
 

 
 

 
East Cambridgeshire District Council (ECDC) – Stage 2 Hearings 
 
Representations on behalf of the Newmarket Horsemen’s Group (NHG) – September 2018 
 
 

1. COTTEE Transport Planning (CTP) are instructed by the Newmarket Horsemen’s Group (NHG) 

to make representations on Transport related matters and issues associated with the East 
Cambridgeshire District Council – Stage 2 Hearings. 

 
2. NHG concerns relate to the impact of traffic on the 17 main horse crossings in Newmarket and in 

particular the impact on high value race horses, their riders and other road users. The NHG 

considers that the uniqueness of Newmarket and the interaction of traffic with the Horse Racing 

Industry (HRI) means that a standard ‘high level’ standardised assessment as adopted previously 

by Forest Heath District Council (FHDC); and now by East Cambridgeshire District Council 

(ECDC) is not an appropriate methodology.  

 
3. The basic ‘high level’ manual calculations for impact on a main horse crossing in Newmarket 

presented by FHDC at the most recent hearings were based on 2012 data, which has been shown 

to be out of date by reference to May 2018 queue length comparison data, does not provide a 

sound basis upon which to draw important conclusions on Local Plan allocations; and, since no 

consideration has been given by ECDC at all to impact on the HRI, this indicates that ECDC’s 

evidence base is flawed. 

 
4. To emphasise the scale of NHG’s concern, around 1000 horses cross Fordham Road and 1500 

cross Bury Road in an 8 hour period each day. Around 200- 400 horses cross the main radial 

routes of Fordham Road and Bury Road in the traffic peak hour 0800-0900 negotiating around 

1000 passing vehicles. There are also 15 other main horse crossings in Newmarket all of which 

are of concern to the NHG under current traffic conditions and in the context of Local Plan traffic 

growth. 

 
5. The design of improved horse crossings required to address existing issues has been considered 

in detail over the past two years (principally funded by Jockey Club Estates [“JCE”]) in close 

consultation and agreement with Suffolk County Council (SCC) and latterly with Cambridgeshire 

County Council (CCC). JCE are content with the current proposals based on existing traffic 
levels but require traffic analysis to be undertaken to examine the impacts of any Local Plan 

traffic growth with new Pegasus (horse) crossings in place. This evidence is required before 

important decisions are taken on whether additional traffic can be accommodated as a result of 

Local Plan growth.  
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6. Having examined the documents submitted it is apparent that the council has not given 

appropriate consideration to the needs of the HRI and in particular to race horses and their riders; 

nor has it undertaken appropriate traffic modelling work including analysis of introducing 

signalised horse crossings and the consequent impact on traffic queues / delay, which will impact 

on the ability of HRI vets and trainers to move around Newmarket generally and in emergency 

situations. When this work has been undertaken it may be found that the impact of Local Plan 

Growth in ECDC coupled with traffic growth arising from the FHDC Local Plan growth is not 

sustainable for Newmarket’s particular needs, even with infrastructure improvements, without 

leading to unacceptable additional severe risk in terms of safety and traffic congestion. 

 
7. The NHG concur with the Inspector’s concerns relating to Stage 1 as set out in a letter dated 30 

July 2018. As regards Kennett, whilst its individual impact may not in itself warrant infrastructure 

improvements in Newmarket, it will along with other Local Plan allocations lead to cumulative 

traffic growth that requires to be examined and addressed. The relevant part of the Inspector’s 

letter concerning the NHG is quoted below: 
 

“As set out above, I am content that the legal provisions of the DTC have been complied with. Nonetheless, I 

continue to have reservations that the transport evidence (PE28a) sufficiently demonstrates that the cross 

boundary impacts of the proposed developments, to the south of the district, on the West Suffolk Councils, and 

Newmarket, in particular, have been adequately considered and that the evidence justifies the plan. These 

transport impacts, also have potential knock on effects on the multi million pound horse racing industry at 

Newmarket and the surrounding villages. Further evidence is required to demonstrate that the transport 

implications of the scale of development proposed can be adequately mitigated.  

I note, other than the development at Kennett, that the levels of development proposed within the submitted plan 

are not substantially different to those of the existing adopted plan. However, this does not negate the need for 

the cumulative impacts of existing, and proposed development to be considered on the road network both within 

and outside the Borough, including J 37 of the A14. This is particularly the case given that transport patterns may 

be affected by the Ely southern bypass due to open in October 2018.” 

8. ECDC responded on 3 August 2018 to the issue regarding transport as follows: 

“Your findings express ‘reservations’ on a specific element of the transport evidence, namely the cross boundary 

impacts of the proposed developments on West Suffolk and ‘in particular’ Newmarket. Assuming you accept the 

suggestions in this letter (in relation to the plan period), the Council will consider how best to demonstrate more 

fully that the scale of development proposed can and will be adequately mitigated, including addressing any impact 

on Newmarket. This should be a relatively straight forward exercise. However, if you do not accept the suggestions 

in this letter, then it may be necessary for a far more comprehensive evidence gathering and impact analysis 

exercise to be undertaken (on the basis that the total quantum of growth would have gone up by over 10%, and 

new site allocations may or may not be needed, with such sites, in turn, potentially being close to Newmarket, and 

consequently, the Local Plan may end up having a greater impact on Newmarket than the presently submitted plan 

does).” 
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9. ECDC is resisting the request by the Inspector to increase the number of homes that the plan will 

need to provide for and as yet the NHG are unware of the Inspector’s response to ECDC.  

However, NHG wish to make it clear that they have concerns with or without the increase and 

the purpose of these representations is to assist the Inspector understand the potential traffic 

impacts on Newmarket and the consequences of this.  

10. The NHG have been involved in the FHDC Local Plan process and Hatchfield Farm Inquiry in 

recent years and therefore have a detailed understanding of the Transport issues affecting the 

local and strategic road network. FHDC undertook ‘high level’ traffic analysis for their Local Plan, 

which NHG examined and concluded did not properly take account of traffic impact on the local 

road network or the A14 junction 37; and therefore did not satisfactorily address impact on the 

HRI. Further information in this regard is included below. 

11. It is apparent from ECDC’s reports referred to below that no analysis has been undertaken as 

regards cumulative traffic impact. They rely on the Transport Assessment prepared for the 

Kennett site (which considers only the impact on roads surrounding that site); and broad 

conclusions that do not address the cumulative impact point raised by the Inspector (and which 

is a shared concern of the NHG). The ECDC reports acknowledge that pinch points exist and 

need attention but dismiss this issue as being a consequence of previous decisions and past 

growth in demand (paragraph 5.1.3 – Supplementary Report). However, this is not considered to 

be an appropriate or acceptable approach because the cumulative impact of the FHDC and 

ECDC Local Plan growth remains an issue that has not been properly addressed. 

• Evidence Report on Strategic Transport - implications and related issues of the 

Proposed Submission Local Plan November 2017; and  

• Supplementary Report - in relation to the November 2017 Evidence Report on Strategic 

Transport  May 2018 

12. The principal ‘Matter’ that draws out NHG’s main transport related concerns is Matter 5. The 

content of Matter 5 is repeated for convenience in italics and NHG’s representations are 

provided in blue text: 

Matter 5: Highway, transport, infrastructure and community facilities provision and developer 

contributions  

Issue 1: Whether the approach to identifying and delivering the requisite infrastructure to 

support the development objectives of the plan is fully justified, based on up-to-date and reliable 

evidence, deliverable, positively prepared and consistent with national policy? Relevant policies- 

LP16, LP17, LP18, LP19, LP20, LP21, LP30 and settlement specific policies  

1. Is the Infrastructure Investment Plan (PE12) sufficiently up-to-date and complete to provide an 

effective understanding of the infrastructure which is required to support the Local Plan? What 



 

 
1531 – ECDC Stage 2 Representations by NHG - September 2018                                                                                      Page 4 
 
 

are the implications of the delivery of the plan for all forms of infrastructure, including outside 

the district? How will improvements and any new infrastructure required be funded and 

delivered and by whom and when? What impact will this have on the timing and viability of the 

delivery of proposed developments (reference should be made to individual sites under Matters 

14 and 15)? 

a) PE12 refers at page 33 to: 045 Transport Infrastructure Transport Strategy for East 

Cambridgeshire (TSEC) Action Plan District - Critical infrastructure Cambridgeshire County 

Council (CCC) & various. TSEC in turn refers to A14 junction 37 improvements, Newmarket - 

Capacity to support growth in East Cambridgeshire and in Newmarket (scheme in Suffolk). CCC 

Long Term Transport Strategy (2015) Highways England Scheme - to be confirmed. 

b) It is considered that PE12 is not sufficiently up-to-date or complete to provide the level of 

underpinning evidence required to support the Local Plan. The Inspector has already raised 

concerns as regards the A14 junction 37 in her letter of 30 July. The NHG have considered this 

issue at length as part of the Hatchfield Farm Inquiry (Inquiry is to be reopened in 2019) and the 

FHDC Local Plan. There is no certainty that funding will be forthcoming, nor are there any 

timescales for delivery. 

c) A14 Junction 37 - Despite there being conditions requiring Hatchfield Farm to implement 

schemes including a short term improvement to the A14 junction 37 in the event of permission, 

the scheme agreed for Hatchfield Farm in 2015 is superseded by FHDC’s consultant’s (Aecom) 

work (2016 base) and there is now no evidence that suitable infrastructure can be delivered in 

Newmarket to accommodate Hatchfield Farm. In fact, Aecom have identified that bridge 

widening to 4 lanes is likely to be required and have confirmed that the Hatchfield Farm exceeds 

capacity (Aecom July 2016 report paragraph 8.2.9 – Appendix 24).  

d) In July 2016 a report entitled: SCC: Road Investment Strategy Road Period 2 – 2020 to 2025  

assessed baseline conditions and transport congestion along the A14 including the A14 Junction 

37. The outcome of the study identified the junction as needing improvement and as a result it 

was included in the Road Investment Strategy Period 2 submission (RIS2). The document 

confirms at paragraph 3.2 that: ‘The junction currently suffers from congestion and queuing 

and this is expected to worsen in the future following the opening of the Ely Bypass and 

expected local development growth.’ 

e) Under the title ‘Background Information’ sub heading ‘Hatchfield Farm Planning Application’ 

the SCC document states that: ‘The journey time data demonstrated that during the PM peak 
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hour (17:00-18:00), queue lengths of 70 vehicles were observed on the A142 eastbound off-

slip, with the queue reaching the end of the slip road. Ahead of first occupation, the site 

mitigation includes the provision of traffic signals on the two A14/A142 offslip road junctions, 

via a S278 agreement. Whilst the mitigation will cater for the additional demand from the 

development, it is unlikely to address the inadequate capacity of the junction as a whole.’  

COTTEE underlining 

f) The SCC report refers to queuing on the A14 slip roads; and SCC’s RIS2 submissions A14 

Junction 37 Summary document also refers to queuing on the slip roads and adds that queuing 

occurs on the A142 across the A14. It states: ‘Existing Junction Issues - There is evidence of 

increased congestion on the A142 across junction 37 in both directions, with significant queue 

delays on the A142 southbound. Queuing at the westbound off slip during the AM peak is also 

an issue and there have been a high number of accidents where the westbound off slip joins 

the A142. These issues are expected to worsen in the future following future development 

within East Cambridgeshire.’ 

COTTEE underlining 

g) SCC refers to summaries of the Junction 37 issues in local policy and study documents as 

follows: 

A14 No More Delays Brochure: This brochure notes that the problems experienced at this 

junction include: 

• Increased flows due to Ely Southern Bypass 

• Future development within East Cambridgeshire 

• High volumes of HGVs  

• High volumes of north and southbound traffic on A142 going across the junction 

h) Suffolk’s Local Transport Plan (LTP) (2011-2031): A14 Junction 37 is named as a key priority 

for FHDC. The LTP notes that “there are also peak period congestion issues along the A14, 

particularly at the A142 junction in Newmarket”. 

i) Forest Heath District Council LDF Impacts - AECOM study (2009): The study identifies that the 

“provision of growth at the A14/A142 Junction will have a significant impact at this already 

congested junction and will have the potential to extend queuing back onto the A14. Whilst 

sustainable transport initiatives will help to reduce both the proposed growth and existing traffic 
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levels, physical improvements will also be required. Improvements could include signals to ease 

congestion. A longer term option may be to redesign the junction with a new bridge over the 

A14 and roundabout arrangement, although this would come at a significantly higher cost”. The 

AECOM study goes on to note that “the analysis shows that growth in North East Newmarket 

would have a large impact at the A14/ A142 junction, particularly in the morning peak” and that 

“whilst proposed growth in Newmarket will contribute to the existing problems at this junction, 

it must also be noted that growth from developments outside of Forest Heath impact on this 

junction as well, particularly those in east Cambridgeshire (Soham and Ely)”. 

j) Forest Heath District Council Transport Study – Rev.2 - AECOM Technical Note (2016): This 

study identifies that at the grade-separated A14 / A142 Fordham Road junction (A14 junction 

37) “the highest increase in traffic is expected to be on the A14”. It also states that ‘traffic flows 

at the A14 / A142 Fordham Road junction are expected to increase and further more detailed 

work is recommended’ and ‘improvements at the A14 junction 37 are likely to be required, 

especially when the growth in East Cambridgeshire is considered.’ 

k) East Cambridgeshire District Council Local Plan (2015): Policy 3 Growth, notes the need for 

improvements to A14 Junction 37. 

l) New Anglia LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP): The SEP notes the priority for A14 Junction 37 

capacity improvements. 

m) Highways Agency Problem Priority Junctions (2009): The A14 Junction 37 was identified by 

the then Highways Agency as one of the top ten worst (congestion and safety) junctions in the 

region. 

n) All of the above mentioned concerns are of increased significance in light of the evidence 

from the FHDC Hearings where RPS traffic consultants for the Hatchfield Farm developers 

produced figures based on AECOM’s data for FHDC (2017 and 2018 AECOM reports) showing 

28% - 33% increases in traffic on Newmarket’s key road links plus the additional traffic from 

proposed modifications associated with 400 homes and 5 hectares of employment land at 

Hatchfield Farm. It is unclear whether AECOM for FHDC made allowances for the latest ECDC 

housing growth and the effects of the Ely Bypass. For example, paragraph 4.5.2 of AECOM’s 

August 2016 Cumulative Impact report allows for 7,803 homes, whereas the most recent 

figures as quoted in the ECDC letter dated 3 August 2018 refer to 11,960 homes (increased by 

1,125 from 10,835 homes). This represents increases of around 39% to 53% on the figures 

considered by AECOM in their work. In their March 2018 Cumulative Impact Study they 
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include the 500 homes at Kennett as a sensitivity test but it is considered that larger scale 

impact on Newmarket could arise from the potential wider ECDC allocations and there 

appears to be no evidence that this has been considered. 

o) SCC have advised there has been no detailed capacity analysis for SCC’s A14/A142 RIS2 

submission. The main capacity analysis available is the work undertaken by Aecom for FHDC. 

They have also confirmed that more work is required. 

p) The option recommended in another SCC document entitled ‘A14 Junctions – Junction 37’ 

attached at Appendix D has been estimated by SCC to cost in the region of £20 million. A 

junction scheme similar to the Hatchfield Farm proposal is costed at about £570,000. The latter 

is a basic scheme involving signals at the priority junctions either end of the two on-slip roads. 

It is apparent that the Hatchfield Farm scheme, if permitted, would not address the issues at 

this junction; and the comprehensive scheme identified by SCC is required. The 

comprehensive SCC scheme is required to address existing congestion and safety issues.  

q) The A14 junction 37 is referred to in the ‘Aecom Cumulative Impact Study – Addendum’ 

prepared for FHDC and released on 26 April 2018 (Appendix 26). This states that: ‘The enhanced 

signalised option for the junction to be explored’ confirming that insufficient work has been 

undertaken and that further design work and analysis is required. 

r) As regards traffic impact on Newmarket and therefore the HRI, the Secretary of State in his 

decision letter dated 31 August 2016 applied the precautionary principle. The purpose of the 

precautionary approach is to recognise that the risk of harm, especially when it relates to 

something of considerable value / importance, should be avoided given that if the results are 

awaited first and harm is caused, it could be irreversible or at least highly damaging. The 

significance or weight to be attached to that risk must be examined but it is also right to weigh 

it against the significance of the consequences should the risk materialise. New evidence arising 

from the FHDC hearings that a 28%-33% increase in traffic would arise means that risks are 

further increased. The precautionary principle recognised by the Secretary of State in his 

decision letter dated 31 August 2016 and which is unaffected by the subsequent legal 

challenge. A copy of the Decision Notice is attached. 

 

s) No proper analysis has been undertaken to assess the impact of a number of required Pegasus 

(signalised horse crossings) crossings in Newmarket on traffic queuing and delay; and interaction 

with other key junctions in the town. Modelling (microsimulation) is required to include the 
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Clocktower Roundabout, Bury Road and High Street to assess junction and new horse crossing 

interaction and the associated impact on traffic queuing and delay to determine whether the 

impacts are severe in the context of NPPF (July 2018). This would provide the evidence 

required to determine whether the Local Plan growth both in ECDC and FHDC is sustainable. 

t) Aecom for FHDC only considered individual junction performance but no evidence on junction 

interaction which is a key omission from their work. Aecom are also aware of the anticipated 

growth in the number of horses training in Newmarket i.e. Aecom’s 5th bullet page 24 of their 

Technical Note 2018 states there will be an increase in horses of between 76% and 78% at the 

horse crossings in Newmarket over levels experienced in 2015.  Whilst JCE do not agree with 

these figures an increase in horses in anticipated. 

u) Funding for the required horse crossing improvements is not available and the Development 

Management approach will not provide the level of funding required. The suggestion that 

mitigation will come forward alongside development is considered unlikely since there are few 

potential S106 funding opportunities. There are at least 6 Newmarket horse crossings in East 

Cambridgeshire and there appear to be few developments in the locality of those rural crossings 

on high speed roads that could reasonably be expected to deliver funding.  

2.  Is there appropriate certainty, and evidence that adequate levels of school, health, transport, 

flood, water related, green, social and other infrastructure provision will be provided in a timely 

fashion and at appropriate suitably accessible locations, so as to support the delivery of the 

growth proposed within the Local Plan? For the reasons cited above it is considered there is no 

certainty that funding will be forthcoming, nor are there any timescales for delivery. 

3. Should planned essential specific infrastructure be identified on the Policies Map? NHG consider 

that essential specific infrastructure be identified on the Policies Map. 

4. Overall, what mechanisms will be in place to ensure essential/critical infrastructure will be 

provided and delivered in a timely fashion? How will other organisations be involved in delivering 

infrastructure and what commitments to delivery/ funding, and on-going maintenance are in 

place? As regards the funding of the horse crossing improvements, FHDC rely on the 

Development Management process for individual sites but this would not deliver the levels of 

improvement required. Hatchfield Farm is a prime example where at the 2015 Inquiry the FHDC 

accepted a small contribution to one horse crossing on Fordham Road for 400 homes which did 

not resolve that issue. Further crossings require attention in Newmarket (at least 6 of which are 

in ECDC) and if this approach is carried forward by ECDC the level of funding required is unlikely 

to be achieved. 

5. Specifically, are the various Infrastructure and Community Facilities policies which relate to each 

settlement, together with Policy LP19, justified by evidence, effective and viable? Is it clear on 
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what basis the provision of such infrastructure would be required and how any such infrastructure 

would be delivered? For the reasons cited above, NHG consider that the infrastructure required 

in Newmarket and the surrounding areas has not been properly assessed and identified, therefore 

delivery is uncertain. 

13. Turning to Matter 16, the relevant Transport related content is repeated for convenience in 

italics and NHG’s representations are provided in blue text below (NHG raised objection to 

KEN.M1 in December 2017): 

Matter 16: Proposed site allocations- Medium Villages Relevant Policies- LP3, site allocations 

and relevant development management policies  

Issue 1: Whether the proposed site allocations, excluding Local Green Spaces, for the defined 

Medium Villages of Ashley, Burrough Green/Burrough End, Cheveley, Dullingham, Kennett, Little 

Thetford, Lode with Long Meadow, Mepal, Newmarket Fringe, Stetchworth, Swaffham Bulbeck, 

Swaffham Prior, Wilburton are justified, based on up-to-date evidence, effective, viable, 

deliverable and consistent with national policy? 

b) How have the wider transport implications of the proposed development been considered? The 

main concern for the NHG is the traffic impact on Newmarket, which as detailed in the 

representations on Matter 5 have not been properly examined. 

g) How does the site relate to nearby uses? ECDC rely on the reports of others as set out at 

paragraph 4.2.4 of their ‘Supplementary Report – in relation to the November 2017 Evidence 

Report on Strategic Transport’ May 2018 to assess transport impacts but have undertaken no 

proper examination of cumulative impact of their own. The NHG’s principal concerns relate to the 

impact on Newmarket roads and junction 37 of the A14 but there is no clear evidence base to 

demonstrate that these impacts have been properly assessed using up-to-date evidence. 

h) What are the potential adverse impacts of developing the sites, including to heritage assets? 

How could they be mitigated? Increases in traffic arising from the sites is a major concern for the 

NHG in terms of the safety of race horses and their riders; and the increases in delay and 

congestion for HRI traffic moving around Newmarket to undertake their work - often in emergency 

situations. There are limited opportunities to mitigate impact since Newmarket’s roads suffer 
from delay and congestion under current conditions let alone adding further traffic. There are 

plans to undertake essential improvements to some horse crossings by for example installing 

Pegasus crossings but these impacts are yet to be modelled properly. Further work on horse 

crossing infrastructure, costings, funding, and impact on delay and congestion is required. 

j) What are the infrastructure requirements/ costs and are there physical or other constraints to 

development? How would these be addressed and are they directly related to, necessary and 

fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development? As indicated above 

Newmarket’s roads suffer from delay and congestion under current conditions. The 
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principal means of accommodating more traffic would be to increase capacity by widening roads 

and / or undertaking junction improvements. This may be possible at junction 37 of the A14 and 

preliminary schemes have been considered but there is uncertainty over funding and timescales. 

However, in Newmarket town area and the main radial routes leading to it, principally Bury Road 

and Fordham Road, are constrained and the aim should be to reduce traffic and improve safety 

to protect the HRI rather than increase traffic.  

Funding for required horse crossing improvements is not available and the Development 

Management approach will not provide the level of funding required. The suggestion that 

mitigation will come forward alongside development is considered unlikely since there are few 

potential S106 funding opportunities. There are at least 6 Newmarket horse crossings in East 

Cambridgeshire and there appear to be few developments in the locality of those rural crossings 

on high speed roads that could reasonably be expected to deliver funding.  As regards the funding 

of the horse crossing improvements, FHDC rely on the Development Management process for 

individual sites but this would not deliver the levels of improvement required. Further crossings 

require attention in Newmarket (at least 6 of which are in ECDC) and if this approach is carried 

forward by ECDC the level of funding required is unlikely to be achieved. 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SECRETARY OF STATE’S DECISION LETTER  
 

DATED 31 AUGUST 2016 
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