
A14 Challenge -- Response from Cambridgeshire Campaign for Better Transport 

 

Section 1 -- Introduction 

 

Cambridgeshire Campaign for Better Transport is a voluntary campaigning group. Our function is to support 

the vision of the Campaign for Better Transport (CfBT), which is described on their website (see Appendix 1), 

and try to apply it in a local context within Cambridgeshire and Peterborough. We have no formal association 

with CfBT, but work closely with them on many issues, one of them being our responses to the A14 

Challenge. 

 

While this response is based on that of CfBT, we have taken the opportunity to expand on certain matters of 

detail. 

 

We welcome the Government decision to reconsider the A14 upgrade proposals, which we objected to on 

several grounds: 

 

o adverse effects of induced traffic 

o continued severance in many locations 

o lack of provision for public transport users 

o many missed opportunities. 

 

In particular we objected to the widening of the Cambridge Northern Bypass, the inclusion of dual local roads 

between Girton and Bar Hill, and the decision to make the whole route dual 3 lane, and we hope that these 

measures will not resurface following this consultation. 

 

We therefore welcome the opportunity to contribute to the A14 Challenge. We start by summarising the 

challenges identified in the A14 study document: 

 

1. Loss of productive time due to congestion, both on the A14 itself and on other roads 

2. Supporting growth of the Greater Cambridge area 

3. Accessing labour markets in Cambridge and Huntingdon 

4. Welfare impacts from the effects of congestion on drivers, which limit the attractiveness of the area 

5. Accidents and their economic and social costs 

6. Air quality, health and noise. 

 

We believe that a further challenge needs to be added: coping with a future in which fuel supplies are likely 

to be increasingly constrained, either by physical limits ("peak oil") or by the need to minimise damaging 

climate change impacts. We believe it would be irresponsible for the UK to rely on being able to outbid other 

countries for limited supplies and/or emissions permits. This means that it is necessary to move away from 

anticipation of continuing traffic growth and move towards a programme of traffic reduction. As a side benefit, 

such a strategy would help meet the challenges 1, 4, 5 and 6 above. 

 

Traffic reduction would not necessarily be incompatible with challenges 2 and 3. The key is to shift to more 

efficient types of movement -- from cars to buses, trains, bikes and walking, from lorries to railfreight; and to 

reduce the need for movement by providing more facilities locally, which will be especially beneficial if the 

resulting shorter journeys can be made by sustainable modes. At the same time we need a policy which will 

encourage high load factors for buses and trains. 

 

The response of CfBT is based on the following aims, all of which we support: 

 

A: Reduce car commuting on the A14 

B: Move long distance freight on the A14 from road to rail 



C: Use small scale and technological measures to improve safety and traffic flow on the A14 

D: Provide public transport alternatives for long distance car movements on the A14 corridor. 

 

In describing how these aims might be achieved we have tried to maximise the opportunities for achieving 

side benefits which should be factored into any cost/benefit assessment. 

 

We go through A-D above in turn, answering consultation questions 1 and 2 (describing the measures we 

propose and how they address the challenges; and stating where new legislation or powers would be 

needed). For questions 3 (delivery partners) and 4 (costing) we refer to the CfBT response. For question 

5 (identifying delivery partners and financing) see Appendix 2; this also gives a rough idea of the relevant 

timeframe in qualitative terms (e.g. short, medium or long term) -- see also the CfBT response which gives 

more precise estimates. We have not attempted to answer question 6 (programming). For the answer to 

question 7 (contact details) see the end of this email. 

 

Section 2 -- A: Reduce car commuting on the A14 

 

CfBT's strategy for achieving this has the following elements: 

 

o Widespread demand management measures across Cambridgeshire (not just in Cambridge City) including 

"Smarter Choices" programmes of workplace, retail and leisure facility travel plans, marketing and promotion 

of non-car options and better information. 

 

o Improving local buses to reduce rural isolation, improve access to jobs and services and encourage modal 

shift. Cambridgeshire County Council is currently questioning whether there is a significant need to support 

buses at all; this attitude needs to be reversed. 

 

o Open a park & ride facility at Brampton Racecourse. 

 

o Reducing the need to travel by better location of facilities and better design 

of new developments (especially housing). 

 

o A workplace parking levy which would encourage modal shift and raise revenue to help support other 

measures. It must cover not only Cambridge City but also the surrounding rural areas, because otherwise 

some businesses might choose to migrate to avoid it, which would actually exacerbate the problems of car 

commuting (and the difficulties faced by people who currently use other modes). 

 

To CfBT's comments on these measures, all of which we support, we would like to add the following: 

 

(a) Travel plans should take into account opportunities to offer improvements to people who do not use the 

relevant location. For example a travel plan for Buckingway Business Park, just off the A14, could include 

better bus services between Cambridge and Huntingdon, and this would benefit all bus passengers on 

the corridor. 

 

(b) The improved buses could include extensions to the guided busway network. This currently provides an 

excellent service between St Ives and Cambridge, but journeys to Huntingdon are slow because buses 

detour through housing estates in both St Ives and Huntingdon. For many journeys a further change of bus is 

needed at Huntingdon. 

 

Various suggestions have been made to extend the busway network, including to new developments such 

as Alconbury Airfield, and these should be closely examined with a view to spreading the benefits as widely 

as possible. 

 



Another improvement we'd like to see is a bus link between Cambridge and Huntingdon via Cambourne, 

Papworth and Godmanchester. This could form part of a link between Stansted Airport and Peterborough 

serving a large number of business, educational and medical sites en route. 

 

(c) We would like the Brampton Racecourse Park & Ride to be provided with dedicated links to Brampton 

village for cyclists and pedestrians avoiding the need to negotiate the B1514 roundabouts. The introduction 

of a workplace parking levy (see below) could catalyse the introduction of a bus shuttle to the isolated 

Huntingdon Life Sciences site about 3 miles away which would enable employees to get there using return 

workings of the park & ride buses that would otherwise probably be largely empty. 

 

(d) CfBT suggests that development plans predicated on upgrading the A14 should be reviewed, and there 

should be a general policy that new development would not be permitted if it would significantly add to A14 

traffic. 

 

We would like to go beyond this towards a general principle whereby new development, especially in areas 

where traffic congestion is a problem, should be "traffic neutral": in other words, that traffic generated by the 

development should be balanced by traffic removed as a result of better public transport, cycling and walking 

facilities, or use of new facilities closer to the homes of existing residents, in either case provided or funded 

by the developers. 

 

An early application of this principle might be to require development at the planned new town at Northstowe 

to be planned on an environment friendly basis. It is noteworthy that when the previous government put 

forward the (largely mishandled) concept of "ecotowns"; while to the best of our knowledge Northstowe was 

never formally designated as such, its name was certainly mentioned in some relevant discussions. It seems 

likely that the plan for dual 2 lane local roads between Bar Hill and Girton, which formed part of the previous 

A14 upgrade scheme, was largely motivated by the perceived need to cater for Northstowe traffic; but a truly 

environment friendly development would not generate so much traffic. 

 

(e) While we strongly support the concept of a workplace parking levy, we would like to go beyond that and 

apply a parking levy to retail and similar commercial developments. This would place local and high street 

shops in a better competitive position against superstores that have at present externalised the costs of the 

traffic they impose on our communities. New legislation would be required to take this forward. 

 

Section 3 -- B: Transfer long distance freight from road to rail 

 

The predominant flow is from the Haven Ports, especially Felixstowe, to the Midlands and North. The main 

rail alternative is the Felixstowe to Nuneaton railway, and there are several measures under way or planned 

which would enable a regular flow of trains carrying standard sized containers along this route.  

 

The CfBT response has a list of these measures, including those that are not yet fully funded which it calls to 

be brought forward. 

 

A double track route with high quality signalling can take a train every 5 minutes or so. This would be ample 

to cater for all the traffic on the corridor which is suited to railfreight. The CfBT response suggests a minimum 

target of about 40% for rail's mode share -- comparable to the existing figure of 39% for Southampton. We 

hope that the figure could be raised still higher, which would both relieve traffic problems on the A14 and 

other routes and reduce fuel consumption and greenhouse gas emissions (as rail haulage is much more fuel 

efficient than road haulage). The following issues might need to be considered: 

 

(a) Are there any level crossings that would become overburdened? (As an example, Cambridgeshire 

County Council's recent consultation on the crossing near Ely station mentioned the increas in railfreight.) If 

so, proposals would need to be prepared for bridges or other traffic management measures. 



 

(b) Is there a need for more intermodal depots located to capture lorries west or north of this section of the 

A14 and send their contents by rail to Felixstowe? If so then the provision of such depots should be 

facilitated. 

 

(c) What side benefits could accrue to passenger trains? Possibilities include the upgrade of Ipswich-

Peterborough to hourly, stopping at a reopened Soham station and also more frequently at Whittlesey and 

Manea. Resignalling could also improve passenger services in the Leicester area. 

 

The A14 is also used by north-south freight -- from the Channel Tunnel and Kent ports to the eastern side of 

England, via the M25, M11, A14 and A1. There is, unfortunately, no attractive railfreight alternative. We 

would like to suggest a route using the high speed line via Ebbsfleet to Dagenham, then Barking, Seven 

Sisters, Cheshunt and Ware, then by a new route north of Hertford to Stevenage and the East Coast Main 

Line. The main infrastructure requirements would be: 

 

1. Electrification of the line between Woodgrange Park and South Tottenham (and on to Gospel Oak for 

other traffic). 

 

2. Extra trackage between Cheshunt and the junction near Rye House. 

 

3. The new route north of Hertford. 

 

The last would probably be the most difficult, but (in conjunction with other short sections of new track at 

Hertford North and Rye House) it would allow improved access from the west to Stansted Airport and a more 

efficient suburban network for the Hertford area. 

 

In the very long term, if fuel supply constraints intensify, we may need to provide further capacity between 

Ashford and Dagenham in response to an increasing call for high speed trains to replace planes for 

international travel. Nothing needs to be done about this at present, but the Government should keep a 

watching brief to ensure that plans for action are implemented well before the problem becomes acute. 

 

Section 4 -- C: Safety and technology based small scale improvements 

 

We fully support the last 4 bullet points of CfBT's response, subject to an evaluation of the policy of confining 

HGVs to the nearside lane to ensure that it does not have an adverse impact on bus operation. 

 

We believe that the need for a bypass route for Huntingdon, in combination with demolition of the viaduct, 

needs to be thoroughly reexamined. While a bypass could bring several advantages (see below), it also has 

disadvantages – the high cost and the environmental impact of the bypass route. If it nevertheless goes 

ahead, then every opportunity should be taken to maximise its advantages, as was not done under the 

previous upgrade scheme. Here is a list: 

 

(a) Reduced noise and visual intrusion for Huntingdon. Under the old scheme this would have been largely 

offset by the impact of the new local roads proposed under the so-called Huntingdon Regeneration Scheme. 

These roads would have decimated much of what's left of Huntingdon's unique network of commons. By 

contrast, if the viaduct is demolished, we call for the section between Brampton Road and the Spittals 

Interchange to be restored to grass, which would also prevent through traffic from continuing to use this 

route as a rat run. 

 

(b) Opportunity for Cambridge-Huntingdon traffic to bypass Huntingdon by using the existing A14 as far as 

its proposed junction with Brampton Road. We believe that this advantage would need to be entrenched by 

closing off Town Bridge 



(B1044) to "general" traffic (but with exemptions for buses, bikes and emergency vehicles, and possibly 

some other classes or traffic). 

 

(c) Opportunity to use part of the existing route as a public transport priority corridor. This was one of the 

recommendations of the Cambridge-Huntingdon Multi-Modal Study (CHUMMS) which was left out of the 

Highways Agency scheme. East facing slip roads would be needed at the proposed intersection with the 

A1198 so that Cambridge-Huntingdon traffic could be taken off the existing route. 

 

(d) Reduced noise in Fenstanton -- an advantage which could be enhanced if Huntingdon bound traffic were 

able and encouraged to use the new A14 as far as the A1198 intersection (see above). 

 

(e) Reduced severance in Fen Drayton. A crossing linking rights of way on either side was on a Ramblers 

Association "Top 10" of wanted crossings some time ago; this would also improve the access of residents of 

Conington and (to a lesser extent) Fen Drayton to the bus network. These benefits could be secured either 

by moving traffic off this section of route or by building a suitably located bridge. 

 

(f) Removal of the need to maintain the Huntingdon viaduct in future. 

 

We also support the re-examination of the A428/A421 corridor to look for lower cost solutions than full 

dualling. 

 

We support the principle of reducing severance, which could also apply to other sections of the A14. For 

pedestrians and cyclists, our proposed programme of "virtual stations" to be served by an A14 Express bus 

service (for which see Section 5) would improve conditions in many locations; a full list of possible sites 

between Cambridge (east) and the western end of the A14 is given in Appendix 3. 

 

Section 5 -- D: Shift longer distance car journeys to public transport 

 

The CfBT response starts by mentioning potential extensions to the Cambs Guided Busway network -- we 

have already commented on this (see Section 2). However the centrepiece of our proposals would be what 

might be called an "A14 Express" bus route. This would bring benefits all along the A14 corridor, especially 

on sections where existing public transport is poor (Huntingdon-Thrapston, mostly in Cambridgeshire, and 

Rothwell-Rugby, mostly in Northamptonshire but also stretching into Leicestershire and Warwickshire), which 

would strengthen the case for it. Here is how we envisage that the route would run: 

 

(a) It would link Cambridge, Huntingdon, Kettering and Rugby, connecting with trains at all four places. To 

maximise the benefit it might be necessary for more inter-city trains to stop at Huntingdon, Kettering and 

Rugby. There would be full through ticketing with rail (including for rail/bus/rail journeys), as well as smart 

ticketing (see Section 2) to reduce boarding times at bus stops. We believe that this could offer significant 

journey time reductions for journeys such as Cambridge-Birmingham as compared with other public transport  

options (in this case, about 20 minutes). 

 

(b) The service should aim to run half hourly on Mondays to Saturdays and hourly on Sundays, from early 

morning to late evening, though lower frequencies would be acceptable initially. 

 

(c) It would also serve other principal locations such as Cambridge City Centre and Shirehall, Wicksteed 

Park, Kettering town centre (south) and Kettering Hospital, and Rugby town centre; plus other interchange 

points (Brampton Racecourse Park & Ride, Spaldwick village, Thrapston town centre, and a new coachway 

near the A14/M1/M6 intersection). 

 

(d) "Virtual Stations" (pairs of bus stops linked by a bridge or underpass, with real time information, an off-

road waiting area, and cycle parking) would be provided to serve villages close to the route. 



 

(e) Rural networks would be adapted to connect into the A14 Express at Spaldwick, Naseby virtual station 

and the new Coachway. For the first we envisage a demand responsive service connecting with the 

mainstream network at Spaldwick, Oundle and Sawtry (including, at the last, the Stansted-Peterborough 

service mentioned earlier); plus services to a rural focus at Kimbolton serving the area south of the A14. For 

Naseby we envisage a demand responsive service to Northampton plus a new route linking Lutterworth and 

Hinckley; this, and buses serving the Coachway, would be procured by adaptation of existing routes 10/12 

(Rugby-Daventry), 58 (Market Harborough-Lutterworth-Hinckley), 96 (Northampton-Long Buckby-Rugby) 

and 140 (Rugby-Lutterworth-Leicester) which would lead to the provision of through buses to the Coachway 

from all the places mentioned above (except Northampton) covering almost all villages in the area. 

 

It is worth noting, incidentally, that this response is being submitted just as Cambridgeshire County Council is 

preparing to announce plans for West Huntingdonshire as part of its "Cambridgeshire Future Transport" 

scheme. Given how its pilot project in Duxford has turned out – see 

<http://susanvandeven.mycouncillor.org.uk/briefing-note-bus-cuts-and-next-steps> which is written by an 

opposition councillor representing an area close by – we have little faith that this will get to grips with the real 

problems of the area. 

 

(f) Building the Coachway would require a couple of new slip roads to enable connecting coaches to join and 

leave from the M1 south. These would not entail any new bridges if they linked the existing M6 slip roads 

with the local road network. 

 

In Appendix 3 we give a list of possible locations for virtual stations, with approximate grid references. Some 

of these already have bridges but in others bridges would need to be built. We have also listed virtual 

stations with tourism potential and places where bridges might be needed to solve severance problems. 

Note that all proposals relating to the Cambridge-Huntingdon section assume that no major changes are 

made to the A14 -- if some changes were made, our proposals would have to be amended. Note that we 

have included all locations which we believe should be considered; some of them could well be omitted from 

a final scheme, or given more basic facilities. It would of course be possible to make additions or upgrades 

later. 

 

We believe that the A14 Express could run on a commercial basis, though this might depend on the 

mechanism for allocating revenue for through rail/bus passengers. The connecting rural buses would 

probably require support, but this could be offset against the support currently being given to (usually 

inferior) services in the relevant areas. 

 

In the longer term, we would like to see a new rail link which could further improve inter-city journey times. 

Our proposals are based on the London to South Midlands Multi-Modal Study (LSMMMS). Its report 

suggested a new railway between Cambridge and Bedford, following the A428 and A421 corridors, and the 

reopening of the Bedford-Northampton route. We believe that this could allow a Cambridge to Birmingham 

journey time of just 100 minutes or perhaps even less – in particular less than the journey time by car. The 

Cambridge-Bedford section, which should have an interchange with the East Coast Main Line at St Neots, 

would also complete the proposed East-West Rail Link, the western section of which has recently received 

Government approval. The route would also be useful for freight. The Cambridge-Northampton route could 

also form part of a network of "high speed feeder" routes linking with the HS2 network (in this case for 

services to the North-West) and also with one another. 

 

Section 6 -- Conclusion 

 

We believe that these measures offer a coherent and affordable strategy which will help to adapt us to an 

age where both the limits to and the downsides of unrestrained growth will become increasingly apparent. 

 

http://susanvandeven.mycouncillor.org.uk/briefing-note-bus-cuts-and-next-steps


Appendix 1 

 

The main elements of the vision of the Campaign for Better Transport are as follows (taken from their 

website <http://www.bettertransport.org.uk>). 

1. Transport to meet the needs of local communities. 

2. Public transport to be affordable. 

3. Encourage the use of sustainable modes of transport such as walking, cycling, buses and trains. 

4. Transport to avoid adverse impacts on people's quality of life (community severance, danger, air pollution 

and unhealthy lifestyles). 

5. Protect our environment (climate change, landscape, biodiversity and heritage). 

 

Appendix 2 

 

The timescales and (where relevant) financing arrangements that we envisage for the various measures: 

 

Demand management: short term; could raise money through improved patronage. 

 

Local bus improvement: short term and ongoing. 

 

Reduce need to travel: short term and ongoing. 

 

Brampton Park & Ride: medium term. 

 

Workplace parking levy: medium term; could be a major source of revenue when instituted. 

 

Felixstowe-Nuneaton upgrade: short term and ongoing. 

 

North-South freight route: long term. 

 

Safety and technology improvements: short term. 

 

Re-examination of Huntingdon bypass section and A428/A421 upgrade: short term. 

 

A14 Express: medium term and ongoing. Main bus route should be self supporting after "kickstart" perios, 

though this might be lengthy. 

 

Cambridge-Northampton railway: long term. 

 

Appendix 3 

 

Locations where existing crossings can form the nucleus of a virtual station: 

Fenstanton (320680), Hemingford Grey (289693), Hemingford Abbots (277698), Ellington (161720), Brington 

(087748), Bythorn (052757), Woodford (967781), Twywell (955780), Cranford (921767), Rothwell (815806), 

Midshires Way (752790), Kelmarsh (732785), Naseby (687788), Welford (641780), Grand Union Canal 

(619775), Clay Coton (594778). 

 

Locations where new crossings would be needed for a virtual station, and in some 

cases also to deal with severance problems: Cambridge Crematorium (400627), Bar Hill (387638), Fen 

Drayton (333673), Easton (143723), Leighton Bromswold (107739), Molesworth (073751), Titchmarsh 

(022777), Woodland Hospital (839800 -- footpath link to Thorpe Malsor would be a worthwhile addition), 

Harrington (771791), Clipston Grange (714793). 

 

http://www.bettertransport.org.uk/


Locations where virtual stations could help local tourism: Ellington (cycle hire for access to Grafham Water), 

Harrington (Aviation Museum), Midshires Way (cycle hire for National Cycle Route 6), Kelmarsh (Hall), 

Naseby (local museum and battlefield), Grand Union Canal (for walkers), Clay Coton (for Stanford Hall). 

 

Locations where crossings are needed to develop public access but there is no question of a virtual station: 

Fen Ditton old railway crossing (496603), Girton (411618), Brampton (197708 -- not on A14 but it is included 

because it was on the proposed bypass route), Catworth (various options to link with local footpath network), 

Coales's Lodge (032770), Swinford (various options to link with local footpath network). 

 

Simon Norton, Coordinator, Cambs Campaign for Better Transport, 31 Jan 2012 


