ensure a biodiversity net gain within the study area. 

Secondary objectives include: 

 Positively impact traffic conditions on the wider network: Positively impact the performance of 

local routes impacted by the traffic and congestion in and around the A16 corridor, such as the 

A47, A15 Paston Parkway, A1139 Eye Road and Newborough Road. 

 Improve road safety: Reduce accidents and improve personal security for all travellers within the 

study area. 

 Improve sustainable transport infrastructure: Ensure that the scheme provides a comprehensive 

network of pedestrian and cycling routes where needed. 
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Benefits Monitoring and Evaluation 

The Monitoring and Evaluation plan for the A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme will take a proportionate 

and targeted approach, which will aim to demonstrate how the scheme has performed in relation to its 

objectives and intended outcomes. The principal aims of Monitoring and Evaluation are to determine 

whether a scheme has been delivered as planned, and whether it has delivered the expected benefits. 

Where outcomes differ from those expected, data collected for the Monitoring and Evaluation evidence 

base will assist in understanding the reasons for this and the lessons that can be learnt. 

Monitoring and evaluation of the schemes performance against its objectives must be undertaken to 

determine whether the scheme has been a success. Initial details of how this will be measured are provided 

in Table 6.2 beneath.
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Table 6.2: Benefits Realisation Monitoring 

 Indicator / Metrics Source 
Reporting Programme 

Ownership Indicative Cost 
Baseline Implementation Post 

Implementation 
Inputs 

Scheme Funding CPCA Funding 
CPCA Funding submission 
Final Scheme Cost Data 

Planned Actual - CPCA / PCC  

Outputs 

Infrastructure 
Infrastructure delivered as 

part of the scheme 
Site Inspection 2023 2024 - 2026 2028 PCC / HE £1,000 

Outcomes 

Tackle congestion 
Average AM and PM peak 

journey time 
Trafficmaster / Tom Tom data 2022 - 2024  Summer 2028 PCC 

£500 cost to 
process the data 

Address journey time 
reliability on the primary 

approaches to the A47 / A16 
roundabout 

Queue Length Data 
Automatic Traffic Counters 

Video survey footage 
 2022 - 2024  Summer 2028 PCC 

£1000 cost of 
surveys and 

processing data 

Improve walking and cycling 
routes 

New walking and cycling 
infrastructure 

Site Inspection / Video survey 
footage 

2022 - 2024  Summer 2028 PCC  

Improved Road Safety Number of KSI incidents 
Peterborough database of road 

traffic records 
2022 - 2024  Summer 2028 PCC 

£250 cost to 
process the data 

Mitigate any negatie impacts 
on the local envinroment 

(Noise / Air Quality) 
Air quality / noise surveys Air quality / noise monitoring 

Available at 
PCC 

 Summer 2028 PCC 
£1,000 cost to 

process the data 

Improve Biodiversity Biodiversity Calculation 
Site Survey and desk based 

assessment 
2022 – 2024  2028 PCC £2,000 

Support Growth Agenda 
encouraging new homes and 

jobs 

Local economic growth 
and development figures 

post scheme opening 

PCC Planning Portal 
Local and regional economic 

reports 

Available on-
line 

 2036 PCC/CPCA 
£250 cost to 

process the data 

Reporting 
Baseline and Year 1 reports summarising the outcomes of the monitoring and evaluation work 2024  2030 PCC £3,000 
Year 5 report summarising local economic growth, scheme impacts and development figures 

prior and post opening of the scheme 
  2036 PCC £3,000 

Total Monitoring and Evaluation Budget £12,000 
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Scheme Logic Mapping 

The logic map detailed in Figure 6.4 highlights the links between context, inputs, outputs, 

outcomes and impacts of the scheme and gives a visual representation of where Monitoring and 

Evaluation should be focused. The logic model outlines the causal chain of events that represent 

the process by which the desired outcomes and scheme objectives are to be achieved. The logic 

model has informed the approach proposed in this M&E plan and will help ensure monitoring 

resources are targeted appropriately through the timeline of scheme development and provide 

effective measurement of objectives and outcomes. 

The implementation of the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan will help provide an understanding of 

the following: 

 Inputs (did we apply the money and resources that we said we would?) 

 Outputs (how much did we build / provide?) 

 Outcomes (what changes in behaviour came about as a result?) 

  Impacts (what effect did the outcomes have on the economy, society and environment?). 

The logic model also incorporates the use of bounding objectives which represent positions 

beyond which it is not proposed to attribute effects resulting from the scheme. However, the 

outcomes of the Monitoring and Evaluation plan will help understand the potential for wider 

impacts resulting from the scheme as outlined in the Logic Map.
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Figure 6.4: Norwood Access Study Monitoring and Evaluation Logic Map
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Wider Policy Context 
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Appendix A: Wider Policy Context  

National Planning Policy Framework   
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning policies for 

England and should be considered in the preparation of development plans. Proposed 

development that accords with an up to date Local Plan should be approved unless other 

material considerations indicate otherwise. 

The NPPF states that all plans are expected to be based upon and to reflect the presumption in 

favour of sustainable development with clear policies that will guide how the presumption 

should be applied locally.  

The scheme will contribute to delivering the following NPPF objectives: 

 Delivering a sufficient supply of homes. The scheme will provide crucial transport 

capacity along the network which will support the housing growth set out for 

Peterborough within the Local Plan. 

 Building a strong, competitive economy. The NPPF states that development proposals 

should support economic growth and productivity. The scheme will provide essential 

network capacity at a crucial location to enable Peterborough to deliver the homes set 

out in the Local Plan. 

 Promoting healthy and safe communities and sustainable transport. The NPPF 

stipulates that communities should be safe, accessible and supportive of a healthy 

lifestyle through the provision of cycling and walking facilities. The scheme not only 

provides highway capacity for strategic trips, but will also include local sustainable 

transport infrastructure improvements to the immediate area.  

Department for Transport Single Departmental Plan 

The single departmental plan for the Department for Transport sets out the strategic objectives 

to 2020 and the plans for achieving them. The DfT’s overall mission is to create a safe, secure, 

efficient and reliable transport system that works for the people who depend on it; supporting 

a strong productive economy and the jobs and homes people need. 
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The objectives outlined in the plan are: 

 Support the creation of a stronger, cleaner more productive economy 

 Help to connect people and places, balancing investment across the country 

 Make journeys easier, modern and reliable 

 Make sure transport is safe, secure and sustainable 

 Prepare the transport system for technological progress, and a prosperous future 

outside the EU 

 Promote a culture of efficiency and productivity in everything we do. 

Peterborough City Council’s Vision and Strategic Priorities 

The Council’s vision is to  

‘Create a bigger and better Peterborough that grows the right way and through truly 

sustainable development and growth: 

 Improves the quality of life of all its people and communities, and ensures that all 

communities benefit from the growth and the opportunities is brings 

 Creates a truly sustainable Peterborough, the urban centre of a thriving sub-regional 

community of villages and market towns, a healthy, safe and exciting place to live, work 

and visit, famous as the environmental capital of the UK’. 

 

The strategic priorities for the Council are: 

 

 Drive growth, regeneration and economic development 

 Improve education attainment and skills 

 Safeguard vulnerable children and adults 

 Implement the Environment Capital agenda 

 Support Peterborough’s culture and leisure trust Vivacity 

 Keep all our communities safe, cohesive and healthy 

 Achieve the best health and wellbeing for the city 

Peterborough City Council Local Plan 

The Local Plan (adopted July 2019) updates the 2011 Core Strategy and looks to deliver 21,315 

new homes between 2017 and 2036, and 17,600 jobs between 2015 and 2036. The 

development strategy for the new Local Plan is to focus the majority of new housing 

development in, around and close to the urban area of the city of Peterborough. Only a small 

percentage of residential development is allocated to the villages and rural area. Similarly, 

employment development will be focussed on the city centre, urban area or urban extensions. 
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The Local Plan will deliver the council’s corporate priorities (listed below) which aim to improve 

the quality of life for all residents and communities. 

 Drive growth, regeneration and economic development 

 Improve education attainment and skills 

 Safeguard vulnerable children and adults 

 Implement the Environment Capital agenda 

 Support Peterborough’s culture and leisure trust Vivacity 

 Keep all our communities safe, cohesive and healthy 

 Achieve the best health and wellbeing for the City.  

Policy LP13: Transport states that the impact of growth on the city’s transport infrastructure will 

require careful planning and that new development must ensure that appropriate provision is 

made for the transport need that it will create. 

Policy LP14: Infrastructure identifies that the major growth and expansion of Peterborough will 

be supported by necessary infrastructure such as roads, schools and health and community 

facilities is in place to help the creation of sustainable communities.  
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Appendix B: A16 Norwood Improvement Scheme Appraisal Summary Table (AST) 
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A16 Norwood SOBC 
Appendix B – Appraisal Summary Table 

  

Impacts Summary of key impacts 
Assessment 

Qualitative Quantitative 
(Monetary) 

Ec
on

om
y 

Business Users & 
Transport Providers 

Transport user benefits have been calculated using the Peterborough Transportation Model 3 (PTM3) and Transport User Benefits Appraisal (TUBA) tool. Benefits have been discounted to the 2010 base 
year and expressed in 2010 market prices. This identifies that the benefit to Business Users & Transport Providers is expected to be £5,476,000. Not Assessed £ 5,476,000 (PVB) 

Reliability Impact on 
Business Providers Commuters are expected to benefit from more reliable journey times because of congestion and delay reductions. Not Assessed Not Assessed 

Regeneration No regeneration proposals in the vicinity of the scheme Not Assessed Not Assessed 
Other impacts – impact on 
local business 

The Study Area is a large residential development to the north-east of Peterborough. Any proposed measures to improve journey time reliability and reduce congestion should help to keep the area as an 
attractive location for homes and businesses. Slight Beneficial Not Assessed 

En
vi

ro
nm

en
ta

l 

Noise The reduction in queueing, and therefore idling is anticipated that the overall impact will be neutral, however further noise assessment may be required as the scheme progresses. Neutral Not Assessed 

Air Quality The reduction in queueing, and therefore idling, may have a beneficial impact on air quality at receptors near the scheme site. However, further assessments will be required as the scheme progresses.  Slight Beneficial Not Assessed 

Greenhouse Gases Although a decrease in AM Peak Hour congestion, there is a small negative impact on greenhouse gas emissions will be seen upon scheme completion. Further assessments will be undertaken as the 
scheme progresses to mitigate this dis-benefit Slight dis-benefit £-1,000 (PVB) 

Landscape Most of the works are within the highway boundary and designs will be sensitive to local area – neutral impact Neutral Not Assessed 

Townscape Most of the works are within the highway boundary and designs will be sensitive to local area – neutral impact Neutral Not Assessed 

Historic Environment Most of the works are within the highway boundary and designs will be sensitive to local area – neutral impact Neutral Not Assessed 

Biodiversity  Biodiversity will be assessed as the scheme progresses and any mitigation measures identified.  Neutral Not Assessed 

Water Environment Water environment will be assessed as the scheme progresses Neutral Not Assessed 

So
ci

al
 

Commuting & Other Users 
Transport user benefits have been calculated using the Peterborough Transportation Model 3 (PTM3) and Transport User Benefits Appraisal (TUBA) tool. Benefits have been discounted to the 2010 base 
year and expressed in 2010 market prices. This identifies that the benefit to Commuting & Other users is expected to be £9,610,000.  
Users are expected to benefit from improved journey times because of reduced congestion.  

Not Assessed £ 9,610.000 (PVB) 

Physical Activity  Improvements for pedestrians and cyclists will be considered as part of the scheme. Slight Beneficial Not Assessed 

Journey Quality Driver’s frustration caused by unreliable journey times is likely to be reduced significantly. Overall improvement in safety. Slight Beneficial Not Assessed 

Accidents  Scheme improvements at junctions is expected to have a slight benefit on road safety. Slight Beneficial Not Assessed 

Personal Security No improvements yet identified for walking and cycling, but these will be included at FBC. Slight Beneficial Not Assessed 
Access to the transport 
system  No significant improvements in accessibility to the transport network, however journeys will be more reliable Slight Beneficial Not Assessed 

Affordability No specific changes to the cost of travel (public transport fares, road user pricing or car parking increases Neutral Not Assessed 

Severance  Improvements in pedestrian facilities could  ease severance,  Neutral Not Assessed 

Option & Non-Use Values  Not Applicable  Not Assessed Not Assessed 

Pu
bl

ic
 A

cc
ou

nt
s 

Cost to Broad Transport 
Budget The cost to the Broad Transport Budget (PVC) has been calculated as £4,790,000. Not Assessed £4,790,000 

(PVC) 

Indirect Tax Revenues Calculated to be £53,000. Not Assessed £53,000 
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Appendix C: Project Risk Register 
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Risk 
ID Date Identified Cause(s) Risk Event Effect(s) Risk Type Risk Status Proximity Date Last 

Review Mitigation Plan Action Owner Date Mitigation 
Due Date Action Closed Likelihood 

(1-5)
Impact
 (1-5) RAG score Approx. Financial 

Impact (£k) Comments/Notes/Assumptions Risk Owner Escalation 
Required? Date Closed

(likelihood x 
impact)

TOTAL £0

9 Feb-20 Budget escalation
More funding required

Work to develop options or time take to model the options may take longer 
than originally anticpated

Likely effect is that more funding would be required Financial Open Imminent Oct-20

Programme has allowed for additional time for 
option development and modelling tasks based on 
experience of pervious priojects. Overall budget for 
project is being managed closely to ensure it is to 
programme, and early warnings can be goven if an 
overspend is likely.

Lewis Banks Aug-20 3 3 9 Spend is close to budget, this will be monitored. Lewis Banks Yes

15 May-20 Limited benefits compared to costs
Low score BCR

Potential for poor scheme BCR (due to limited benefits compared to costs). 

Risk scheme may not offer value for money or achieve the 
outcomes desired Financial Open Close Jul-20 Will monitor closely during economic assessment 

and wider benefits explored if necessary. Lewis Banks May-20 2 3 6 This is a possible risk and will therefore be closely 
monitored. Lewis Banks No

3 Mar-20 Delay to project
Coronavirus outbreak

There is risk that with the rise of coronavirus cases that some of the staff 
working on the project may become infected and would have to.self isolate.

Likely effect is that a delay would be caused Internal Open Imminent Oct-20

Government guidance would be followed. Any 
member of staff or their family do become unwell, 
they would be recommended to work from home 
for a 14 day period/self islolate. 

Lewis Banks Mar-20 2 2 4 This will be closely monitored with the number of cases 
rising. Lewis Banks Yes

6 Dec-19 Results of surveys which may necessitate alterations 
to proposed works scope or methodology

Change in proposals

There also is a possibility that the data may provide results that may require 
change in what we propose as improvements.

Likely effect is that a delay would be caused Strategic Open Distant May-20 Ensure all investigations are carried out at an early 
design stage Lewis Banks Mar-20 2 2 4 This risk will be monitored Lewis Banks No

8 Dec-19 Public and stakeholder objections
Consultation

There is good possibility that we may receive objections for the 
improvements that we may decide to undertake for the project.

Likely effect is that a delay would be caused Political Open Distant Dec-19

Early consultation/notification as deemed necessary 
by PCC. Develop publicity strategy and liaise with 
businesses/residents affected by the works and 
scheme mobilisation 

Lewis Banks TBC 2 2 4 This is a possible risk, but we feel confident that it can be 
dealt with should it arise. Lewis Banks No

10 Feb-20 Failure to achieve project outcomes
Not meeting outcomes

Preferred option does not deliver the original project outcomes

likely effect is the scheme will not resolve the original problems 
identified. Political Open Distant Feb-20

Scheme objectives will be developed based on the 
problems identified at the junction and the wider 
policy objectives. Options will be scored against 
scheme objectives to ensure that they fit with what 
is to be achieved.

Lewis Banks TBC 2 2 4 Not an issue at the moment, but will be monitored. Lewis Banks Yes

11 Feb-20 Poor value for money
BCR Score

BCR for scheme is poor/low value for money. 
Likely effect is the scheme will not be deliverable/funded Financial Open Approaching Feb-20

Options are developed with a good understanding 
of the existing problems, including an understanding 
of the current congestion/delay at the junction. 
Therefore is is likely that a preferred scheme would 
deliver a postivie BCR. If a only a poor BCR is 
achieveable, the project will be halted at SOBC stage 
and not progressed further.

Lewis Banks TBC 2 2 4 This is a possible risk, but we feel confident that it can be 
dealt with should it arise. Lewis Banks No

12 Feb-20 Unknnown STATS
Unknown Stats

STATS maybe found at the junction and cause a delay to design or 
construction if not found early enough

Likely effect is that a delay would be caused External Open Approaching Feb-20

STAT Plans are being requested at an early stage of 
the project prioir to design to ensure engineers are 
aware of the STATS that are present within the 
vicnity of the junction

Lewis Banks TBC 2 2 4 This is a possible risk and will therefore be monitored. Lewis Banks No

13 Feb-20 Unknown Envrionmental Issues
Environmental Issues

Environmental Issues such as noise, air or ecology may cause a delay to 
design and construction if suitable mitigation approaches not considered

Likely effect is that a delay would be caused External Open Approaching Feb-20

Desktop Environmental study will be undertaken at 
SOBC stage to identify any possible environmental 
issues. At OBC stage an environmental report will be 
undertaken to indentify any environmental impacts 
and mitigation measures

Lewis Banks TBC 2 2 4 This is a possible risk and will therefore be monitored. Lewis Banks No

14 Feb-20 Adverse publicity
Disruption to network

There is possibility that adverse publicity may be received due to the 
disruption to the network during construction

Likely effect is that a delay would be caused External Open Distant Feb-20
Advise the public as early as possible about the 
consutruction timetable. Avoid busy periods such as 
christmas to minimis the delays to travelling public

Lewis Banks TBC 2 2 4 This is a possible risk and will therefore be monitored. Lewis Banks No

16 Oct-20

Delay in obtaining approval to commence next stage 
of the project - OBC

Raising order to Skanska

Delay to start of OBC

Due to not receiving approval it becomes difficult to set time frames for 
programme of works.

We will not be in a postion to raise an order. Skanska will not able 
to start work on the Outline Business Case. External Open Approaching Oct-20

We will monitor when the review of the SOBC will 
be completed and will then look for the upcoming 
board meeting where we can request approval to 
commence the next stage. A draft programme will 
be prepared looking at timescales for each of the 
tasks.

Lewis Banks Jan-21 2 2 4 This is a possible risk and will therefore be monitored. Lewis Banks No

2 Nov-19
Delay in obtaining approval to commence project

Raising order to Skanska

Fully spending grant within financial year

Due to the project starting late, it will become difficult to spend all of the 
grant allocated (£130k) before end of March 2020.

There will be grant unspent, which could impact future grant 
allocations for other projects. Financial Closed Imminent Mar-20

To hold a meeting with Skanska to discuss what can 
be achieved within funding period. Also inform CPCA 
at the earliest opportunity so that the necessary 
processes and approvals are obtained in order to 
slip the unspent grant allocation into 2020/21.

Lewis Banks Feb-20 Apr-20 3 3 9

We are currently working with our internal finance team and 
Skanska colleagues to understand how much we think we 
are likely to spend in 2019/20 - UPDATE Project is to continue 
into 2020/21.

Lewis Banks Yes 
(Corporate) Apr-20

5 Oct-19
Delay in obtaining approval to commence project

Raising order to Skanska

Time frames for delivery

Due to not receiving approval it becomes difficult to set time frames for 
programme of works.

Skanska will not be able to provide accurate programme of works 
for the project. Therefore it will not be known how much of the 
budget will be spent.

Financial Closed Imminent Jan-20

Utilise Peterborough Highways contract to ensure 
best use of available time and resources. Getting the 
programme confirmed early so that arrangements 
can be made to slip money if required.

Lewis Banks Dec-19 2 3 6
We are working closely with our Skanska colleagues and 
providing them with an update as to how we are progressing 
with the approval process.

Lewis Banks No Jan-20

1 Feb-20 Delay in use of PTM3
Modelling Issues

The PTM3 Saturn Model is still being validated and therefore any delays to 
the PTM3 programme will impact on this programme

Likely effect is that a delay would be caused External Closed Imminent Oct-20
Priority is being given to the PTM3 project in terms 
of resources to ensure it is ready to test options for 
this project.

Lewis Banks Apr-20 Oct-20 2 2 4

There is a delay to the PTM and we are monitoring this risk. - 
UPDATE issues are stil being experienced hindering progress 
therefore score has been increased. FURTHER UPDATE - 
model now validated, therefore score has been reduced.

Lewis Banks No Oct-20

4 Dec-19 Inaccuracy or delay in receiving survey information
Data issues

Issues with the data such as a road closure/accident may not provide 
accurate data.

If needed we may decide to undertake another survey to provide 
us with more data to analyse. Strategic Closed Close Oct-20

We will plan to schedule the survey at a time when 
there are no other road works on the network close 
to the site of the survey.We will contact survey 
company at an early stage so they can provide a 
date when the survey can be carried out to avoid a 
delay, if there is delay then we will contact other 
survey companies to ask if they have 
availability/resource to carry out the survey.

Lewis Banks Feb-20 Oct-20 2 2 4 This is a possible risk, but we feel confident that it can be 
dealt with should it arise. Lewis Banks No Oct-20

7 Sep-19 Delay in obtaining approval to commence project
Unable to raise order to Skanska

Without approval to start the project we will not be able to get a works order 
over to Skanska.

Skanska will not able to start work on business case. Financial Closed Imminent Jan-20 To hold a meeting with Skanska to discuss order and 
schedule of works for rest of the financial year Lewis Banks Dec-19 2 2 4 Currently working on internal governance process to get 

approval to raise order. Lewis Banks No Jan-20
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Agenda Item No: 2.3 

Report title: A141 Huntingdon Strategic Outline Business Case   
 
To: Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority Transport and 

Infrastructure Committee 
 
Meeting Date:  06 January 2021 
 
Public report: Yes 
 
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Paul Raynes 

Director of Delivery & Strategy 

Key decision:    No  

Forward Plan ref:  Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:  The Transport & Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
Note the update on the aims of the Strategic Outline Business Case 

 

Voting arrangements:  A simple majority of all Members. 
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  To report on the aims and programme of the Strategic Outline Business Case (SOBC) for 

the A141.  
 

2.  Background 
 

2.1  In April 2018, the A141 Huntingdon Capacity Study (commissioned by Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough Combined Authority) and the St Ives Area Transport Study (commissioned by 

Cambridgeshire County Council) commenced as a joint delivery study to consider the 

capacity challenges in the area.  

2.2.  In March 2019, the Combined Authority subsequently approved the commissioning of a 

Huntingdon Third River Crossing feasibility study to also consider how that proposal might 

address the capacity challenges in the area.  

2.3.  At this stage emerging findings from the A141 Huntingdon Capacity Study and St Ives Area 

Transport Study suggested that they needed to take into account the wider growth issues in 

the Huntingdon and St Ives area. It was therefore agreed by the January 2020 Transport 

and Infrastructure Committee and Combined Authority Board that this work be extended to 

include the Huntingdon Third River Crossing work.  

2.4.  The change to the study scope meant that it was necessary to compare the performance of 

the wider road network as a result of both schemes. The proposal for a Huntingdon Third 

River Crossing was therefore included within the traffic modelling and a high-level 

environmental desktop study for the area. The options compared included a bypass route 

for the A141 North of Huntingdon as well as the river crossing. 

2.5 The outcomes of the previous study concluded and subsequently reported at the August 

2020 Combined Authority Board. Evidence demonstrated that an A141 bypass was the 

better performing option for addressing current and future congestion and growth. The 

Board decided to take that option to SOBC stage. 

 

3.0  The Strategic Outline Business Case 
 
3.1 Procurement of a contractor to prepare the SOBC has now completed. Atkins has been 

appointed.  
 

3.2 The key aims of the SOBC are:  
 

 To reduce spatial inequalities across Cambridgeshire and share and expand the 
benefits of the success of the Greater Cambridge area; 

 To ensure that the planned employment and housing growth in the Huntingdon and St 
Ives area can be accommodated; 

 To address current congestion and delay, reduce journey times and improve reliability, 
and on local routes impacted by the traffic and congestion on the existing A141; 
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 To form part of a co-ordinated package of investment in this area which will cater for 
increased capacity for all modes of transport; 

 To embed a safe systems approach into all transport operations to achieve Vision 
Zero; and 

 To contribute to the reduction of emissions to ‘net zero’ by 2050 to minimise the impact 
of transport and travel on climate change. 

3.3  Consideration will also be given following the recent announcement by the government’s 
review of the Green Book.  Further emphasis of the strategic context will need to 
demonstrate that the proposal makes a specific contribution to the government’s intended 
strategic goals but also to local social and economic aspects and policies.  

 
3.4 The SOBC plan requires strong engagement with partners and the community. The 

consultant and Combined Authority are working collaboratively with Cambridgeshire County 
Council as Highways Authority to ensure a compliant approach to modelling development, 
and with Huntingdon District Council as the Planning Authority. In addition, engagement 
with Network Rail and Highways England has also commenced. The project will hold 
monthly Members Group meetings, members of the project team attend a roundtable 
meeting with developers organised by Huntingdon District Council and the Combined 
Authority participates in the North Huntingdon Growth Strategy Board. The public, 
businesses and parish councils will also be engaged directly through a virtual exercise (see 
Next Steps below). These discussions will assist in the development of the SOBC.   

 
3.5 The SOBC is programmed to take between six to eight months.  
 

4.  Next Steps  
 

4.1  Virtual public engagement will commence in February 2021 and will seek views on a list of 
strategic options. It is planned to utilise the information from the public engagement to 
support decisions about selecting a short list of options.  

 
4.2  Following public engagement the Option Assessment Report and the SOBC will be 

submitted to the Combined Authority in July 2021.  
 

5. Financial Implications 

 

5.1 There are no significant financial implications to report at this stage.  
 

 

6. Legal Implications  
 
6.1 This Committee meeting shall be conducted in accordance with Parts 2 and 3 of the Local 

Authorities and Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus)(Flexibility of Local Authority and 
Police and Crime Panel Meetings)(England and Wales) Regulations 2020 (SI 2020 
No.392). 
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7.  Background Papers 
 
7.1 August 2020 Combined Authority Board Paper 
 

CA Board Paper August 2020 
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Agenda Item No: 2.4 

Report title:   Cambridge South East Transport Better Public 
Transport and Active Travel Consultation 

 
To:    Transport and Infrastructure Committee 
 
Meeting Date:  06 January 2021 
 
Public report: Yes 

 
   
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Paul Raynes 

Director of Delivery and Strategy 

Key decision:    No  

Forward Plan ref:  Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport and Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
Note the response from the Combined Authority in relation to the Greater 
Cambridge Partnership’s Cambridge South East Transport (CSET) 
consultation following the delegation agreed at the November meeting 
of the Committee and Board. 
 

Voting arrangement:   A simple majority of all Members. 
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  To outline the Combined Authority’s response to the Greater Cambridge Partnership’s 

(GCP) Cambridge South East Transport (CSET) Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) 
consultation. 

 

2.  Background 

 
2.1 The Combined Authority continues to welcome the close working relationship with the GCP, 

especially on the development of key infrastructure projects such as the Cambridgeshire 
Autonomous Metro (CAM).   

 
Importance of CAM 
 
2.2 Economic growth across Cambridgeshire and Peterborough has, over recent decades, not 

been matched by the provision of the appropriate transport infrastructure.  To sustain future 
growth in the region, new infrastructure is essential to support the delivery of new jobs and 
new homes.   

 
2.3 CAM will connect key regional centres of employment, existing settlements, key railway 

stations, new homes and planned growth, to create a platform for sustainable and inclusive 
growth.  CAM will transform people’s day-to-day lives, by connecting communities, creating 
new jobs and widening access to opportunities across the region. 

 
Greater Cambridge Partnership’s Cambridge South East Transport Environmental Impact 
Assessment Consultation 
 
2.4 The CSET project is a component of the overall CAM scheme. GCP ran an eight-week 

public consultation into the EIA of the scheme that closed on the 14th December.  As part of 
the planning application process the GCP sought views on the detailed design of the CSET 
proposals and how best to manage and mitigate the potential adverse impacts on the 
landscapes and the environment. 

 
2.5 The CSET Phase 2 project is a new public transport route, proposed by the GCP, to link the 

Cambridge Biomedical Campus via Great Shelford, Stapleford and Sawston to a new travel 
hub near the A11/A1307, with connections to Babraham, the Babraham Research Campus 
and Granta Park.  The scheme is estimated to cost £132.3 million. 

 
2.6 The scope of the EIA consultation was to: 

 Present information on the proposed scheme design; 

 Highlight where the GCP have made refinements to the design and explain why these 
changes have been made; 

 Identify the potential environmental impacts; 

 Set out the proposed measures for mitigation of the adverse impacts; and 

 Provide an opportunity for stakeholders to comment and give their views on the 
proposals. 
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2.7 At the Transport and Infrastructure Committee and Board meeting of 4 November and 25 

November 2020, a delegation was agreed that allowed for the Director of Delivery and 
Strategy to prepare the Authority’s response, in consultation with the Chair of the 
Committee.  Officers from the Combined Authority have worked with Members of the 
Committee to formulate an appropriate response.  The consultation response reflects the 
Combined Authority’s position as the strategic transport authority.   

 
2.8 The paper presented to the November Transport and Infrastructure Committee outlined that 

the final consultation response submitted by the Authority to the GCP would be presented 
at the meeting of 6th January 2021. 

 
2.9 A link to the GCP’s consultation can be found here. 
 
Summary of the Authority’s response 
 
2.10 It is important that the CSET proposals are consistent with the Local Transport Plan and its 

sub-strategy documents.  In addition, the scheme needs to support the wider strategic 
growth objectives for Cambridgeshire and Peterborough set out in the Devolution Deal, 
evidenced by the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Independent Economic Review, and 
reflected in the Growth Ambition Statement and Local Industrial Strategy. 

 
2.11 The response focused on several key critical issues, namely: 

 
(a) Limited Accessibility – several of the proposed interchange points are considerable 

distance from local communities and/or the destination.  In line with the 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough’s Local Transport Plan’s (LTP) Accessibility 
objective and policies CAM-E11 and CAM-E13 of the CAM: LTP sub-strategy, these 
interchanges should ideally be located at either major attractors or generators of 
passengers and within 10 to 15 minutes’ walk to key locations ensuring ease of access 
to major attractors.  In addition, the interchange/hub should offer a seamless and high-
quality interchange for users, whilst minimising the impact on the environment and in 
particular the Green Belt. 

(b) Impacts on the Green Belt – in the GCP’s Green Belt assessment it outlined that the 
scheme would cause minor-to-moderate harm, with the majority of this caused by the 
impact of the Travel Hub.  It is therefore essential that adverse impacts are mitigated 
wherever possible and that positive contributions to biodiversity are “locked in”. 

(c) Use of “alternative fuels” – to meet the overarching objectives of the LTP, specifically 
in relation to Environment and Climate Change; the associated CAM: LTP sub-
strategy’s policies CAM-E18, CAM-E19 and CAM-EV2; and the government’s Green 
Industrial Plan, it is important that this scheme utilises alternative fuel sources to 
minimise the impact of the scheme on the environment.  

(d) Delivery – for the scheme to fully meet its sustainability and environmental aspirations 
and the Environmental and Society objectives of the LTP and the policy CAM-EV1 of 
the CAM: LTP sub-strategy, it is imperative that it is: 

 Constructed to reduce environmental impacts; 

 Designed to optimise the route alignment (vertical and horizontal including 
considerations of ecological constraints and operational use by vehicles); 
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 Resilient to future environmental and economic pressures (e.g. climate change 
and resource scarcity); 

 Adaptable to changing uses including increased travel volumes, greater 
demand for public and active (cycling and walking) transport; and 

 Able to harvest energy to power itself. 
(e) Biodiversity – GCP outlined that the scheme will provide a net gain in biodiversity.  In 

order to maximise this net gain it is important that the changes brought about by its 
development are delivered in a timely manner. 
 

2.12 Appendix A provides the Authority’s response to the CSET consultation that was sent from 
Mayor Palmer (as Chair of the Transport & Infrastructure Committee, following the agreed 
delegation at the previous meeting of the Committee). 

 

3. Financial Implications 

 
3.1 None at this stage directly in relation to the development and agreement; however, there 

will be a financial implication that will be accounted for when developing the CAM schemes. 
 
 

4. Legal Implications  

 
4.1 The recommendations accord with CPCA’s powers under Parts 3 and 4 of the 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority Order 2017 (SI 2017/251). 
 

4.2 The meeting shall be conducted in accordance with Parts 2 and 3 of the Local Authorities 
and Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus) (Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and 
Crime Panel Meetings) (England and Wales) Regulations 2020. 

 
 

5. Other Significant Implications 
 
5.1 None 
 

6. Appendices 
 
6.1 Appendix A: The Combined Authority’s response to the GCP’s Cambridge South East 

Transport Environmental Impact Assessment Consultation 

 

7.  Background Papers 
 

 
7.1 None 
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The Mayor’s Office, 

 72 Market Street,  

Ely, CB7 4LS 

 

 
Dear Rachel, 
 
GREATER CAMBRIDGE PARTNERSHIP CONSULTATION: CAMBRIDGE SOUTH 

EAST TRANSPORT CONSULTATION 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the consultation and to that end I am 

responding to the consultation as Chair of the Combined Authority’s Transport & 
Infrastructure Committee.  The Combined Authority welcome the opportunity to 

continue to work with the GCP on the development of this scheme that form a 

fundamental component to the Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro (CAM) project. 

Economic growth across Cambridgeshire and Peterborough has over recent 

decades not been matched by the provision of the appropriate transport 

infrastructure.  Evidence shows that to sustain future growth in the region, new 

infrastructure is essential to support the delivery of new jobs and new homes. 

CAM will connect key regional centres of employment, existing settlements, key 

railway stations, new homes and planned growth, to create a platform for sustainable 

and inclusive growth.  It will support the delivery of much needed new housing 

underpinned with world class infrastructure and built on sustainable principles.  

CAM will transform people’s day-to-day lives, by connecting communities and 

creating new jobs and widening access to opportunities across the region. 

Several of the proposed interchange points outlined in the CSET consultation are 

considerable distance from local communities and/or the destination.  In line with the 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough’s Local Transport Plan’s (LTP) Accessibility 

objective and policies CAM-E11 and CAM-E13 of the CAM: LTP sub-strategy, these 

interchanges should ideally be located at either major attractors or generators of 

passengers and within 10 to 15 minutes’ walk to key locations ensuring ease of 
access to major attractors.  Establishing stops at the optimal locations helps to 

reinforce the sustainable transport message.  It is imperative that these connections 

Date: 16th December 2020 

Telephone: 01353 667721 

E Mail: James.Palmer@cambridgeshirepeterborough-ca.gov.uk

RACHEL STOPARD 

CEO, GREATER CAMBRIDGE PARTNESHIP 

SHIRE HALL 

CAMBRIDGE 

CB3 0AP

The Mayor’s Office 
72 Market Street 

Ely 
CB7 4LS 
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The Mayor’s Office, 

 72 Market Street,  

Ely, CB7 4LS 

 

are safe, well-maintained and integrated into the fabric of the urban environment and 

associated transport network.  In addition, the use of private car may increase due to 

the parking available at the proposed park and ride site. 

Further clarification is required around the access arrangements to Babraham and 

Granta Park.  If the scheme is to provide an attractive and viable alternative to the 

private car for people wishing to travel to/from these locations, it will ultimately have 

a significant environmental benefit and thereby be a key contributor in achieving the 

LTP’s climate change objective to reduce emissions to ‘net zero’ by 2050.  It is 
therefore imperative that connections to these areas are explored to align with the 

aspiration of CAM to link to these areas and provide a more attractive alternative to 

the private car. 

In addition, the location and accessibility of the travel hub needs to be fully 

considered to ensure it is attractive for potential users to meet policies CAM-E10 and 

CAM-E13 of the CAM: LTP sub-strategy.  The hub should offer a seamless and high-

quality interchange for users, whilst minimising the impact on the environment and in 

particular the Green Belt. 

The GCP have outlined that within its Green Belt assessment the CSET scheme will 

cause minor-to-moderate harm to the Green Belt, with the majority of this caused by 

the impact of the Travel Hub.  It is essential that these adverse impacts are mitigated 

and that positive contributions to biodiversity are “locked in” and most of the 
necessary initiatives delivered in advance of the scheme opening. 

The plans outline that up to 2,500 car parking spaces will be provided at the 

proposed A11 Park and Ride site.  The need for these spaces is based on demand 

forecasting (including future developments).  The GCP have outlined that some of 

the spaces may not be required; however, a site with potential for expansion is 

proposed.  It is vital that this location is designed appropriately to allow for the 

expansion of the site as and when demand is met.  As outlined within the LTP 

Environment objective and policy CAM-EV1 of the CAM: LTP sub-strategy, it is not 

appropriate for the Green Belt to be used for a 2,500-car park on Day One when 

demand will not require this number.  Rather the car park should meet the Day 

(Year) One demand/expectation (including a contingency) with the potential to 

expand in a timely manner, when demand requires it. 

To meet the overarching objectives of the LTP, specifically in relation to Environment 

and Climate Change; the associated CAM: LTP sub-strategy’s policies CAM-E18, 

CAM-E19 and CAM-EV2; and the government’s Green Industrial Plan, it is important 
that this scheme utilises alternative fuel sources to minimise the impact of the 

scheme on the environment.  Therefore, the vehicles should be zero-emission from 

Day One of operation. 

Integration with the world class, future-proofed public transport network offered by 

CAM is essential.  For the scheme to fully meet its sustainability and environmental 

aspirations and thereby meet the Environmental and Society objectives of the LTP 

and the policy CAM-EV1 of the CAM: LTP sub-strategy, it is imperative that it is: 
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The Mayor’s Office, 

 72 Market Street,  

Ely, CB7 4LS 

 

• Constructed to reduce environmental impacts; 

• Designed to optimise the route alignment (vertical and horizontal including 

considerations of ecological constraints and operational use by vehicles); 

• Resilient to future environmental and economic pressures (e.g., climate 

change and resource scarcity); and 

• Adaptable to changing uses including increased travel volumes, greater 

demand for public and active (cycling and walking) transport. 

It is noted that the GCP have outlined that the scheme will provide a net gain with 

regards biodiversity.  To maximise the biodiversity net gain from this scheme it is 

important that the changes brought about by its development are delivered in a 

timely manner.  Further clarification is sought around the plans to provide a net gain 

in biodiversity, as ideally these improvements will be delivered in the vicinity of the 

scheme. 

The overarching scheme aligns to the LTP, the recently published CAM: LTP sub-

strategy and national government policies and strategies, such as Green Industrial 

Plan.  The Authority welcomes the opportunity for continued engagement through 

the scheme’s development to address the issues outlined within this response and to 
ensure the delivery of a truly holistic and integrated transport network for the people 

of Cambridgeshire. 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Mayor James Palmer 
Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Combined Authority 
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Agenda Item No: 2.5 

Report title:  GCP Consultations (Waterbeach to Cambridge and 
Eastern Access 

 
To:    Transport and Infrastructure Committee 
 
Meeting Date:  06 January 2021 
 
Public report: Yes 

 
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Paul Raynes 

Director of Delivery and Strategy 

Key decision:    No  

Forward Plan ref:  Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport and Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
a) Submit to the Combined Authority Board the proposed consultation 

response commentary in relation to the Greater Cambridge 
Partnership’s Waterbeach to Cambridge proposals, with a 
recommendation that they are issued on behalf of the Combined 
Authority; 

 
b) Submit to the Combined Authority Board the proposed consultation 

response commentary in relation to the Greater Cambridge 
Partnership’s Greater Cambridge Partnership’s Eastern Access 
proposals, with a recommendation that they are issued on behalf of 
the Combined Authority. 

 
Voting arrangements:  A simple majority of all Members. 
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  To outline the Combined Authority’s response to the Greater Cambridge Partnership’s 

(GCP) Waterbeach to Cambridge and Cambridge Eastern Access consultations. 
 

2.  Background 

 
2.1 The Combined Authority values a close working relationship with the GCP, particularly on 

the development of key infrastructure projects such as the Cambridgeshire Autonomous 
Metro (CAM).   

 
2.2 Economic growth across Cambridgeshire and Peterborough has, over recent decades, not 

been matched by the provision of the appropriate transport infrastructure.  To sustain future 
growth in the region, new infrastructure is essential to support the delivery of new jobs and 
new homes.   

 
2.3 CAM will connect key regional centres of employment, existing settlements, key railway 

stations, new homes and planned growth, to create a platform for sustainable and inclusive 
growth.  CAM will transform people’s day-to-day lives, by connecting communities, creating 
new jobs and widening access to opportunities across the region. 

 
2.4 The GCP undertook a consultation in relation to the Waterbeach to Cambridge project that 

closed on 14 December 2020.  The Cambridge Eastern Access Better Public Transport and 
Active Travel public consultation closed on Friday 18 December.  Both proposals form part 
of the GCP’s transport programme.  They are among the four corridor project schemes that 
form an integral part in the delivery of CAM.  Combined Authority officers have agreed with 
GCP officers that the Authority’s formal comments will be sent following discussion by the 
Transport & Infrastructure Committee and the Board, in line with the requirements of the 
Combined Authority’s Constitution. 

 
2.5 The proposed Combined Authority comments are attached at Appendix A and Appendix B. 

The GCP proposals for Waterbeach to Cambridge can be found here.  Whilst the GCP 
proposal for Eastern Access can be found here. 

 

3. Financial Implications 

 
3.1 None at this stage directly in relation to the development and agreement of the Waterbeach 

to Cambridge or Eastern Access proposals; however, there will be a financial implication 
that will be accounted for when developing the CAM schemes. 

 

4. Legal Implications  

 
4.1 The recommendations accord with CPCA’s powers under Parts 3 and 4 of the 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority Order 2017 (SI 2017/251). 
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4.2 The meeting shall be conducted in accordance with Parts 2 and 3 of the Local Authorities 
and Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus) (Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and 
Crime Panel Meetings) (England and Wales) Regulations 2020. 

 

5. Other Significant Implications 
 
5.1 None 

 
6. Appendices 
 
6.1 Appendix A – the Combined Authority’s comments on the GCP’s Waterbeach to Cambridge 

proposals. 
 
6.2 Appendix B – the Combined Authority’s comments on the GCP’s Eastern Access proposals. 
 

7.  Background Papers 
 

7.1 None. 
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Appendix A 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority 

Consultation Response: Waterbeach to Cambridge 

Dear 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the consultation.  The CPCA welcome the opportunity to 

continue to work with the GCP on the development of this scheme that form a fundamental 

component to the Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro (CAM) project. 

When designing the active travel component of the scheme, it is essential that due consideration is 

given to end user and provide the right level of infrastructure.  Routes must be planned, designed, 

built and maintained to be inclusive for all.  A route that only considers the needs of one specific user 

group will be less successful than an inclusive route. 

The introduction of a traffic-free route should form part of a network-wide plan and ultimately be 

embedded into the wider active travel network.  This will ensure that existing and proposed routes 

are integrated and address actual travel needs.  Trip generators will include education sites, retail, 

healthcare facilities, businesses and public transport facilities; therefore, due consideration should be 

afforded to the links to these origins and destinations.  With the recent improvements to the rail 

network and services between Waterbeach and Cambridge it is essential to understand how this 

scheme would complement these improvements and not provide a duplication of effort and services.  

In order to deliver a truly integrated network for the residents of Cambridgeshire, it is important to 

provide a network to meet their needs through dedicated, sustainable and integrated network across 

all modes.  

To meet the requirements and aspirations of the LTP: CAM sub-strategy it is important that this project 

meets all planning and environmental requirements, offers opportunities for all residents and 

communities and is fully complementary to active travel modes.  In addition, it is essential that this 

scheme supports and enhances environmental sustainability, including the delivery of biodiversity net 

gains.  Therefore, each of the proposed options should be examined in turn to assess the level of 

impact on the environment with the appropriate mitigation measures put in place in a timely and 

effective manner.   

Economic growth across Cambridgeshire and Peterborough has over recent decades not been 

matched by the provision of the appropriate transport infrastructure.  Evidence shows that to sustain 

future growth in the region, new infrastructure is essential to support the delivery of new jobs and 

new homes.  CAM is a key component of the transport programme for Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough.  It will connect key regional centres of employment, existing settlements, key railway 

stations, new homes and planned growth, to create a platform for sustainable and inclusive growth. 

The scheme will transform people’s day-to-day lives, by connecting communities and creating new 

jobs and widening access to opportunities across the region.  

The Waterbeach to Cambridge project needs to be integrated into the overarching transport network 

and offer a viable, sustainable alternative to the private car.  The interchanges need to offer seamless 

transfer between modes and need be at optimum locations for accessibility to help reinforce the 

sustainable transport message. 
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The Combined Authority is continuing to develop its portfolio of transport schemes for the people and 

businesses of Cambridgeshire and Peterborough.  This programme of measures includes the A10 

corridor.  The work on the A10 corridor is examining how connectivity can be improved along and 

through the corridor, with a particular focus on improving the “offer” to the people of Cambridgeshire 
and Peterborough.  Therefore, any developments or improvements to the highway network, along 

with the delivery of components of the CAM need to integrated and complementary in order to 

provide for a network where the adverse impacts minimised wherever possible.  Therefore, as these 

schemes are developed by the, it is essential that due consideration is given to the requirements of 

CAM and the A10 improvements. 

Milton interchange is a key junction on the A14 providing access to north Cambridge and the Science 

Park.  It is imperative that due consideration is given to the important junction to ensure that the 

Waterbeach to Cambridge scheme does not adversely impact on its operation, capacity and flow.  In 

addition, during the development of the scheme it is important that the Cambridge North-East fringe 

development is considered and adapted the scheme is seamlessly integrated into the fabric of the 

urban environment. 

The Authority look forward to continuing the on-going dialogue with the GCP to develop this scheme 

in a timely manner whilst minimising the impacts on the local environment. 

Regards, 

 

 

Mayor Palmer (Chair of the Combined Authority’s Transport & Infrastructure Committee) 
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Appendix B 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority 

Consultation Response: Eastern Access 

Dear 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the consultation.  The CPCA welcome the opportunity to 

continue to work with the GCP on the development of this scheme that form a fundamental 

component to the CAM project. 

It is important that due consideration is given to all active travel modes (including e-scooters and 

equestrian users) to ensure a holistic and integrated transport network is provided for the people of 

Cambridgeshire.  It is imperative that these options align with the Local Transport Plan and the 

recently adopted CAM: LTP sub-strategy.  These schemes need to be embedded into the overarching 

transport network and offer a viable, sustainable alternative to the private car.  The interchanges need 

to offer seamless transfer between modes and be in accessible locations to help reinforce the 

sustainable transport message. 

When designing the active travel component of the proposed schemes, it is essential that due 

consideration is given to end users and provide the appropriate level of infrastructure.  The routes 

must be planned, designed, built and maintained to be inclusive for all members of society.  The 

schemes should form part of a network-wide plan and be integrated into the wider active travel 

network.  This should ultimately ensure that existing and proposed routes are coherent and address 

the travel needs of the area.  Trip generators include education sites, retail, healthcare facilities, 

businesses and public transport facilities; therefore, due consideration should be afforded to the links 

to these origins and destinations. 

The Eastern Access scheme will form an important component to the public transport and active travel 

“offer” to the east of Cambridge.  With the anticipated growth in the east of Cambridge, including the 
expected development of the current Marshall site, there is a need to ensure that the various 

components of the Eastern Access scheme are integrated into the plans and delivered for this area of 

the city; thereby decreasing the dependency on the private car to/from any planned development. 

The Eastern Access scheme must complement the wider CAM project, especially the tunnelling section 

of the project.  CAM’s tunnelled section will offer the opportunity for access into and across the city 
in a timely and effective manner for Cambridgeshire’s residents and therefore it is imperative that the 
Eastern Access scheme seamlessly integrates with this component. 

In addition, during the development of the Eastern Access scheme it is important that due 

consideration is given to the potential impact on the Fen Ditton and Milton interchanges on the A14.  

Both these interchanges offer vital connections to the north, east and central Cambridge and 

therefore it is important that the Eastern Access scheme does not adversely impact on the operation 

of these key junctions and seeks to improve them whenever possible. 

Regards, 

 

Mayor Palmer (Chair of the Combined Authority’s Transport & Infrastructure Committee) 
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Agenda Item No: 2.6     

Report title: Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro Update  
 
To:    Transport & Infrastructure Committee  
 
Meeting Date:  6 January 2021 
 
Public report: Yes 
 
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Simon Wright, OBE CEng FICE, Engineering and Technical Advisor to 

CAM  
 

Key decision:    No  

Forward Plan ref:  Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport and Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
a) Support the Mayor in his representative role on the Greater Cambridge 

Partnership Executive Board by recommending that the Combined 
Authority Transport and Infrastructure Committee take an active role in 
advising the Mayor on CAM metro matters prior to his attendance at the 
GCP Executive Board. 

 
b) To facilitate (a) to amend Chapter 8 of the Combined Authority’s Constitution 

(Transport and Infrastructure Committee), Section 3, to include: 

 
3.2.13 Review matters related to the CAM scheme prepared by the 
Greater Cambridge Partnership and make representations to the GCP 
Executive Board related to CAM matters. 

 
c) To support the Mayor in his attendance at the Greater Cambridge 

Partnership Executive Board by reviewing and commenting upon the 
proposal for a route north of the A428 (Appendix 1) and request that it be 
considered by the GCP in addition to the southern route before making a 
decision on a preferred Cambourne to Cambridge route. 

 
 
Voting arrangements: A simple majority of all Members  
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  This report highlights the role of the Combined Authority as the Local Transport Authority 

and therefore proposes a more active role for the Committee in supporting the Mayor as a 
non-voting attendee at the meetings of the Greater Cambridge Partnership Executive 
Board, which would require an amendment to the Combined Authority’s Constitution.   

 
1.2 The report also invites the Committee to consider an additional proposal for a route from 

Cambourne to Cambridge with a view to inviting the GCP to investigate the additional route 
before finalising its proposals for the C2C scheme.   

 

2.  Background 

 
2.1 This Committee received an update report on the Cambridgeshire Autonomous Metro at its 

meeting in November.  Work continues to build the organisational structure of One CAM 
Limited with recruitment to key roles continuing.  As One CAM Limited begins its work it will 
be important to have clarity around the role of the Local Transport Authority and of the 
Transport & Infrastructure Committee.  Given the Mayor’s invitation to attend the GCP 
Executive Board and the Committee’s responsibility for oversight of the delivery of the 
schemes in the Local Transport Plan it is important that the Committee is able to comment on 
CAM related matters which are before the GCP Executive Board.  This builds on the recent 
work done by the Committee on the GCP consultation on the CSET scheme with the 
assistance of GCP officers.    

 
Combined Authority and Greater Cambridge Partnership Joint Working 
 

2.2 It is important that the Combined Authority and the GCP work effectively together to deliver 
the CAM project.  In particular, effective working arrangements are required to ensure that 
the delivery of the elements of the CAM for which the GCP is responsible is co-ordinated with 
the delivery of the elements for which the Combined Authority is responsible.  In April 2021 
the current delegation of public transport functions from the Combined Authority to the 
County Council and Peterborough City Council will end and the Combined Authority will be 
responsible for all the transport functions granted to it by the Cambridgeshire and 
Peterborough Combined Authority Order 2017.  The effective delivery of those functions in 
Greater Cambridge will also require effective working arrangements with the GCP. 

 
2.3 The Combined Authority is the Local Transport Authority and is responsible for the Local 

Transport Plan [LTP] and its CAM Sub-Strategy.  The elements of the CAM being delivered 
by the GCP via City Deal funding must conform to the LTP.   

 
2.4 At present there is no formal relationship between the Combined Authority’s Transport & 

Infrastructure Committee and the GCP’s Executive Board, although both bodies consider 
business cases and progress reports relating to the CAM project.  The Mayor now has a non-
voting seat on the GCP Executive Board at the invitation of its Chair but there is no formal 
mechanism to enable the Committee to advise the Mayor on the matters relating to the CAM 
which he might wish to raise at the GCP Executive Board.  The current officer working 
arrangements between the Combined Authority and the GCP are important but are no 
substitute for aligned decision making at elected member level. 

 

Page 178 of 200



 

  

2.5 Current arrangements have included the Committee considering whether GCP proposals for 
their elements of the CAM are in conformity with the LTP CAM Sub-Strategy but this tends to 
take place at a late stage in the GCP’s development of its proposals.  It would be better if 
there were a role for the Committee in contributing to the development of GCP CAM projects 
at an earlier stage when the proposals are more amenable to change.   

 
2.6 It is proposed that before reports are considered by the GCP Executive Board on business 

cases relating to the CAM they should be considered by the Committee so that the 
Committee can decide whether there are any issues which they would like the Mayor to raise 
on their behalf at the Executive Board.  The current practice of the GCP is to publish the 
reports to be presented to the Executive Board early on the GCP’s Joint Assembly’s agenda 
so that the Joint Assembly has the opportunity to comment on reports before they are 
considered by the Executive Board.  The proposal is to give the Committee a similar 
opportunity but limited to reports relating to business cases for the CAM. 

 
2.7 The detail of the proposal and the required amendment to the Committee’s terms of 

reference are set out below. 
 
C2C Route – Alternative Proposals 
 
2.8 The Mayor has previously stated that “collaboratively working between the Combined 

Authority and GCP will ensure that the collective transport infrastructure investments in the 
region will work to become more than the sum of their parts. Joint working and alignment is 
important so that we ensure the future delivery of transport schemes which will improve 
connectivity across Cambridgeshire and Peterborough as a whole.” 

 
2.9 The Combined Authority has previously reviewed the GCP C2C proposals against the LTP 

CAM Sub-strategy.  A previous report to this Committee on 8 July 2020 found that the 
proposed C2C route by GCP was not compliant with the emerging Sub-Strategy and asked 
the GCP to formally comment on the proposals.  A response from the Chief Executive of the 
GCP is attached at Appendix 1.   

 
2.10 As a result of concerns raised by local residents with the Mayor as Chair of the Local 

Transport Authority and following the independent report on compliance with the CAM sub-
strategy referred to above, a number of high-level alternative route proposals have been 
considered by the Combined Authority.  GCP officers were asked to take part in technical 
workshops with the Combined Authority to consider alternative route alignments.  From those 
workshops Combined Authority officers have developed a preferred indicative route corridor 
and have recently shared this preferred route corridor with GCP colleagues.  In response 
GCP officers have raised some initial concerns and asked for further investigations on the 
additional cost of a northern alignment, an assessment of the impact on the environment and 
the potential construction complexity and risk associated with the preferred corridor.  A plan 
showing a broad corridor for the potential alternative route is attached at Appendix 2.  It 
should be recognised that this is a proposal for an alternative route which will require 
considerable further exploratory work and consultation with the public before the route can 
be approved.  It is provided to give some transparency on the discussions between the 
Combined Authority and the GCP.     

 
2.11 More detail on the preferred northern corridor will be brought back to the Committee and 

GCP Executive Board regarding the further investigatory work and timescales as this 
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emerges from the continued officer working arrangements.  In addition to the above preferred 
route corridor the Combined Authority will continue to explore other potential options to the 
north of the A428 in seeking to overcome the initial concerns raised by the GCP officers.   

 
2.12 To ensure the project has effective internal oversight, an officer executive steering group has 

been established to ensure continued coordination between the Combined Authority and 
GCP on their component projects of the CAM programme. 

 
 Transport and Infrastructure Committee: Terms of Reference 

2.13 In order to support the Mayor in his role as representative of the Local Transport Authority on 
the GCP Executive Board, it is proposed that the terms of reference of the Committee should 
be amended to give the Committee the power to review CAM related matters being 
considered by the Greater Cambridge Partnership related to the CAM scheme and make 
representations to the GCP Executive Board related to CAM matters.  Meetings of the 
Transport and Infrastructure Committee could then be timetabled to allow for consideration of 
such proposals in a timely fashion to enable the Mayor to actively engage with the GCP 
Executive Board on matters related to the CAM scheme.  

 
2.14 To support these new arrangements, officers of the GCP would be invited to present and 

discuss relevant items of business as they came before the Committee.  The GCP officers 
have previously attended a meeting of the Committee to give a presentation on the 
Cambridge South East CAM route consultation. 

 
2.15 The following changes to the terms of reference of the Transport and Infrastructure 

Committee would enable it to consider GCP business cases: 
 

a) Amendment to Chapter 8 of the CPCA Constitution (Transport and Infrastructure 

Committee), Section 3, to add the following wording: 

 
3.2.13 Review matters related to the CAM scheme prepared by the Greater 
Cambridge Partnership and make representations to the GCP Executive Board 
related to CAM matters. 

 

Significant Implications 

 

3. Financial Implications 

 
3.1 There are no financial implications to be notified in this report. 
 

4. Legal Implications  
 
4.1 Changes to the terms of reference of the Transport and Infrastructure Committee require an 

amendment to the Constitution and are a matter for the Combined Authority Board. 
 
4.2. Other legal implications of significance are noted in the body of this report. 
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5. Other Significant Implications 
 
5.1 None.  
 

6. Appendices 
 
6.1 Appendix 1 – Indicative Plan – Northern C2C Route Alignment 
 

7. Background Papers 
 

7.1 None 
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Agenda Item No: 2.7 

Report title:   London Luton Airport Air Space (Stack) Consultation 

 
To:    Transport and Infrastructure Committee 
 
Meeting Date:  06 January 2021 
 
Public report: Yes 
 
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Paul Raynes 

Director of Delivery and Strategy 

Key decision:    No  

Forward Plan ref:  Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport and Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
a) Discuss a potential response from the Authority to NATS’ 

consultation into the proposed changes to the arrivals at London 
Luton Airport; and 

 
b) Delegate responsibility to the Director of Delivery and Strategy, in 

consultation with the Chair, to respond to the consultation, 
reflecting the discussion, on behalf of the Transport & 
Infrastructure Committee following agreement at the Board. 

 
Voting arrangements:  A simple majority of all Members  
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  To seek views from Members of the Transport & Infrastructure Committee on the 

consultation being undertaken by London Luton Airport (LLA) and the National Air Traffic 
Services (NATS) into the proposed changes to the arrivals flightpaths and stacking 
arrangements for Luton. 

 

2.  Background 

 
2.1 LLA and London Stansted Airport (STN) are among the busiest airports in the UK. They 

share the same arrival flightpaths to the same holding areas.   
 
2.2 Luton Airport and NATS consider that if air traffic returns to its pre-pandemic growth 

trajectory, these flightpaths and stacking areas will be overcrowded and delays will result.  
They are therefore proposing separating the two airports’ flightpaths and holding areas by 
establishing new ones for Luton’s arrivals. 
 

2.3 NATS and LLA have developed two options.  Both holding stack options require aeroplanes 
to circle at or above 8,000ft over parts of Huntingdonshire and South Cambridgeshire. The 
difference between the two options is in the route from the holding stack to the final landing 
path.  For Option 1 the exact route will be determined for each plane by air traffic control.  
However, for Option 2 around half the arrivals will be given one of two defined routes.   

 
2.4 The proposed location of the holding stack and the Option 2 routes is shown in the map at 

Appendix A.  
 
Process 

 
2.5  Following the consultation, NATS and LLA expect to submit a formal Airspace Change 

Proposal to the Civil Aviation Authority in June 2021.  If approved, it is planned that the 
suggested changes will not be implemented before February 2022. 

 
Potential areas of concern and discussion 
 

2.6  Transport & Infrastructure Committee Members’ views are sought on the consultation 
proposals.  The main issues are: 

 
(a) Noise pollution – both options include the development of a new holding stack over 

parts of Huntingdonshire and South Cambridgeshire where aircraft would be at 8,000ft 
altitude.  The Airspace Consultation Document notes that the typical noise that an 
observer on the ground might expect to experience from an arriving aircraft between 
7,000 – 8,000ft would be 59-57 decibels for a turboprop aircraft.  This is equivalent 
noise level to that of a normal conversation and a dishwasher. 
 

(b) Air quality – in 2019, the UK became the first major economy in the world to pass laws 
to end its contribution to global warming by 2050.  The target requires the UK to bring 
all greenhouse gas emissions to net zero by 2050.  The consultation documents 
outline that most arrivals to LLA will be required to travel further for both Option 1 and 
Option 2.  Using a combination of the NATS fuel analysis simulator and appropriate 
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scaling of traffic levels, it is noted in the Airspace Consultation document that the 
average LLA arrival in 2022 is expected to increase fuel use by c.89kg, emitting 
c.285kg more CO2e. 

 
Timescales & Delegation 
 

2.7  The consultation closes on 5 February 2021, which is in advance of the next Transport & 
Infrastructure Committee meeting on 10 March 2021.  Therefore, delegation is sought from 
the Committee for the Director of Delivery and Strategy to prepare the Authority’s response, 
in consultation with the Chair of the Committee for agreement on the official response that 
is to be approved at the 26 January Board meeting. The response will be shared for 
comment with members of the Committee and members of the Board. 

 
2.8 Cambridgeshire County Council, Huntingdonshire District Council and South 

Cambridgeshire District Council are being actively engaged as key stakeholders. 
 
2.9  A link to the consultation can be found here. 
 

3. Financial Implications 

 
3.1 None at this stage. 
 

4. Legal Implications  
 
4.1 The recommendations accord with CPCA’s powers under Part 4 of the Cambridgeshire and 

Peterborough Combined Authority Order 2017 (SI 2017/251). 
 

4.2 The meeting shall be conducted in accordance with Parts 2 and 3 of the Local Authorities 
and Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus)(Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and 
Crime Panel Meetings)(England and Wales) Regulations 2020. 

 

5. Other Significant Implications 
 
5.1 None 
 

6. Appendices 
 
6.1 Appendix A – map showing the proposed stack configuration 
 

7.  Background Papers 
 

7.1 None. 
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Appendix A: London Luton Airport Consultation Map 

 

 

(Source: NATS: Proposed changes to London Luton Airport Arrivals (nats.aero)) 
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Agenda Item No: 2.8 

Report title: A605 Kings Dyke Project Update  
 
To:    Transport & Infrastructure Committee  
 
Meeting Date:  6th January 2021 
 
Public report: Yes 
 
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Paul Raynes, Director of Delivery and Strategy 

Key decision:    No  

Forward Plan ref:  Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport & Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
Note progress of the construction phase of this scheme.  
 

Voting arrangements:   Simple majority of members 
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  This report is to update the Committee members on progress to date of the construction 

phase of the A605 Kings Dyke level crossing replacement scheme. 
 

2.  Background 
 
2.1 The A605 is an important east-west route between the Fens and Peterborough and is 

identified as a strategic route for Heavy Commercial Vehicle (HCV) traffic on the 
Cambridgeshire Strategic Advisory Freight Route. The A605 provides connections to the 
A1(M) and the A47 via the Peterborough Parkway network. 

 
2.2 The A605 between Whittlesey and Peterborough carries over 12,000 vehicles per day and 

there are some 120 daily train movements across the level crossing. This scheme’s 
objective is to remove this road-rail conflict. 

 
2.3 North Bank currently offers an alternative route when the crossing is closed. That road falls 

within the Nene Washes flood plain. Nene Washes is a 1,522-hectare Site of Special 
Scientific Interest on the bank of the River Nene east of Peterborough in Cambridgeshire. 
The area is also a RAMSAR internationally important wetland site, a Special Area of 
Conservation, a Special Protection Area and a Nature Conservation Review site. By 
enabling people to choose the King’s Dyke route over the North Bank option, the project will 
have a significant positive impact on the environment. 

 
2.4 The scheme is currently costed at £32 million. The Combined Authority is contributing £24.4 

million, or three-quarters of the budget. 
 
2.5 The main contractor, Jones Bros Civil Engineering UK, was appointed for the construction 

phase which commenced on 15 June 2020. The scheme is forecast to complete and open 
to traffic in December 2022. 

 
2.6 Progress has been good to date and the project is currently on programme. Jones Bros 

have also managed to bring forward work within one of the construction areas. That will, 
however, require a budget amendment to bring funds forward from the next financial year 
into this year; this will be presented to the January meeting of the Combined Authority 
Board. This is a rephasing and not an overall budget increase. 

 
2.7 There are still considerable challenges to overcome, such as the backfilling of the section of 

star pit to enable the bridge alignment. Those risks are being closely monitored by the 
contractor and the project team who are responsible for putting mitigations in place. 

 
2.8 In addition, officers will monitor the winter impact on the programme, although normal 

weather predictions have been allowed for. 
 

3. Financial Implications 

3.1 The current approved scheme budget of £32 million is made up of funding from 
Cambridgeshire County Council and a £24.4 million contribution from the Combined 
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Authority. 
 

3.2 The project is currently delivering to cost and programme. Works brought forward in section 
3 will require a budget adjustment to move provision into the current financial year from 
2021/22. That will be presented for Board decision in January. 

 

4. Legal Implications  
 
4.1 There are no legal implications to this report. 
 
4.2 This Committee meeting shall be conducted in accordance with Parts 2 and 3 of the Local 

Authorities and Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus)(Flexibility of Local Authority and 
Police and Crime Panel Meetings)(England and Wales) Regulations 2020 (SI 2020 
No.392). 

 

5. Appendices 
 
5.1 There are no additional background papers. A link to the YouTube progress video can be 

found here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JpfZkEtlYRk&feature=youtu.be 

Page 191 of 200

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JpfZkEtlYRk&feature=youtu.be


 

Page 192 of 200



 

 

Agenda Item No: 2.9 

Report title:   Buses Strategy Update 
 
To:    Transport and Infrastructure Committee 
 
Meeting Date:  06 January 2021 
 
Public report: Yes 
 
Lead Member: Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:  Paul Raynes 

Director of Delivery and Strategy 

Key decision:    No  

Forward Plan ref:  Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport and Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 

 
Note the progress of the work to date. 
 

Voting arrangements:  A simple majority of all Members. 
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  This paper updates Members on developments in the bus reform programme. 
 

2.  Background 

 
2.1 Work on the Bus Reform project commenced in 2019. Its aim, in line with the Local 

Transport Plan, is to look at innovative ways in which bus services can be drawn together 
into a better-functioning integrated transport network. The project is led by the Mayor, who 
chairs a Bus Reform Task Force. This is supported by a team which brings together officers 
from Councils under Combined Authority leadership. The Combined Authority appointed 
ITP Consultancy to provide support for the detailed work. 

 
2.2 A key part of this work has been the preparation of a business case under the Buses Act 

2017 proposing an alternative way of commissioning subsidised bus services. The  
Covid-19 pandemic has severely disrupted the financial performance of the bus industry 
and passenger behaviour. Work to model the impact of moving to a partnership or franchise 
model has necessarily been delayed as we seek to understand those impacts and the 
potential path to recovery. Combined Authority officers maintain constant liaison with local 
public transport providers during the pandemic. 

 
2.3 The Mayor has discussed the developing situation with Baroness Vere, the Buses Minister, 

and officers from the Authority are in discussion with senior officials at the Department for 
Transport. The government is aiming to publish a National Bus Strategy soon, and to 
provide clarity about the future of the emergency public subsidy provided to the bus industry 
and any transitional recovery funding. The Combined Authority will be able to conclude its 
work on new delivery models when those national policy decisions have been made.  

 

2.4 In the meantime, the Combined Authority has agreed to progress several new projects 
including trials which will inform and improve our public transport network in the future. 

 
New bus service in Peterborough  
 

2.5  The Committee agreed in November to proceed with a new trial supported bus service 
linking demand generators on the west side of Peterborough. This has since been tendered 
and will start running in late February. The service will run in the morning and early 
afternoon linking the Hampton and Orton areas to Serpentine Green shops and to 
Peterborough City Hospital. This will establish whether there is a demand for orbital bus 
services compared to high frequency radial links into the city centre. 

 
New bus service in Fenland and Huntingdonshire  

 
2.6  The Mayor, after consulting the Board, has decided to tender a second new trial bus service 

giving direct links from March, through Wimblington, Doddington, Chatteris, Warboys to St 
Ives. This will support an area that is significantly underserved by public transport and faces 
linked issues of deprivation. Through ticketing with the busway will provide an express link 
into Cambridge and onwards to Addenbrookes.  
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2.8 Separately the Authority are in discussions with Stagecoach to ensure that northbound 

buses from Addenbrookes, connecting at St Ives with the bi-hourly new route, display the 
connection on the front of the vehicles. This new trial service will serve 39,000 people and 
is being launched to better understand how we can maximise the benefits of the guided 
busway in serving the communities in the north of the region. 

 
Demand Responsive Transport 

 
2.9      The Authority has been exploring a range of ways to explore and commission the latest 

forms of Demand Responsive Transport (DRT). Negotiations with a range of DRT providers 
are ongoing at the time of drafting this paper and a briefing on the DRT plan, to go live in 
early March 2021, will be provided at the Committee. 

(a) This DRT service will cover most of west Huntingdonshire including Glatton, Sawtry, 
Great Gidding, Molesworth, Keyston, Catworth, Kimbolton, Hammerton, Alconbury & 
Alconbury Weston, Old Weston, Buckworth, Leighton Bromswold, Spaldwick, Ellington, 
Grafham, Gt Staughton, Perry, Buckden, Southoe, Hail Weston, Paxton, Offord, 
Graveley, Toseland, Papworth Everard, St Neots, Eynesbury, Eltisley and a small 
number of out of area destinations: Cambourne Morrisons, Huntingdon town centre, 
Hinchingbrooke Hospital and Thrapston Industrial Park.  
 

(b) This operating area contains only one commercial bus service and two minimum 
subsidy services, with most buses being subsidised on a minimum cost basis, and 
therefore the introduction of the DRT scheme will not directly damage the existing bus 
network. 
 

(c) DRT requires payment to travel, or the proffering of a valid concessionary bus pass 
(ENCTS card). Fares will be collected mainly online by booking a bus journey via a 
smartphone app. It will also be possible to book by telephone and pay on the vehicle. 
 

(d) To be successful, this service needs to be run by a mix of small and medium sized 
vehicles which are seen to be buses not dial-a-ride vehicles.  
 

(e) Certain roads and hamlets cannot be served due to the narrow width of the lanes, the 
absence of acceptable turnaround points or unsafe road junctions for bus use. 
However, officers have surveyed every lane in the area to maximise coverage. 
 

(f) The Authority will run this trial service for six months and following this will consider 
extending the service through a new tendering round or reverting to the existing bus 
services (which will continue throughout the trial). 

 
(g) The government messaging to avoid the use of public transport has resulted in a 

decline in patronage. However, officers can use data from 2018, 2019 and 2020 bus 
services to benchmark 2021 data that will help to decide whether there is a significant 
modal shift to DRT. It is intended to carry out on-bus research to gauge passengers’ 
opinion that will provide a qualitative and quantitative assessment of the service’s 
merits and demerits. 
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Ticket machines 
 

2.10 To standardise through ticketing and real time data for public transport information systems, 
the Authority have obtained prices from the two leading providers of Electronic Ticket 
Machines (ETMs). This will enable the Authority to purchase ETMs on a call-off basis in Q4.  
As bus retendering proceeds in Jan-July, these machines can be rented to the smaller bus 
operators, thereby allowing the Authority to collect standardised and auditable data across 
all operators. This will allow better performance management, evaluation of value for 
money, and better route planning. 

 

Significant Implications 

 

3. Financial Implications 

 
3.1  The projects listed above are budgeted to cost around £800,000 across a twelve-month 

period. This is funded through the budget allocated to trial bus reform projects by the Board, 
on the Committee’ recommendation in September, and through the remaining balance of 
the Better Buses Fund grant provided to the Combined Authority by DfT. 

 
 

4. Legal Implications  

 
4.1 This Transport and Infrastructure Committee meeting shall be conducted in accordance 

with Parts 2 and 3 of the Local Authorities and Police and Crime Panels 
(Coronavirus)(Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and Crime Panel Meetings)(England 
and Wales) Regulations 2020 (SI 2020 No.392). 

 
4.2 It is a requirement to prepare a business case for each project and have it independently 

audited as part of Combined Authority Assurance framework governance. 
 
 

5. Other Significant Implications 
 
5.1 None 
 

6. Appendices 
 
6.1 None 
 

7.  Background Papers 
 
7.1 09 September 2020 Transport & Infrastructure Committee report 
 
 Bus Reform Task Force (cmis.uk.com) 
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Agenda Item No: 2.10 

Report title:  Soham Station update 

 
To:     Transport and Infrastructure Committee  
 
Meeting Date:   06 January 2021 
 
Public report:  Yes 
 
Lead Member:  Mayor James Palmer  
 
From:   Paul Raynes, Director of Delivery & Strategy  

Key decision:    No    

Forward Plan ref:   Not applicable 

 
Recommendations:   The Transport and Infrastructure Committee is recommended to: 
 

a) Note the progress of work on site at Soham Railway Station; and 
 
b) Note that Network Rail is predicting a December 2021 opening date. 

 

Voting arrangements:  Simple majority of members 
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1. Purpose 

 
1.1  This report updates the Committee on the progress of the Soham Railway Station project. 
 

2.  Background 

 
2.1 Soham has been without a rail connection for almost 55 years. This project will reinstate the 

railway station at Soham, providing a direct link to Ely to the west and Ipswich to the east. 
 
2.2 This will bring sustainable transport benefits to the growing market town of Soham and 

support economic and housing growth. This has been illustrated by a recent planning 
application made for housing adjoining the station site. 

 
2.3 The project continues to have significant public and partner support. The design will provide 

an attractive approach and setting to the new station, as well as facilitating access. The 
Combined Authority Board approved the GRIP 4 business case and authorised the project 
to progress to complete the GRIP 5-8 design and construction phases at its meeting in 
September 2019. 

 

3. Progress 
 
3.1 The project was granted planning permission from East Cambridgeshire District Council on 

26 June 2020. This was earlier than planned. 
 

3.2 Combined Authority officers have agreed a programme of efficiencies with Network Rail. 
That has resulted in programme acceleration. It is now programmed that the new railway 
station will be complete in December 2021 rather than May 2022, a saving of five months. 
 

3.3 The contract for the design and construction phase has been signed between Network Rail 
and J Murphy & Sons Ltd as contractor and Atkins as designer. 
 

3.4 The first section of existing railway track improvement was carried out over the weekend of 
22/23 August 2020, along with a series of weekend, overnight works clearing the tracksides 
in preparation for the future works. 
 

3.5 On site enabling works commenced on 1 September 2020. A full programme of site 
activities is in place through to October 2021, with subsequent station commissioning work 
immediately after. 
 

3.6 The site has now been cleared of vegetation, hard standing areas have been established 
within the site for the storage of materials and parking for construction staff. Site offices and 
welfare are now in operation. 
 

3.7 Translocation of great crested newts to a newly established habitat is now complete along 
with treating vegetation. 
 

3.8 The project remains on the agreed shortened programme and to date has not been 
impacted by COVID restrictions or government lock down rules.   
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3.9    Officers will provide a further oral update at the meeting on any significant developments 
since the date of drafting this paper. 

 
 

4. Financial Implications 

 
4.1 None at this stage. The savings in the forecast will need to be carried forward into the next 

financial year to fulfil the commitment made with Network Rail. 
 
 

5. Legal Implications  

 
5.1 The recommendations accord with CPCA’s powers under Parts 3 and 4 of the 

Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority Order 2017 (SI 2017/251). 
 
5.2 The meeting shall be conducted in accordance with Parts 2 and 3 of the Local Authorities 

and Police and Crime Panels (Coronavirus)(Flexibility of Local Authority and Police and 
Crime Panel Meetings)(England and Wales) Regulations 2020. 

 

6. Other Significant Implications 
 
6.1 There are no significant implications not set out above. 
 

7. Background Papers 
 
7.1 Transport and Infrastructure Committee, 9th September 2020 – section 2.5 

 Transport and Infrastructure committee 9th Sept 2020 item 2.5 

 
7.2 Link to presentation to CPCA Business Board, 27th July 2020 – section 5.7 
 
 Presentation to CPCA Business Board 7th July 2019 
 
7.3 Transport and Infrastructure Committee, 8th July 2020 – section 3.4 
  
 Transport and committee 27th July 2020 
 
7.4 25th September 2019, Board paper 
  
 25th Sept. Board 2019  
 
7.5 25th October 2017 
 
 transport priority schemes 25th October 2017 
 
7.6 28th March 2018 
 

Transport Delivery 2018/19 

Page 199 of 200

https://cambridgeshirepeterboroughcagov.cmis.uk.com/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=3EFf1WDDy%2b6GvFvHsQWdlrajXmrOcqwprYZ4s4i04drdXLGC8b6tRQ%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
https://cambridgeshirepeterboroughcagov.cmis.uk.com/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=9I7Si9rO3ASJzw9Sha6d37vz%2fojz6xPdosdwXuuoV03UKEF6v2OaKw%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
https://cambridgeshirepeterboroughcagov.cmis.uk.com/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=PosvWHrbeGksz1F%2bkbRnYSexS9KFWctKq4DRRcqX3cvt3OLawgSGRw%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
https://cambridgeshirepeterboroughcagov.cmis.uk.com/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=LcFX5ysmbZO5KecJflph0IhSy%2bAkhla%2bNXIyPemzsuSFa5yVlnwMwA%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
https://cambridgeshirepeterboroughcagov.cmis.uk.com/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=LcFX5ysmbZO5KecJflph0IhSy%2bAkhla%2bNXIyPemzsuSFa5yVlnwMwA%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d
https://cambridgeshirepeterboroughcagov.cmis.uk.com/Document.ashx?czJKcaeAi5tUFL1DTL2UE4zNRBcoShgo=0wF4sr55YCJ9YXNgAAxgqUqFMk%2fvsRK8hWQb%2f22EuO8K%2b08av6k56A%3d%3d&rUzwRPf%2bZ3zd4E7Ikn8Lyw%3d%3d=pwRE6AGJFLDNlh225F5QMaQWCtPHwdhUfCZ%2fLUQzgA2uL5jNRG4jdQ%3d%3d&mCTIbCubSFfXsDGW9IXnlg%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&kCx1AnS9%2fpWZQ40DXFvdEw%3d%3d=hFflUdN3100%3d&uJovDxwdjMPoYv%2bAJvYtyA%3d%3d=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&FgPlIEJYlotS%2bYGoBi5olA%3d%3d=NHdURQburHA%3d&d9Qjj0ag1Pd993jsyOJqFvmyB7X0CSQK=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNR9xqBux0r1Q8Za60lavYmz=ctNJFf55vVA%3d&WGewmoAfeNQ16B2MHuCpMRKZMwaG1PaO=ctNJFf55vVA%3d


 

Page 200 of 200


	Agenda Contents
	Transport & Infrastructure Committee
	AGENDA
	Open to Public and Press


	1.2 Minutes\ -\ 4th\ November\ 2020
	1.3 Forward\ Plan\ -\ 3\ December\ 2020
	2.1 Budget\ and\ Performance\ Update
	Performance\ and\ Finance\ Appendix1
	2.2 A16\ Norwood\ Improvements
	A16_Norwood_SOBC_v3\.3_\+_Appendices
	A16_Norwood_SOBC_v3.4
	Appendix A_Wider_Policy_Context
	A16_Norwood_SOBC_v3.4
	Appendix B - AST
	A16_Norwood_SOBC_v3.4
	Appendix C - Risk Register
	A16_Norwood_SOBC_v3.4

	2.3 A141\ Huntingdon\ Strategic\ Outline\ Business\ Case
	2.4 Cambridge\ South\ East\ Transport\ Better\ Public\ Transport\ and\ Active\ Travel\ Consultation
	Appendix\ A\ for\ GCP\ -\ CSET\ response
	2.5 GCP\ Consultations\ \(Waterbeach\ to\ Cambridge\ and\ Eastern\ Access
	Appendix\ A\ -\ Waterbeach\ to\ Cambridge
	Appendix\ B\ -\ Eastern\ Access
	2.6 Cambridgeshire\ Autonomous\ Metro\ Update
	2.7 London\ Luton\ Airport\ Air\ Space\ \(Stack\)\ Consultation
	LLA\ -\ Appendix\ A\ -\ Map
	2.8 A605\ Kings\ Dyke\ Project\ Update
	2.9 Buses\ Strategy\ Update
	2.10 Soham\ Station\ Update

